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Mark Holland, blogging for Mainstream UMC, has written a commentary on the recommendations 
the Liberia Annual Conference has made on some amendments it perceives are needed to the 
Feinberg Protocol. You can find Mark's commentary here: 
https://mainstreamumc.com/…/5-problems-with-liberias-proto…/ 
One of the things Mark says is the following: 
QUOTE 
Since the voting threshold only affects the US, this amendment from Liberia looks like the Wesleyan 
Covenant Association (WCA) is just using surrogates to circumvent the negotiations. The pressure is 
on the US Traditionalists to show this is not true. 
END QUOTE 
If I were to set out to write a prescription for how one could demonstrate what a colonialist, 
paternalistic mentality looks like, I don't think I could do any better than what Mark has done here. 
The underlying assumption is that Liberians have no ability to think for themselves and blindly follow 
their leader, Jerry Kulah, who in turn is blindly following the leadership of the WCA. That is offensive 
to me, and I'm not Liberian. If this doesn't offend every African delegate to GC20 it's hard to imagine 
what it would take to offend that long suffering, dedicated group of United Methodists. 
Further down in the commentary, Mark said the following: 
QUOTE 
Dr. Kulah made a motion on the floor of GC 2016, successfully doubling the fund for Central 
Conference theological education from $5 million to $10 million—a fund that directly benefits the 
organization that pays his salary. 
END QUOTE 
There's just enough truth in this to save Mark from a libel suit, but it doesn't tell some important parts 
of the story. Jerry Kulah was one of the leaders of the pre GC16 gathering of African delegates 
which convened on the outskirts of Portland. I was invited to attend to make a presentation about 
Plan UMC Revised, and I asked Jerry if if would be all right for me to bring Kim Cape, the General 
Secretary of GBHEM, with me, since she wanted to talk to the group about the Africa Theological 
Initiative. Jerry enthusiastically said yes. 
Kim said in her address that she didn't think the planned $5M was going to be enough, and in open 
conversation, it was agreed that if Jerry, or somebody from the group, proposed an amendment to 
double that to $10M, the GBHEM would support it. That's exactly what happened. 
For Mark to set that up as a conflict of interest for Jerry borders on the obscene. It's not any more of 
a conflict than what happens in every annual conference every year when the conference sets the 
minimum salary for clergy in the conference when half the people voting on the question are the very 
people who will directly benefit financially from the action. In fact, it's less of a conflict. 
In my judgment it is unrealistic to expect that a piece of legislation like the Feinberg Protocol (FP), 
drafted by a group of 16 people of whom half were bishops, is going to get adopted by a group of 
almost 900 people, none of whom are bishops, without amendment. Amendments are part of the 
process by which a parliamentary body perfects proposals it receives and shapes it to be its own. 
The part of the FP most vulnerable to amendment that will upset the balance and cause havoc if 
amended is the asset division, which is the part that significantly distinguishes the FP from both 



Bard-Jones and the Indianapolis Plan. From my point of view, the important thing is an agreement to 
divide the assets in a way that make sense, and for anybody to hold that the only division that can 
make sense is the one proposed in the FP is absurd. It is not. In fact, if we were to double the cash 
settlement to the Traditionalists from $25M to $50M it would still be a good deal. The amount of that 
settlement is a trivial matter when weighed against what we're getting ready to do, and arguing over 
a few million dollars will be like a congregation's arguing over the color of the carpet in the sanctuary. 
(About 45 years ago I took a vow with myself never to comment on the color of anything in any part 
of any church organization with which I'm associated, and I've kept that vow.) The operating 
revenues for the General Board of Global Ministries, alone, for 2015, the last year for which a report 
is available, were $93,355,077. This stuff has to be kept in perspective. 
Mind you, I'm not saying here that I support changing the amount of the settlement--I don't. I like 
what was negotiated. The job of the supporters of the basic concept embodied in the FP is to work 
with the amendment process to limit the harm from bad amendments and to capitalize on the benefit 
of good amendments. The ones of the FP's negotiating team who drafted the legislation already 
started the amendment process. The original FP said that if any part of the FP were found to be 
unconstitutional under UM law or illegal under secular law then the whole thing would be void. The 
legislation says exactly the opposite--the parts of the FP are severable, and a declaration that one 
part is unconstitutional will not void the remainder. The legislation is totally silent on the issue of 
when, where, and how the separated parts of the church will convene for organization, when the 
original FP made those gatherings part of its solution to our dilemma. 
We can come out of this with a good path to the future, but demonizing each other is not part of how 
we need to go about finding that path. 
 


