
 

 

Title:    An Alternative Structure to the proposed “College” of Ministers 

 

Originating Body:     Maritime Conference 

 

Intended Court for Action:   42nd General Council, 2015 

 

Financial Implications:    unknown 

 

Staffing Implications:   Approximately the same number of staff as the 

proposed College of Ministers, distributed with 

approx. 1/3 at the Denominational level, and 2/3 at 

the Regional level 

 

Source of funding:    unknown 

 

 

Maritime Conference proposes that as the recommendations of the CTRG 

regarding oversight and discipline of ministry personnel are being considered 

by the 42nd General Council, 2015   

 

(1) Standards for training and accreditation, and discipline of ministry 

personnel be the responsibility of the denominational body, and that 

 

(2) the recognition, support and oversight of ministry personnel be the 

responsibility of the Regional Council. 

 

 

These responsibilities will be administered in the following manner: 

 

1. Denominational: 

       

(a) Disciplinary procedures for all ministry personnel, including the 

administration of the DSL list, both disciplinary and voluntary 

(b) The authority to determine the definition of ministry and its 

requirements and standards of recognition within the church 

 

2. Regional Responsibilities: 

 

(a) Training and oversight of ministry personnel would be administered 

through an elected committee of regional council, with appropriate staff 

support 

(b) Candidacy and Education and Students processes would be implemented 

at the regional level. 

(c) Ministry Personnel, including retired ministry personnel, would be 

covenanted members within their Regional Body. 



 

 

(d) Consideration would be given to the size of regional bodies to ensure 

accessibility to communities of faith. 

 

Background to 1. Denominational Responsibilities 

• There is a confusion of terms concerning what constitutes a membership association and 

a regulatory body. United in God’s Work presents the nomenclature and status of a 

“College” without the pursuant legislative requirement to be a self regulatory governing 

body.  For this purpose alone, we would recommend not using this term as it is 

misleading in both larger society and law. We believe the use of the term “Federation” 

is much more in keeping with the cut and thrust of the report’s proposal. 

• A Federation is the uniting of a national body, composed of provincial and/or regional 

entities each retaining their own control of internal affairs while being supported by a 

National voice and perspective. 

• Avoiding the requirements of a College will allow the church to stay true to the 

vocational and covenantal roots of the United Church rather than vying for a quasi 

professional status.  United in God’s Work recommends a change to a profession of 

ministry. In the public realm, the regulation of professions are basically the regulating of 

transactions between the public and the professionals where governments are expected 

to ensure the public has some form of protection.  We believe this understanding alone 

is not compatible with the rich vocation of ministry currently practiced and understood 

in the United Church of Canada.  

• The specific legal authority transferred from government to the profession’s regulatory 

body varies with different regulatory models.  A Federation would allow for 

professionalism without the need for stringent government oversight. Under our proposal 

we still preserve the emphasis of highly skilled professionals exercising discipline of 

ministry personnel through the Federation.  

• Given that government selects from different regulatory approaches, based on the nature 

of the activities performed by the profession’s members and the extent to which the 

public might be harmed if an incompetent member of a profession provided services 

(ministry), how then can this aspect of government oversight be ignored in the 

establishing of a professional College as United In God’s Work seeks to propose? 
 

Background to 2. Regional Responsibilities 

• There are potential difficulties with pastoral relationships that make it necessary to 

remove oversight and discipline of ministers from the local jurisdiction. Complexities in 

these relationships require higher levels of specialized information and skills.  At the 

same time, it is desirable for this oversight to be able to respond as early as possible when 

difficulties arise, and for this oversight to be aware of the local context. 

• By removing oversight and discipline from the regional level, we risk having an 

uninformed response because one is less aware of regional particularities. It would also 

require the added expense of further travel. 

• The best balance would be to have the oversight responsibilities rest at the regional level, 

while the corrective disciplinary responsibilities would reside at the denominational 

level. 

• The work of the Steering Group on Candidacy Pathway of The Permanent Committee 

on Ministry and Employment Policies and Services has been monitoring the Candidacy 



 

 

Pathway pilot project currently underway in BC, Manitou and Bay of Quinte 

Conferences. It provides favourable insight into a ministry oversight and evaluation 

model administered almost entirely at the regional level which is especially poignant in 

the Bay of Quinte Conference where all decision-making powers are held at this level 

(see “Interim Report of the Steering Group on Candidacy Pathway” Record of 

Proceedings of the 41st General Council, 2012). These pilot projects have effectively 

assumed a model of centralized authority much similar to that proposed by the College 

model, with the exception that such authority lies at the regional rather than 

denominational level.  
 

Sources: 

Manitoba Law Reformed Commission (1994). Regulating professions and occupations. 

Winnipeg: Manitoba Law Reform Commission 

 

Bayles, M.D. (1988). Profession power and self regulation.  Business and Professional 

Ethics Journal, 5(2), 26-43 

 

Glen, E. Randall, (2000). Understanding profession self regulation. Toronto Ontario 

 

Intermediate Court Action: 

Ross Bartlett / Mary White moved that the 90th Annual Meeting of Maritime Conference 

transmit with concurrence Proposal #17 entitled “An Alternative Structure to the proposed 

“College” of Ministers” to the 42nd General Council of The United Church of Canada. 

MOTION CARRIED 

 


