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Theological Foundations Committee meeting
January 26, 2011

I. Purpose

A. Members’ recollections

1. BHeat: This will be our creed: a concise statement of what our theology of work springs forth from

2. BHend: a: Before you can do a Th of Work, you have to do a theology proper. E.g., what is scripture? B: How do you do theology? How do you take the Word and find meaningful understanding and application from it. So people can do it themselves.

3. AE: The why. What Haddon did this afternoon (ladder of abstraction).

4. GP: Randy’s original idea was something like the Lausanne Covenant. Something to unite the disparate workplace ministries around a strong biblical foundation. Needed to come at the end so that it emerges from our biblical work. But we also discovered that we needed to do something up front [as BHend suggested]. Gordon put forward some materials and so did Darrell.

5. WM Randy still believes that the conclusions should emerge from biblical and topical research and articles. But he acknowledges that we can state the theological foundations that we bring in with us.
6. CLB: I assume we are trying to state our rationale and motivation and what impacts we expect from all of this.

7. HR: Not many of us are well known. So who are we? People want to know what we believe because they want to be assured that we really are in the mainstream of Christianity.

8. BHend: Documents on our site should all be consistent with our statement of faith. We can link to non-conforming documents, but not host them.

B. Acknowledging our limits

1. Should we put a disclaimer on every article?

2. Should we put a link to our foundational materials on every page?

II. Scope

A. International?

1. GP: We intended originally to be international, but acknowledged that we are basically western evangelicals who are seeking to offer something to the whole church, and seeking to get input and feedback from the whole church, contribution to an ecumenical conversation. We should be open, up-front, honest and humble about this.

2. CLB: How will people describe this project? Protestant, evangelical, western, [American]. Agree that we should be humble. 
3. KLA: We should state the limitations we recognize in our membership, methods, and perspectives. Of course any group will have limitations — that’s part of being human
III. Audience/usage

A. Who is the audience for the outputs of this committee

1. Is it every reader of every article?

a. AM: Yes, it has to be. AE: Where are you guys coming form. BHend: I agree

b. BHend: Also the gatekeepers: pastors, heads of parachurch ministries, CT, … If these people give a thumbs down, their constituents won’t bother with us

c. WM: But for every person who we garner approval from because of our list; there’s someone else we garner disapproval from

d. KLA: Don’t we want to appeal to those people who DON’T have a checklist of who’s in and who’s out. (This is why Tim Keller refuses to be put in a box.) This means less is more.

e. AMills: Us, as a way to determine who we partner with, whose material we host on our website, 

f. HR: How about a Jew (e.g. Fogelman (sp?)) or David Brooks (KLA). Our perspective is orthodox/historic Christian faith, but we do not limit our materials to that.

g. GP: Let’s use Francis Schaeffer’s concept of co-belligerents, who may not necessarily by Christians.

2. Who’s the audience for the how?
a. BHend: Users of the website who want to apply the Bible to situations beyond what we covered, e.g., diversity in the workplace, gambling, genetic engineering, people who are interested in spheres other than work who want to use us a model.

b. BHeat: Future contributors of articles.

c. KLA: People who will apply the Bible to new situations

B. Does having a list of theological statements help us achieve our purposes?

1. Will people just use it to put in a box?

2. Will we unnecessarily exclude people?

IV. Products

A. Foundational beliefs/precepts
B. Who are we? Our tone/motivation/purpose

C. Key conclusions (to be ratified or endorsed?)

D. Theological methods

V. Ratification

A. What is it?

1. WM for RK: Want the conclusion statement to be ratified widely

2. BHend: It would be signing a brief statement that would flow out the work of this Project. That’s all that would be ratified.

3. AE: Could ask pastors to endorse it
4. WM: Yes some kind of invitation to endorse might be better than a ratification vote.

5. HR: What we’re looking for is not so much a statement as a mood. Why are we doing this.

B. Why?

1. CLB: So readers can get a sense of how widely accepted this is

2. BHend: Gives readers assurance about it.

3. WM for RK: A gatekeeper issue.

C. Who?

1. The original 150 letter responders

D. Should we have a ratification?

1. HR: I don’t think it adds much to get them to vote/ratify it. Offering it to them is great, though.
2. BHeat: Coming back to them with this work product would honor their input in the letters. This isn’t necessarily the same as asking them to ratify it.

3. WM: We should write them to let them know the website is up and running. KLA: we should thank them soon and update/invite them to use the materials we have now.

4. AMac: We ought to have some sort of formal offering of the results, but not ask them to sign up.

E. When should we decide this question

1. AMac: After we see how united we ourselves are about it.

F. Different products may have different ratifications

VI. Foundations Cards Exercise

A. Let’s do this again. 

VII. Resources

A. Lauasanne

1. Lausanne Covenant

2. Pattaya: Marketplace Manifesto, written by Gordon Preece.

3. Capetown: Lausanne Commitment, subheading Truth at Work, written by Chris Wright

B. Haddon’s General Intro on the wiki site

1. HR and Alice to expand/update, esp. the mood part

C. Something Daryl Cosden submitted
VIII. Leadership

A. Alistiar was acclaimed Chair at least through August.

IX. Action Plan/Timeline
