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MC/07/36

METHODIST COUNCIL REFERENCE GROUP ON LEADERSHIP

The recommendations of the Reference Group occur throughout the text, but for convenience are gathered together and repeated at the end.   

The Task of the Reference Group 

1. The Methodist Council appointed a Reference Group 

“To survey the various proposals on strategic leadership which are coming forward through independent routes to propose how the Council might be helped towards a considered judgement to put before the Conference in 2007 and to prepare a paper which will facilitate that way forward.”

2. In establishing the Group, the Methodist Council recognised a need to prepare ways in which both the Council and Conference could have a manageable and considered debate on what has become a complex set of issues.   

(a) The outcome of the review of the post of General Secretary of the Methodist Church
The Council recently appointed a group led by the Revd David Willie to review the role of the position of General Secretary of the Church beyond 2008 – the date on which the first holder of the post, the Revd David Deeks, is to stand down. 

(b) The Core Report on Team Focus 
Proposals for the leadership of the Connexional Team beyond 2008 were contained within the ‘Core Report’ on Team Focus presented to the January Council. A supplementary report (Perspectives Paper 4) on Leadership in the Connexion indicated how the proposed leaders in the Connexional Team might relate to other strategic leaders in the Connexion in what has come to be known as the Connexional Leadership Team (which is to be distinguished from the Connexional Team referred to above, and which is also currently conducting a review of its development). 

The January meeting of the Methodist Council endorsed the general direction of the Core Report, but asked for further detail on a number of issues, including the job descriptions of the proposed leaders in the Connexional Team.   

(c) Papers from members of the Connexional Leadership Team
During a conversation about leadership at the Connexional Leadership Team, two papers were introduced by individuals. The Connexional Leadership Team offered these without endorsement to the Methodist Council, which referred them to this Reference Group. One paper was essentially about the relationship between the General Secretary and the Connexional Leadership Team. The other offered an alternative model in which the senior positions in the Church would form a team consisting of a long-term President, a Secretary of Conference (who might be lay or ordained) and a General Secretary or Chief Executive Officer who would lead a revised Connexional Team headed by four Directors of Service (and not containing any other leaders with responsibilities for the strategic leadership of the Connexion).   

(d) The Review of the Connexional Leadership Team
The Connexional Leadership Team has set up a small group of its members to review its development since its inception in 2004. 

(e) Recommendation from the Connexional Leadership Team
In the light of its conversation about leadership referred to above, the Connexional Leadership Team has recommended that the Council propose to the Conference that a review be undertaken of the role of the Presidency. 

Proposed way of proceeding at the March Council

3. The Reference Group has considered all the papers and issues mentioned above, along with further background material. It has also been able to see the report from the group reviewing the role of the General Secretary, and to hear of the developing thinking about the Team Focus proposals about leadership in the Connexional Team. It comments on all these matters below, after an initial consideration of leadership in the in the Methodist Church as a whole.

4. The Reference Group recommends that the March 07 meeting of the Methodist Church proceed by

(a) considering the Report of the Review Group on the Role of the General Secretary of the Methodist Church in the light of the Reference Group’s observations about leadership, and making decisions about the Review Group’s recommendations (which the Reference Group supports);

(b) considering and making decisions about the other recommendations in this report;

(c) agreeing how these matters are to be presented to the Conference.

Preliminary observations about leadership in the Methodist Church

5. The theological principles underlying leadership in the Methodist Church must be our starting point. In 2002 a report to Conference entitled Leadership in the Methodist Church identified a number of theological principles which remain as valid now as they were then. These can be summarised (perhaps to the point of over-simplification) as follows: 

· The connexional principle, which is regarded as ‘a vital truth’;

· The interdependence of all churches, in which local churches, Circuits and Districts exercise the greatest degree of autonomy;

· The need to structure the Church for mission;

· A tradition of leadership as a form of service;

· The need for the whole people of God to affirm and own the general direction of movement which the leaders (both corporate bodies like the Conference or Methodist Council or their equivalents in other parts of the Connexion, and also individuals) are proposing and enacting.

6. In addition, the 2005 Conference received a major report upon the Nature of Oversight and commended its study throughout the Connexion. In the light of responses to it and subsequent work, we can now describe oversight as the process of ensuring that the Church remains true to the gospel, Christian tradition (and Methodist tradition in particular) and the promptings of the Spirit as it discovers the Purpose of the Methodist Church, fulfils Our Calling and enacts the Priorities of the Methodist Church. We can then identify some of the major aspects of such oversight as leadership (discerning, articulating and inspiring vision; encouraging and sustaining people in appropriate and measured action; and providing models of giving guidance and exercising power with authority, justice and love), governance (exercising formal authority in formulating the policies and ordering the practices of the Church in the local church, circuit, district or for the whole Connexion) and management (implementing strategies to enact the vision and policies, deploying people and other resources to that end and monitoring the results). It has to be recognised that these three aspects do not of themselves, when added together, describe the whole of the process of oversight. It also has to be recognised that they are often blurred in practice, not least because individuals and corporate bodies often wear more than one hat. It is nevertheless important that those corporate bodies and individuals are aware of which aspect they were primarily dealing with at any one time. Moreover these three aspects (and the fact that they are often blurred in practice) have their parallels in other parts of society, such as the voluntary sector. The Church, however, cannot just accept the ideas and practice of others uncritically, and must ensure that all the aspects of oversight are theologically informed. 
7. The 2002 Report to Conference on Leadership in the Methodist Church made a distinction between the Church as a faith community (where the emphasis is on core beliefs, experience and worship) and the Church as a mission organisation (where the emphasis is on core tasks). We can now recognise that the strong emphasis on “membership” in Methodism means that those who exercise their discipleship in this way collectively accept responsibility for worshipping God, nurturing each other in faith and sharing in God’s mission in the world. Every member of the Church has automatically been a member of the Methodist Missionary Society. The Methodist Church therefore has simultaneously to be both a faith community and a mission organisation in every part of the Connexion if it is to be true to Our Calling and enact the Priorities. It has to be overseen, governed, managed and (in particular for our current concerns) led in both aspects by both corporate bodies and also officers and individuals (including the Connexional Team). So far as leadership is concerned this involves both “helping people to hold fast to their roots in such a way that they can discover and redefine their task in each new generation” and also “mobilising and equipping people for mission….. (which involves) determining priorities, agreeing strategies and managing resources”. 

8. In the last decade much reflection has added to the Church’s understanding of itself. A recurring theme has been the need for effective leadership. We believe that the following issues particular to Methodism would need to be taken into account in assessing how successful in general terms the various structures of Methodism are in providing it, particularly at connexional level:
· The Conference has the overriding responsibility for the leadership of the Methodist Church (as it has for oversight in general) and meets annually;

· The Conference, whilst retaining overall authority, then delegates leadership responsibility to other specific bodies (e.g. the Methodist Council, District Synod, Circuit Meeting, Church Council) and individual officers who exercise that leadership throughout the year in various parts of the Connexion; 

· Persons appointed by the Conference to exercise leadership in the Church at a connexion-wide level have a leadership responsibility not only in the setting to which they have been appointed but in the Church as a whole;

· These persons are expected to behave collegially;

· They are also expected to give an account for who they are and what they do as leaders in return for being granted freedom to lead;

· They are further expected to enable those who are led to participate to the fullest possible extent as responsible members of the organisation;

In many ways these may be regarded as part of the genius of Methodism. 

9. We would describe the last decade and particularly the last two or three years as one of preparation for very significant organisational change, the wider ramifications of which are only now beginning to be understood across the whole Church. The driving forces for that change are many, but include the fact of the declining membership of the Church.

10. From the point of view of cultural change in an organisation, a classical approach has been adopted, starting with establishing a sense of urgency, envisioning (through e.g. Our Calling and Priorities and the current General Secretary’s more recent paper identifying the ‘overriding challenge’ of discernment and witness) and the development of practical steps to deal with the required reduction in our financial capacity to maintain current structures. This began with consideration of connexion-wide structures, but the success of the approach has become increasingly apparent over the past few years in a widening participation of people in the process of change, particularly at district and circuit level. We are now at the point where circuit and district reviews can and are taking place to ensure that resources are being best used to fulfil our mission. Fresh expressions of church are increasingly demanding our attention. The need to respond to financial pressure is still very real but is increasingly expressed as releasing resources for more effective mission. The Year of Prayer and the Time to Talk of God initiative have no doubt played their part. The former President, the Revd. Tom Stuckey, has referred to a cultural change amongst us which he and many others have ascribed to an energising of the Church by the Holy Spirit. The Church of tomorrow will not be the same as the Church of today, and we must constantly strive to discern what God is saying to the Church about its organisation. 

11. There are therefore signs that the culture in the Church has begun to change. As a result the driving forces for change are being perceived in a different way. It would be wrong, however, to suggest that we are over the critical point, particularly in the need for effective leadership. Proposed changes need to be implemented, made to work, consolidated and refined as they are evaluated. The next few years are crucial and require inspired leadership in:

· Articulating the vision (and its consequences) to the whole Church and being aware of the opportunities (and the dangers) to which it gives rise;

· Helping the whole Church to understand the potential of the intended changes in the life of the Church – particularly at district and circuit levels;

· Modelling in decision-making and in practice the new methods of working to which the Church aspires;

· Articulating the vision to ecumenical partners and seeking improved methods of working with other churches (and faiths);

· Managing the changes in the refocused Connexional Team, and dealing with the complex inter-personal and organisational issues which will emerge;

· Releasing and relocating within the Connexion the financial and personal resources necessary to ensure that the programme Our Calling and the Priorities for the Methodist Church can be delivered.

12. In summary, we would regard the leadership challenge now to be to enable all leaders in the Methodist Church to enter into or to relate to the developing structures with a clarity about their role and their relationships to others and to the resources which are being made available; and to do so with a renewed confidence and enthusiasm for the task.

The Role of the General Secretary

13. In the light of the above we have considered the report of the Review Group on the Role of the General Secretary. The role of General Secretary was established when the Revd David Deeks took up the post in September 2003. It involved being “responsible for leading the development of the vision, mission and strategy of the Church” and being “the executive leader of a management and leadership team”, the group which has developed into what is now known as the Connexional Leadership Team, comprising the Presidency (i.e. current, ex- and designate Presidents and Vice-Presidents), the Co-ordinating Secretaries, the District Chairs, the Warden of the Methodist Diaconal Order, and the Chair of the Strategy and Resources Committee) [Standing Order 302(2)]. It also involved being the leader of the Co-ordinating Secretaries who “have collective responsibility for the work of the (Connexional) Team” (which needs to be distinguished from the Connexional Leadership Team just mentioned) [SO 303]. It was further decided that the General Secretary of the Methodist Church should also be the Secretary of the Conference.  [SO 302(1)]. 
14. The Review Group concludes that the role of General Secretary has worked well and achieved much. The Reference Group commends to the Council the Review Group’s general report and its particular recommendations. We envisage the appointment of a new General Secretary with leadership responsibilities similar to those at present, but with the role being developed in line with the suggestions in the Review Group’s report and in this report below. Emphasis in the Connexional Team will need to be upon leading and managing the changes which will arise from Conference decisions on Team Focus. Within the Connexional Leadership Team the early emphasis will be upon mobilising the church to meet the ‘overriding challenge’ (discernment and witness) and continuing the process of district and circuit reviews as they are now outlined in “Mapping a Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission”.  
15. The Review Group recommends that the appointment of a new General Secretary  may be as an interim appointment. The Reference Group would suggest that the next General Secretary be appointed for five years to enable the next stage of development in the leadership structures of the Church to be achieved. This will enable the proposed review of the role of the Presidency (both President and Vice-President – see further para 45 below) to be conducted and any resulting amendments to the Deed of Union to be prepared, taken through the necessary two-year period of consultation and enacted. 

16. As we have noted in para 13 above, when the role of General Secretary was established it was combined with the pre-existing role of Secretary of Conference. The Review Group’s report comments that the role of the Secretary of Conference is inadequately defined in The Consitutional Practice and Discipline of the Methodist Church.  Both the role of General Secretary of the Church and that of the Secretary of Conference are oversight, leadership and executive roles. They are also complementary roles, with the Secretary of Conference having a strong, but not exclusive, emphasis upon governance and the General Secretary having a strong, but not exclusive, emphasis on developing vision and exercising strategic management.
The Reference Group recommends that appropriate Standing Orders be created to define the role of the Secretary of Conference.           

Other concerns which have recently been raised 

17. We do not feel it would be helpful to address each of the various papers and proposals listed in paragraph 2 above separately at this point. Consideration of the four papers (The Core Report, the Perspectives Paper and the two papers referred from the Connexional Leadership Team) at the January meeting of Methodist Council led to several questions being raised by members of the Council as follows:

General Leadership Issues

· How does the Connexional leadership of the church, in whatever context, speak with a unified voice to challenge the church to action?

· In particular, how do the proposed four proposed leaders within the Connexional Team work with and alongside all those others in the Church with leadership responsibilities at Connexional level [i.e. with the remaining members of the Connexional Leadership Team]?

· Could one of the four leaders (now or at a future date) be the President, without leading to radical further restructuring of the Connexional Team? In other words, is the model proposed for a reshaped Connexional Team adaptable if in the near future there should be a longer-term Presidency with a wider role than now? 

· What in detail will the proposed two Secretaries for Internal and External Relationships in the Connexional team do?  Do we actually need two?
· What is the difference between what is proposed and the present Joint Secretaries Group way of working?
Ramification of proposals

· What differences will there be in what Districts and District Chairs are required to do as a result of reconfiguring the team?
· What are the wider organisational consequences for the Oversight of the Methodist Church (including lines of accountability) if, as appears inevitable, more is to be done at District and Circuit level? And how will this affect the dynamics of leadership?
18. We feel that these issues resolve themselves into three questions as follows:

a. How can the Church ensure that the structures enable the members of the Connexional Leadership Team to work collegially?

b. Is there sufficient clarity about the need for and purpose of the proposed leadership posts in the Connexional Team? 

c. Is the structure adaptable if major changes are needed to the central leadership group as a result of decisions about the role of the Presidency, without a major overhaul of the new structure?  

Good collegial working in the Connexional Leadership Team

19. The need to clarify the relationships between the leaders of a reconfigured Connexional Team and other members of the Connexional Leadership Team is not an issue which arises because of Team Focus, but one which currently exists and which must be dealt with before 2008.  

20. We have already noted the responsibility of the General Secretary, under the authority of the Conference, for leading the development of the vision, mission and strategy of the Church, and for being the executive leader of the Connexional Leadership Team (as well as the responsibility of being the Secretary of Conference). As some draft material prepared by those helping the Connexional Leadership Team to review its purpose and development put it: “The concept of the Connexional Leadership Team developed out of an express desire of the Methodist people that there should be a more co-ordinated focus of leadership at the heart of the Connexion. The Connexional Leadership Team is not first and foremost a meeting – rather it is a concept within which those who exercise strategic leadership across the whole Methodist Connexion work together collaboratively and collegially to help the Methodist people discern where God’s Spirit is challenging and calling them to share in God’s mission. There is an expectation that the members of the Connexional Leadership Team will work together to ensure that the Methodist Church is faithful to her calling and that the priorities and policies of the Church, as they are determined by the Methodist Conference, are implemented effectively and efficiently throughout the whole of its life ……. Their appointment by the Conference is a recognition of each member’s experience, gifts and skills in leadership. In appointing the members of the Connexional Leadership Team the Church has an expectation that they will exercise their leadership collegially and collaboratively.” 
21. The current membership of the Connexional Leadership Team is described in paragraph 13 above. Each member of it is placed in a particular setting by the Conference and has responsibilities in that setting. Members also share a collective responsibility across the whole Connexion. Whilst that responsibility is primarily to exercise oversight each member also, in varying degrees exercises governance (they are all members of Conference), leadership and management responsibilities.

22. The main purpose of the Connexional Leadership Team is, however, leadership. We would describe it as, primarily, a network and a forum for senior leaders in the Connexion. It is not a governance body which formulates the principal purposes and policies of the Church, setting parameters for their implementation, making rules and regulations and ensuring compliance. It is not a management body or a place where “specific and detailed strategies” can be devised or micro-management decisions made. It is, though, a network and forum in which (as Perspectives Paper 4 put it) “senior leaders come together both to share insights and develop vision, and to confer about how the vision and policies adopted by the Conference for the Connexion might be implemented.” 

23. Perspectives Paper 4 states that “The predominant emphasis of this Connexional Leadership Team is on people coming together to share in a collective form or strategic leadership, in the sense of:

· prayerful theological reflection that is shared through a process of Christian conferring;

· the development and owning of a common vision;

· watching over one another in love to embody support for one another in each member’s personal practice;

· providing models of exercising power with mercy and authority with justice and love. “

The paper draws attention to S.O. 302(2) which speaks of “a management and leadership team…”  and suggests that the standing order is ambiguous and needs amending.  

24. The members of the Connexional Leadership Team have recognised and are beginning to address a number of factors that adversely affect the dynamic of their meetings together. First, the majority of places on the Connexional Leadership Team are occupied by District Chairs. They will share many common problems. Moreover, for obvious reasons Connexional Leadership Team meetings sometimes follow immediately on from District Chairs’ Meetings or meetings of the Stationing Matching Group. This can mean that the agenda of one meeting spills over into another. A decision has already been taken by the Chairs that where one meeting follows the next the Connexional Leadership Team will always be held first.  

25. Second, unlike the other groups in the Connexional Leadership Team, the members of the Joint Secretaries Group interact with each other on a daily basis and often speak in the meetings of the Connexional Leadership Team with a collective voice.  This can also affect the meeting. 

26. Third, most members of the Connexional Leadership Team are ordained. Only a few are not and at a time of change there is a possibility that the changes may be seen to be clerically driven in a way that seems to run against the grain of the Methodist Church. When the Connexional Leadership Team moves (more or less appropriately) towards dealing with management matters or even, less frequently (and inappropriately), seeks to behave as a governance body, lay members (and some ordained members) become anxious about the imbalance of ordained and lay people. 

27. A more contentious issue may be the perceived tensions between “central” and “district” officers and staff. The relationship between ‘field or regional officers’ and ‘central policy staff’ is often a source of tension in large organisations. Often these tensions are avoided by clarity over the different roles they are expected to play and the power they hold. In the Methodist Church, as we have seen, this has to be done in a setting where all leaders appointed by the Conference, whatever their setting, are expected to contribute to the wider leadership of the whole Church.

28. Methods of working and emphases within the Church will, we suspect, change from the present and develop even further as the potential (and the difficulties) inherent in the current arrangements and the proposed developments of them are realised. This is inevitable and not something which should be regarded with apprehension. Perspectives Paper 4 begins to address this issue especially in paragraph 19. Here a very important issue is raised, namely what accountabilities exist in relation to the leadership functions represented in the Connexional Leadership Team. But there are other issues that also need attention relating to frequency of meetings, the setting of agendas, clarity of understanding of purpose, adequacy of preparation and balance of representation and its consequences. 
29. We want to make it clear that we do not regard these tensions and structural difficulties as the responsibility of any single group of people or indeed any individuals. They are rather a symptom of a systemic problem which must be addressed so that the Connexional Leadership Team can become more effective.  

30. In order to address these questions there needs to be a clear understanding of the structures for leadership which it is intended will continue beyond the reconfiguration of the Connexional Team.  In our view it is inevitable that a group such as the Connexional Leadership Team will be required, indeed even more so. In other words, we have reached the conclusion that the problem is that the Church has not yet completed its development of a structure in which its strategic leaders can work together and which is fit for purpose in a Methodist context.  
31. It is therefore helpful that the Connexional Leadership Team is currently under review. From early papers which we have seen a very good start has been made. What is now required is a patient and constructive working though of the issues by the Connexional Leadership Team. This will require full scrutiny of its membership, powers and responsibilities and its methods of working. It will also be an opportunity to re-examine the lay contribution to the leadership of the Church. One way in which this could occur is if the whole of that Team, perhaps with the assistance of an external facilitator, could determine choices for new ways of working which could lead to much greater understanding and acceptance amongst the Church’s leaders. This might result for instance in new patterns of meeting and a closer understanding of the purpose (and the limitations) of the Connexional Leadership Team’s powers. Perspectives Paper 4 points out that a clarification of S.O. 302 (2) might be helpful. The Reference Group recommends that the Connexional Leadership Team be requested to arrive at specific proposals which will ensure that from September 2008 an effective Connexional Leadership Team is in operation, and that a Standing Order be created defining the purpose of the Connexional Leadership Team. 

32. We have also noted that ways have been developed recently through the Ground-clearing projects, Filter Panels, the mechanism being introduced to monitor Circuit reviews, other working groups and the more formal committees of the Church that enable members of the Connexional Leadership Team (and District Chairs in particular) to work with the General Secretary and strategic leaders in the Connexional Team to develop policies, strategies and objectives in the specialist areas to which they are able to make a contribution. This type of matrix approach to organisational management is again a feature of many complex organisations and is very valuable. In the Methodist Church it could have the further advantage of involving people outside the Connexional Leadership Team as advisers. These could be members of SRC or other lay people with expertise. For the ordained staff it could also serve as a way of introducing the next generation to strategic work and policy-making. The Reference Group commends these examples of partnership and collaborative conversation, and encourages further trial of different methods of working.  

33. To facilitate this development the Reference Group recommends that in the 5 year period from September 2008 the General Secretary be asked by Conference to give special attention to the development of the leadership capability of the Church at all levels. The Conference should be asked to request especially that the General Secretary and Presidency work collaboratively in envisioning and energising leadership potential in the whole Church. 

34. There needs to be a recognition throughout the Church of the leadership that is exercised by the General Secretary in developing vision and exercising executive management (see paragraph 16) This leadership role brings the General Secretary into an effective and dynamic working relationship with the Presidency, the District Chairs and the Warden of the Methodist Diaconal Order, as well as the proposed senior leaders in the Connexional Team. In addition he or she has a leadership role that complements the governance role of the Secretary of Conference with regard to the governance bodies of the Church such as the Conference, Methodist Council and Strategy and Resources Committee. There is a real danger that the General Secretary is perceived as owing a particular allegiance to the Connexional Team at the expense of the other senior leaders who make up the Connexional Leadership Team. We therefore believe that strong, analogous relationships need to be built up between the General Secretary and other groups. To this end, the Reference Group commends to the Council recommendations ii and iii of the Review Group, and further recommends that the General Secretary should 
(a) be a member of the District Chairs’ Meeting, and

(b) lead and chair the Connexional Leadership Team (being directly responsible for determining who should chair particular sessions of it.)

Leadership Posts in the Connexional Team

35. Having stated the above, we have no doubt that there is the need for more than one post with a strategic leadership responsibility (the so-called red posts in the new structure) in the Connexional Team. The width of duties for which the General Secretary is responsible, the geographical spread of the Methodist Church and the very wide network which it will be necessary to create and maintain both within and beyond the Church readily justify this conclusion. It would be irresponsible to imagine the senior managers (the green posts) each being required by the structure to report to the General Secretary and there is the need to be clear about who carries authority at times of absence for whatever reason. Finally, we believe that such postholders will have important roles to play in creating effective leadership networks throughout the Connexion.

36. The question then is how many such posts are required and how should they be designated. The proposal put to the January meeting of the Methodist Council was that there should be three strategic leaders in the Connexional Team working under the direction of the General Secretary (who will also relate to other groups of leaders, such as the District Chairs). They have been named as a Secretary for Internal Relationships, a Secretary for External Relationships and a Secretary for Team Operations.  With regard to the job designations, we suspect that members of the Methodist Council could clearly see the value of appointing a secretary to have direct responsibility for the management of the Connexional Team but that there may have been concern that the other two post holders would be ‘leading’ but without any grounding in everyday reality, or that they would be a form of connexional inspector interfering in responsibilities that properly belong to the districts. We do not believe that these concerns are justified. Paragraph 19 of the Core Report makes a clear statement of the generic responsibilities they will hold including ‘sharing with others in the wider strategic leadership of the connexion’. There is great value to be achieved by having an interaction between strategic leaders in the Connexional Team and strategic leaders in the districts. The ability of these post holders to work with other senior leaders in the Connexion to facilitate the sort of leadership which we believe the CLT has the potential to deliver will, we believe, be substantial.

37. Furthermore, we are convinced that the volume of work which will be required of these post holders to mobilise the Connexional Team and the members of the Connexional Leadership Team to work in partnerships at all levels and in a way which deals with the complexity of leadership responsibility in the Methodist Church, is more than sufficient to justify three posts. Indeed, the Council may wish to ask if three is sufficient given the model of leadership we are developing. The identification of three posts with responsibility for strategic leadership below the General Secretary is a classic division of responsibility in complex organisations. Further detail about the particular areas of work of these three posts is to be found in Perspectives Paper 4.  For instance in paragraphs 20 to 23 of that Paper there are broad brush descriptions of the various areas of work and from paragraph 24 onwards there are descriptions of what leadership means at that level.  Further work has recently been done on producing draft job descriptions, and these are to be found elsewhere in the Council papers. They demonstrate that the posts are indeed grounded in reality. The Reference Group commends them to the Council.
38. The Reference Group recommends that the structure of three strategic leaders in the Connexional Team (other than the General Secretary) is justified.
Adaptability of the structure

39. This question arises from the suggestion that one of the options to be considered in the future might be that the President’s role entails an appointment of longer than one year and that he or she would then take a place within the Connexional Team. Concern was expressed that the new structure proposed for the Connexional Team should be capable of adapting itself to such a development without further substantial restructuring. If this did occur we are convinced that the principal effect would be upon the General Secretary’s role and not upon the other ‘red posts’. We feel that this assurance can be given.

The Presidency and wider considerations 

40. The Methodist Council has referred two specific papers to us. The first was written by the Chair of the Bristol District and we perceive it essentially to be about the relationship between the General Secretary and the Connexional Leadership Team. Our perception is that under this model the General Secretary’s responsibility would be to ‘network and facilitate’ the four strands of the Connexional Leadership Team.  We believe that the understandings and proposals set out above will meet these concerns and enable the Connexional Leadership Team to develop. 

41. The second paper was presented by the Chair of the London District and we have already referred to this paper in relation to the suggestion which the Connexional Leadership Team have put to the Council concerning a review of the role of the Presidency of the Church. This is a more detailed paper and raises the following questions:

· Is it reasonable to put such an immense leadership responsibility upon one individual?

· Has a response to that question been, and does the new structure suggest it will continue to be, an over-concentration of ‘assistant’ strategic leadership posts within the Connexional Team thereby causing unease amongst others with leadership roles?

· If that is the case how could the responsibilities be divided in some other way?

42. The proposal in the paper is that the President, holding a longer-term position than at present, would lead the Connexional Leadership Team. There would then be two further senior posts in the Church, one who was the Secretary of Conference (this post being open to both lay and ordained persons) and a General Secretary/Chief Executive officer who would lead a team of four Directors of Service. At this stage the paper does not describe precisely how leadership responsibilities would be apportioned, rather stating that there would be some adjustment. Apart from the number of posts involved the new factors here are:

· The President being a part of the Connexional Team, now we presume with the full leadership responsibility

· A separate post of Secretary of Conference

· A General Secretary/CEO with considerably lesser powers. 

43. Once again we readily acknowledge that this could be a viable model. There are however a number of issues:

· The position and responsibility of the Vice-President, particularly if that person were to have responsibilities in the event of the President being indisposed, and the implications thereby for the laity

· No argument is yet presented over the effect, positive and negative, of separating out the role of Secretary of Conference. Have the arguments presented when the role of General Secretary was combined with that of the Secretary of the Conference proved ill-founded?

· The drift towards a civil service model which appears to us inherent in the CEO and Directors of Service model, and the implications of that for the Conference, the Council, the leaders in the Connexional Team and other senior leaders in the Connexion. If some of the categories of leader (the Chairs of District, Warden of the Methodist Diaconal Order, members of the Presidency, Co-ordinating Secretaries, Chair of the Strategy and Resources Committee) were to be designated as civil servants, all would have to be. The members of the Connexional Leadership Team are not limited to being leaders, because they are also governors (they are all members of Conference) and in various ways, managers. This, in our view, is the source of the reasons why a civil service analogy (where functions are very carefully delineated) is inappropriate in the Methodist Church context when considering the Connexional Team, and why leadership in the Church is so complex.

44. In short, this set of suggestions clearly merits full consideration. The implications however appear to extend beyond those acknowledged in the paper. Irrespective of whether they would be beneficial or not, the changes would be substantial in terms of the culture of the Church. Many of the points raised are dealt with explicitly or implicitly in the Review Group’s report and the earlier paragraphs of this Reference Group report. The paper is surely correct, however, in pointing to the need to re-examine the interface between the Presidency, The General Secretary and the District Chairs. 
45. The leadership that is currently exercised in the Connexion by the President and Vice-President of the Methodist Conference is best expressed in such terms as the representative embodiment of the authority of Conference.  They do not exercise executive leadership. A long term executive President who is a presbyter would effectively exclude the lay Vice-President from the exercise of oversight and leadership in the Church. A development of our current understanding of the roles and relationships of the President and Vice-President could lead to linked and complementary strands, lay and ordained, within the Presidency. The Reference Group notes that there is a need to strengthen the understanding and practice of a representative lay role in all the aspects of oversight, and particularly in leadership. This is important with regard to the Connexional Leadership Team as well as the Presidency. The Reference Group therefore commends to the Council recommendation v of the Review Group, and further recommends that the Conference initiate a review of the Presidency and of representative lay leadership in the Church. 
46. Such a review could be part of a wider reflection on the developing structures for leadership in the Church leading to an eventual reshaping of the Nature of Oversight report received by the Conference in 2005. In order to let the roles and structures recommended in this report evolve sufficiently to be reviewed, the Reference Group recommends that a further review be brought to the Conference of 2011.   
Ken Wales; David Emison; Loraine Mellor; Ruth Pickles; Robert Redpath; Martin Wellings; Ken Howcroft 

19 March 2007

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.
The Reference Group recommends that the March 07 meeting of the Methodist Church proceed by

(a) considering the Report of the Review Group on the Role of the General Secretary of the Methodist Church in the light of the Reference Group’s observations about leadership, and making decisions about the Review Group’s recommendations (which the Reference Group supports);

(b) considering and making decisions about the other recommendations in this report;

(c) agreeing how these matters are to be presented to the Conference.

(Para.4)

2.
The Reference Group commends to the Council the Review Group’s general report (on the role of the General Secretary) and its particular recommendations.

(Para 14)

3.
The Reference Group would suggest that the next General Secretary be appointed for five years.

(Para 15)

4.
The Reference Group recommends that appropriate Standing Orders be created to define the role of the Secretary of Conference.  

(Para. 16)

5.
The Reference Group recommends that the Connexional Leadership Team be requested to arrive at specific proposals which will ensure that from September 2008 an effective Connexional Leadership Team is in operation, and that a Standing Order be created defining the purpose of the Connexional Leadership Team. 

(Para 31)

6.
The Reference Group recommends that in the 5 year period from September 2008 the General Secretary be asked by Conference to give special attention to the development of the leadership capability of the Church at all levels.

(Para 33)

7.
The Reference Group commends to the Council recommendations ii and iii of the 
Review Group, and further recommends that the General Secretary should 

(a) be a member of the District Chairs’ Meeting, and

(b) lead and chair the Connexional Leadership Team (being directly responsible for determining who should chair particular sessions of it.)

(Para 34)

8.
The Reference Group recommends that the structure of three strategic leaders in the Connexional Team (other than the General Secretary) is justified.

(Para 38)

9.
The Reference Group commends to the Council recommendation v of the Review Group, and further recommends that the Conference initiate a review of the Presidency and of representative lay leadership in the Church.

(Para 45)

10.
The Reference Group recommends that a further review be brought to the Conference of 2011.  

(Para 46)

