SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION
Ward Consultation Chicago 2005
Friday-Saturday, September 16-17, 2005

At its simplest, our task these two days is to identify specific ways in which the educational task, the leadership development task, can be strengthened. We do this to support the fulfillment of the church’s mission in the world.

Personal and professional benefits will emerge as you think and work together.

1. You will learn the “stories” of the people in your group.

a. What stories should be written up and placed on the Ward Consultation we site and/or in the Common Ground Journal?

b. Who will assist the person in the writing task?

2. You will gain ideas from the experiences, and experiments, of others. 

a. What ideas should be shared with the larger group and written up?

3. Your perspective will be enlarged and enriched.

a. What questions or tasks need to be brought to regional groups of leaders in North American and other countries?

Friday Morning: Opening remarks by Walt Liefeld, Distinguished Professor Emeritus of New Testament, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School
Walt reflected that early in his career at TEDS he was involved in a curriculum review. At the time, the feedback from alumni was frustrating, especially the feedback concerning spiritual formation. The alumni felt the lack in the curriculum and some faculty couldn’t see how it could be included in the curriculum. (How do you “grade” prayer?) Some feedback also indicated that graduates didn’t know how to relate to people. He attributed the problems that he saw at that time to a faulty pastoral theology. That is we have created a notion of “pastoral office” which sets up the expectation of hierarchy in the church. The curriculum we have created in seminaries tends to reinforce this notion which, in turn, influences students who then tend to fall into problems in the church. There is need for legitimate formal education that takes the church seriously and that works alongside nonformal education to address the need for a new framework for the theological curriculum.  
What do people here want to take home, discuss or talk about as a major issue?

Some of the responses in the small groups included: 
· To see the development of a nonformal learning environment with resource tools for self-evaluation to determine needs. To “deschool” theological education while recognizing at the same time that nonformal education is not accomplished simply by creating satellite extension centers. 
· How to incorporate more action-reflection in the curriculum – i.e., reflect on practical assignments in class – not just cover content. One could create a new paradigm built on an action-reflection cycle.  
· To identify the difference between analytical and holistic thinking: how can I bring holistic reasoning into a formal educational environment? Holistic reasoning is usually associated with a nonformal environment. Most of the problems in pastoral ministry are holistic; yet we offer analytical solutions and disjointed topics in the way we teach in seminary. What would a “connected theological education” (not dualistic) look like?
· The smokescreen of accreditation is becoming less of an excuse re why we cannot innovate. Desire to see a fuller more integrative, collaborative design and to see resources (findings) brought in transformational ways to seminary (formal) education.

· How culture affects learning and how to understand learners’ needs and their context. What do different cultural perspectives bring to the table in terms of strengths related to education? How can we be effective today, yet also part of the communion of saints – i.e., holding together personal context and global context. 

· In our culture, we do a good job of training graduates to go to Western schools, but those schools are not addressing the issues of Africa. Education, approach, values – all need to be reviewed. The mode of education in the West is too individualistic. To consider: How much are we drawn into nonformal modes because of the influence of other cultures?
Friday Afternoon: Opening remarks by Ted Ward

What do I want on my tombstone? “He Built Bridges” I’d rather have on my headstone that “He was a humble and obedient servant” but I can’t because I fail. So I’ll stick with “He Built Bridges” Clearly we need expertise in differentiating between teaching and learning. For many, teaching equals telling. However, there is more to teaching than telling.  For example, the act of teaching involves listening, interacting, and also building bridges where we connect people to people, and people to ideas.  
Eph 4:1ff represents key ideas embodied in pastoral education. It is not a body of content. It is not a testable mass. It is the stuff of what God is doing in the hearts and lives of people. Theological education needs to be fashioned in such a way that there is room for the development of people and encouragement so that the people of God can grow.

Philippians 2:1ff represents the “stuff” of ministry education. It is so different from what schooling is able to do and there is a lot more you can do to mess it up. Content is the preoccupation of teaching not of learning. Don’t confuse the two. Learning is about the development of the competencies of life. Yet, if we take models, images, and ideals from a conventional schooling paradigm, we will act in ways that are incompatible with the images presented in this passage. In theological education we are developing people who are honest, sincere, truthful, compassionate—qualities that are mentioned in this passage. For these qualities to be developed the focus must be on learning. Yet we impose academic qualifications from formal education on leadership development. 

Learning relates to developing the competencies of life, the framework of personhood that allows the Spirit to work. Therefore, we give attention to the shift from an instructional to a learning paradigm. And we give attention to the sort of person God desires to grow into the service of the church. When any educating institution makes a choice at the admission level, it is filtering people for ministry. To what extent are these choices hindering the work of developing people to serve the church?  
Afternoon Group Work related to Alternative Strategies
	Nonformal
	Formal

	Positive
	Negative
	Positive
	Negative

	Train and develop
	Does not credential
	Scholarship
	Character Formation

	Tied to ordination
	
	Provides credentials
	Develop/train

	
	
	
	Emphasis on credential not necessarilycompetence

	
	
	Delicate fabric of informed wisdom
	


Critical tasks to address:

· Connect organizations that equip others well with those that credential well

· Integrate outcomes-based evaluation and experiential activities

· Use diverse methods to share common content

· Formal could do research on nonformal
· Define what competency looks like in any given culture. Tie classes and learning experiences to competencies as defined in the given context and culture
· Redefine the legitimate basis for credentialing
· Any synergy incorporating the seminary must become a servant of the Church

· Emphasis on learning for transformation.
· Future of the “seminary”? Should it become an assessment and resource center—a broker of educational experiences and credentials?
· The intellectual arrogance of formal education and the “practical” arrogance of nonformal education is what we see in many cultures.  We use a technical language for the formally initiated and segment the elite and non-elite.  There is need for common dialogue and “language.” 
· Watch where future creative models are emerging. These are usually emerging out of attempts to meet real, grass-roots needs.

Combination of Discussion from Both Groups:  Ideas and Directions for the Future.
1. Leadership processes that have educational goals that

· emphasize Kingdom mentality

· Move from legalism or to kingdom living

· Emphasize servant leadership

· Intentionally focus on the few
· Enable and empower ministry

2. With help from formal institutions, one Presbyterian Church of America program considered the needs of minorities for credentialing requirements and developed the following six-year process:

Credentialing

Calling

Character

Content (driven by denominational prescription and guided learning educational experiences)  

Competencies

3.  Leadership Building . . .
a. Begin with Children

b. Continue with Youth

c. Refine with adults:  Service, character, alongside.

4.  Pastoral Training based on the Competencies identified in the local context.
a. Effective preaching
b. Effective counseling
c. Holistic transformational leadership
d. Networking with local believers and ministries.

“All significant social change is bottom-up change”.  (MSU grad student from France) Often the academy is very slow to change or to acknowledge change. . . why?  Because change is driven by things that are not coming out of the institutional hierarchies. 
Further considerations:

· Find exemplars and research factors found in theological institutions that are equipping people to minister within society. 

· Biblical scholars typically are not equipped to lead educational institutions in future. They are often not aware of resources in educational development; they often lack training in educational administration, and in the processes of teaching and learning. Therefore, what should be the nature of educational leadership in today’s seminary?
· Deal openly with control/power issues in order to affect curriculum design.
· The experiential learning model at Alverno College (Milwaukee) offers implications for facilitators.
· Do we focus on learning designs, teaching strategies or thinking strategies?

· Learning must come from within the themes and events of life, yet many of these issues ultimately connect with the nature of knowledge.
· The issues are too significant to think that they can be addressed by  “tweaking” classroom methodology.
Informed Predictions about the Future of Ministerial Training
1. Local Church:  There will be an increase in the future of church-based ministry training.
2. Outcomes:  Outcomes assessment will play an increasingly larger role in determining the validity of ministry training programs.  Outcomes assessment will drive renewal or collapse. 
3. Context:  Responsiveness to the needs of the local church (and context) will determine those training programs that will survive

4. Social Change:  The nature of changing social realities (e.g., growing world poverty, and so on) will continue to impact greatly the shape and nature of ministerial training.

5. Developing World:  The future of ministerial training will be in the developing world

6. Learning Experiences:  Learning experiences in Context will and must play a greater role in ministerial training.  

7. Women:  Women will have an increasing role in ministry and promoting and sustaining the growth of the church.  Ministerial training approaches must embrace this reality or become obsolete.
8. Laity:  The nature of church growth through the laity will continue to have a shaping force in ministerial training.

9. Economics:  American economic power in the next generation will not be a central theme in the future of ministerial training.
10. Seminaries well connected with the church will continue to exist, those that are not, will not survive.

Saturday Morning, September 17, 2005
Summary comments from groups:
· Increasing attention to the priesthood of all believers is blurring the distinction between clergy and laity.
· A reciprocal and dynamic relationship is needed among all those involved in teaching and learning --  communities of education

· Ministerial training should be grounded in theology – but changes are happening in theology which will have an impact on ministerial training. For example, the emerging church, and global movements away from systematic theology to biblical theology – the valuing of theologies that emerge in context

· Assessment vs evaluation requires greater attention—not just measurement, but considering values

· Locate and study “best practices” in nonformal education 

· Are we moving toward the development of a “post-formal” mode characterized by intentional communities - virtual or real?
The Primary Aspects to alternative models:
1) The learner (who wants it)

2) The process (how you get it)

3) The content (what you get)

4) The assessment (why what you get matters)

5) The control (who chooses time, place, pace and content)

Barriers to Alternative Models:
1) Our own experience directs our practice

2) Our values are deeply formed by our greater context

3) Our immediate context may not support changes and may block change

Caveats for the global learning community:

1) You can spend all your energy creating something that someone else has already done.

2) You can spend your life trying to understand what others have done and never get anything done.

3) Shared learning requires access to the knowledge and experience of others.

4) Facts and perceptions for new programs and models of learning require interaction

5) If the models change, then model-makers as well as the model-users must change

6) If the model-users change, the models will change automatically.  Therefore alignment with existing change is more effective than the attempts to initiate change.

Project Possibilities for Alternative Designs:

1) Developing new forms for assessment/credentialing/endorsement.  How you measure       

       and how you design instruction are inextricably linked.
2) Promoting context-referenced modes
3) Designing collaborative communities (real and virtual)

Hot Spots (by Linda Cannell)
1. Are we at a time when the terms we struggle with (e,g., formal and nonformal) need to be seen against a larger framework?

2. The nature of the church remains a serious focus of concern as we attempt to craft alternative modes.  The institutionalized expression of the church may lose ground in some areas. 

3. The gathered church in much of the world is exploding. What lessons are we learning from this particular “emerging” church? 
4. What particular roles are indicated in the current institutional frameworks we have devised?  Much of what we as humans have created (mission organizations, institutions, churches, schools) may need to be refashioned around more carefully described roles.
5. What are the new paradigms of economic interdependence that must emerge worldwide?

6. If the technical terms (e.g., outcomes assessment, or outcomes-based assessment) are worrisome, in what other ways can we think of assessment?  
7. In what ways can we enlarge our collective understanding of and competencies in what constitutes learning?
8. Is it time for an international collaboration of nonformal initiatves?  For what purpose?

What are commonalities, or set of basic questions, that exist regardless of culture or context?  Can we derive a common set of questions that we bring to any context desiring or wanting training?  The answers to these questions help shape how we critically adopt, design or shape learning activities for developing ministry leaders.
Saturday After Lunch Session - Comments by Ted Ward
Some things were said that were excellent, but some things were also said that trouble me. Everyone knows the language of school; but nonformal education is not an area where we have language. Nonformal education is not a species of education but a sector of educating—of teaching and learning. However, when educating is mentioned, people automatically think “school.” And when we think school, it is either good imagery or bad imagery.

The term nonformal was coined in 1974 by Phillip Coombs.  It is not a good descriptor. For example, think of a rabbit.  We all know what a rabbit is.  Now, think of a non-rabbit.  See my point? However, nonformal has become a necessary piece of language because it is the only way we know to talk about doing things with the formal consequences of education.

There are distinct differences between formal and nonformal education:
Nonformal education typically starts as a need.

Nonformal education is typically context-based (functional to the job).
Nonformal education is teaching as showing what to do. It is learning in the context in 

which it applies. 
To what extent does formal education build on or out of the context of the learner? What are those things that are not well served by the classroom? For example, character formation happens in the course of life.  Nonformal education is more useful when learning is seen as lifelong. Most of what leaders do doesn’t lend itself to classroom training. 

Five Warnings:

1. Formal education tends to eat nonformal education. Nonformal education is an alien body. Formal education has an elaborate system in place to deal with alien bodies. (Question:  Do you really get a substandard learning experience simply because it is non-degreed and non-credentialed?)
2. If nonformal education is embraced or subsumed by formal education, it is not likely that it will converge with biblical models of the role of the church in ministerial education. Historically, certain factors have become embedded in formal education that are incompatible with the gospel—and hence incompatible with ministerial education: competition, cognition alone, isolation and individualism, and exclusion.
3. Historically, formal education has demonstrated a tendency to deal with spiritual development with minimal competence because it tends to focus on the cognitive.
4. Formal education focuses on competencies needed for academic purposes. Therefore, seminary teachers tend to be hired using the same criteria for formal education. What ecclesiastical competencies need to be represented? There is no field of academic pursuit (the way in which we typically approach ministerial education) that is more inherently in dissonance with the nature of the church.  
5. Formal education assumes nonformal education to be inferior and nonformal education assumes that formal education is less accountable to the church. We can talk about building bridges between formal and nonformal education but we have to realize that bridges are unsafe unless they have buttresses at both ends!

 Issues for Group Discussions:

1. Formative learning in seminary

a. Who are today’s students

b. What should they learn

c. How do they learn

2. The changing face of the missionary – implications for education

3. Assessment 

a. Identify research literature

b. Select existing models

c. Design a model for testing

d. Run a pilot

4. Confronting issues of justice, economics

5. Respond to Ted’s comments

a. Need solid buttresses at both ends of the bridge (formal and nonformal)
b. Next concrete steps in organizational collaboration

6. Creation of an international “nonformal” training network

a. Does such exist on different continents?

b. How can nonformal materials, expertise, and developments be shared?
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