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Annotation:  BILD Conference: Approaching the Year 2000, Ames, Iowa, February 1990. (www.bild.org) 
Used with Permission. Noting that 2 Timothy 2:2 is our leadership mandate, Ted Ward expresses his 
concern that the responsibility for leadership development has been delegated from the church to 
schools. Even though some of the schools do their work well, it is still the church that should be 
ultimately responsible for decisions about leadership. 

 
 v v v 

 The leadership mandate for us is 2 Timothy 2:2 and I believe that it is. Our leadership 
education should be focused on the processes by which we are identifying and the processes by 
which we are passing on from one to another of the leadership group within the church. Again, my 
complaint is that we may be in the last part of an era where these responsibilities for identification of 
leadership persons and for the passing on of appropriate leadership understandings have been 
delegated away from the church to its near neighbor organizations in higher education. Clearly, the 
church has built higher education institutions that have served the cause of Jesus Christ well. There 
are Christian colleges. There are Bible institutes. There are theological seminaries that have acquitted 
themselves very well in terms of gifts, contributions to the kingdom. I’m not for a moment 
suggesting that it’s otherwise. But I am still unclear as to how the local church discharges its 
responsibilities simply by giving it away.  

Now some of us have a large view of church as an enterprise of collective churches; others 
of us have a congregational view that looks church by church. And I suspect on that doctrinal point 
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of ecclesiology we would have some diversity in a situation like this but, if we at least can come 
together around a central proposition, I think maybe the dialogue for this hour will be well placed. 
The central proposition that no matter how the church is defined and no matter how the enterprise 
of the church in terms of the creating of agencies to support the work of the church is defined, 
ultimately there is a responsibility that must be fixed somewhere clearly within the church for the 
decisions about leadership. Who is to lead? How will they be appointed? How will they be 
recognized within the spiritual gifts and offices of the church, and how they will be trained?  

I believe that we can deal with this question better if we understand the emphasis in 
Scripture. I’ve given you a fairly long list of the bits of information that we glean largely from 1st 
Timothy and from Titus, where Paul is dealing with this matter of what churches should be looking 
for in the way of leadership persons. And you’ll recognize these passages because they are 
commonly read as text as a whole. And it sometimes looks just a little more startling to see the text 
laid out, as it is here, in terms of pieces and bits. Now some of us believe that the difference 
between the elder list and the deacon list are between the overseer list—sometimes called the elder 
list—and the deacon list is really not an identifiable, appreciable difference. It’s as if the same kind of 
material is given in both cases; in some cases directly overlapping, in Paul’s words, in other cases 
seeming to have a little nuance here and a little nuance there. But one would have a hard time trying 
to define the difference in role between deacon and elder using these criteria. For example, it does 
not follow that the deacons are supposed to be gifted in matters of business. That could easily have 
been said because matters of quality and substance in business are mentioned elsewhere in the New 
Testament. Nothing is mentioned about business skills; nothing is mentioned about the specifics 
that sometimes we use to differentiate elder and deacon. In effect, we have qualitative lists in both 
cases, for the elder and for the deacon, that sound a lot alike and if you spread them out here and 
identify which is given for which, you will discover that in the second column there are a number 
that are cited for the deacon that have already been cited for the elder.  

Now it is not our purpose to try to understand why all are not simply laid on all leadership 
offices. I think that’s an interesting study, but beyond our purpose. I would rather simply suggest 
that, when we read down this list together, we recognize that each one of these things has one way 
or another been singled out: self-controlled, hospitable, able to teach, not violent but gentle, not 
quarrelsome, not lovers of money, not a recent convert, has a good reputation with outsiders, not 
overbearing, not quick-tempered, loves what is good, upright, holy, disciplined, above reproach, 
husband of one wife, temperate, respectable, not given to drunkenness, manages his own family 
well, sees that his children obey him, does not pursue dishonest gain, keeps hold of the deep truths, 
sincere. Test it. 

I challenge any educational institution to put that list up against their graduation 
requirements. I challenge any institution to put that list up against their entrance requirements. I 
challenge any institution to put that list up against their curriculum. It’s as if we’re talking about two 
different things. And, again, the standard answer is but this isn’t the stuff the seminary’s concerned 
about. And with certain naivety and the shrug of the shoulder, I ask but who is concerned about it? 
And the answer almost always is, that’s the responsibility of the church. And so then I ask so what is 
the seminary responsible for? And the answer comes back, the rest of it, the academic material. And 
I keep groping around to try to find what I missed. Do you see my problem?  
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We do not need ignorant pastors in the church. There, I said it. Lest you misunderstand me, 
we need people in the church who handle the Word of God carefully. I believe that. We need 
educated pastors in the church. We need pastors who know how to use the Scripture properly. We 
need pastors who have a theological perspective on life, itself. And I hope you believe all of that. 
But we also have a specific set of scriptural mandates with reference to a whole bunch of stuff that 
falls in the category character and interpersonal relations. You can classify every item on this sheet 
[not available] in under one of three rubrics. And, in fact, they are not all that neat because many of 
the items can’t be differentiated between the first two that I’ll offer you. If you were to go down this 
list and use the letter ‘c’ to encode anything that is clearly a character matter, you’d be able to identify 
one sub-division of this list.  

For example, it is clearly a matter of character, next to last item on the first column, that a 
person is upright and holy. There is a sense in which to be disciplined, the last item in that column, 
is also a character issue, but it is also a matter of social skill. And I put an ‘s’ on those and that gives 
you another list. But you will find that a lot of these items will require both a ‘c’ and an ‘s’ because 
they are concerned in character and in social skill. The difference is that the social skill items are 
items that are only evident as strengths or weaknesses in relation to other people.  

For example, not violent but gentle. That is a character trait, but it is also a social skill. One 
of the most common complaints of churches today is that they are dealing with pastors who lack 
social skills, and we’re not talking about the question of whether you use the salad fork to cut the 
sausage. We’re talking about the social skill of how to relate effectively, constructively—when 
necessary, confrontationally—but more often supportively, encouragingly to God’s people. Those 
are matters of social skill.  

One of the saddest things that I know of is the four-year theological seminary curriculum. It 
is sad partly because it reflects the inability of an educational institution to do what is necessary for 
curriculum reform. Curriculum reform, in any educational institution, requires a balanced reflection 
on things that are taught that aren’t needed; and things that are not taught that are needed. And 
whenever a three-year program goes to a four-year program, you know that only one of those skills 
is present. They have identified things that aren’t taught that ought to be taught, but they haven’t the 
skill to identify things that are taught that shouldn’t be.  

Now it is possible to argue that, even in four years, you cannot properly train a pastor for 
today’s complex world and the needs of the churches. Alright, I’ll grant that. Let’s go to six years. 
Anybody want to argue for six years? And I’ll grant that. And then we go to seven years, and pretty 
soon we don’t have anybody left because we got everybody in school. It gets to be silly talk. I’m not 
sure that we haven’t already reached silly talk when we get beyond three, after a four-year 
baccalaureate degree, even in our society that demands fairly heavily educated people. Because, not 
only does today’s society of Americans, especially in the urban and suburban situations, require a 
fairly well educated pastor; they are more sensitive than ever that the pastor also be good relationally. 
And here’s where the four-year curriculum comes in because if you take a typical high-school 
graduate at 18, put him in four years of college, how old is he? 22. Four more years of seminary, 
how old is he? 26? But, as a matter of fact, most seminary students today do not go through in four 
years. That is a thing of the past. Even in a three-year institution they don’t go through in three. 
They’re taking four-and-a-half in three-year institutions and they’re taking five to six in a four-year 
institution. And you know what you’re talking about? You’re talking about 28, 29-year-old retarded 
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adolescents. Seriously. Because the hot house environment of the school does not give the adequate 
encounter with the reality of the larger world, and the employment world especially, that is adequate 
for the person with the new degree from a theological school of that sort to go into the field with 
any degree of credibility. But the church is under the impression that, since their own kids at age 25, 
26 are pretty sophisticated, this guy at 29, 28 ought to be pretty sophisticated, too; and he’s not. And 
he’s blown right out of tree on the first marital conflict case that he has to deal with, which usually 
occurs on Tuesday. I think that’s sad. What’s the answer? 

This may sound like a weird way to go at it, but what would happen if we no longer thought 
that education required schools and that education doesn’t have to be thought of as preparational? 
Oh, boy, would that blow all the fuses! Now how many of you are in favor of surgery by untrained 
medical doctors? If you want to have your appendix taken out—and this is your latest caper–you call 
around and say name a good doctor. And they say well, there’s this new guy. He’s in training. He’s in 
his first year medical school and he’s got a whale of a good personality. He’s a really nice person. 
You’ll enjoy him. He has a whole repertoire of funny stories, and he is just a great guy. You say 
that’s exactly my doctor. I want to go to that guy. No, of course, you wouldn’t. You’d say I want to 
go to a highly experienced person. I want a person who’s done at least 5,000 appendices, you know. 
What you want is a Ph.D., not an M.D. It’s the Ph.D.’s that do 5,000 appendices. Oh, no, no, no, 
no. That’s not, that’s not fair. No. In some fields, such as flying airplanes and taking out appendices, 
you do not want beginners.  

The church of Jesus Christ is a fundamentally different matter. Let me ask it this way, at 
what age in life does ministry begin for the Christian? Would you buy 24? Would you buy 13? Or 
haven’t you had any children? Ministry within the church of Jesus Christ is not something that 
requires the technological stuff of flying a jet or taking out an appendix. No one ever knows enough 
about the Word of God. No one ever knows too little about people to minister. What we need to do 
is to detach ministry from the preparatory image that says you don’t minister until you’ve been 
prepared to minister.  

What would happen if the theological seminaries had enough student applicants? I’ll tell you 
why they don’t do it today: they don’t have enough applicants. Most of them want to keep enough 
beds full in their dormitories and enough chairs in the classroom that they don’t have to lay off 
faculty. I’ll tell you why they don’t do it, but what would happen if theological seminaries were to 
use a different criterion for admission: show us what you’ve been doing in ministry? You see, that’s 
an eminently Christian proposition but, educationally, not so smart.  

You see we have a preparational view that says you prepare people to minister. Can you 
think of your own experience in life growing up? Someone here today is a friend of a friend of mine: 
a fella by the name of Sam Longbottom. A dear guy, he was in my high school with me when I was 
a kid in a little tiny town in south Florida. And somebody here knows Sam because they ran into 
Sam when the two of them were missionaries in Vietnam. Let me tell you about Sam Longbottom 
and me. He was about a year-and-a-half, two years older and he was a tremendous influence on my 
life. But I learned through Sam that kids have ministry because he believed it. And I just kind of 
followed along and he made a tremendous impact on me as a young teenager. We were both in the 
Scout troop and every now and then when I’d laugh at a dirty joke, he’d look at me and says what 
are you laughing at? And I knew what he meant: it was our code. It was our code to say come on. 
We’ve got something to stand for here. We’re the Christians in this troop, don’t blow it. But when 
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we were juniors and seniors in high school, we decided that it was appropriate to have a community-
wide evangelistic campaign run by kids in a little town, and we did it. And we took turns preaching. 
We did the whole thing. It was almost like a bunch of little kids going through the motions. But we 
knew what we were doing and people came to the Lord Jesus Christ. We were even engaged in 
public ministry. Then somebody wants to come along and say well, you don’t do those things until 
you’ve been to seminary. And I say I don’t read the Scripture that way. I just don’t read the Scripture 
that way.  

If these are the things that the Scripture bothers to identify, why cannot we get working early 
on these with young people and focus ministry around these kinds of qualities and then put our 
educational effort to work on people who are already ministering? Does that make sense? Now what 
that suggests to me is, at minimum, that we take a kind of an apprenticeship view of how you 
become a pastor. An old-fashioned apprenticeship view: this is what you got to do is do it. But as 
you’re doing it, you’re going to discover there are a lot of things you don’t know and you’re going to 
want to study like mad. But not for some kind of a three-year, four-year hot house experience; but 
for a ten-year, fifteen-year lifetime experience that’ll just get going and keep moving right straight 
through life so that books will become an important part of your life; continuing to learn and share 
will be an important part in your life. But never do you cease your continuity of ministry in order to 
become educated. That’s a terrible trap; that’s a terrible trap. It’s like deactivating a person; putting 
them on the sideline. 

Christian leadership styles, the other handout I gave you [not available], suggests something 
very important about how we view Christian leadership. No matter what else people are able to do 
efficiently or effectively, leadership styles that they use have no claim on being Christian if they do 
not treat people in an appropriately Christ-like manner. I think our Lord set some very tough criteria 
in his teaching and in his demonstrating; his modeling—a very popular in word today—his modeling 
for his disciples. Jesus led the way. He did not expect his followers to do things he was not doing, 
but he did hold them to standards. Matthew 20, remember when the mother of Zebedee’s sons 
came and said, I’ve got a great idea; if you’d just consider this: I’d like one on the left; one on the 
right when you guys get to glory. It’d really make a mother’s heart feel warm. What was Jesus’ 
response? That’s a silly question. Hey, lady, you don’t understand. No, he turned and says none of 
you understand, and he raises the question with the boys, he says do you fellows think you’re able to 
do what I’m going to do? Will you be able to handle the suffering that I’m going to suffer? Yes, we 
are able. And our Lord simply, with the tough standards, turned to them and said indeed, you will; 
indeed, you will. Our Lord was willing to lead into suffering, but he expected his disciples to follow 
him into suffering. A tough standard.  

Jesus saw more possibilities in people than they were seeing in themselves. But in the 
process he helped people expect more of themselves, yes, demand more of themselves than they 
had ever demanded. Why was it that the apostle Peter was so terribly torn up after he realized that 
Jesus was right? He did deny his Lord after three goes at it; blew it three times in a row just like the 
Lord said he would. It’s because that man’s expectations of himself had been raised. It was not 
simply because some day he might be embarrassed in front of Jesus. That man’s expectations of 
himself had been changed. Jesus differentiated his behaviors according to the needs and 
characteristics of each disciple; he didn’t take them all on the transfiguration. He didn’t scold every 
one of them for everything that came up; he picked out the people to scold. He scolded Peter plenty 
of times because Peter needed it plenty of times. He differentiated. We’ve already mentioned in 
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another conversation that Jesus never changed the subject in responsive conversations. He treated 
the agenda and his lists of concerns of the other person.  

We’ve got to take those things as basic to what it means to be leadership persons within the 
church. You say well, Ted, where’s your list of biblical material? Don’t you think that’s important, 
too? My friend, this is biblical material, too. That’s what I’m saying. There’s a whole body of biblical 
knowledge material that we also, in common, believe is important; but what I’m focusing are the 
matters that quite often get shoved off to the side of the plate while we’re enjoying our banquet of 
biblical data. But this, too, is biblical; this, too, is the concern for being Christian in our leadership.  

A Christian leadership style must be based on the values of the gospel and the gospel is 
inherently counter-cultural. There’s a wonderful little book written by a man by the name of Kraybill 
entitled, The Upside-Down Kingdom. If you every want a real easy read on this subject of the values of 
the kingdom, that’s it. It’s an upside-down kingdom or, as some of the critics of the book say no, it’s 
the secular kingdom today that’s upside-down. God’s got his kingdom right-side up. Either way you 
want to think of it, it’s a different orientation.  

We are people of integrity; that we cannot compromise. Our stake is in truth. Our God is 
obligated to honor truth. We are necessarily people of patience. Our task is not to render the 
judgments that would cause people to go to conclusions but, even as it is said in 2nd Peter 3, our task 
is to minister in such a way as to leave space for people to repent in their own time. That takes 
patience. Our task is to be responsive, to be effective listeners, not obsessed with our own agendas. 
We must be redemptive and restorative in our purposes because if we’re not we will end up being 
judgmental and punitive. There is no choice. We go one-way or the other. Your life and your 
ministry is either focused around redemptive restoration or it’s focused around punitive, punishing, 
judgmental kinds of behavior. We need to be vulnerable, even as our Lord was vulnerable—even 
vulnerable to rebuke, even the unfairness of rebuke for things that are dishonestly alleged of us. And 
beneath it all, we must be trustworthy, even as our Lord was faithful. We must be faithful, 
trustworthy; people who are able to maintain a fidelity to Christ and to the values that we believe in 
rather than giving in simply to the expediencies of life.  

You see one of the things people raise today about theological education is the argument 
that the real issue is between theoretical and practical theological education. I say that the theoretical 
versus practical argument is largely nonsense. The social scientist, at least, looks at the 
theoretical/practical continuum in a fundamentally different way: there is nothing more practical 
than good theory. The issue is whether or not we learn theory with the practical continuum in view 
or whether we learn theory as abstraction. Our task in the development of leadership, as we think of 
educating people toward biblical criteria for leadership, should be concerned about a 
theoretical/practical linkage that is always rooted, on the one hand, in the specifics of truths—the 
truth of the Word—and, at the other hand, linked cleanly in the reality of life. I say that Christians 
are given, at the new birth, a big long rope, and we have this big long rope with its two ends. And 
our task through life is to take the one end of this rope and systematically and recurrently tie it 
snugly around the Word of God. And then take the other end of this rope and tie it faithfully, 
responsibly, skillfully around people. And then come to the middle of that rope and reel it in and 
bring people and the Word of God into context. But what I’m afraid we do, we spend so much time 
learning to tie one end of that rope that we neglect the other. And some of us within orthodoxy are 
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goofing off in one direction and some of us in liberalness are goofing off in the other direction, and 
both are culpable. Can we become balanced Christians? 

I think there are some basic issues and practicality versus theoretical is not one of them, but 
I tell you, one of them is closely related. I think there’s a real issue of the relevancy of the agenda of 
education. What is the agenda of education and how does it relate to the agenda of the church? One 
of the things that I hope fervently is that, as we’re seeing more and more church-based leadership 
development emerge—even such as BILD—that they will not make the mistake that has been made 
in academic education: to create a different agenda from the church’s agenda. That’s an issue.  

Second. We should be very cautious about the centrality of the gospel. And here there are 
two sub-issues: one is the foundation quality of Scripture, itself, and the other is the wholeness of 
the gospel. We’ve got people trying to build on a partial gospel. The whole of the gospel does not 
allow you to ask the question, is there a distinction between the social gospel and the true gospel? 
The true gospel is a social gospel. And I’m not just using that with shibboleth words in mind. Let me 
explain it. The whole gospel deals with the reality of humankind in social context; not as 
disembodied spirits that we bring to church on Sunday to get them saved and then to get their 
physical bodies baptized and never bother to bring them back again. The whole gospel is to the 
whole of the human being in terms of appetite, in terms of quality of life, in terms of social 
responsibility, in terms of that dedication of one in substance and goods and career through life to 
the purposes of Jesus Christ. Can you believe anything else? Dare you believe anything else?  

Third issue, and a real issue, is the service versus elitism themes within education. As I see it, 
education, in any institutional form, has a kind of a watershed as surely as the hip on the roof.1 And 
it comes down this way or that way; the institution comes down in the commitment to service or the 
commitment to elitism. Some educational institutions are in the business of building powerful 
people who will influence society through power. Other institutions are building people who will 
influence society through service. We’ve got to be careful about that, whether it’s a church-based 
theological education or an institutional form of theological education. As Christian education, 
service must be held in high esteem and elitism suppressed. Whenever I go to a graduation and we 
do the tassels bit, my heart always crinkles up. As I go down the aisle, I always recite up, down, 
backwards, sideways the first twelve verses of Matthew 23 saying God forgive me. We do so much 
in the area of formal education that violates our Lord’s warnings against creating social distinctions 
through trappings, lengthening the tassels of the garments, and loving to be honored in chief places 
in the synagogue. But I find churches, now, wanting to pell-mell go the same direction with all their 
stuff. In the name of church-based education, it, too, has to have those trappings. Oh, God, deliver 
us! 

Another issue that we’ve already mentioned in great detail, but I bring it up in my conclusion 
list as number four: the preparatory emphasis versus the in-service emphasis. And I’m strongly 
opinionated on this that I think, as fast as we can, we should move in the direction of a non-
preparatory in-service education and get out of the preparation business. This business of learning 

                                     
1 A hip roof slopes on all four sides which are of equal length and join at the top to form the ridge. They are preferred 
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about ministry is the wrong purpose for theological education. You don’t learn about ministry; you 
learn by ministering. That’s where the action is.  

And then the fifth one: the centrality of the church in that whole process. You’ve got to 
guard that carefully. My major concern today is the churches are recovering their rightful place in 
selecting, training, and supporting their leaders. I’m concerned about it because there are some 
tempting traps alongside of the road. We need to know what we’re doing so as to know how to 
avoid them.  

Thank you. 


