Ted Ward Consultation
Group Report September 2005
QUESTION:

What challenges and potentials exist for collaboration and partnerships between formal and non-formal learning

within ministerial preparation?

This report seeks to condense a day long deliberation on this question. The following group of international educators, pastors and church leaders participated in the Ward Consultation on Theological Education 2005, in Chicago, Illinois, September 2005:
Facilitators: Joe Crookston, Rick Dunn, Miriam Charter, Charles Cook

Participants: Chin Do Kham, Daryl Busby (secretary), Todd Evans, Barb Hopwood, Perry Downs, Fyne Nsofor, Jim Plueddemann, Mike Calacci, Jim Osterhouse, Linda Kline, Dale Johnson, Irving Witt, Joao Cavalcante, Walt Liefeld, Emmanuel Ogunyemi, Elizabeth Sausele, Sam Oleka, Peter Cha, Jim Dekker, David Seiver

The First Sub-question sought to reach consensus about the meanings and distinctives of the terms “non-formal” and “formal” learning.

1. Non-formal is directly related to the needs and circumstances without the restrictions (accreditation, admissions, resources etc.) of formal educational. 
2. Formal learning tends to focus upon cognitive achievement with the accompanying grading of written assignments and implicit competition. Non-formal tends to focus upon behavioral outcomes. Non-formal tends to be pragmatic and formal tends to be conceptual.
3. Formal tends to stress the individual while non-formal stresses relationship within community. 
4. Formal tends to stress cognitive and non-formal tends to stress skill competency
5. Formal learning presses for accreditation, while non-formal looks for approval in the successful application of competencies in ministry. 
6. Generally, formal is done at distance and out of the immediate context; while non-formal is often done close to the ministry context. 
7. However, mentoring should be vital to both. Furthermore, both need to focus upon spiritual formation which moves deeper than a list of ministry competencies or knowledge acquisition.

NOTE: The group reached some consensus that the distinctions between the two modes continue to soften in the environs of good theological education. As formal education becomes more flexible and criteria for accreditation more self-determined, some of these distinctions become less noticeable.  When formal education takes more seriously the need for a community of learners seeking holistic learning, the seminary embraces some of the strengths found in non-formal learning. Non-formal learning, however, needs to guard against the temptation to become a “lite” form of formal education; or even, a pragmatic, skill based learning mode. 
NOTE: A question emerged: Do the categories of non-formal/formal still work? We may need new terms: cognitive based vs character based vs competency based. However, the current categories do continue to provide a vital framework for determining educational assumptions . No consensus was attained on this point..
…………………………….
The Second Sub-Question: Having identified the distinctions, how shall we address the Disconnect or Tension between the two modes?
Several participants gave examples from their ministry settings of this tension:

One person, a distinguished seminary professor, spoke of his early seminary experience and the estrangement he encountered from his own church community when he began teaching in the formal seminary.

“Indonesian Churches are disillusioned with the seminary product and have asked for more local church training of the pastors.” 

“Para-church are doing the best non-formal and have suspicion about educational paradigms?”
Another participant reported asking DMIN students, “How well do you feel seminary prepared you for pastoral ministry?” Four out of ten spoke favorably of their experience. They were concerned with the gap between seminary and church context.
Another shared from a failed attempt to bring seminary into the local church. Tensions developed over mistrust (real or imagined?) between the church leaders and the seminary presenters. 
· Formal education is worshipped in some parts of the world ( “we cannot give the benediction without a graduate degree!”) ; and yet, other sectors scoff at the validity of formal education (“We grow our own ministry personnel within the local church”).

· This tension reflects the deeper eccesiology of the congregation. The missional nature of the church needs to be considered when addressing the issues of ministry formation. Furthermore, the Global growth of lay ministry and the commitment to the priesthood of all believers adds to the changing texture of ministry. The church needs to own its responsibility to affirm its own leaders rather than leave this to the academy.
· To what degree are current contexts – e.g. needs of international populations, house church movements, “minority” led churches – pushing us to think in a new way?
· This tension also reflects the sin nature of humanity: “We want a king (perhaps insert “degree”) just like all the others”; and “Be wary of Diotrophes who loves to have the pre-eminence”. (Degrees and the accompanying respect often give sought after prestige.) “Do not be like the Gentile rulers who lord it over you”.

· Does the tension also reflect our diverse learning styles? Some learn better in formal settings and others tend to prefer a more active approach.
· In North America, this mirrors the broader trends in business and health care to train their own (Building Leaders Congo) and circumvent formal education.

· A fundamental Tension exits between the practical and the theoretical; and between the perceived quality of training. One person added, “Formal tends to ask questions that no one is asking or giving too simplistic answers.” Another added, “ Non-formal might offer poor theology.” Another person discerned that non-formal might provide contextually limited pragmatic answers with little biblical underpinning or transferability to other settings.

· The challenge of formal education is that it creates a distance between the person and the mission of the church. 
The next question then emerges: Who is responsible to correct this tension and work towards a reconciliation or collaboration of the two modes?
Practical Responses to this Tension:

1. The seminary likely needs to take the initiative to build bridges because the seminary must serve the church, and the seminary needs to adjust to the contextual realities.
a. However, denominational leaders and pastors would be wise to reflect upon the points noted above….especially the ecclesiology of the church. Questions such as:
i. The nature of ordination?
ii. The mission of the church?
iii. The nature of the call and who is responsible for affirming this in the person?
2. Regardless of who takes the initiative: Key gate keeper people need to own the change:

a. One participant called for stake holders to “Create a sense of urgency among all parties.” We need to work together to address the shortage of ministers.  Confess the economic realities and the “ministerial costs” of not working together. Bring forward a Mutual confession of the spiritual arrogance that rests on each side of the table.

b. Organizational convergence or collaboration is possible if someone is willing to take the risk and invite others to help me rather than me helping them. Take small steps in the areas that are easily achievable. Find one way that churches and seminaries can collaborate. Work with those willing to experiment.
c. Seminaries must invite the church to participate in evaluating the product out there. How are our pastors/ counselors/missionaries doing?
3. Recapture the common missional nature of church leadership development.

The church is primarily responsible to call out those f? What are we about together and what role does each play? 

· The church must reclaim the role of calling her own leaders. (eg 2020 Summit- cooperation between seminary and church)
· Leaders have character and competency…in that order.

4. We all share a humble awareness of the magnitude of this vision. We will never get there. The task is impossible apart from the work of God in the process and the lives of people. Be completely humble and gentle. Ephesians 4 and Philippians 2.
5. Acknowledge our fears and unrealistic expectations from each “side of the table”. Stop blaming each other for the weaknesses. We are all bound in treasures of clay!  

6. The tension will continue to exist. Use the best resources to build relationships with other people.  Leave the Scholastic minded faculty to specialize in their area. Affirm them, but own their limitations.
7. Good non-formal learning creates the atmosphere and hunger for formal learning…Good formal always encourages ongoing non-formal. Both need to encourage lifelong learning.
8. Invite student/ graduates to share what events most shaped them in their formal education. We tend to ask, “what course or professor” but need to ask this more open ended question. In doing so, we discover the real learning moments of formal learning.
9. Older students with life experience seem to thrive better in the formal setting. Also, those who blend the formal with current ministry setting benefit from the formal.
10. Strategically include the denomination in competency development for the seminary or formal learning. What do you REALISTICALLY want in ministerial training? Keep thinking holistically about these issues.

a. See the eg of Joao Cavalcante and the eight relationships for effective ministry.
…………………………..

SUB-QUESTION THREE: WHAT EFFECTIVE MODELS OF COLLABORATION CURRENTLY EXIST AND WHAT PRINCIPLES UNDERGIRD THEM?
Over the two days, numerous models of collaboration came forward from the vast experiences of those who participated. The following template offers several basic relationships between the two and successful examples of each:
1. Non formal instead of formal:

· Similar content, but more flexible in admissions and location.

· Perhaps shorter time and yet less accountability. Risk is merely “seminary lite”. One participant warned, “Non-formal can become just as guilty of  merely filling heads with content as formal learning”. Students may collect binders and notes with even less accountability than the seminary.
Effective Examples:

In Vietnam, house church pastors are equipped in week long occasional gatherings in which they learn about one or two significant theological, biblical or ministerial issues. Few have even a high school diploma, but are serving as house church pastors in many regions. The “School of the Shepherds” gathering is followed up by visits from the “Director” of the program in the homes of the pastors.

In another South American context, pastors are equipped with both ministerial training and also employable skills for earning income (tent-making abilities).

2. Non-formal imbedded within formal:

· Creating learning communities (small groups) within seminaries. Many spoke about the “non-formal” interaction of their time with Ted, Perry, Linda et al.

· Incorporating non-formal workshops etc into the curriculum. (e.g. One professor urged the seminary students to attend the seminar on children’s ministry as part of the course and respond to the issues).

· Intentionally including “audit” students as a significant part of the planning, even with a certificate of completion.

· View the curriculum of the seminary as far more than what merely happens in the classroom. The entire experience is the curriculum! 
· Demand integration of course assignments into current ministry practice. Be in ministry!

3. Non-formal as occasional and yet sponsored by formal.

· Institutes, “Centres”, workshops and other non-formal environments that allow professors and church specialists to work together on a common and focused issue. This allows for more depth and a more open access to the event. These tend to be ministry related issues with a quick ability to contextualize. (e.g. Pastor/Mentor Days, “ J.I. Packer in the Park”)
4. Formal within non-formal context:

· Extending seminary over a longer period of time to encourage integration (six years with LAMP Leadership and Ministry Preparation), located in the local church.
· Seminary courses offered within the church context.
…………………..
QUESTION FOUR: WHAT COMPETENCIES CAN WE AGREE NEED TO BE ADDRESSED THROUGH NON-FORMAL AND THROUGH FORMAL EDUCATION DISTINCTLY? 

Unfortunately, due to time, this aspect received only scant attention, despite the criticalness of the question.
Report prepared, with deep gratitude to all participants, by:

Daryl F. Busby,

ACTS Seminaries,

Trinity Western University,

Langley B.C.
� A later discussion with Ted Ward added several other components to the distinction. (1) FE tends to “eat up” NFE and if NFE is subsumed by FE, it is not likely to converge on biblical models of the development of the church's leadership; (3) FE has historically demonstrated a tendency to deal with spiritual development with minimal competency; FE is best at cognitive development; (4) FE focuses on competencies needed for academic purposes; (5) FE assumes NFE to be inferior, less accountable to the church, but NFE feels the same way about FE. Exercise caution in building bridges between FE and NFE--dangerous unless there are sound buttresses at both ends (Ted).
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