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Response to Future Directions (Report and Recommendation) 

Attachment 2 to “Emerging Voices Initiative: Summary”1 

The Future Directions Task Force (FDTF) Final Report has led Mennonite Church 

Canada to a crucial conversation. First, the Task Force has thoughtfully led us into 

addressing some of our most difficult ongoing and upcoming challenges. Second, 

they have initiated a creative process, something that will be required to address our 

challenges. Third, they have invited all of us to continue that process through further 

discussion and discernment. We are deeply grateful for each of these achievements. 

To move the conversation forward, we see a need for increased clarity. The 

recommendation in front of delegates is a summary of the FDTF Final Report, which is 

itself a combination of statements from and footnoted references to the FDTF’s 

Backstory. What should we primarily be discussing: the recommendation, the Final 

Report, or the Backstory? The suggestion appears to be that we should be discussing 

the FDTF proposal “in principle” and worrying less about the Backstory. We wonder 

what “the principle” is, and if we can fully address that abstracted principle without 

engaging the implications fleshed out in the Backstory? 

We observe one common suggestion connecting each document: if we emphasize 

the congregation as the primary unit of the church, and if we scale things back as 

closely as we can to the congregations, our congregations will be revitalized, and future 

inter-congregational connections will emerge from there. This, as we hear and read, 

seems be the core vision in front of us. To that end, we suggest that at least two 

questions are integral at this point in the conversation:  

First, what might we find faithful and/or unfaithful about perceiving local congregations 

(as opposed to a national or global church) as the most important unit of church?  

Second, do we agree that congregations will feel revitalized by this model and ultimately 

called back to renewed relationships with one another in the future?         

 

 

                                                 
1
 This summary document is available at emergingvoiceonline.wordpress.com/documents 
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Initial Thoughts 

These broader questions, of course, cannot be fleshed out without delving into 

specifics. To that end, we would like to share a sample of the many specific discussions 

that emerged in our meetings: 

Budgets 

We sometimes hear that the chosen FDTF model is not primarily based on finances, but 

we also hear frequent acknowledgement of the national budget shortfall. We affirm the 

need for adapting to our current and upcoming financial situation. At the same time, we 

worry there are no long-term guarantees that a regional structure solves the problem. 

Can we assume the money currently being given to the national church would go to the 

regions? We wonder if regions, with more programs to fund, will encounter similar 

financial problems. Would the regional structures themselves continue? 

Programs and Institutions 

In some cases, we see an assumption that regional programs, such as camps, could be 

more efficiently served by using common national resources. In other cases, we see an 

assumption that national institutions, such as Canadian Mennonite University and MC 

Canada Witness, would be better cared for by regions and congregations. We affirm the 

need for new and creative thinking about making resources and institutions more 

efficient. At the same time we note that sharing more resources nationally may not 

always address regional variations, while regionalizing national institutions may 

sometimes seriously limit the integral ministry of those institutions.    

Staffing 

It seems that many of the Backstory proposals to foster networks and resource-sharing 

would require as many, if not more, paid staff to keep such initiatives vibrant. We affirm 

the opportunities this could provide for building new connections. We also wonder how 

many of these initiatives would spring up organically without paid staff coordinating 

them. How does this proposal change the role of our regional leaders? Are we asking a 

lot of congregations without asking how much congregations can handle? 

Networking 

The Final Report and Backstory suggest that constituent groups and congregations 

should gather around similar interests, demographics, and finances. We recognize 

potential benefits for sharing resources, information and experiences between like-

minded people. However, we also worry that this may marginalize groups who cannot 

find partners and that this may create divides between groups. Being challenged by 
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those with different views and experiences is an integral part of what it means to be the 

church. Grouping congregations by interest could entrench divides of language, wealth, 

and theology, reducing accountability. We wonder: how many smaller unifying groups 

can be sustained, how many would be effective, and how will congregations interact 

outside these groups? 

Identity and Vision 

Shifting to a regional focus could increase constituents’ sense of connection to what 

area churches and the national church do on their behalf. At the same time, we also 

worry that it moves us closer to individualism. Transitioning from national to regional 

structures implicitly favours local identity over being part of the broader church. Though 

we affirm the diverse needs of each region and the benefits of local action, we wonder 

how this will influence our church identity. How do we devise national strategy and 

maintain cohesive Anabaptist-Mennonite theology when regionalization is the focus? 

We see the church as called to offer a counter-narrative of communal identity to the 

dominant social trend of individualism. 

We also observe that the Backstory and Final Report place a high value on goals, 

efficiency, and tangible outcomes.  What are the long-term theological implications of a 

focus on localized identity and measurable processes? Could this proposal change our 

theology of the church? 

We affirm the current report for recognizing that we are struggling at the national level. 

We also continue to wonder: have we gotten to the root of the challenges we are 

facing? We believe many of our communal challenges find their roots in congregations, 

where all of us are subject to increasing pressures to put ourselves ahead of our 

communal commitments. Is God calling us, first and foremost, to identify those roots 

and seek correction?  

 

Moving Forward 

 

We once again applaud the Future Directions Task Force for leading Mennonite Church 

Canada into this time of crucial reflection, questioning, and visioning. We are also 

grateful to our leaders for providing opportunities for these tasks. As we move forward, 

we pray for honest conversation, open listening, and clarity. Beyond our upcoming 

votes, we also ask for consultation, conversation, and accountability -- on an even more 

regular basis than we have observed in this process so far. More than that, we pray that 

we will feel God’s Spirit moving us to unity, clarity, and faithfulness. 


