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An Open Letter from Wayne Arnason to the UUA Boardof Trustees Regarding Support for UU Theo-
logical Schools

October 2, 2007
Dear UUA Board Members:

| began this letter in June on the night the fddaege Trustees reported on behalf of the Boarthédd7
General Assembly, describing the mission-basedmale for recent Board votes supporting policiethef
panel on Theological Education. | took notes, cammgethese first public statements from the Bodrdud
these issues to conversations with Board membersviah President Sinkford, as well as with the estagénts
made by Board members in the Board meeting | olkseat the 07 GA. Even though the October 07 Board
meeting has no formal agenda time on Panel iste®anel’s survey is being circulated and thedisisus-
sion in ministers’ forums about the Panel’s priegt I've noted that the Panel’'s survey inviteshapis about
excellence in ministry, without including sustairtedological school funding as one of the opticrsé-
sponse. Therefore | have decided to circulatel¢tisr and invite your response.

The Board will continue to be asked to vote aniyuati recommendations from the Panel on Theological
Education recommendations that will likely incluontinuing major reductions in unrestricted grdotsop-
erating budget support for the two remaining inehef@at Unitarian Universalist theological schodléope to
continue and expand the conversation with you ahere in the year ahead through this open letteutiie
rationale for such recommendations and the chantiesifunding philosophy of the Panel, since it was
possible in either the limited agenda time of tloau8l meeting, or in the way that the agenda ofxbeeral
Assembly is arranged, to debate any of the bediefsassertions that Board and Panel members have ex
pressed. | am circulating this letter as an indigiglnot as a spokesperson for the Starr King Sddoard on
which | serve. | address the letter to you, therBpsince you are ultimately the decision-make lzave
acted as the spokespersons for the Panel's chanmicy.

The discipline of the Board speaking with one vagcene | respect. | do not expect individual rewsss to
this letter. However, one of my frustrations abitwt Board process that led to your April 07 motiothe
Panel, and my abiding disappointment in the vdiasthe majority of you cast in June, has to dd waur
unwillingness to move more deliberately so that gould hear and respond to other voices than tke gou
have been listening to. So | hope that yoll respond in your one voice to the arguments that | offdofaein
a public way, so that statements you assert aséecbe researched, and that beliefs you hold edrebly
debated. Your process last year and your engagemignthe General Assembly has offered no such dppo
nity. If this “lawyerly” approach to what you hasaid publicly is missing the point entirely, andhé real
reasons for your vote in June are not being agtedl publicly (see the final section of this Ietténen | re-
spectfully ask for a candid communication from Baard about your assessment of the problem yotryare
ing to address and contribution to excellence @okbgical education and ministerial formation bemnade by
the two UU schools so that this conversation camicoe with integrity.

The Under-Capitalization of UU Theological Educatim

| want to first frame my disagreement with the Famecommendations and the Board’s motions during
06-07in a larger context. We are debating about $8%0,000 should be spent in support of excell¢inee-
logical education and ministerial formation, athit is all the money that could or should be aldé. Presi-
dent Sinkford has acknowledged and no one will dbay our two remaining UU theological schools @ne
der-capitalized. His leadership response was towgage an exploration of merging the two schoots wew
support to be made available to the merged sctwoalgpal of the current capital campaign. It wasld vi-
sion, and a good and useful initiative. It ende@mwh was clear that both UUA funding for the négiions
and the time frame for the new capital campaigndauvould not allow for a more lengthy processariver-
sation to resolve critical disagreements about \ahainsolidation process should have on the tatdenat it
could not have.

As open as | was personally to the possibilitie$ ativantages of consolidation, the whole idea el ke
a strategic retreat. In a world where our cap#aburces to support theological schools were greataild
any of you argue that it is a bad idea for Unitafiniversalism to have two or more schools prepgsin-
dents for our ministry? Apparently many more peapdat to be ministers than the resources of thetiegi
UU schools can accommodate, so there is no dowlit dbe demand side for UU theological educatidre T



capital costs of creating additional schools to tnigis demand are prohibitive. So where and holeader-
ship being exerted to improve the capital resouf@esur two historic schools?

The schools themselves have had more successuwbahedore in raising their own endowment resources
However, with small development staffs, and withmaach of the burden for fundraising leadershigriglion
the overextended role of the President, both sshar@ strapped for the resources to fully fundr ttven capi-
tal needs in competition with other expressed némddU capital giving. When the consolidation nége
tions between our schools were still open, Presi8arkford was willing to exert leadership in capitund-
raising for a combined school with the UUA as dparand stakeholder. He is not willing to do siotfwo
independent UU theological schools, and the fundivajs for theological education in the “Now is Tfiene”
campaign do not include any capital resources faitheological schools. Similarly, members of Tha&a
on Theological Education moved briskly when corgation in any near future was no longer a possytiidi
set in motion a process to eliminate all unrestddunding to the two schools. Do any of you bediévat the
Panel would have made such a recommendation if @ve @ngaged in a consolidation process right nada? |
not.

The key point here is that apparently neither ttesigent nor Panel members believe as a mattersef m
sion or governance or principle that direct fundirign theological school or schools is inapprogriais Panel
member Tamara Payne-Alex has contended. Rathdr fending iscontingent on whether the schools coop-
erate with agendas, needs, or models for theolbgtracation set forth by UUA leaders. There is appty
no longer either trust or confidence by these |leatieat the boards, presidents, and staff our tWahéologi-
cal schools can best allocate unrestricted operatiiniget funds in support of the stated end oBib&rd to
support excellence in ministerial formation.

Sadly, we now find ourselves squabbling about phaitry $650,000 when the real immediate needs fdér U
theological education capitalization run into mamjlions. We have a new capital campaign annouricatl
has passed by the opportunity to increase endowrasatirces for either the Fund for Theological Edion
(which the Panel administers) or direct endowmesburces for our two theological schools. We ateyab
seeing any direct new initiatives from the generand visionary leaders at the Shelter Rock Congi@yar
the Veatch Foundation as they find themselves initheasing resources to allocate, and as the wdliree
Fund for Theological Education that they donateerdwo decades ago fails to keep up with the naedss
intended to support.

The Stated Rationales for the Panel's Recommendatie and Board’s June 07 Vote

Since the Panel on Theological Education appardetyps little or no minutes or records of its corge
tions (beyond its recommendations), and since tardBs “Deep Chair” conversations are similarlyemr
corded, the only sources for understanding ancoreipg to the Board’s rationale for its votes inridpnd
June 07 have been:

» Telephone conversations with Board members
+ Statements made by Board members in the June meetin

» President Sinkford’s response to a question | abkadn the UUMA'’s question and answer session at
General Assembly.

» The Board’s Report to the 2007 General Assembly.

Based on these sources of information, | have whoed six major publicly stated reasons for therBza
recent actions. They are:

1.An Argument from the Principle of Equity, i.e. SiXdEive per cent of students preparing for UU minis-
tries are attending non-UU theological schoolss therefore better or more just to stop givingthquarters
of the Panel’s resources away to two schools thigitain only one third of the students.

2.An Argument based on Accountability for Resourckédtion, i.e. With limited resources to suppos th
stated end of excellence in ministry and ministdaamation, it is better for the Board through Ranel of
Theological Education to devote all or most ofrésources to goals or programs that the Boardussliwill
achieve these ends. The Board should stop givindsfto support excellence in ministry and ministefior-
mation to independent theological schools becausgdre believed to be less accountable to contipega



for the uses of these funds. Project based grargshmlarships are more accountable than UU thaabg
schools.

3.An Argument from Mission, i.e. the purposes of fissociation of Congregations are under review, but
the Board is clear through its policy governancekvtbat the owners of the Association are congiegatand
the most critical mission or purpose of the Asstiais to serve congregations. Theological schaodsnot
congregations, and so direct operating budget stpptheological schools are at best a lower figidor
Association funding and possibly outside the missibthe Association. Basic support for institusasf UU
theological education should come from individuai$oundations donors rather than through the Aasiot
of Congregations.

4. An Argument for “Gap Funding”, i.e. the theologicahools are equipped to offer a basic theological
education that prepares people for UU ministry,tbate are many programs or initiatives that wauldport
ministerial excellence or formation that no theatagjschool should be expected to provide, or thedlogi-
cal schools are not currently encouraged by funthngrovide. UUA resources should be focused osehe
gaps.

5.An Argument inviting Research to Dispel Ignorance, the Board asked for a timetable for a study
process that would offer new options for how thad¥a funds might be allocated, if freed from antpillar
focus” on funding UU theological schools. Resourdegoted to theological schools need to be re-ictto
this study.

6.An Argument from a Governance Principle, i.e. trwail should not question or turn back a recommen-
dation from the Panel on Theological Education beegolicy governance as well as other respectatitds
of governance discourage Boards from second-gugessirk that it has delegated to an empowered commit
tee.

If I have left out any of the publicly stated argemts that support your recent actions, | wouldlbd tp be
better informed. At the end of this letter, | valildress the question of whether there are arguroeetso-
tions informing your actions that are not being lmy stated and whether these have carried anemaight
than the publicly stated arguments. Let me nowesileach of the public arguments | have heard.

1. The Argument from Equity

This argument sounds self-evidently strong andole@s the most frequently touted argument by all UUA
leaders for changing the Panel’s funding prioritiesould suggest, however, that the Board neededuest
from its Executive and Staff better informationrithacurrently has to judge the weight of this argunt, and
to understand whether, why, and how having sixtg-per cent of the students in non-UU schools jprtsse
problem for us. Here are some questions | would ask

Do students attend non-UU schools because thegMeethat they will receive an inferior theologiealu-
cation at UU schools? Or do they attend non-UU slshbecause they are better capitalized, and béter
financial aid packages? Or do they attend non-Lhdgls because they are better situated geographioal
match the students lifestyle or family needs? Agkind answering these questions would inform therd@e
understanding of the meaning of non-UU school attece. If lack of financial aid resources keep9feo
away from UU schools, and if the Board values Ugbthgical education occurring within a community of
UU students, then maybe the Board’'s conversationtaiow to create or allocate resources shouleh@o i
different direction.

How much capacity for residential and non-resiggrgiudents do UU theological schools have? If the
Board values having students preparing for UU riiypise connected to a UU institution for theolodjiedu-
cation, how much current capacity and how much roperating budget or endowment funding would our
UU schools need to be able to absorb more studéinfe? example, we wanted to encourage half dur s
dents to attend UU schools, what would be the gawden the tuition these new students would paytizad
cost to the school to educate them, and where waunlding for that gap come from, especially if Beard
decided to eliminate operating budget support forthleological schools?

If this statistic about what schools students &@osing is thought to be so important, should wagkéng
how many of the students who have received pretiryifellowship and final fellowship as UU ministdrave
come from the two UU theological schools, how mhaye come from Harvard and Andover Newton (the
two non-UU schools with strong historical traditsoof preparing UU ministers) and how many have come



from other non-UU theological schools? | suggeat this is a more relevant statistic for the Bosufdture
deliberations than the broad statistic about wisardents go to school.

I would also point out two important fallacies hretargument from equity (a) that UUA resourcestior-
isterial formation and excellence are inequitalbig therefore unjustly used if not made availablaltindi-
viduals or institutions involved in preparation fdtJ ministry and (b) that UUA resources are nonpesffec-
tively used in support of the UUA’s mission if thase disproportionately given to UU theological @als
rather than to all schools or to individuals invedvin preparing for UU ministry.

With regard to (a) above, inequitable distributadra resource is not unjust or ineffective pertsdepends
on your mission. Perfect equity would entail takihg Fund for Theological Education and dividingjit
among all the students as a scholarship fund,woulld entail taking the number of UU students #dadbas a
proportion of all the UU students we have, andding up the Fund among all the schools that trdihsti-
dents. I'm not aware of any Panel member claimivag the argument from equity is powerful enougjuss
tify such an approach . (b) The question of whethisreffectively accomplishing the Board’s endgjive
75% of the Fund’s resources to the two UU schoaisot simply be based on the statistic of how nwdrour
students are attending them. How important to ago&iation of congregations is it to have our omfra-
structures of theological education doing basiparation for ministry? Can we afford to reduce suppnd
hope that the infrastructure support will be pickgpdoy UU donors? What would be the cost to owaiie-
ness as an Association if we made such a decigimmthe two UU schools better equipped to be respen
to the Board’s concern for lay theological edugatio to do distance learning to serve UU studentsthier
schools than any of the other schools our studdtesad? These are the questions that the Board nede
asking when it looks at whether investing resoufoesinisterial formation and excellence in UUtihgtions
is an effective investment. As we go through thiamee of the arguments, | will be saying more alwaut
Association’s purposes and mission and how theuldhelp to guide policy in this area.

2. The Argument based on Accountability for Resoure Allocation

For forty-six years the UUA Board has believed tbt theological schools were important enough ® th
Association’s mission and purposes to arrangeifectiand unrestricted funding of their operatingigets.
All these years the UU schools have been strudyuiralependent of, but accountable to Unitarianvgrsal-
ists and to the Association. Accountability to fkesociation of Congregations has been both forthedugh
reports to the Panel (and even to the General Asggiand informal (as illustrated by the responeess of
the two UU schools to enter into a consolidatiardgtat the request of the President of the UUA.)

In their governance structure, the UU schools’ Beare accountable to the schools’ owners and-stake
holders, which includes their donors, UU congregetj the UUA, the community of theological schosith
which they affiliate, and at least in the case taiiSKing, historically marginalized communities it any
institution serious about its anti-oppression cotmmaints must include and honor. The schools areaalso
countable to the Association of Theological Scheaisreditation process, a daunting self-evaluaeoguired
each decade. The Boards of both schools in rgeams have included both immediate past UUA Pressie
the former Moderator, both immediate past Finan&dlisors, the immediate past UUA Secretary, tlioze
mer UUMA Presidents, and the immediate past cHfdiREEDA. Both schools have their financial records
independently audited and they are available fdtipinspection. In none of these formal or infofre@nses
are the non-UU schools that contain two-thirdswf students accountable to Unitarian Universatistiiu-
tions or communities, and it is unlikely that treyer will be.

So how are the two UU schoalst accountable for their policies, programs, andgiens? The only sense
in which the two UU schools are not “accountabtetie UUA is that neither the Panel on Theologidilica-
tion nor the Board can tell them what to do. Thera difference, however, between “accountabilagd
“control”. So | would ask the members of the Botirdbe clear about how you are using language weeitd
ing your votes or defending your decisions. “Accatnility” means being responsible to other partashe
decisions you make. “Control” means that througbegoance or financial authority, one group makes-de
sions for another.

“Accountability” means that when the Panel is de@dvhether to recommend an unrestricted operating
budget grant to Meadville or Starr King, they héive right to ask the schools’ Presidents to acctarrtheir
past performance and plans for how the money wikfent (something the school Presidents do iropers
twice a year.) “Control” means that the Panel erBlmard says to the schools: “We will give you thaasmds
but only for these purposes or projects.”



So is there anything wrong with that? On behalesburces available through congregations, shotilla’
UUA exercise this degree of control?

This brings us to a discussion of the value of peshelent theological schools, free from the directiol
of an outside judicatory. In the interest of brevitwill only highlight the following arguments fandepend-
ent schools:

The vitality, diversity, and health of UU’'ism istber encouraged by a multiple centers of authahian
by concentrating leadership and power in a singidar.

The traditions of academic freedom in higher edooatave traditionally kept even state-funded
schools independent of the political control of igislatures, and the principles involved hereyappde-
nominations and their theological schools as well.

Independence from judicatory control guaranteesttigaprograms and policies of theological schools
are not subject to denominational political conéney. (The first agenda of the right wing South@anp-
tists after taking over their judicatory was tongritheir theological schools under judicatory cohjfr

Currently, between eighty and ninety per cent efrttoney that supports the two UU theological schaol
already being raised from individual donors andhfitations. The UU schools are not dependent on th. U
The amount of unrestricted money that is beingrgiteough the Panel to the schools is modest hsinibne-
theless important. Even the small cuts in fundirgglenin June 07 require conversations about elimigataff
or programs if the UUA’s money is not quickly repéa. The short-term survival of the schools mayloat
stake in the conversation about the Panel's uncestdrgrants, but the impact of these cuts on tiléyaof the
schools to fulfill their missions is very much #dle.

I have often heard the complaint that UU’s will dtimeir institutions (such as their congregatianghe
Association) just enough to keep them alive butamaiugh to enable them to thrive. The choices trer®
makes over the next few years will determine wheyle fall into that pattern when it comes to tlugptal
education. The unrestricted grants that suppoit lmerations help insure that the foundationsefarellence
in ministry through UU theological schools remaimpiace. The proposals being discussed for greageeh
funding are like choosing to build turrets on tbp bf a castle whose foundations are being neglecte

If there is an accountability question to be diseasshere, | would respectfully suggest that yousitar
the Board’s accountability to the third purposéhaf Association as stated in the by-laws, a purpbséeve
that still operates as closest thing to a stated™ef the Association according to policy goveroartheory.
That end states that the Association exists toderage and strengthen UU organizations”. If therBake-
sires to change that end, | wish that you woulddsuch a change to the General Assembly flodnerfarm
of a by-law amendment, rather than ignore or dighaahis end one decision at a time.

3. The Argument from Mission

The argument that because the UUA is an associafioongregations, serving the needs of congregstio
it should be a lesser or eliminated priority toduron-congregational agencies is an extremely ‘coason-
ist” interpretation of policy governance theory,iethl hope most Board members don’t accept. In féist
my understanding that the POTE is has invited psalsofrom UU theological schools for grants forgreons
and initiatives they think the schools should bedoSo apparently the Panel members don’t thiak direct-
ing funds to non-congregational institutions isppeopriate per se. | have heard this argumentdthte it is
apparently not being followed.

4. The Argument for Gap Funding

This is the most persuasive argument to me foPtreel's recommendations and the Board’s actiofis. It
true that no theological school whose basic busiiea foundational theological education for ntigigan
support all the possible programs for specializéustries, continuing education, lay education, addcation
for community change that we would like to see @ here is a need for new initiatives that wilteurage
these forms of ministerial formation and excellemcministry.

However, | would refer you back to my points madl@iscussing arguments one or two above, namely,
that we limit ourselves in considering these nékd® accept that the only funds we can have abkilare



the ones that the Panel administers, and that negvams for excellence in ministry cannot be fundecept
at the expense of support for the foundation ofistémial education in UU theological schools.

The Panel’s philosophy of “gap funding” has beeedusffectively in awarding a quarter of their agble
funds in recent years. However, | question the whagtthe UUA has taken advantage of this gap fundiAt
least one of the gaps filled temporarily by Panelding has become a permanent fixture in theiofisec-
ommendations, the Internship Clearing House. Itdess clear for years that this clearing houseva@able
service to congregations that the UUA is uniquejyipped to provide, and | see no programmatic reasgyy
the Association has avoided incorporating full fumgdfor the Internship Clearing House into the UUA
Operating Budget, relieving the Panel’s funds ftbat ongoing responsibility. If the Panel’s intentito go to
a request-for-proposal model for making grantsiifliied, | hope that the Finance Committee of Bward
will look carefully at shouldering responsibilitgif some of these funding gaps in excellence instipihat
appropriately should belong to the UUA, and nad igrants fund. This would free up Panel money &w n
proposals.

A request-for-proposal approach to distributingé?duands has many attractions for Panel members and
maybe for the Board. The Panel gets to articulatala and judge who best can meet them througéviiesw
of grant applications. The Panel exerts more cbotrer the money it hands out. Knowing the competenf
the Panel members, | am sure they would do thejdleshey could within this framework of decisioraking.
By definition, however, the Panel's choices ardtkoh by who applies for the grants. Non-UU theobad)i
schools will have their own structures of accouititgtwith limits on the investments they can makeheir
UU students. The Panel has acknowledged that fgnalith still continue to flow to the two independddU
schools. That funding will be for add-on programswever, that stretch the schools in directions tia Pan-
el prioritizes, above and beyond the basic opanatineeds of the school. In effect, the Panelap@sing to
withdraw money that helps sustain (for examplegauly position covering basic ministerial educatiand
instead make that money available for programga@epts the school has not been expected to urkeeutatil
now.

The informal statements from Panel member Tamayad?alex at the June Board meeting are an omi-
nous hint of the problems with this kind of appriealels Payne-Alex used as an example the possililéy
Starr King School might be asked to apply for fufatsdevelop and promote anti-oppression educdton
UU students in non-UU schools. This is a noble goal a great example of a gap that currently existew-
ing that the members of the UUA Board have workexy yard over the years to develop their own con-
sciousness and actions towards being an anti-aggipreBoard, | ask you to consider how that educafio
process unfolds. Those of you who have been oBdlaed for some years will recognize that it regsiinet
only personal education, but also institutionaig@emaking, and a community of accountability tcleather
and to historically marginalized communities. Alfltbis requires a living community of engagementlsas
we have in our two UU schools.

Imagine how different, and possibly how superficalti-oppression education might be that operaies
side of such a living community of engagement,dxists only on-line, or through occasional visiisit
school community that does not live this engagerreatl of its facets of daily life. My point hers not that
Starr King could not or should not devote resoutoageveloping these kind of educational resoufceson-
UU students, but that such a project has cleatdiinns compared to the anti-oppression educatiaitadble
within a UU school. While Ms. Payne-Alex may havdyobeen tossing out a for-instance, her example su
gests that the Panel wishes to take advantage dbtimdation of UU anti-oppression education thagts in
the living community of a school like Starr Kingtino longer desires to fund the operations thatrimshis
community will continue to exist. | am confidenattsimilar contradictions will become evident ietRanel
continues on its stated course of developing regifes-proposals.

5. An Argument Inviting Research to Dispel Ignorane

In her remarks at the June Board meeting, TamamaeRalex herself debunked this argument when she
stated that even if the Board decided to find fagdor a study on excellence in ministry elsewh#re,Panel
would still recommend an immediate cut of $50,00€inding to UU schools. | list and respond to trigu-
ment, however, only because it came up in conversatvith UU Trustees prior to the June Board nmegti
and because President Sinkford stated to the UUMAfunding the study was a reason for these imaedi
cuts. Apparently, many Trustees and Officers wedeu the impression that the Panel was being resgon
to the Board’s motion to create a timeline for depéng a new approach to its funding recommendatiand
needed the funding represented by these cuts tieatloinstead, Ms. Payne-Alex’s remarks surprissti ob-



servers and Trustees by candidly acknowledgingttfeaPanel’s mind is made up about how it wanfwree
ceed. The design of the recently released survefyrots that their mind is made up, since they fhile in-
clude sustained funding for UU schools as an optidme considered in the available answers. Regssdif
what the study they administer determines, you sé# an outcome that includes the schedule of recom
mended cuts for the two UU theological schools. Stuely may well be a helpful piece of work, but app
ently the Panel already has decided that it witllinolude information that might suggest that thesgnt unre-
stricted operating budget grants to the schodadsgeod way to fund ministerial formation and exeeade.

6. The Argument from Governance Principle

| was especially surprised and disappointed to aarara Payne-Alex use the argument at the JunelBoa
meeting that should the Board turn back recommémaafrom the Panel it would undermine their worke
suggestion she made implied that you would be trmajea governance principle if you chose to votaiast or
change their recommendations. For your consideratiduture votes on Pane recommendations, | want t
offer my understanding of your governance relatigmsvith the Panel.

The Panel of Theological Education is not parthaf Executive or the Administration. It is a Board-
appointed Committee, and although it is not intifidaws, | would contend it is a Committee of thealRd.
Like the Finance Committee, it brings you recomnagimhs on restricted funds that the Board has eeen
trusted to allocate. It does not report to you digitothe President, but directly. You appoint twaBbmem-
bers to serve on it. The Panel gives you adviceyHrne not empowered with executive limitationsges
you have passed to operate freely within certaiarpaters. They are asked to feed you informatiaheaah
vice. You make the decisions. It was at best aor @md at worst a distortion of your relationstoghe Panel
to suggest that there would be something inappaitgebout a vote to change or deny their recomntiemda
If you felt uncomfortable with either the procesgtte content of their recommendations, your dgtg 8oard
member would be to send the recommendations baakdik or re-do them to meet the deadline of tlaetst
of the new fiscal year.

What isinappropriate from a governance perspective isth@Panel brings you recommendations so late
in the year that you feel pressured to act on tteeavoid funding chaos for grant recipients. | hais® in
other correspondence and conversation already catechen another governance concern, that the Ranel’
record-keeping procedures may be in violation ef@pen-UUA Policy.

Unstated Arguments Behind the Board’s Policies antfotes

It is difficult to fight with ghost arguments, angents that are stated only privately and verbalhg never
publicly or in writing, when you are discussing &BJA policy shift. Unfortunately, ghost arguments came-
times be the real reasons behind such shifts. Gingatnents | have heard this past year have bessa ba
mythologies and stereotypes of the UU schools,elbag on personality and leadership tensions.

So maybe this letter has been a waste of my tinme, one on the Panel or the Board will publiclyroup
to any of these as reasons for the shift in palltgnge you have begun. The conversations | havsihae
April with Board members and the posts | have r@adine from ministers have been long on pronounce-
ments and short on meaningful analysis. We heathleaPanel believes we have a problem with minete
formation and ministerial excellence, and appayahi Board buys into this and believes funds hause re-
directed to solve this problem, but nobody publisheything that describes the problem. Instead flcroed
to write a letter pointing to the weaknesses insttaged arguments for a solution to a minimallyirted prob-
lem.

Thank you for taking the time to read all thisodk the time to write it and to send it to a braadading
list because we will be dealing with these isswedHe next three years every time you have a Renem-
mendation to consider. Could we step back and haanversation about whether and how the perceived
problem exists before we start slicing away attbaplogical schools’ operating budgets? | am hopinag the
both the process and the depth of conversatiorrgvalde to have in the Association over the nenddlyears
will be an improvement on what has happened betwgeihand June of this past year.

Sincerely yours,
Wayne Arnason



