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Future Use and Configuration of Training Institutions 2006

A.  Summary

This report:

· Sets out the current position on foundation and pre-ordination training

· Establishes that the context of such training is the equipping of the whole people of God

· Assesses the Church’s future ministerial training needs within that context and as part of a rapidly-changing landscape

· Makes recommendations for the future use and configuration of training institutions 

1.  INTRODUCTION

1.1 This report and its recommendations are the product of work by the Training Strategy and Resources Executive (TSRE) of the Methodist Council. A succession of sub-groups worked to the terms of reference ‘to develop immediate proposals for the provision of foundation and pre-ordination training in the context of a commitment to the learning and development of the whole people of God’. 

1.2 This work is urgently needed because: 

(1) The nature of training for presbyteral and diaconal ministry has changed radically in the last fifteen years, with even more radical changes likely in the future. The Church’s structures for training need to be re-shaped to meet future needs. 

(2) The five-year period of committed funding of foundation and pre-ordination training from the assessment ends after the connexional year 2006-07. The Connexion must decide how it wants to use its training resources after that date. 

(3) Changes in the shape and staffing of ministry reinforce the need to make decisions about presbyteral and diaconal training within the wider context of the ministry of the whole people of God.

(4) It is necessary to reduce the expenditure of the Connexional Team by 30%, and the initial training budget (which totals approximately £2.1 m at present) must bear its share of that reduction. 

Exploring Discipleship and Vocation (‘Foundation Training’ for the Future)

1.3 Work on the future of ministerial training cannot be separated from work on the total context of training to support the ministry of the whole people of God. The two areas are indeed a ‘seamless robe’ and the recommendations of this report, together with ‘Exploring Discipleship and Vocation (‘Foundation Training’ for the Future)’, open up challenging and creative possibilities. Well-established connexional training policies (see Section 3.2 below) combine with this present and future mission imperative. The proposals contained in this report are designed to support theological education for the whole Church, thus resourcing and complementing work 

being done in other areas to shape the Church for mission in the 21st century in accordance with the Priorities for the Methodist Church. 

1.4 This report has been developed by TSRE in consultation with Chairs of District, the training institutions and their Principals and the Methodist Council. The report’s recommendations are bound to provoke controversy and therefore it is important to establish at the outset that there are no recommendations to close any particular institution. Re-shaping is necessary and is bound to be painful especially where resources are limited.  This report aims to offer realistic pathways to that re-shaping.

2. THE PRESENT SITUATION

2.1
In order to understand this report, which seeks to bring specific proposals for the provision of foundation and pre-ordination training, it is necessary to take stock of the state of ministerial training at present. Persistent memories of times past make it necessary to emphasise that the majority of presbyters and deacons are not now trained full-time in residential communities owned, filled and staffed by the Methodist Church.  

In 1991 most ministerial training was delivered through five such institutions although the learning environment in most was already widely ecumenical.  Today, however, ministerial training takes place in a variety of institutions and with a variety of formats, e.g. many study part-time, many who are full-time commute to college or course.  Although students have opportunities for high-level theological learning they do not follow purely ‘academic’ courses. 

2.2
Student numbers in foundation and pre-ordination training (223 in the current year) are roughly comparable with those of the late 1990s (before the introduction of foundation training). Appendix 1 gives a breakdown of student numbers and the current split between institutions.  58% of student presbyters and deacons (out of a total of 97 in 2005-06) and 75% of foundation training students (126 in total in 2005-06) are in part-time training. They continue to live at home and many of them continue in employment. The Connexion pays their travel expenses and gives them a book grant of £350 p.a.

2.3
Students in full-time training do not now live in the traditional tightly-focused residential community. Full-time training may not involve residence at all: full-time students may be daily commuters. They may spend only a part of the week in residence and continue to maintain their own homes. All institutions with residential capacity are largely deserted at weekends. Full-time and part-time students may share some training, e.g. blocks of lectures, reflective sessions. Both full-time and part-time students may undertake parts of their training at bases other than their main institution (e.g. centres for multi-cultural experience). The Connexion supports students in full-time training by means of a maintenance grant, currently averaging £6900 p.a., based on individual financial circumstances.

2.4 The 223 students in foundation and pre-ordination training in 2005-06 are distributed between twenty institutions. Some institutions offer only non-residential part-time training; others offer both full-time and part-time training. At present the total number of Methodist students in any one institution ranges from 31 to 3 (see Appendix 1).  The main reason for this dispersal is the growth in the ‘regionalisation’ of training which has happened because most student ministers do not wish to move house when entering foundation training.  This is discussed further in section 3.4.5 below. 

2.5 Figures for foundation students are included in this report because, if the recommendations of the report ‘Exploring Discipleship and Vocation (‘Foundation Training’ for the Future)’ are accepted, foundation training will be replaced by vocational exploration and student ministers will need to spend more time in pre-ordination training.  Students already follow a variety of training pathways which are typically built around a core of two years’ full-time or three years’ part-time study, split between foundation and pre-ordination training.  It is proposed that if the recommendations for vocational exploration are accepted the same core of two years’ full-time or three years’ part-time study should form the basis of pre-ordination training.

2.6 All twenty institutions provide an ecumenical learning environment, although differences of structure and numbers mean that the ecumenical experience varies greatly between them. At one extreme students may meet their peers from other traditions relatively infrequently with little interaction; at the other they may be immersed in the learning environment of another tradition where adaptation to Methodist needs may prove difficult. Where Methodist numbers are very small, some well-informed and confident students may respond to the opportunity to discover and assert their true Methodist identity. Others may find the need to be the ‘representative Methodist’ unhelpful and have too little encounter with the breadth and variety of Methodism. Institutions that have historically relied on having a substantial Methodist student community are under pressure to change their habitual ways of being a worshipping, praying and learning community in order to nurture Methodist identity. The ecumenical setting of all institutions in England will be (and in some cases is already being) profoundly affected by the development of Regional Training Partnerships in the ecumenical ‘Hind’ process initiated by the Church of England, with parallel changes taking place in Wales and Scotland (see section 3.5 below).

2.7 All ministerial students follow courses that are in some way linked to a university. In some cases the training institution is an integral part of a university department and delivers teaching on its behalf; more commonly the course is accredited by a university that maintains oversight of standards of teaching, learning and assessment by means of an inspection process. All institutions where teaching is shared with the Church of England are also inspected, and have their curriculum evaluated, by Methodism’s sharing in that Church’s inspection and evaluation processes. 

2.8
The learning experience of a ministerial student does not consist only of lectures, essay-writing and conventional academic study. Practical learning by means of placements has long been an important part of ministerial training and it has become even more prominent, and more integrated with theoretical learning, by the value currently placed on ‘reflective practice’ in all professional learning. Computerised learning resources are widely used and are opening up new possibilities for dispersed learning. For example, students may work individually with a local tutor and come together as a group at weekends or for longer periods of residence.

2.9 The institutions that the Methodist Church uses to train its deacons and presbyters stand in a variety of relationships to the Connexion. The only one whose site is owned by, as well as its governance being vested in, the Methodist Council is Wesley College, Bristol. Other institutions are in a variety of partnerships, some involving independent trusts, in respect of their site and/or governance. Most (though not all) of the part-time courses are basically Anglican in their governance structures, with Methodist representation. Details are given in Appendix 2. Methodist members of staff are on the whole employed by the individual institution; some deacons and presbyters are stationed to particular institutions while others are appointed to the institution but stationed in a circuit.

2.10 At present the Connexion contributes towards the financing of the institutions that it uses for foundation and pre-ordination training by means of per capita fees and block grants. The fee level has remained constant (adjusted for inflation) since the beginning of the period of guaranteed funding. A block grant is paid to some of the institutions where the Methodist Church has students but not to all.  These block grants relate partly to the number of students in training in the late 1990s and partly to the core costs of each institution. Neither the block grant nor the fee level indicates the actual per capita cost of training a student at the particular institution.

2.11 Institutions have created other streams of income by diversifying their work, e.g. offering courses for lay training and continuing ministerial development. Those with buildings to maintain are making alternative use of them for conferences, local and connexional projects, resource centres etc. 

2.12
The Connexion made a five-year commitment, beginning with the connexional year 2002-03, to provide a significant part of the funds for foundation and pre-ordination training by means of a connexional assessment dedicated specifically to that purpose. The Conference made this decision as a consequence of its determination not to ‘cap’ the number of students accepted for pre-ordination training. This special (technically ‘hypothecated’) assessment, which represents 54% of the district assessment, has given stability to the training institutions through a period of great change and uncertainty. The challenge now is to find an affordable way of meeting the Church’s changing training needs for the future.

3.  FUTURE NEEDS
3.1
Predicting and planning for the future shape of the Church’s training is extraordinarily difficult. There is a sense of kairos – a moment of opportunity, a movement of the Holy Spirit, as the Connexion seeks a renewed sense of mission. At the same time there are acute financial pressures on the connexional budget, of which training accounts for 10%. At a more ‘micro’ level, numbers of students in training, and available for different forms of training, will be affected by the proposed change from foundation training to vocational exploration, but the actual nature of those effects is not yet clear. 

3.2  Building on past policies

3.2.1 The Methodist Council report ‘The Making of Ministry’ (1996) set out the principles which have since governed the development of ministerial training. This report introduced the concept of Regional Theological Resource Centres and Networks which should ‘be for the benefit of the whole Methodist Church (i.e. for ministers, deacons and deaconesses … and also for lay people… for the benefit of the wider church …(and) for the benefit of wider society’ (6.4.3). Such centres were to receive connexional support by means of block grants and the continuation of these grants would be dependent on evaluation against criteria. The report also introduced the concept of the ‘seamless robe of ministerial training’ ‘covering the period from candidature to supernumeraryship’. (6.3.4) The 1997 Conference welcomed the report and authorised ‘further work to be undertaken to implement it'.

3.2.2 The concept of Regional Theological Resource Centres and Networks has been developed in a number of reports:

· the Connexional Training Strategies Report 1998 expressed the vision that these resource centres ‘will eventually be fully ecumenical’ (1.1) and that ‘Methodist resources be transformed not closed’ (6.2.7).

· The Connexional Training Strategies Report 1999 put forward specific proposals towards these ends proposing the establishment of Regional Training Strategies Committees (RTSCs). 

· The section ‘Future Use and Configuration of Training Institutions’ in the Church Life report to the 2002 Conference noted that the regional structures and RTSCs had taken longer to develop than expected, because of the complexity of the processes of consultation and negotiation, including the clarification of the role of the current training institutions within those networks. RTSCs were further delayed because our ecumenical partners started parallel reviews, particularly the Church of England’s review which became ‘Formation for Ministry Within a Learning Church: the Structure and Funding of Ordination Training’, more familiarly known as the ‘Hind Report’.

3.2.3 The Connexional Training Strategies report in 1998 introduced Foundation Training.  Foundation Training was designed to offer opportunities both to explore and discern vocation and to undertake learning that would be a resource for any kind of ministry, whether ordained or not. As noted in the Connexional Training Strategies report 2000, ‘(foundation) training programmes … are predominantly regional and part-time’; this has had a considerable impact on training institutions.  It has led to increased regionalisation of ministerial training and a larger number of students studying part-time, as many foundation students have been unwilling to move their homes and families for one or two years with no certainty as to the outcome.  The majority of students, though not all, have then remained with the same institution for pre-ordination training.

3.2.4 The 2001 Conference adopted the Connexional Training Strategies report and in particular the section ‘Learning and Developing as the Whole People of God’: Its Principles and Recommendations for Practice (1.1) and Particular Recommendations for Action (1.2) were adopted. The principles were summed up as:

· Valuing the individual

· Fostering a culture of life-long learning, and

· Enabling the Church to fulfil its mission and engage with the world.

Among the recommendations there was a call to:

· Ensure more inclusive access to training and

· Develop greater quality in training by: 

(a) a greater emphasis on developing and demonstrating quality in the area of generic adult education skills throughout the areas surveyed;

(b) increased efforts to build a sense of connection between different groups of tutors within districts, including the Methodist tutors in theological resource centres and networks.

3.2.5 The 2005 Conference received the report Growth in Ministry.  This report highlighted a high level of demand for ‘training’ in many areas and a growing recognition of the nature of ministry as lifelong learning. Training institutions are responding to this demand by developing suitable courses of varying lengths and academic levels.

3.2.6 The report ‘The Nature of Oversight’, received by the Conference in 2005, offers creative theological reflection on the way that the Church’s structures (including its structures for learning and training) embody its understanding of the way that God works in and through people. Christ-likeness as human flourishing (4.2.6), the gifting of all Christians and the interplay between charism and office (4.3.6) and the structure of the Church as the embodiment of God’s Christ-like power (4.4 passim) – all this has profound implications for the way the Church deploys its learning resources.

3.2.7 The further development of training strategies needs to build on these existing structures and policies
3.3   The Priorities for the Methodist Church

3.3.1 The Priorities for the Methodist Church offer a template for a Church shaped according to its understanding of God’s mission.  John Wesley famously subordinated Church order to mission when he recognised the preaching and leadership ministries of laymen and women. But just as Wesley acted within an understanding of the role of the ordained, so Methodism today begins from the theological understanding of ordained ministry expressed in the reports What is a Presbyter? (2002) and What is a Deacon? (2004). In these reports the Methodist Church defines its understanding of the nature of its ordained ministries in dialogue with scripture, tradition and the Church’s current understandings. This dialogue is worked out in the training institutions as they seek to express and develop the nature of ordained ministry for today and in the future.

3.3.2 If Methodism is committed to maintaining these principles and priorities and believes that in them it has something distinctive to offer to the life of the whole Church of God, it must equip its deacons and presbyters appropriately. They must be secure enough in their Methodist identity, in all its breadth and complexity, to play their part in handing on the treasures of Methodist theology and spirituality to the wider Church and to succeeding generations.

3.3.3
The particular emphases of the Priorities, which sum up the Church’s current understanding of its mission, call for an ordained ministry that is equipped to be flexible, able to respond to and initiate change, able to take risks, be visionary and fully alive to the contemporary world. Training structures must therefore continue to ensure that theological learning is thoroughly embedded in the reality of life today. 

3.4  Influences for Change

3.4.1
The Priorities for the Methodist Church were developed because it was recognised that the social context in which the Church existed had changed substantially and that the Church must reaffirm its core values in order to change to meet the new challenges presented to it.  This need for change affects the whole people of God, but it particularly affects ordained ministers who are representative people and a focus of the Church’s mission.  These changes must therefore be reflected in the training and formation offered to presbyters and deacons.  

3.4.2 
The nature of the ordained ministry that the Church requires is determined by its setting in a variety of contexts: the context of Methodism itself, the context of the wider Church, its ecumenical relationships and its international setting and the context of the ministry of the whole people of God. Equally crucial, perhaps even more so, is the whole social context of the Church’s mission. The Priorities, together with our existing selection criteria, are a focused response to that context. 

3.4.3 Presbyters and deacons do not, cannot and should not single-handedly impose a theological shape on the Church. They are themselves the product of the Church as a learning community, and always in dialogue with it. The qualities required of the Church itself are the same as those required of ordained ministers as it seeks to address the mission context of the 21st century.  Pre-ordination training must therefore be part of a whole culture which covers not only lifelong learning for the ordained but lifelong learning for the whole Church.

3.4.4 The Church’s training provision is not a ‘stand-alone’ operation. The theological education that the Church needs has to fit within secular structures of higher education.  Developments in both the methods and the structures of higher education, some of them only in embryo at present, will have a significant impact on the shape of Methodism’s training institutions. Such developments, whose overall impact is both profound and uncertain, include:

· The development of accredited modules (short courses or parts of courses which can be counted towards the award of a certificate, diploma or degree) suitable to form a part of programmes for education for discipleship, foundation training or vocational exploration, probation and continuing development in ministry;

· The ability of institutions with appropriate validation arrangements to access funding from the Higher Education Funding Council (HEFCE);

· Pressures on universities which make it uneconomic to validate small courses;

· The development of regional and foundation degrees;

· The ability to deliver course materials on-line as part of a ‘blended learning’ package;

· The as yet untested impact of changes to higher education funding (of which ‘top-up fees’ are the best-known part).

3.4.5 Pressures both within and outside the Church make it imperative for institutions to change their ways of working. Factors relating to social change, both in general and specific to candidates for ordained ministry, have led to a less readily mobile student body. Such factors include the trend towards older candidates, attitudes to spouses’ careers and pressures to do with children’s education and care of the elderly.  There may be a need to develop new models of training (practice-based ‘apprenticeship’ models, for example) which will require both a secure institutional base and wide ‘networking’ with circuits. Living on a wide international scene brings the need to offer diverse cultural experiences and patterns of training. Training structures will also need to be flexible enough to enable the Church to take up offers for ordained ministry made by a wide variety of people bringing the diversity that the Church needs.

3.4.6
The present situation offers an opportunity to make learning resources available to the whole Church at district and circuit level in a more widespread and systematic way than before, while at the same time providing pre-ordination training that will build the skills of enabling and encouraging learning in local contexts. 

3.5
Other influences for change: Ecumenism and Regional Training Partnerships

3.5.1 By 2002 all the institutions used by Methodism for ministerial training were in some form of ecumenical relationship or partnership, the largest and most influential partner being the Church of England. This meant that, as a matter of sheer practicality, that Church’s developing policies would affect British Methodism. The presence of students from the United Reformed Church in ecumenical contexts has had significance beyond their numerical strength.

3.5.2 2003 saw the publication of the Church of England’s report ‘Formation for Ministry Within a Learning Church: the Structure and Funding of Ordination Training 2003’ (the Hind report). Since then the denominational officers responsible for ministerial training have met regularly in the Ecumenical Strategy Group for Ministerial Training (ESGMT).  The Methodist Church and the United Reformed Church (and more recently other ecumenical partners) have also been represented on both the Steering Group and the sub-groups working on particular areas of implementation.

3.5.3 The Hind Report set out principles which ‘match(ed) the existing Methodist strategies approved by the Conference’. (Church Life report 2003 3.3). Those principles were, in summary:

· To set the learning, education and formation of the clergy within the Church’s total provision for ministerial training, lay training and formal adult lay education;

· To develop programmes of ‘Education for Discipleship’ which might play a part in the discernment of vocation;

· To view initial ministerial education as including the first four years in ministry;

· To co-ordinate all programmes of ministerial education and Education for Discipleship;

· To set up about eight Regional Training Partnerships (RTPs) to combine institutions to deliver these programmes.

3.5.4 The 2004 Conference report, ‘Connexional Training Strategies’, welcomed the Hind Report, noting the considerable congruence with Methodist policies and outlining possible implications for future development. It listed the Methodist institutions which might ‘contribute to … the regional and national training partnerships’, while noting that ‘Most of the institutions listed … have historically had full-time residential training for ordained or authorised lay ministry as their main core business. If they do so in future they will not be able to survive.’ (41)

3.5.5 Implementation of Hind has proved difficult. The 2005 ‘Connexional Training Strategies’ report affirmed that ‘our position on the principles of the Hind Report remains unchanged’ (B.2.1). However, it noted that serious problems had emerged and concluded that while ‘We should not do anything that will make participation in an RTP more difficult … we must respond appropriately to our own needs in shaping the training for which we are directly responsible’ (B.1.2).

3.5.6 The present situation may best be summarised as follows:

· Integrated governance structures are taking shape in some RTPs but will not be in place immediately in most.

· The development of institutional networks is proceeding at different rates and on different models among the RTPs. This creates particular problems for Methodist institutions, which are connexional as well as regional.

· A national training specification for Lay Readers and Local Preachers is set out in the report ‘Shaping the Future’. Proposals before this Conference make it possible for Local Preacher training to be integrated with ecumenical regional programmes.

· The General Synod (July 2005) agreed a national set of curriculum outcomes for ministerial training. The Methodist Church already uses its own outcomes; co-ordinating these with the ’Hind’ outcomes will make ecumenical ministerial training more robust and accountable.

· The General Synod re-affirmed its commitment to the process of setting up RTPs. Regional developments have gone forward with a degree of confidence in most regions since then.

· There are now eleven RTPs in England rather than the eight at first envisaged. Methodism cannot resource or relate to them all, and we also need to plan our training need in Wales and Scotland.

3.5.7
Methodism needs structures that will enable a connexional Church to participate fully in regional developments while maintaining its distinctive ethos and identity.

3.6   What kind of ministerial training does the Church need in the future?

3.6.1 The need to reconfigure ministerial training springs from the need to respond to the profound changes in mission and ministry already outlined. We need to call on the Holy Wisdom who danced with God at creation in attempting to decide upon the Church’s future training needs. Such decisions must be set in the context of limited resources, but must be based on the Church’s needs first of all. And while training for ordained ministry must always take into account the fact that the ordained have a particular role and focus, it must be seen as a ‘special case’ of the learning experience of the whole Church rather than a ‘special experience’ given only to a few.

3.6.2 The developments outlined above lead to the conclusion that Methodism will need an ordained ministry that is:

· securely and variously Methodist

· connexional

· ecumenical

· skilled in an enabling role within the ministry of the whole people of God

· able to embody and respond to the Priorities
These requirements do not dictate one particular shape for ministerial training, but they do suggest some outlines.

3.6.3
The nurturing of Methodist identity calls for all Methodist students to have the opportunity to reflect on all aspects of their training from a Methodist perspective, both with their peers and with tutors and supervisors. The particular role of presbyters and deacons as ‘connexional people’ calls for their initial training to emphasise and to enable them to explore that connexional role. They need to understand not merely Methodist history, theology and polity, but what it will mean for them to live as representative people within that tradition. 

3.6.4
The particular needs of diaconal training and formation, with their special Methodist emphasis, may best be met by the co-ordination, in conjunction with connexional officers and the Diaconal Candidates and Probationers Oversight Committee (DCPOC), of diaconal training across the Connexion.

3.6.5
The ecumenical context of ministry requires that the distinctive identity which is Methodism’s gift to the whole Church should be nurtured in both internal and external dialogue. All pre-ordination training should include a high level of ecumenical encounter, not as something that is left to happen ‘of its own accord’, but as truly ecumenical learning in which difference is explicitly encountered, questioned and reflected on together. 

3.6.6
Training structures will need to be flexible enough to enable the Church to take up offers for ordained ministry made by a wide variety of people, who bring the diversity that the Church needs.  The structures will also need to be flexible enough to equip ministers for the variety of contexts in which they will find themselves ministering.

3.6.7
The mission emphasis of the Priorities calls for secure bases and good resourcing for individuals called to practise ministry in challenging environments; this means places where communities of scholarship, accountability and prayer can offer both intellectual and spiritual refreshment and renewal. Methodism’s significant physical resources such as libraries and archives have continuing importance in a changing world. Together with the skills and charisms of particular institutions they have connexional and worldwide, as well as regional, significance and the potential to be used in more diverse ways. 

3.6.8
Key to such resource bases are the staff. Those responsible for handing on the Church’s theological tradition must themselves be resourced by belonging to a group within which they can explore, develop, challenge and be challenged. Methodist theological staff should have regular opportunities to interact with a flourishing academic environment, with one another, with ecumenical colleagues and with students.  A community with a group of resident students in close association with a university department of theology offers the benefits of regular personal contact, both formal and informal, creating a stimulating learning and teaching environment. This experience should continue to be available to some students.  However, other types of academic community offer particular benefits for the many students who cannot be, or who are not recommended to be, resident and these need to be well-resourced to ensure the continuing development of Methodist student ministers across the Connexion.  It is clear the Church needs both. 

3.6.9
The natural outworking of a commitment to regional working  (first made in 1996, predating the Hind reorganisation) and to the societal changes outlined above, suggests that the Church needs to redefine its training resources by geographical area.  Boundaries do not need to be tightly drawn but it is important that the Church can offer training, usually part-time, to those people accepted as candidates who need to remain living in their own area.  

3.6.10
The total number of ministerial students and staff which we have could be combined to form one small institution in educational terms. This centre could provide all the types of teaching we need - distance learning, full-time, part-time and residential - but we believe that this would be too risky a step to take. It would amount to putting all our future educational resources into one basket. It would also deprive other parts of the country of the kind of staff community outlined in 3.6.7 above. The number of learning centres needs to combine a sustainable number of students and staff at each centre with a realistic geographical spread.  We will need to incorporate as much as possible of the existing resources of Methodist training institutions into this series of networks so as to provide a robust Methodist presence in all geographical areas.  If at some point in the future the Church has more people training for the ministry than at present, it will be possible to build on the proposed learning centres (see section 4.4.1 below).

3.6.11
Given the number of students available for full-time training it would be easy to concentrate all of them into one training institution: we have 65 students in full-time training in the year 2005-06.  It is clear that financial pressures may make it necessary to reduce this number (see section 4.6 below). However, as stated above, restricting such training to one place presents too great a risk for the future.   About one-third of those who undertake full-time training move home in order to take up training, while the rest usually commute to their course.  This number of 20–25 students each year can be accommodated in two institutions which would extend theological expertise and variety and decrease the risk.  It is necessary to have a viable cohort of students in any one place, particularly for full-time training and, given the small number of students, it is not advisable to support full-time residential training in more than two learning centres.  It should also mean that the cost of such training could be better controlled.


Any institution we use, for full-time or part-time training, must be able to provide the education and experience necessary to meet the Church’s needs.  This means that it must have strong ecumenical and educational links and be able to offer a strong resource base for other forms of training.

3.6.12
The proposed learning centres are well positioned to relate to the Church of England’s Hind regions, and to national structures in Scotland and Wales.  It is believed that they will also cohere well with current proposals for 'regional tutors' made in the report on the future of foundation training and changes in Continuing Development in Ministry, lay training, etc. It is important to note, however, that the learning centres are sustainable independently of either of these developments. 

3.7   Conclusions: the type of ministerial training needed by the Church 

1. The Connexion needs groupings of staff and students that will act as centres for the preservation and development of Methodist theological identity. In-depth theological study based on these centres can act as a resource for the whole (ecumenical) Church. Such centres of excellence already exist and their work should be built on, not jeopardised.

2. Local and regional networks will need to be resourced to deliver all kinds of training, not just pre-ordination training. Such resourcing, although it may take many forms, will need to incorporate an element of face-to-face encounter with other Methodists.

3. While ecumenism calls for Methodists to be well grounded in what they bring to the common enterprise, it also calls for that enterprise to be truly common. Training must therefore take place in an ecumenical setting.

4. Methodism’s training enterprise must represent good stewardship of its limited resources. This involves finding ways of encouraging investment by God’s people as well as controlling expenditure.

5. Because the whole education and training field is changing so rapidly any proposals should allow modification and development to take place as flexibly as possible and be robust enough to respond to future changes and opportunities.

4 Proposals

4.1 The outworking of the above requirements suggests the following:

4.1.1 There should be eight theological education networks, six for England and one each for Scotland and Wales. Structures in Scotland and Wales will build on what is already in place as discussed below. Each of the English networks will be serviced by a learning centre, which may consist of one or more institutions (see 4.4.1 below). The institutions comprising the learning centre will be those able to contribute strategically significant Methodist input in terms of physical resources, concentration of staff and/or governance structures. Methodist training purposes are not best served by defining geographical regions with absolute boundaries (see 4.2. below) but may for convenience be described as networks (in England) in the North East, North West, Yorkshire, Midlands, South East and South West. Each network, serviced by its learning centre, will also include institutions with less strategically significant Methodist resources and not necessarily Methodist in their governance.  It will have a training management committee for the shaping of training pathways for all students training within the network. Networks will be free to order their work as best suits their context. In some cases the named Methodist institution will provide the obvious centre for the work of the network and its links to the Connexion; in other cases Methodist institutions will service a more developed network structure.

4.1.2 Each network will be responsible for providing a number of different types of theological education.  Within the network each learning centre will, in consultation and collaboration with other institutions within the network:

· Determine, in conjunction with connexional bodies and officers, the training pathways of all Methodist student ministers within its network through a regional training management committee;

· Exercise oversight of all Methodist student ministers within its network through a regional oversight committee;

· Manage the delivery of training for those students, either directly or through other institutions in its network;

· Oversee and co-ordinate, though not necessarily deliver, vocational exploration groups as proposed in the report ‘Extending Discipleship and Exploring Vocation (‘Foundation Training’ for the Future)’.
· Play an advisory and co-ordinating role with regard to probationer studies in conjunction with District Probationers Secretaries;

· Offer support to and some delivery of continuing development in ministry;

· Have input into Local preacher training; and

· Offer development and training for lay ministries.

4.1.3 This complex role will mean that centres will have to develop a variety of relationships with other institutions within each network and with the emerging RTPs in England.  Bringing learning centres into structural relationship with other institutions within the network will facilitate the development of flexible but managed relationships and will encourage open and robust dialogue about the nature of ecumenical training.  It cannot be emphasised too strongly that the staff of the learning centre will not deliver all this training themselves; a major part of their role will be to act as a resource for others.

4.1.4 Some Methodist ministerial students in part-time training will receive most of their training through one of the other institutions in the network because of where they live. They will however be able to receive an appropriate curriculum and be brought together with a larger group of Methodists, both staff and students, from time to time by events arranged through the learning centre.  Such arrangements will be particularly valuable if the number of students undertaking full-time training needs to be restricted in future so that budgets can be met.  

4.1.5 Reports from our ecumenical partners that have addressed the viability of small institutions suggest that the minimum number of staff needed for an educationally viable centre is three.  It is therefore proposed that core funding be made available for the equivalent of three staff members for each learning centre. The figure of three staff is meant to indicate the level of staffing that the Connexion believes appropriate.  It is not intended to designate the maximum size of the teaching staff or of the teaching body encountered by the students. 

4.1.6 It is anticipated that the staff in each learning centre will have responsibility between them for the different types of theological learning outlined in 4.1.2.  It is not anticipated that these staff members will necessarily be resident at a learning centre.  They may function as detached staff, if their role is spread across the network, but they will be members of and retain contact with the core staff community.

4.1.7 The block grant system will be replaced with a system of core funding, as outlined above.   Indicative figures of three staff per centre in England, two in Wales and one in Scotland are proposed.  Based on the cost of ordained staff at September 2006, this would indicate  £90,000 per learning centre in England, £60,000 for Wales and £30,000 for Scotland.  Although the sum has been calculated on the cost of ordained staff this does not mean that staff need to be ordained. Learning centres will remain free to manage and develop their own use of resources as long as they meet their minimum staffing level; the funding is not intended to finance the maintenance of buildings.  The level of saving it is anticipated that may be made by the change from block grants to core funding is set out in Appendix 3.  

4.1.8 Further moneys will be available to the learning centres and their networks from student fees, which the Connexion will continue to fund.  The level of these fees has not yet been agreed, but it is anticipated that they will continue to rise with inflation.  It is anticipated that learning centres will generate other income from the other training they offer. 

4.1.9 
Payment of fees to the various institutions within a network will be arranged through the learning centre.  Their proportional distribution will vary depending on the proportion of training undertaken by each institution in the network. 
4.2 Each learning centre in England will need to develop relationships with one or more Regional Training Partnerships (RTPs). The networks appropriate to Methodist learning centres cannot be made to match exactly the geography of either RTPs based on groups of dioceses or Methodist Districts; the ‘territory’ of learning centres will depend more on transport links than district boundaries. Significant work has already been done in Wales and Scotland to establish parallel links with ecumenical partners, and the two nationally based learning centres will build on this. 

4.3
These proposals in no way prejudge the outcome of any decisions that may be made about the future shape of the Training and Development Officer (TDO) scheme.  Any foreseeable outcome of that review could be co-ordinated with what is proposed here.
4.4.1
It is recommended that each network is serviced by one learning centre as follows. It is important to recognise that other institutions possess Methodist resources and will play a vital part in meeting future training needs as part of the networks. Nevertheless the institutions named below as learning centres are recognised to have a particular governance relationship with Methodism and a particular strategic significance for Methodist training.

North West:
Hartley Victoria College, Manchester

North East:
Wesley Study Centre, Durham

Midlands:
The Queen’s Foundation, Birmingham

Yorkshire:
Urban Theology Unit, Sheffield/Institute for Community Theology, York

South West:
Wesley College Bristol/STETS/SWMTC

South East:
Wesley House, Cambridge

Wales:
Wales Training Network

Scotland:
Training for Scotland

Students will normally be allocated to the network and the network training management committee will arrange for the appropriate training in each case. Each network will work in ecumenical partnership with the expectation that Methodist cohorts will gather together for a significant part of their training. It is anticipated that the networks will enable easier access to, and better use of, existing resources, together with serious engagement with the ‘seamless robe’ of training needs from local church and circuit needs to Continuing Development in Ministry. They will also give an added concentration and coherence to the delivery of training for ordained ministry in the Methodist Church.

4.4.2
Cliff College has not been designated as a learning centre in relation to any regional network in order to indicate its role as a learning centre for the whole Connexion in respect of both initial and continuing training and learning for discipleship and for a variety of ministries. It is proposed that Cliff College should receive funding from the connexional budget on the same basis as the other learning centres in England.

4.5   Full-time residential pre-ordination training

4.5.1 The Methodist Council agreed to recommend to the Conference that the institutions designated to receive a guaranteed cohort of students for full-time residential pre-ordination training should be The Queen’s Foundation Birmingham and Wesley House Cambridge. The reasons for this recommendation are set out in paragraphs 4.5.5 and 4.5.6.  The Council recognised that any recommendation would have effects that would in an ideal world be undesirable, but that nevertheless a recommendation had to be made.

4.5.2 The size of any cohort of students in full-time residential pre-ordination training should be such as to offer a formational experience with the particular benefits of this mode of training (e.g. regular contact with a varied group of Methodist students and staff, rapid integration of study, worship and reflection, the opportunity to enter into a new mode of life).

4.5.2
In view of the perceived weighty nature of the decision about the use of institutions for full-time residential pre-ordination training the Training Strategy and Resources Executive (TSRE) requested the Methodist Council to make the decision. At a special meeting, Council members received submissions and supporting documentation from the four institutions under consideration (Wesley College Bristol, Wesley House Cambridge, the Wesley Study Centre Durham and the Queen’s Foundation Birmingham), together with a digest of the submissions, guidance papers and a list of criteria. The criteria were based on those drawn up by a meeting of the Methodist Principals. They were: university links; teaching, learning and research; formational experience; student experience; recent validation and inspection reports; buildings; finance and connexional significance. Supporting papers prepared by Formation in Ministry gave financial and numerical information, presented the case for designating two institutions rather than only one and commented on the significance of the ecumenical context in general (not in reference to any particular institution).

4.5.3
The Council followed a structured process in which outstanding factual questions were elucidated and the criteria were weighted (the highest weighting by far being given to ‘teaching, learning and research’ and ‘formational experience’). The Council then worked in its accustomed small groups and each group brought its recommendation of two institutions with supporting reasons. These recommendations were then used to work towards a decision.

4.5.4
There was clear consensus that the Queen’s Foundation should be one of the designated institutions. The reasons for this decision concerned both the institution itself and its setting and location. The Council wanted to affirm the unique ecumenical structure of Queen’s. It also welcomed the opportunity given by the establishment of the Selly Oak centre for Mission Studies to create a distinctively multi-cultural and mission-oriented ethos for pre-ordination training for a multi-cultural and post-Christendom context. It affirmed the importance of offering residential training in a cultural and social setting rich in variety.

4.5.5
Given that the recommendation of Queen’s was so clear, the question then became one of complementarity. After thorough discussion a ballot vote was taken, showing a clear majority for Wesley House. The Council was led to this decision by its conclusion that Wesley House offered a uniquely rich teaching, learning and research experience because of its academic setting with links to two universities of very different character and its relationships with other institutions in the Cambridge Federation for Theological Education. The geographical disadvantage of having the two institutions in the southern half of England was acknowledged but it was felt that, because fully residential training was under consideration, this was outweighed by the other factors.

4.6  Financial support for students

4.6.1
Part of the Church’s commitment to those who offer for ministry is the financial support offered during training.  This support should continue, but some savings may be made in this part of the budget (see section 4.7.2).

4.6.2 It is recommended that maintenance grants be replaced by an agreed number of connexional bursaries to meet the maintenance costs of some full-time pre-ordination students. These bursaries will be allocated through an allocation committee.  Bursaries will be allocated according to students’ financial circumstances but other considerations, such as the age of the student minister, may be taken into account. Students who have been accepted for pre-ordination training but who do not receive a bursary may undertake full-time training if they can find other ways of financing their maintenance costs. Some students may be able to access full-time non-residential training although not all institutions can offer this opportunity.  Others may benefit from the new government system of fees, loans and bursaries to be introduced in 2006.  

4.6.3 The payment of travel expenses for part-time students should continue but it is recommended that the book grant be discontinued.

4.6.4 It is hoped that a mechanism will be found for identifying a small number of students to be trained for lay ministries with connexional support for their fees. Although connexional resources are limited, it is appropriate for Methodism’s long-expressed commitment to the ministry of the whole people of God to receive some such recognition. The vocational exploration process will provide the route for identifying such people.

4.7 Financial Implications of the proposals

4.7.1 The alterations to the funding of ministerial training outlined in this report aim to ensure that there are sufficient theologically skilled staff across the Connexion to support the vitally important development of learning across the whole Church.  A large part of the available resources is therefore dedicated to this provision.  Some of the current premises that the Connexion supports financially were designed for a form of training and formation which, largely, no longer meets the Church’s needs and is unlikely to meet future needs, and the Church cannot afford to continue to maintain these premises.  The Connexion must continue to support student ministers and it should do this by continuing to pay the fees of those it accepts for pre-ordination training.  However, restricting the amount of maintenance support available for full-time students will be the least harmful way of making the necessary savings and it may cause other sources of support to be opened up.

4.7.2 
These proposals aim to save a substantial proportion of the current cost of initial training, but they are unlikely to save 30%.  Half the savings from the ending of foundation training will be needed to pay for increased time in pre-ordination training.  The removal of block grants and their replacement with core funding will reduce the cost of initial training and ensure a fair distribution of resources across the learning centres. In order to reduce costs further creative changes should be made in the area of student maintenance. The suggestion of moving away from full maintenance grants for full-time students is controversial but we believe it to be better than the alternatives. Cutting the core funding proposals would mean cutting the number of staff available to carry out the range of training outlined above and would thus undermine the whole structure. Cutting fees to institutions could impose a fatal strain on already fragile finances. The need to help finance students through their initial training could prove a spur to some to provide extra financial help.  Appendix 3 sets out the likely future cost of initial training. 

5.  Conclusion

This report and its recommendations are offered to the Conference in the belief that they offer a robust yet flexible structure which will:

· Build on principles already established as connexional policy

· Enable the Connexion to continue developing its response to the Priorities
· Affirm the Connexion’s commitment to pre-ordination training within the context of the ministry of the whole people of God

· Enable costs to be controlled and budget restrictions met
***RESOLUTIONS

46/1.
The Conference receives the Report.

46/2.
The Conference adopts the conclusions on the type of ministerial training needed by the Church set out in section 3.7 of the Report as the framework within which specific decisions are to be made about training provision.
46/3.
The Conference refers back Section 4 of the Report to the Methodist Council and instructs the Council to


(1)
undertake further work on the proposals outlined in paras 4.4.1 to 4.5.5.


(2)
appoint a review group, members of which shall have no current direct involvement in any of the centres or institutions named on pages 397/8 of the Agenda to undertake this task.


(3)
bring a new, reasoned and objective set of proposals to the Conference of 2007.


The Conference recognises that acceptance of these proposals will carry financial implications for 2007/08, but believes this to be an appropriate short term cost, the outcome of which will be a greater confidence in the quality and viability of training provision available across the Connexion in years to come.
46/4.
[Withdrawn.] 
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	Appendix 2

Governance structures of Methodist Institutions



	Institution
	Type of training offered
	Methodist Involvement

	Wesley College, Bristol
	Full-time. Part-time
	Methodist controlled

	Southern Theological Education Training Scheme
	Part-time
	Partner in independent ecumenical institution

	South West Ministry Training Course & Training Scheme
	Part-time
	Partner in independent ecumenical institution

	(Wesley Centre)Westminster Institute, Oxford
p/t
owned

	Part-time

Part-time
	Methodist controlled

Partner/user

	Wesley House, Cambridge
	Full-time. Part-time
	Separate trust

	Eastern Region Ministry Course through Cambridge. Federation
	Part-time
	Partner/user

	North Thames Ministerial Training Course
	Part-time
	Partner/user

	Guy Chester Centre, Muswell Hill
	Part-time
	Separate trust

	South East Institute for Theological Education
	Part-time
	Partner/user

	Wesley Study Centre, Durham
	Full-time, part-time
	Methodist controlled

	North East Oecumenical Course
	Part-time
	Partner/user

	Hartley Victoria College, Manchester
	Full-time, part-time
	Methodist controlled

	Carlisle & Blackburn Diocesan 
p/t partner/user

Training Institution
	Part-time
	Partner/user

	Queen’s Foundation, Birmingham
	Full-time. Part-time
	Stake in independent ecumenical institution

	West of England Ministerial
p/t
  partner/user
Training Course
	Part-time
	Partner/owner

	West Midlands Ministerial Training Course
	Part-time
	Partner/user

	East Midlands Ministerial training course
	Part-time
	Partner/user

	Urban Theology Unit, Sheffield 
	Full-time. Part-time
	Stake in independent ecumenical institution

	York Institute for Community Theology
	Full-time. Part-time
	Methodist controlled

	Northern Ordination Course
	Part-time
	Partner/user 

	St. Michael’s College, Cardiff
Other training provided through Training Network Wales
	Full-time, Part-time

Part-time
	Partner in Anglican Institution

Partner/user

	Theological Institute of the Scottish Episcopal Church

	Part-time
	Partner in Anglican institution
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