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" Perspectives on reform in theological education are
considered. It is suggested that thé lack of coherence in theological
education is' primarily due to the conflict ‘betweea certain
. sociopolitical realities that place antithetical demands on faculty
and administrators of theological schaols. Conflict between the
academic study of religious phenomena and the study of matters that
affect the gcvernance of the church, or between theory and practice,
is at dissue. Reform might involve desigring courses focusing on major
global issues facing the church and taught by faculty teaas, '
including members of the arts ministry (practical) as well as the
"systematic and historical (academic) facylty. For example, Christian
elucation might focus on developing the ability to refiect and .
communicate a theological "on-look" on major world issues within the
realn*of responsibility for church governance. Additionally, the
present emphasis of methodological survey and practice couid be N
+ altered to include a theological critique of contemporary schodls of
thonght in education, psychology, sociology, and models of
panagement. One major catedory in the new curriculum would be
foundation studies that provide an introduction to ]
historical/systematic studies and arts of ministry studies.’
Interpretive studjes wounld allow students to elect courses taught in
\'the traditional diSCiplines, and integrative studies would include
the courses covering global-issues. Another priority area for revised
theological studies would be the spiritual discipline. If this type
"of reform is inplemented, faculty must be allowed greater freedom in
the allocation of ¢ime, and institutional reward systems must
consider the new and more collaborative style of research and -
teaching. (sw)
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position of polCY . . .

ATl of us are deeply indebted to Ed Farley.and Bob Lyrn for their basic. -
contributions to the ongoing discussion of reform in theological educa-
tion It is, of .course, tempting to enter into critical dialogue with
both pérsons, since the most complimentary gesture one can make to an
author is to take his or her writing seriously. However, we have been
asked to move to- our own constructive contributiohs in our writing; so

I shall make on1y a few preliminayy comments about one of the essays
already before us before proceeding to my own analysés-and proposats.

h The Possibility of a Theological Solution
' _Ed Farley has advanced the thesis that "the reform of theological edu-
cation- can be accomplished only by a theological solution to the problem
of the unity and branches of thedlogical study."” This clear and simple
.'statement pecomes more and more complex as Farley pursues that solution.
For example it is really difficult to see how the revival of the highly °
formal process of theological encyclopedia d?we1oped in the nineteenth
century is going to lead to a theological so ution of the unity of .
- theologia. .Farley himself notes that the most recent attempts -are largely
the recounting of present curricular divisions, together with some ra-
tionale for their belonging together in one single subject matter. It
would seem, therefore, that there is’a decidedly conservative caste to
encyclopedia, and that hardly augurs well for reform. Or again, Farley -
would have us pursue a.new "theological” paradigm for theologia, but the
emerging. form of this theological solution proves to be very elusive.
What is finally presented is the assertion' that there must be a unity in
theolegia because theologia is about one faith. Like Schleiermacher,
Fariey sees the character of theological education as theological educa-

tion beEpg derived from its definitive relationship to!a "determinate
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faith."¢ Because it is so related te a faith, theologja must be unified
in some sense. Unlike Schleiermacher, however, Farley does not. go so far
as to say that thé final criterion for determining the unity of theologia
emerges from the question as to whether or -not the whole and all the. parts
are clearly in the service of the "governance of the church."® In the
" absence of such a clearly defined .position, we.,are left finally with the
o pursuit of the unity»of,faith'i§sg1f as the ground for the inity of
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theological studies. But the unity of faith appears only in genuine . k )
Christian praxis, an event which-occurs in the "mysteries of freedom
and grace."4 In other words, the unity of theologia is finally a pro-

Teptic vision which ought_to be pursued in some fashion in spite of .
insuperable difficulties,® but: there is -not much clarity about the kind -,
of theological- thinking which might bring us closer to some concrete
unity in our perception of the unity (or even the material content)
of the subject.mﬁ;;er of theologia.b .
There i§ Tittle doubt that theological faculties need to be' engaged in
discussions about the nature of their corporate task and the relationship of
théir unique and individual agenda to this total corporate one and to -
the individual agenda of other colleagues. Moreover, this discussion
qught to be_carried on in the: tontext of serious debate concerning the’ !
thellogica1 understanding of matters of faith and ministry.. However,
given the present disarray in ‘the core discipline pof*systematic theo1ogyz
- and" the. chaos rampant in more general "theologizing,"8 the likelihood of
any single new emerging theological understanding of -the subject matter
of theo1ggica1 studies is, to put it mildly, not'seIf-evident:

The Politics of Theological Education

It is obvious by now that my understanding of the fundamental:problem of
theological education is somewhat different from the view presented in
Ed Farley's analysis..Though I would-not minimize' fife theological dif-
ficulties which we-face in our pursuit of some agteement on the subject
matter of theological studies, I think that the lack of coherence-in . -
‘theological.education today is primarily due to thMe-collision. batween
certain socio-pelitical realities which mediate conflicting claims on the
faculty and administration of theological schools. Therefore, proposals
for reform in theological education must deal with these realities not
as epiphenomena but as primary centers of power which will continue to
have a profound-impact on theological education during the next decades,
regardless of any theological developments which may oceur. In other
words, my .answer .to-Bob Lynn's query about the terms ‘of the debate dver = 1
theological education9 is that the theory/practice distinction is,
indeed, fated.to He the boundary of the theological curriculum unless we
can find concrete ways to modify the impact of the political realities
on which that distinction rests and from which it continues to exercise
its powerful influence. Even if a strong cadre of -theologians could
agree.on a theology of ;bgglg%ig, that agreement alone would make little
difference in the coherence o theological education unless there were

- developed-also some measures cglculated to modify or at least mediate
the politicaT forces-which impinge upon us at every point where_reform
is attempted. Incidentally, my theory of. reform Teads me to be]1eve’that '
.a. theological 'solution to the unity of theo1og1ea15edUCat1oq might -
emerge partfally as a result of attempts to dea! with political realities
rather than preceding them in time;'Ih1$ {dea w111 be pursued lager.

, ~

*». Theology and the Univérsity ) .

AEcording to_F$?1ey';nd Lynn, the probfem of %heo1égi!a1 educal° °.arb§gé -
as-Protectantism experienced the 10ss of the "way of authorit "which - .
undergivded the "four-fold pattern.! This resulted, at first, in the re-
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» ‘tenticon of the four-fold pattern.as aytonomous specialities without any
new paradigm of unity. This was complicated later, as increasing speciali-
Zation together with the kmowledge explosion continually added to the

. " "dispersed encyciopedia." To this analysis it must be added that there
were political factors which strongty influenced the patmeﬁh of ,these
develogments. b Sy v »“49( ‘
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Theology as a discipline was imcreasingly under attack from }he,side of
other university spectalities for its eécjesiastical bent. This had already
begun in .the nineteenth century as von Humboldt projected and implemehted
his idea ofi-the university as a community for lehrfreiheit, the absolute
freedom of research specialists to pursue "truth unfettered-by outside
interference. Thus began the process of specialization in the university
as a whole. The conception of the university as.a congegies of research
specjalists conceived at Berlin soon became a very influential jnodel for
the university as a whole, dnd the impact of this model was to“provide ]
very powerful impetus for continued specialization apd, subspecialization
as the most characteristic' form of academic development. The central .
foci of the, research in Berlin were scientifie and historical matters,
both types of which were organized intg "iﬁiehtific" disciplines with a

. distinct methodology and field coherence. . ,

\ . J
In this milieu, there emerged increasing pressure upon theolegy to
define itself as a "scie?ce“ with a coherent pattern of subspecialties
s conforming methodglogically to' the dominant historical field paradigms

in the German university. » .

By the time of Schleiermacher's ercyclopedic attempt, the attaﬁé on
theology as "dogmatic" or "ecclesiastical,” and hence ‘unscientific, was
beginning to become commonplace. Fichte had already objected o includ-

ing theology in the curriculum of the new university, and Schieiermacher's #
preparation of his outline of the study of theology has to be seen in

- ¢ ~

The fascinatiqn of the nineteenth century German universf;y‘w1th'hlstory .
and historical methed is well known.l¢ It is therefore not surprising,
that the solutions to the problem of tHealogy in the university. which
were suggested during that time consisted of proposals to locate the so--
. called historical disciplines in the university and to,remove the S~

ecclesial branches of knowledge, dogmatics and practica]ttheology,.ﬁrom
the university context entirely. Both Heinrici and Bernoulle made sich !
proposals at the cdpse of the century.13 In both cases the object was to

give theology a place in the.university by restrictihg it to thesstudy . :

of history as a scientific enterprise. e . g

. 'B.

' These, of course, were partly defensive reactions; and they-signified -

>

conform to the, temper of the host universities. Similar observgtiyns :
could be made about the contemporary efforts-of Pannenberg @o !ns1st on

the "scientific" character.of theology as a systematic‘disc1p11qe,an9 .
Kaufmann's efforts to argue that_ there ¥ no necegsary_?co@fess1enq] P
aspect to the study of theology.l4 After all, systematic theology 1s_the' .
motherless child of the old dogmatics, -one of the aspects of theologia .
which early became insecure in the universiﬁy‘sett1ng, ‘ .
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. In the United States, the argument about the place of theology in the
university has been and continues to be complicated by a further de-
velopment. For one thing, the First Amendment to the Constitution
contained the provision against the estahlishment of religion. As this
establishment clause has been interpreted in subsequent Supreme Court
A decisions, it has become obvious that the teaching of religion in public’
institutions is subject to severe limitations. Though there is no definite -
prohibition against the -teaching of religion in any of the Supreme Court
“decisions, it has been made absolutely clear that anything that is clese
. to dogmatics or ecclesiastical matters has no_place in the curric#um of

' pubTicly supported gducationa1'institutions.15 . ,
T { With ﬁhe rise of fhe importaﬁt state universities ‘dnd the development of ‘
< the land grant colieges, a curious anomaly emerged, therefore, from the~"

_perspective of the' history of the university, namely, universities in
which legally there can be no teaching of matters which effect the
"governance.of the church." ) ,

) . ) , /
Ther® are, of course, departments of religion in many of the publicly.
supported state universities, but great cave has to be given so that the
academic study of religion is clearly distinguished from theologieal
education. Thus, the most easily justified approaches-are historical,
psychological, sociological, and phenomenological, preferably done ina -
comparative mode,

e This peculiarly’Amegican phenomenon has but exacerbated the insecurity
of the disciplines of theology which had already begun to develop under
the questioning of the validity of theology as a mode of scientific .s
inquiry ‘in the context of-the universities in Europe. The constitytional .
. provisions against the.propagation of religion a1so_gave support to: the
- - already present e1evatfgn-of the traditional historical disciplines to .
the position of. theologia, par—excellence. . . _ Y

B “\ N . .
The practical consequencéﬁ%pf these developments are_far-reaching. Any
' hint of confessionalism, even.the use of "Christian"-as an adjective
.~ before ethics and theo1ogy,(¢g1ess it is historical), is §hblec§ to
*  serious question jn the university. Moreover, what tpe §cho1ar in
”. b religion needs to know # order.to achieve regogq1tion 1n’the various
acgdemic "quilds is determined without any attention to the qeeds.of.the
h. Finally, Eny advocacy, spiritual exercise,. or practical training
or ministry which is seen to be part of the overaﬂ1.understand1ng,of . A

the proper subjectﬁnatter,of theological education is suspect. o

: L . e
Those who are taught to teach religjan, therefore, are socialized in a
professional system related to thefphu(cﬁ‘qn1y historically and the min=
istry not at all. There is no inhé?ent‘reasoq to expect that such teachers
of religijon would be any more resggdﬁive to the needs of the

C.-7 <+ © ministryland the church than any Jther professor excépt’that histori- =1 4
T Y« - cally most, of the great graduate departments of religion have: been given )
i . the responsibility for the divinity schgol, in the university in addition .
, " '. %o their departmental responsibilities.; o R
. -~ .. 1 do not™Man to imply any lack of commitmeiit to -the needs of thg'chuﬁoh;’ "‘
) D ©y °oon the par% of many -who teach religion. wha; I am argu1ng'1s.that there /' = o
| | . NAL PAPERS/4 : <.
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is usually little reward for the exercise of.that commitment {ntrinsic ,
to the system of socialization which is controlled by the university. In
fact, I think that the existence of a large Christian group in -the’ L
universi y's total constituency (alumni, -trustees, and the general public)
is ?he;one factor .which continues td enable the divinity schools to do
the!r job well in spite of the general antipathy to dogmatic.ind ecclesi-
astical concerns which has becomg part of the internal self-understanding
' of the modern academy. , . e SN
. The impact ‘of the situation is felt also-in theoldgical schools not
relqtedf irectly to universities. Even though ‘these schools are‘not”
subject to the immediate pressures of the university reward system, the
faculty, as Farley has noted, are still subjectwto the pressures of the
guilds which are completely dominated by universﬁty—based faculty who
.+ apply university-orjented criteria for excellence in §chh]arship to the

systems for ascribing status. e . Tl

On the one hand, this has proved tghbe an impe%us towfrd improvement ‘in . -
. the quality and seriousness of disciplinary research in the theologjcal\
schools, an_important achievement in itself. On the other hand,’it has ‘i,
created a’tremendous internal conflict within individual -teachers in K
theological schools. The same pressures against the unity of theologia |
are_experienced by~them as they attémpt to retate to the demands of ther .-
guilds and the requirements of the ‘church constituencies to whom. their

schools are responsible. fﬁ :

The® requirements of church- constituencies are-hardly distinguishable
‘from the demands of the ministers, and from_the clergy has come the most,
severe criticism of the subjugatio of theologia to the .criteria of the °
university, guilds. Charges of irrelevance and -academicism have be&n
noted by Farley and Lypn, who also concede the juStificatioi?of some of
the.criticism. THe source of this criticism-is not, however, merely .
reactive. Part of it derives from a rather autonomous movement, the.
growing professiona]izatipq of ministry which- itself had already begun

th the nineteenth cenfhry.L7 Like the other professions, the ministry”
began,to develop its own standards for reward, ‘and those standards were

4 ‘ )
¢ i
v i \ N \’

Professionalization in Mjnispr'y

* related to job effectiveness rat

her.than personal effectiveness in one's.A '

own 1iving praxis. 8 As the moyement toward
mounted "its strength, increasing: demand, for
the adgition of faculty members,.in

rofessionalization in ministry "

ractical” training led to -
pastoral itounseling; predching,

Py
“Christian (religious) educatien and church administration. Then; as néy/

situations arose in the worldly experiences of the tlergy, an 1
. churches sought new ‘avenued of sewvice and expansion, schools added

d the

*

professors of missiqns,‘évangelisqé-unban ministry-and.others.

e
\

.
o
-

The ﬂcuifure of proféssionaﬂ

jsm" sought its 1§gitiﬁacy in the s;hob1s.

If one.were a,"professional,” then.there must be

-. As"'each- new functional aspect-of ministeria

"pﬁofessipnalxstudies."
ﬁerged,

1 professiogalism

the' representatiyes of the ‘profession agitated fof a course nd then an

* wared” of studies .to hone the recessary -functional skiy1s.1 seque
the. new professional/studies in

alism-as well.

ty, each of the functional aspedts of °
ministry begin‘to'move'towafd professi
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of pastoral coynseling, religious educatione-omiletics, and last year,:
professors. of church management, -have organized national professiona1.’ )
associations which priamote research and dispense rewards in egch of the
+ subspecialityfietds of ministry studies., They have'and will furction in
,ways. similar-to the professjonal societies related to the systematic and

*. - < historical fields. ‘T .

’
- »

Most concretely, the -réesult of this: growing professionalism is an in-
creasingly heavy emphagsis on the functional excellence of the minister
by thg chgrehes themselves. Thus, even though the constituents, of major
qenom1nat1ons give 1ip service to a "holistic" view of ministry which
inqludes. spirituality, schotarship, integrity of faith, and other ele- .

\ . ' ’ °
. . . },
[ - ‘ .

ments of what'might be called a gepuine ministerial praxis, it.is.clear * °

that the highest marks are-given to those who exhibit competence in tffe.
fun 1%&? of mimistry or those th\exhibit a particular professional,: '
) . A e .y \\\ <4 . . . .
‘\"\.\ ’

) 1y more; han;a contemporary corFirmation of the emergence of ~
the "pastora djrector" as-’the controlling model of ministry?l If any--

.
<

.

. thing, however,“my perception is fhat. ghe emphasis on "saleable" skills™ -.

in the maintenance related functions“df ministry as oppgsed.to traggL ‘
tional ideational factor§, 6 even stronger now than in the 1950s. LIt
+.is not surprising, therefore, that,the most common suggestior coming
from our -graduatey during the;last ten years is that more -pragtical
: (read functional@ raining is needed during the seminary years;¢ v s
moreover,.the requests *for continuing education by pastors are grouped - °
close to the functional needs of tHE"profession. I think thatythis is .
.true in spite of a rather heavy demand. for“\iblical courses which are
-most often segn as "resources’ for preaching. .
The professionalization of ministry has resulted in the deve]opﬁent of
" an understanding of the theological school as an institution prviding
-resources to enable persons to function effectiyely ay professionals in
the: ministry. Heavy emphasis on the se-called academic subjects is
called’into questior because it is difficult to see how some subjects
could enhance the acquired skills which ihcreasingly provide “the new
" professjonals with authority as well as upward professional.mobility.24
. The convergence of the two professional movements in the academy and the
, ministry on the theolo6gical school creates a pedagogical‘ nightmare.,
"Faculty members must. at{end to (1) basic research which may or may not
. relate to,teaching or_the ministry in any direct or observable way;

{2) the teaching of a full load in the ministerial studies curriculu®in
‘which she or he must deal with the history of her or his field, the
methiodology and the major 4ssues of the field, and the relation,of the
field to ministPy in the church (personal encyclopedia?); and (3) some
version of continuing education, often both for ministers and laity. In

the schools with graduate programs, the teaching of graduate students

" and the advisement of dissertations are additional responsibilities..
This is complicated by the fact that in one graduaﬁe program; the
teacher is expected {o teach those who will do research, each in col-
lege or university departments of religion, or teach in theological
schools.-%Many will do all three at_once, following the model of*their

-~
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little wonder that there is professional isolation. And it should not .
be too surprls1ng that many of our co]]eagues opt for some, pedagog1ca1
specializ&sion.2° This is often as serious a problem as the more com-

‘ monly 1dent1f1ed problem of field specialization.
. Toward Reform: A Modest Proposal -

The continuing tension between ‘the claims of conflicting and powerful
professional groups on faculty members and theological schools as a-
. whole constitutes the political boundary for the present discussion of
L4 oo reform in theological education. Although this boundary is not absolute,
. it is" a Serious limiting factor on any attempt at concrete implementation
of'ﬂroposa]s for reform. Those of us_who have experimented with models
for reform’on very limited scales have already experienced the enormous ;
difficulties caused when one comes up against the entrenched value’ systems
which constitute the material substance of the boundary. Even when, in a
. i fit of collegial warmth and enthus1asm, faculties agree to experiment
L. with new models of education founded on some partial revision of a theo-
: logical understanding of ministry in a global setting, the level of
cooperation diminishes decidedly when the reality factors of guild pres-
o sures and 1nst1tut%ona1 reward‘systems emerge once again to the forefront
o : of.consc1ousness The reason for this is that individually and institu- .
) tionally most of us have developed uneasy truce with the pressures upon
. + us; and posing experimenta11y the possibility of a new paradigm of theo-
- logical education creates not a hope that all 'things can be made new, but™
rather:the specter of another intrusion into an already overcrowded agenda.
B In fits and starts we work at théological apologia or tinker with cur-
\ .o riculum, but bas1ca1]y we all do the same- thfhgs with slightly d1fferent
R emphases ’
I have concluded therefore, that at present, and in the foreseeable »
] A future, the 1mpetus for reform in theo]og1ca1 education will be denerated
5% ; by what ‘Amitai Etzioni has called "bit decisions" rather than "contextu-
. ating decisions." Although Etzioni writes with referénce to satial policy,
his distinctions might help us in thinking about our task as well. Bit
/ " -decisions, accord1ng to Etzioni, are incremental decisions that are made
. on a continuing basis and usually result in'relatively small-scale adjust-
ments of larger policie$. which have been decided upon previously and are
in the process of being implemented coneretely Over an extended per1od
"of time a series of bit decisions may résult in such a radical change in
the original policy decisiop that the tombined #mpact of the whole set of
dec1s1ons really constitutés a new contextuating vision. In contrast, the
. . contextuat1ng decisions" have*to do with prOJect199 a broad encompassing
vision of totally: ne%_dtredt;qhs in so¢1al p011cy ’ '

The danger in making bit. dects1ens s that they may prove to be ad hoc

@ and incoherent, caus1ng confuslon in ‘the minds of policy makers and the
clientele .of social policy. They need not be without some direction, how-
ever, for one may address serious difficulties in any present system
,w1thout hav1ng a.complete v1s10n of a totally new and different one.

B e e ®

, I In 11ght of Etzioni's d1st1nct1ons, one might we]l understand theological
reform in a way quite different from Farley. It is possible that a care-
— ——~fully conceived set’ of alterations in_ our 1nst1tut1ona1 procedures and

. . " September 7, 1981 . T ~——__ OCCASIONAL PAPERS/7
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pedagogical habits migﬁgrcreate a political context that would be more
.. conducive to the emergence of a theological-solution of the unity of
v theflogical studies. A well-designed incremental approach to concrete
change‘may function as proleptic action. That is, we may so alter the
concrete’ 1iving style of our theological schools that in the absence of
» ‘any foreseeable unified theological understanding, we may still "live
) toward" the unity we seek. In our teaching we might live as if there .
were a unity, even if there is no unity. To use ‘Farley's image, we might .
begin in limited; ways to function'as "ecclesial communities" with antic-
_ipatory actions pointing toward the overcoming of the theory/practice
distinction.28 ‘

s/ .
: -

- I am proposing, fherefore, a set of bit decisions which might prove to -
function proleptically as a theological solution to reform in theological
education. These suggestions-rest on three theological.assumptions. The
first is that the unity of theologia rests on its definitive relationship
to the Christian faith. Second, the concrete form of that unity is its
focus on the governance of the -churich. Finally, the problems of the govern-
ance of the church-1ie basically in the inadequacy of the theplogical
"on-1ook"29 characteristic of the commynity of faith in the United States. |
That inadequacy is due to the fact that generally that "on-look" does not
take account of -the emerginy consciousness of oppressed people and..our own
growing disillusienment with the dominant economic and political models in
the Western world. Therefore,. any new._theological «paradigms which.might
emerge must include attention to both.the ecclesiological ground and the
new global /setting of theologia. . '

Pedagogical Style ’ t c . .

As 1 indicated earlier, ‘one of the, impacts of the pressures of. academic

and ministerial professionalization .has been’ the création of a pedagogical
.nightmare. Therefore, the first prioritg’fo% reform in theological educa-

tion is attention to'pedagogical style.30 Here, the most pressingkguestion
is: how can the style of our Wedagogy become a sign of the unity of our cor-
porate task? Put in the terms of the previous discussion, are there modes

- for organizing our pedagogy which might convey concretely ‘our hope for the
unity of theologia? If such modes exist, what form migh; they take?

1. A faculty might adopt,a pattern of teaching which cou]g overcome the
rigid theory/practice distinction by designing courses which are focused
.on the major,global issues facing thethurch in the world. The definition’
"of the issues should be evolved in consultation with those responsible )

. for the governance of the church, particularly those whoserexperience in-
- . ' ¢ludes roots in the realities of the new global paradigms of the under-
L standing of world. ‘ C - ,

2. - These courses should be taught by teams of faculty persons who pars
ticipate in the research and discussion leading to the formuTatjon of the
issues. .’ P . ' " ’ .
3 . - .
This, of coyrse, is not a new idea. Team teaching is at once the most
talked about and the least successfully implemented of any of the so-called

"bridging mechanigms."31 It is probably the most difficult kind of teaghin?
to do. If it can be successfully done,” however, it might model pedagogically
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“ the unity of %heo]og1 by overcoMIng in the praxis of theological teach- .. «
ing and research the disciplinary and personal isolation which plague the

. faculty now. That, in turn, might xield some un1ty of theological under-

.
©
+

standing of the corporate. task. Short of that, there would poss1b1y .
emerge at ‘leagt sqme mutual understanding of the particular ‘theological ..
"on-1ooks” out of which the individuals on the team were operating. That :

alone would’ prov1de some basis “for overcom1ng profess1ona] isolatian.

Moreover since the issues evo]véh as ‘topfics are- to be global .in scope,

it might be that some of the  parochialism and charlatanisth of *Western )
theological education could be overcome. In other words, if -these issues

are properly addressed, not only will an understanding of Christian praxis

tome into View, but the basis for a genuine social and ecclesiological Lo
criticism will be formed at the heart of. the curriculum, rather than at

. the periphery.in "social action" courses. Such.a central shift might prove

to have prophetic¢ impact-on the students and faculty alike, in turn, en-*

" abling our ipstitutions to relate more creatively to our colleagues in the

Third World churches and theo]og1ca] schools.

3. If this pedagogical pattern proved to be workable, 1t might be fea- r
sible to cluster courses around selected -thematic" cedters The sense of
colTaborative unity could then be extended beyond the small teach1ng and
research’ teams and involve-students as we]] as facu]ty

4, If the constitution of the teaching teams included mémbers of the arts

of ministry (praet1caJ) faculty as well as the systematic and historical
(academ1§) faculty, @ new confext for teaching the arts of ministry might "
emerge.°¢ For example, Christian education could be taught by mode]1ng the
educational process necessary to deve]op the ab1]1ty eflect and ‘com-
municate a theological "on-look" on major world issues Which constitute

the horizon of respons1b1]1ty for church governance. The teaching -of pas- -
toral counseling could be done in relation to: deve]op1ng theologdical

_criticism of the emerging modes of family organization and the psycho-

logical impact of the radical changes which are transp1r1ng S1m11ar pos-
sibilities might emerge for other arts of m1n1stry d1sc1p]1nes

. None of this is meant to imply that‘"sk1]]s" courses cou]d be d1spensed

t

with entirely, but if they were taught at least partly in the context of
theologizing about major: issues, the students could have the possibility .
of understanding the "skills" not simply_as autonomous ministerial spe-
ciatities, but rather as modes of. vocational praxis .in which responsive-

ness to church and world are un1ted

byt

.
- .
.

5. The teaching of the arts of m1n1stry could be further enr1ched by yc
altering the present focus of methodological survey and practice to in- ' ‘
clude maJor—attent1on to a theo]ognca] ‘critique of contemporary schoqls
of thought in education, psychology’ sociology, and models of managément. .
This would enlarge °the purpose of arts of ministry courses to includg not .
only,a survey of options in the fields related to ministerial functions, .

éather to develop a theological self- understand1ng which would inform

hoice of options. ) ‘

-

the

Courses with this kind of focus could be taught in conJunct1on with a
teach1ng minister. Such an arrangement wou]d provide the opportunity for

-~
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students, early in. their educational experience, to observe competent
and gifted ministers in.all phases of their work. These courses would
perhdps include colloquia jointly led by the-teaching ministers and fac-

«ulty. It is important to note that'Il envisiop-these courses being talght
not only by arts of ministry faculty but also by systematic=hjstorical:

/} fdculty. T . ..

“ Yt - : . . .

I am not at all sanguine about the prospects for implementing . .these R

. pedagogical measures. In the absence of some attack on’ the political
.realities which face us, these experiments will be Short-lived. The
critical problem is time. Our pedagogical nightmare is really the *
tyranny of time as we]].'rggrefore, if theological schools are to take
seriousty the need for th#s type of reform, administrators must -be
willing to allow faculty sqme greater’ freedom in the.allocation of time.

* Jhe main point at which there are possibilities for're-allocating time )

*is the determinatjon of course load. Since I share Lynn's:convictidgn : |

. that the present’¥gllout of specialization, namely, the explosion of -the

. number and types of courses, is ‘really overdone, ‘I would see the reduc-
tion of faculty course load.as an option for creative re-allocation of :

' time to-allow the new kind of research necessary for the reform I have .
envisioned., J ’ LT

L d

It will also be necessary to adjust the institutional reward systems to

take account of the new and more collaborative style of research and .
¢ +» teaching: This poses the possibility of serious modifications of institu-

tional expectations of faculty, and it might also necessitate the substi-
tuwf other requirements ' of students for the ¢onventional course-hour

re
. pedagogically related research to that placed on conventional disciplinary
research, ‘even though they yield--a dig;grent "product.” Students might be

ents. For example we might placé at least equal weight on this * N

. asked to rely more on independent- stidy and guided research in relation
ta the preparatory work of teaching teams. --—r L

9

Curriculum-Organization , *

The new style of -teaching would obviously yield courses which do not fit

~at all into any of the currently defined curriculum divisions. ‘If these —~
courses are towbe anything more than peripheral‘experimgnts, some rnéw as- s
sumptions about clirriculum-building must replace the present assumption
that. disciplinary divisions are the Wivens .of any curriculum cqnsyruction.

. ‘ P U A
™ ""Here I might be fairly close to what Farley is calling fer when he sug- -

gests \that our’short-range task is "pedagogical encyclopedia." However,

.even hexe, he continues to betray his pias for ‘the chronological and con- =~
“ceptual riority of “theory"™ by suggesting, at least by implication, that .
such recohstructjon must await some undnimity on a formg]ation of phil-
osoghical perspective on "structures of upderstanding."33 "

L] N "‘

-

T There: ¥s no one terminoTogy or organizational pattern which will be ac-
scepggd by everyone, but any‘new curriculum structure must take sdme ac-,

count of..the strong entrenchment of diSciplinary.interests, even though
- . 'they will not determine the heaft of the cirriculum itself. .

» 4 2 M

Therefore, Bnq major catéébﬁy'ig the new curriculum will be "Foundation L
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Studies" in which the facu]ty introduces the students to the content and
the methodological issues in the h1stor1ca]/systemat1c studies as well -
as the arts of ministry studies. -I"am thoroughly convinced that there ic °
‘much overlap in both,areas and the number,of foundational courses required
should be about ha]f-of the usual-eight or ten introductions-to each dis-

. cipline. Following -upon the Foundation Studies will be. "Interpretive .
.- Studies." Here students would elect courses taught in the traditional dis-
‘.- ciplines. The elective system could be ‘completely free or a more: circum-
.scribed elective model. {These types of courses wid1 be necessary as long
as -theological schools have joiat respons1b1]1ty for graduate programs,

-

< " or until the shape of graduate programs ts redesigned. The latter is* not
]1ke1y to occur soon, and if it did, the direction of the reform wou]d ,
’ probab]y be toward ear11er spec1aT1zat10n ) ) .

~The heart of the curriculum will be "Integrative Studies. ""This division
would inctude all of the types of courses [ have descr1bed in the-previous
* section. The educational process in the sch®ols would culfiinate with the ..
collaborative effort by faculty and students to.model the unity of heologﬁa
by ‘attending to reflection on the praxis of m1n1stry and of fa1tbz R
N o
- Splrltual D.Lsc.Lpl.me .
One of the most Serjous’ deficiencies in, Protestant theo]og1ca] education
in *the United States has béen the Jaek of attention to the whole area of ~
spiritual d1sc1p11ne This is partly due, I think, to the triumph of fin- .
dividualism in American culture, the- re]1g1ous counterpart of which was
individualistic pietism. Moreover, the continental reattion against, the
. pietistic movement’ put theological education in Germany on the defens1ve
. against any kind of ' sp1r1tua]1sm " Stnce, as Lynn po1nts out., the post
inflyential model for Prgtestant theological edugation in the_United.

States has.been the German university department of theology,3 itis - ‘

hardly surprising that attention to any ‘corporate understanding of Spir-
dtual formation has. beeh almost“absent from Protestant discussions of

theologia®. . LN - B . ‘ "
In recent years there have‘been a few sporad1c attempts at 1ntrodUC1ng '

‘some notions of spiritual disciplire into Protestant sem1nar1es, but none
that [ know about have.emerged‘as prom1s1ng models. '’

If, as Farley has argued theologia- 1s really nﬁn1ster1a] format1on, 1t
-appears that some discussion of corporate exercises in the practice of the
"holy life" might be eéntertained”as a necessary part-of theo]og1ca1 edu-
cational reform. Thi's again could¥e a unifying expgrience for the whole
- : qommun1ty and it could generate. serious reflection about éhe re]at1onsh1p

of ministry and worship,”a nege§sary cprrelate to. the dis€ussion about.
ministry and faith as the ground for the unity of theologda. What form
“this discussion would take and how any proposal would be 1mp]emented

am not &t this point- prepared to suggest, but 4 do believe it must be a~
priority item on’the agenda fOF reform E .

.
o

I do not.beljeve that these propdsa]s const1tuteithe only movement which

can.-be mdde toward theoldgical educational reform, nor do I~believe that ~
¢ they Will be easy to implement, particularly in the schools, dir ly re-

.lated to universities. Nonethe]ess, something like this must“come eventua]]y
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if there is to, be restored any coherence in the process of theo]og1ca1
. education, and if there is:to emerge sdbsequent]y some pew th°olog1ca1
< parad1gm wh1ch w111 give expression to the un1ty of theo]og1a

. The alternative to this and s1m}1ar proposals, it seems to me, is the

. final triumph of the theory/practice distinction as the pressures’ of the

~university and the church- force the inbtitutional separation of the aca-
demic study of religious phenomena .from the study of matters that affect .

" the governance of the church. In my,view this would result in-a. ser1ous
P - - loss to the un1vers1ty and to the church 3%
N . - < | , . ¢
, . _ o ( - _ NOTES
l's::\, . _ " .

— . . . \

1. Edward Farley, "The Reform of Theological Education as a.Theological-

. Task," a paper delivered at a consultation on reform in theological’
education held at Vanderbilt University, fall, 1979, p. 1. Portions
of the Farley paper will appear sometime this year in Theological
Education, the journal of the Assoc1at1on of Theo]og1ca1 Schools,
along with the Hough essay. . p

2. Friedrich Schleiermacher, Brief 0qt11ne of the Study of Theology,
trans. William Farrer 1Ed1nburgh T. & T.-Clark, 1850 American
Library Edition, 1963), p. 91. .

. 3. Ibid.,.pp. 91-97. (At paints Farley seems to ‘be c]ose to_t th1s view,
. e.g. pp. 33-34.) ° . N : ) N
- : " 4, Farley, p. 23. '
- ' 5. Far]ey, pp. 33-37.
. 6

...6. Farley's suggestion g edagog1ca1 encyclopedia is an important pos-
s sibility which ought t&ébe discdssed; however, as will become obvious
. . in the final section,.I see this in terms of concrete pedagogical
. style rather than & theoretical structure of unity. See Farley; p. 29.
7. Gordon Kaufmann, An Essay on Theological Method (M1ssou1a, Montana
. . ) Scholars Press, 1975), .p. '
. - - 8. By "theologizing" I reger’ to‘the activity of deve]op1ng what Donald
e Evans has called theo]gglqal and ethical "on-looks." This act1v1ty
“ .. ) goes on througheut the community of faith as we 11ve and organize the
e complex relatiqnship of intentional and attitudinal wresponses in which -
"y Judgments about what is true and commitments to act on those judgments
' arecharmonized into an ordered whole. Each serious person in the com- .
Ql‘ qupity of faith is engaged in either formal or informal "theologizing.'
v Moreover I believe that formal'development of such "on-looks" about
, one's ca]]ﬂng is the prima .facie professional obligation of all of us *
~ . . engaged in theological eaucat1on today. (See Donald Evans, The Logic
‘ of Self-Involvement -(London: SCM Press, 1963), pp. 125 £f. Y.
9. 'Robert Lynn, "Notes toward a History: Theological Encyclopedia and
the Evolution of American Seminary Curriculum, 1808-1968," an unpub-
. Tished paper delivered at Vanderbilt University in fail, 1979, p. 47.
- ‘10. Burton P, Bledstein, The ‘Culture of-Professionalism (New York: Norton
° 1976),. pp. 312-17; 327-28. See also Walter H. Moberly, The Crisis in
" %, Lthe University (London SCM Press, 1949), and Clark Kerr, Fhe Uses
%T 'EfrﬁhedUnLvers1tyTECambr;dgef ¥ﬁ551 Harvard U31vers;ty Ere?;h %937)
+ Gerhard Ebe ing, The Study o eology, trans. Duane Priebe ila-
. de]ph1a Fortress Press, 1§7@5, v 8% o

4
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: ' 12. Bledstein, p. 317. Speaking of ‘German universities-in the nineteenth
- .+  century, he says, "The historical approach to knowledge reflected both
the academic habit of caution and the intellectual revererice for ra-
tional form . . . the idealistic.purity of- the historial methodology

transcended the irreconcilable conflicts of the profane world." .. |
13. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Théology and the Philosophy of Science, trans.
. Francis. McDonagh (PhiTadelphia: Westminster Press, 1976), pp. 174 18.
o See also p. 257. ‘ ’ T )
ot . 14. 1bid., pp..295 ff., and Kaufmann, pp. 3-9. . ’ ’
15. See Joseph Tussman, The.Supreme Court on Church and State (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1962). ¥ . S
. .16.. Even Farley, with his heavy emphasis on formation, nowhere attends .to °
‘ spiritual discipline as, perhaps, part of the task of encyclopedic
reform. That~might come.as part of any constructive proposal he would
~have offered, but it would seem odd if~Tlight of the way the thsks are
«. framed jn his essay., S L
17. Bledstein, especially pp. 173-76. . ¢

18. See Joseph Fichter, Religton'as dn Dccupation (Notre'baée, Ind.:
61),

Notre Dame Press, 19 especially pp. 162 ff. and 213 ff. For &
Protestant perspective based on Fichter's work see James Glasse,
Profession: Ministry {Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1968). .°
19. Bledstein, pp. 121 ff. For more general views on the devélopment and
consequences «of professionalism see Magali Sarfatti Larson, The Rjse
-, of Professionalism (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977),
and Ivan L11ich, Toward a History of Needs (New York: Panthepn, 1978).
Ed.: A critical review of the Larson book appears in Quarterly Review,
© v fall, 1981.
20. See for example, David Schuller, Milo Brekke, Merton Strommen,
Readiness for Ministry, vol. 1 (Vandalia, Ohio: .Association of "
. Theological Schools, 1975), especially pp. 90-99. Even the defint-
. C tion of ministry used as a basis for the study has a hias toward
o functional skills. See p. 103. :
K 21. H. Richard Niebuhr, The Purpose of the Church and Its Ministry (New
York: Harper, 1956). - K -
22. The distinction between maintenance functions and ideal mission was
’ utilized by Ernest Campbell and Thomas Pettigrew in their study,
Christians in Racial Crisis (Washington: Public Affiars Press, 1959).
' 23. This statement is based on a recent random survey of 200 alumni of -
‘ - a."g the Schooleof Theology at Claremont now serving as pastors. The over-
* ° . whelmingly dominant critical comments focused on the lack of practical
NG ’ training. There was little discussion of the problem of integration;
. ‘ however, the student survey at the time did elicit common complaints
. about the lack.of integration. o .
) A Ohe of the reasons for the .persistence of the theory/practice
- ‘ probjem in contemporary encyclopedia in the 'United States is that
. - practical theology in the old encyclopedias did not encompass the
kind of skills training now gaiqg demanded by the profession and the
churches. Schleiermacher did. not\think that "skills" could be taught .
- . at all. They had to be-learned by actual practice, with some natural ’
. gﬁpacities heing a necess@ry prerequisite. With all his emphasis on

-,

e "governance of the church,” Schleiermacher does not give much guid-
ce on the role of "skills training" in theologia. (See Schleiermacher,
p. 98.) : }
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24. It was the possess1on of specifically needed $kills which gave author-
ity and status to the profe551ons during the early years of their
: development. (See Bledstein, pp. 80 ff,) .-
25. By pedagog1ca1 specialization I simply mean the concentration of teach-
ing in courses for graduate students or ministry students, on the one
hand, and concentration of the content of one's courses on specific

aspects of one's da ine, on the other hand.
26. I could illustrate cretely if necessary with reference to par-

ticular experiments in’ curriculum de51gn and individua} program

design. , o
27. Amitai Etzioni, The Act1ve Society (New York Free Press, 1971), .

pp. 120 ff. . i ¢
28. See Edward Farley, Ecclesial Man (Phi]ade]phia: Fortress' Press, 1975),
. pp. 85-205.

29. See'note 8. The réference here is aga1m to Evans's discussion.
30. At this point, I am notsso concerned. about the methods wé use in teach-
ing as I am the way in which the teaching task as a whole is organized.
No curriculum poorly taught i3 worth the effort at building it, and
. most of us who teach were never taught how to teach. In light of this,
it would not seem to be too unthinkable to suggest that some help .on
methodology could improve communication in the classroom considerably.
Emerson thought that poor teaching was the chief problem for.education
in his day. "A college professor should be elected by-setting all the
candidates lepse on a miscellaneous gang of young men taken at large
from the streat. He who got the ear of these youths after a certain
number of hours, or of the greatest number of these youths, shou]d be ~’
= the professor.” (Quoted in Bledstéin, p, 265.)
31." 1.do not share Farley's disdain for: "techniques." Furthermore, I
Believe that his position rests-on a“logical mistake. To say that *
techniques cannot “"make" bridging happen does not entail the further
-specification that bridging techniques are ireelevant to the event of
bridging. As was evident earlier, I believe that the proper deploy-
ment- of bridging techniques can effect1ve1y move us in the direction
of the conceptual unity in theologia. Farléy's mistake is compounded
by the uncritical assumption that fheory precedes practice in reform. _ -
32, I am substituting the terms arts of ministry and systematic- -historical ~ + 1
for practical and academic to designate the division of the theological
facuTty. I do this b®cause I reject the implication that the
theory/practice distinction is identical to dcademic/practical. Artsy .
of ministry courses and systematic-historical courses are part of thé
academic preparation for.ministry. On the basis of.my stated theo]og1ca1
’ assumptions a)l academic preparation for ministry must be practical
although not all courses must be relevant to a maintehance function.
35. Farley, "The Reform of Theological Education," p. 29. Farley refers ‘
to Bernard Lonergren's reformulation of curricular divisions as found
in Lonergren, Method in Theo1ogy (New :York: Herder and Herder, 1972).
While I believe that Lonergren's-divisions are at 1east‘suggest1ve, .
& . the content of the divisions turns out to be very differént from those .
o I am propos1ng That is partly because I believe that most of the
. movements of understanding are present simultanequsly.and Lonergren S
. construction of a sequential curriculum based on these movements is
bound to create distortions in the teaching-learning process. This is
another discussion in itself, and I cannot pursue it here.
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To be sure, we ned to have some notion about what.sort of studies
areé prerequisite tofothers and what we hope the total impact of the
curricul i11 be/on the students. It seems to me, however, that the - -

~' prospegts for agrgement on.curriculum organization might be greater
Nif thé processAfgins with a discussion -of a patterh of competencigs

. whicfl the faclulty hopes will be the outcome of the educational expe-
.'rienceof students in their institutional setting. These Seen as a

o . who¥€and not simply as distinct features should constitute an out-

[ine of the faculty's working agreement on the type of ministerial
formation the faculty wishes to promote. Care should be taken not to
. . confuse competencies with functional skills, although functional skills
v will be included in any definition of. ministerial competence. - ﬂ
( 34, Lynn, pp. 14 ff. * ‘ : -
35. Gerhard Ebeling has suggested institutiondl disassociation of .theolog-
jcal schools from the university. He believes that such a move would
lead to greater possibilities for cooperation. He does insist that the
university is properly a part of the environment of theological educa-

] tion, but he also argues that the pressures on the university-affiliated .

: _theological schodl from the university restrict the freedom of the v
‘ theological faculty to pursue theologia (Ebeling, pp. 83 ff.) In coh- :
trast, Pannenberg seems to think that ecclesiastical matters could be
addressed in a separate context from the more academic studies in his-
tory and systematic theology which ¢6U1d and should remain in, the
. university. (See Pannenberg, 252 ffs; 365 ff.:. and 423 ff.) Because of R
‘ ’ the peculiar history of church-state relations in the United States; .
‘ ‘ Ebeling’s argument may be more compelling. It may be that in some
P “cases, apart from institutional. separatjon, theologia's unity in rela-

. tion to a determihate faith concretely maiiifested in a common interest
in the governance of the church will prove to be even more elusive than
it now seems to be. At least that possibiTity needs to be discussed.
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Josggﬁ‘c. Hough, Jr..is dean of the School of Theology at Claremont, , |
California. He wrote "The University as the Cify of Human Hope" as number
16 in the Occasional Paper series. This paper was originally delivered at
a consultation on reform in theologital education hetd at Vanderbilt

University in the fall of 1979.
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