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Use this form with Appendix A. Replace the bracketed prompts with your own entries and expand the space as needed. Preserve earlier dated versions when a question or judgment changes. References to numbered sections refer to the book.
Begin with the Inquiry Brief
Describe the concern, people and setting, an open question, the practical purpose and the understanding sought. State the boundaries, theological commitments and one consequential assumption with its present reasons. Identify the first substantive AI task, the permitted material it will examine, and your next inquiry. Date this initial version.
[Initial brief; author and date; starting reasons; first AI task and response location; next question.]
Develop the Inquiry Register
The initial Inquiry Brief becomes the opening version of this register. Keep that brief, then develop the fields below as the inquiry requires them. Make the current direction easy to find while preserving earlier questions and the decisions that explain their development.
Identity and version. Give the project title, record identifier, candidate, setting, version, date, and location of the previous version. Name the person responsible for updating this record.
[Enter identity and version information.]
The concern and its significance. Describe the ministry practice closely enough for its difficulty to be understood. Separate your concern from what other people have said, and link the grounds for contextual claims. State the practical purpose alongside the research purpose: what would be useful in this setting, and what does the inquiry seek to understand? Revise both as the question develops (Sections 4.1 and 7.1).
[Concern and grounds; practical purpose; research purpose.]
Question and scope. State the current question, who or what it concerns, the period and setting, and what the inquiry will leave outside its reach. Preserve earlier question versions here with dates and reasons for revision. Link the Reflection and Learning Journal where a change involves reconsideration of an assumption or judgment. A question should permit an answer you did not hope to receive.
[Enter the question and boundaries.]
Research position and analytic approach. Explain the kind of knowledge sought, how accounts and observations will be interpreted, and why the chosen approach fits. Identify the candidate’s role and relationships that could shape what is said or heard. Name any departure from a source method and explain its consequences. State how each proposed AI task fits this position, including whether it selects material or suggests meanings; link the decision in the Sources and AI Register. The planned augmentation should develop the inquiry’s reasoning in each stage undertaken. Naming AWI does not name every analytic procedure the study requires (Section 6.1).
[Research position; analytic approach; departures and reasons; substantive AI tasks and their fit; Sources and AI Register links.]
Commitments and developing design
Commitments and assumptions. Distinguish a theological or ethical commitment from an empirical expectation. Preserve each consequential assumption’s wording, holder and date; link its examination in the Reflection and Learning Journal. State how the commitments inform the inquiry without prescribing its findings.
[Enter commitments, assumptions and links to the Reflection and Learning Journal.]
The scholarly conversation. For each essential source, record the edition, passage read, argument relevant to the question, and the difference between that argument and your application. Name the uncertainty to which the inquiry might contribute. Keep reading still to be done visible.
Augmentation plan. Identify the intellectual contribution sought in Wide Listening; Interpretive Reading; Field Testing; Evaluation and Communal Discernment; and Theological Reflection. Name suitable tasks, permitted input types and how the proposals will be examined. Link completed exchanges through the Sources and AI Register as the plan develops. A task may change while the research purpose remains; record the reason.
[Literature conversation and provisional contribution; intended AI contribution in each stage, permitted material and examination plan.]
Design and participation. Describe recruitment, inclusion and exclusion, the proposed sample and its rationale, collection methods, accessibility, influence over decisions, and alternatives to taking part. Explain how the design can illuminate the question. Link data arrangements in the Sources and AI Register and the initial plan in the Ministry Experiment Journal.
[Enter the design and its rationale.]
Decision to proceed or revise. Record the person or body responsible for each necessary decision, its status, and the next review point. Institutional review, permission to conduct ministry activity, and an individual’s research participation are distinct matters.
[Enter decisions, conditions and unresolved work.]
Inquiry Backlog and Decision Notes
The Inquiry Backlog is an ordered list of possible next work within this register. Include a question to investigate, a missing perspective, a source to examine, an AI inquiry, or a possible field investigation. The research question governs the list; not every item must be undertaken. Preserve the reason for deferring or setting aside a consequential item.
For each item, record its descriptive title, relation to the research question, reason for priority, evidence or access still needed, intended AI contribution where relevant, responsible person, status, and next review point. Use plain statuses such as proposed, ready, underway, awaiting information, completed, or set aside. Completion refers to the task, not proof of its underlying claim.
[Item and question link; reason for priority; material or access needed; intended AI work; owner; status and date; next review; result or reason set aside.]
A Decision Note preserves a consequential choice in the document where that choice belongs. In this register, use it for the question, design, priorities, or overall direction. Record the context, alternatives, decision, grounds, person responsible, date, status, consequences, and links. Keep an earlier decision when another supersedes it. An interpretation decision belongs with its claim; a trial decision belongs in the Ministry Experiment Journal. Link these notes rather than repeating them.
[Context; alternatives; decision and reasons; owner and date; proposed or agreed status; consequences; source and AI links; earlier or superseding decision.]
The Inquiry Backlog adapts Agile Alliance’s account of an evolving backlog to the selection of research work (n.d.). Decision Notes adapt Nygard’s context, decision, status and consequences structure (2011). These are AWI adaptations. A prioritized item remains a question or task to examine; its completion is not proof that a claim is true.


AWI Reader Companion  •  Edition 1  |  1
