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I ntroduction

In yesterday’s presentation | offered some refd@st on how systematic theology might
profit from and be challenged by listening to thiedwm offered by what often is in academia a
marginaltheological discipline: the discipline of missistudies or missiology. Should mission
studies be taken more seriously in systematic tggoll suggested, it would become more open
to the method of practical theology; it would list all the voices articulating faith—both in the
past and in the present—; it would be more inteatiy contextual in terms of being more
interdisciplinary, more “occasional,” more opemeglected questions, and more conscious of
the various ways or models by which faith and ceintan interact with one another. In addition,
| spoke of some concrete ways that¢batentof systematic theology in the areas of the doetrin
of God, Christology and ecclesiology would be aféelc

This morning | would like to make these reflecBanuch more concrete and particular
by sharing with you how my colleagues and | at Githrheological Union (CTU) in Chicago
(where | teach systematic theology and hold thé&iposof Professor of Mission and Culture)
have integrated some of these ideas across oue #mtiological curriculum, and we believe that
we have developed a curriculum to form leader®torcontemporary world church. My hope in
being so personal and so concrete is to contrioutiee very concrete theme of this conference:
“Theological Scholarship in Aotearoa-New Zealarideélieve that our experience of curriculum
revision in Chicago can be helpful for similar rieting in this particular context, and can also
offer new insights and challenges to Aotearoa-Neal@nd theological education and
scholarship.

At one level, | must admit, this is a very boldlagven very rash claim. | have been in
this country only a few days and know almost nagrabout the ANZ context on the one hand
and the theological scene on the other. What darothisider—white, male, Catholic, etc.—have to
say to you besides some general theological ideas bffered yesterday? On the other hand, |
am a great believer in the dictum of the U.S. Agearipsychologist Carl Rogers: the most
personal is the most genetal,dictum that is one of the key insights behin@withave called
the “transcendental model” of contextual theolddy sharing with you my own experience of
a rich faculty discussion and a creative curricutigsign might very well offer insights that will
set off your own ANZ minds in similar discussiordasreativity. Or, even if this doesn’t work
and you are completely turned off by the moves axehaken in Chicago, some creative
thinking might also take place if you ask yoursshyyou are turned off by what | say. In
each case, if we are open to reahversatiordescribed by David Tracy as speaking honestly
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and accurately, listening and respecting the ottearrage to defend and courage to change,
willingness to argue and enter into conflieiur conversation might well precipitate a genuine
thinking through of the issues in this particulantext.

So allow me to be personal and particular thismmgy, and perhaps bold and rash, for
the sake of the conversation.

A Long Discussion
The Keystone Project

The curriculum that our school will inauguratestBieptember has its roots in a long
process that might be traced back to a seriessotidsions we had as part of what was called
“The Keystone Project.” This was a project fundgdhe U.S.-based Lilly Endowment (from
the fortune of the drug manufacturer Eli Lilly efdianapolis, Indiana) that encouraged a number
of Catholic theological schools (there was also@d3tant counterpart) to think creatively about
an issue of particular import in their respectigbals. There were three groups of six schools,
and representatives from each one of the threemseiccessive summers in the resort town of
Keystone, Colorado—whence the name—and all theseptatives met there the summer of the
fourth year, 2000. | was chosen by our dean to iember of the team, along with three other
colleagues, although | was not able to attenditied meeting in 2000.

Some of our own sister schools chose to work smeis like the implementation of a new
curriculum around the theme of Eucharistic commnnibe development of a distance learning
program, or the relationship between professoferasators and teachers. The issue on which
we decided to focus at CTU was the issudivérsity, and as we reflected together—both as the
Keystone team and with the entire faculty—it becatear thatdiversitywas a very complex
reality at our school. The issue of diversity hadaced because of the immense cultural
diversity of the school. Besides white Americangjoan Americans and Americans of Latino/a
descent, we have Asian students from VietnamPthigppines, China and Korea; African
students from Ghana, Kenya, Tanzania, Congo, Siewae and Liberia; Latin American
students from Mexico, Brazil and Colombia; studdram Australia and New Zealand; and a
smattering of students from Europe, particularbniritaly, the UK, and Ireland. There was
certainly cultural diversity, but there were otlnays to think about diversity that were just as
rich and just as challenging: there was diversitgge, with students in their early 20s in class
with students in their 60s and even 70s; therediaessity in terms of laity, vowed religious and
ordained; there was male/female diversity, with e@% of our student body as female.
Finally, there was diversity in theological approamany of our U.S. born students were very
much in the “liberal” camp, but our students frdme Third World were much more cautious
about much of contemporary western theological lechbip, particularly that which was
suspicious of the church’s tradition and magistexnidghority; and many of our Third World
studentsand younger ordination candidates were much less coadewith feminist issues,
particularly the polarizing issue of women'’s ordina. Our challenge was to develop a
community of teaching and learning that really ttiols diversity seriously and was able to use it
in truly positive ways. We needed to teach theoliogy way that enabled the various cultures in

®David Tracy,Plurality and Ambiguity: Hermeneutics, Religion, péNew York:
Harper and Row, 1987), 16.



the class to enter into conversation and learn fmamanother, where young could learn from
old and vice-versa, where women could challengegraehy and exclusion from office in the
church and at the same time be inspired to contimeie faithful dissent, where all could learn
from the advances in scholarship while at the stime become respectful of the church’s
tradition and teaching authority. This was no das¥, and the immensity of it became clearer
and clearer to us as the project progressed. ltwasvere convinced, however, a necessary one.
Our student body with its multiple diversities waamicrocosm of the church as it has emerged
in these first years of the twenty-first centurariStianity today is a world Christianity; the
church today is, perhaps for the first time indwigt a trulycatholic church—a world church.
Many of the benefits of the project were simplyhie conversation itself around the
issues, and most certainly the consciousness a$she was heightened among us on the faculty
and in the student body and among the staff astwellcertain extent. We were grappling with
the reality that we were engaged in theologicacatan in a school and, more generally, a
church which had changed radically since 1968 wli€d was founded. In 1968 the student
body was composed exclusively of male ordinatiamdadates; in 1998 we were almost 20%
Asian, 40% female and 40% lay, and our classeliy tor thirty-five included women and men
from every continent and multiple cultures. Verggifically—and directly germane to our
eventual curriculum revision—we reflected togetheideveloping a new set of “graduate
profiles”—sketches of what we hoped our graduaiesidviook like upon graduation. Several
years before we had developed these criteria; nomscious of the importance of diversity
among our student body, we were shocked at howdlileese were. A copy of the original
graduate profiles of the M.Div. Program used in discussion and the graduate profiles
developed by our faculty for the Keystone projet be found in this paper’s appendix.

Continued Discussions

It was during our faculty discussions in the ceuwrthe Keystone Project that we caught
the first glimmers of the fact that, in order tauadly bring off the goals we stated, we would
have to engage fairly soon in a major rethinkind esshaping of our basic curriculum. CTU as a
school of theology in a changed world and a chamtpedch would have to attend at every level
of its life to the immense diversity that was regenated in our student body, and this diversity
was calling us to think differently about many athspects of theological education.

One issue that our faculty reflected about onageasion was the level-or lack thereof—
of integration on the part of many of our studeBtsidents could take wonderful courses in
Scripture, systematic theology, ethics and croisi@h ministry and do well in the individual
courses, but when it came time to preach in pregatiasses they would fall back on what one
might call “catechism theology.” Or, despite exestlcourses in pastoral and cross cultural
sensitivity, they would preach about the acadera&stjons they discussed in class with no skill
in relating these issues to everyday questionssaues of ordinary Christian folk. Could our
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courses be taught in some way as to call for adaiblheological-pastoral integration right from
the beginning?

From this kind of discussion other discussionsewezld about the importance of
interdisciplinary teaching and team teaching. Auyife curriculum, we began to realize, needed
to include courses which were themselves modeisenintegration that needed to go on within
the minds and hearts of our students, and we biegaalize as well that these kinds of courses
could only be taught effectively if they would @ight collaboratively, but a team of two or
more teachers who would teach from the perspeofitieeir diverse areas of theological
expertise.

As conversations continued the year before thedébprocess of curriculum revision was
to begin (2001-2002), what began to emerge wasdaratanding of a theological curriculum
that would have a certain interdisciplinayre that would be team taught and focused on
integration of academic and pastoral skills, bug tivat would also be attentive to the integrity of
the various theological disciplines as such. Thagenthat was used was that of a tree and its
branches. In addition, since CTU had been foundedda wake of the Second Vatican Council,
we felt very strongly that any curriculum should/édhe Council’'s major foci at heart: its
commitment to discerning the “signs of the timets'commitment to openness to other religious
ways, its commitment to the participation of thig&yian the very mission of the church, and its
vision that the church is “missionary by its vegture”-that the church exists not for itself, but
for God’s work in the world.

In our conversations as well, a number of “pedagd@ssumptions” began to surface,
and we recognized that these would have to formgidhe foundation of any new curriculum
we would design. Our colleague Barbara Bowe awdiedl ten of these assumptions in a paper
she prepared for faculty discussion during the aemiculum’s design process. First, she said,
we presume that learning israutualprocess. Both teachers and students have muehdab t
each other and to learn from each other. Secondelnofadult learningmust be employed in
our teaching, respecting especially the experiemeeryone in the classroom, students as well
as teachers. Third, attention to diversity alsdudes sensitivity to the variety tdarning styles
by which students appropriate content, method #itddes in the classroom. Fourth, team
teaching will be valued as a modelaoilaborationin teaching and learning. Fifth, students will
be called upon to communicate their learning bymaed a number of means—written, oral, in
groups, through mentoring conversations. Sixthyllecontinue to explore the use of the most
appropriate technology both inside and outsidectagsroom. Seventh, we place high value on
academic advisement and mentoring outside therola®s Eighth, we will encourage our
students to take courses in the other schoolseilCtiicago area in order to have a well-rounded
ecumenical experience. Ninth, we will encourageesis to avail themselves of the
opportunities for Jewish-Christian and Muslim-Ctias dialogue our school offers, and include
these dimensions in our teaching. And, finally,ag&nowledge that the entire environment of
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the school educates, and so we are committed todang a vital theological environment in
terms of art, art exhibits, lectures, and the like.

The New Curriculum

In the fall of the 2002-2003 academic year ouuligovas faced with two important
decisions. The first was the most difficult and making. Since our founding in 1968, we had
been on the “Quarter System,” of three ten weektgusathroughout the year: late September to
Christmas, January to mid-March, and late Marcbaidy June. But over the last several years, a
number of the other theological schools in the neagghood—many of which had been close
partners with CTU in terms of programs and crogssteation—had elected to change over to a
modified semester system: early September to @meistan intensive January or J Term, and
then early February to mid-May. Although enthusiagasn’t very high, our faculty voted
unanimously to adopt this system as well.

The second decision we made that fall was to fiyrbagin the process of revising our
curriculum to fit the new semester system that a@ &dopted, and at the same time to see if we
could put into practice some of the thinking th&t ad done over the previous four or five years
about a curriculum that was interdisciplinary, feed on integration, sensitive to diversity and
dialogue, and focused on training ministers foharch that was “missionary by its very nature.”

And so to this end Dean Gary Riebe-Estrella agpdia “Curriclum Design Team”
consisting of himself as chair, Edward Foley (ljyiand practical theology), Barbara Bowe
(New Testament), Scott Alexander (Islamic studiasll me (systematic theology and mission).
Dean Riebe-Estrella suggested that we focus ougiEseon the revision of the M.Div.
Curriculum, as it was the most complex of all orogyams and was traditionally the “flagship”
program of the school. My reflections this mornwmig focus exclusively on this program,
although we have also revised our other prograrhsuimony with this one.

As our team met for the first time our task seemecdedibly daunting, but we achieved
our first breakthrough when we realized that thedgate profiles our faculty had developed for
the Keystone Project back in 1999 focused overawed again on four central goals of what we
wanted to be about as a community of teaching @aching here at CTU. First, the Keystone
profiles repeatedly spoke of ministry aseflective practiceor praxis Our graduates should be
women and men who not only possess the skillsffecteve ministry, but who are also able to
reflect on their ministry in order to practice ietter. Ministerial identity and practice, then, was
the first central concept. Second, what continustisfaced in the profiles was the conviction that
it was not enough to teach our studerdstent Rather, in addition to knowing what theology
was about, they needed to know something aboutagieal method It would be in this way
that our graduates could keep on correlating freisent ministerial experience and practice
with the church’s scriptures and ongoing theolodicaition. Third, we discerned, the profiles
insisted that our graduates understancctrgextual naturef Christian faith—how experience,
culture and social location are at once the onig karough which Christians can see their faith
and at the same time blinders which, if unrecoghe® such, can severely limit their religious
vision. Students need to be aware that, in the svofany colleague Robert Schreiter, tradition is
a series of local theologifeshis is both theology’s glory and great limitatidut, fourth, our
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students need to know that tradition, at leastsifioad outlines. Students, we said, should be
able to draw a rough “time line” on a blackboard @oint out the major moments of Christian
history and theology.

It was the recognition of these four goals from Kaystone discussion that gave us the
idea of organizing our new curriculum around fowjon themes: Ministry, Method, Context and
Tradition. Not only did these themes articulate twhe had outlined in our discussions about
diversity and theological education in the Keyst&mneject; they also echoed themes that seemed
to surface in many of the Catholic Church’s majocuwments on ministerial formation during
and since the Council: documents such as thatiestRrFormation Qptatam Totiuy John Paul
II's 1992 Apostolic ExhortatioPastores Dabo Vobhjisnd the various editions of the U.S.
Bishops’Program of Priestly Formatiann retrospect as well, we can say that thesedoeas
jibe very well with works on ministerial and thegloal education by scholars like Edward
Farley, Rebecca Chopp, Robert Banks and James\aghBN hitehead.

The “Foundational Core”

We began to think, then, of four major interloakitourses that students would take upon
entrance into the CTU M.Div. Program. Eventually meaned them “Foundational Core
Courses,” and began to think of them not so mudatoasses within certain disciplines, but
around these four themes of ministerial practicethmd, context and tradition. Each course
ordinarily would be team taught by two professeoosf two different disciplines, and other
members of the faculty would also be invited irfte tourse to provide “cameo appearances” in
their discipline of expertise. But the idea rigtdrh the start was to have our students exposed to
courses where integration was taking place in lagscoom across disciplines, where even the
professors would be stretching themselves towarather discipline and beyond each of their
areas of expertise. Although we knew that it wdagdup for ridicule at some point, we decided
to speak of the four courses with the acronym P-A-Rot T-R-A-P!).

The first course (although not necessaakenfirst) was entitled “Pastoral Practice: The
Theology of Ministry.” It would offer a history ahinistry, develop a theology of ministry, and
engage the students in a form of theological reflachat they would employ in other courses,
but particularly in their ministry practicum couraer they had finished the foundational core
(normally in the second year of study).

The “A” course in the foundational core would fean method, and was entitled “The
Art of Theology: Theological Methods.” The professavho would teach this course would
introduce students to the various methods of thiewa disciplines of theology, emphasizing the
fact that theology, rather than just the masterg obntent, is a skill, a craft or an art. Like
learning to drive a car, raise a child or play argpne needs to master certain basic methods in
theology, but the actual driving, raising, playmgtheologizing is something that mixes honed
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skill with quick intuition—not to mention a recogion of serendipity or plain “dumb luck.”

The focus on context in the lineup is covered aoarse entitled “Religion in Context:
Diversity in Dialogue™and so it is an “R” courskhis course will include an introduction to the
theology of religions and on the nature and forfsutture. Right from the beginning of their
theological studies, we hope to impress on studéetgnportance of context for all theological
thinking. Important as well is to have a sensetbépreligions and the need to discover who we
are as Christians through encounter and dialogue.

“Tradition: Sources through History” is the nanidle “T” part of the foundational core
courses. This course will be a sweep through chiistiory, using the perspective of what has
been called the “new church history”-that is adrigbf Christianity as a world Christian
movement that is non-western in origin and in sgbeat development, that is not just a study of
rulers and winners of wars, but which includeswloek of ordinary people in the development
and spread of Christianity and dissemination ofrchwloctrine. Particular emphasis will be
placed on the role of women as a neglected yetmpaja of tradition’s story.

The “Complementary Core”

As | mentioned above, M.Div. students will be regd to take all four foundational core
courses before taking other courses in the cutmoullhe foundational core courses will be
offered, if possible, twice a year, at various tish&s to make it as convenient as possible for
students to take them. In addition to these, howeweich by nature are broad, inter- and multi-
disciplinary in focus, students will also be regugitto take a number of more specifically focused
“complementary core courses” which will emphasiez&cpice, method, context and tradition
from the viewpoint of particular disciplines. M.Di8tudents in the ordination track will have to
take four of these, other M.Div. students will leguired to take three, although all will be
required to take the “T” complementary core cowsttled “Introduction to Biblical Studies.”
These complementary core courses will vary in teeape, but for the time being the “P”
courses will consist of a choice between “Liturgielanning” and “Communication for
Ministry;” “A” courses will offer a choice betweéioing Systematic Theology” or “Living the
Moral Life,” and students taking “R” courses wil@ose between “Abraham’s Children: Jews,
Christians, and Muslims” and “Crossing Cultural Bdaries: Ministry at the Margins.” “T”
courses will offer no choice. Considering the imipoce and centrality of the Bible, all students
must take the introduction to biblical studies, ethwill be offered every semester.

Students entering the M.Div. Program at CTU, tfeeee will have a wide-ranging
introduction to theological studies that are int@mélly interdisciplinary and integrated on the
one hand, and also focused and discipline-spemifithe other. The foundational core courses
provide the general overview; the complementarg courses provide a very specific, more in-
depth perspective of P-A-R-T.

The “Integrating Core Courses”

There is one more set of courses that is innogativour new curriculum, and this is the
set of “Integrating Core Courses.” All ordinatidindents must take all four of these; non-
ordination candidates must take three. These csuinsgvever, can be taken at any time during
the remaining years of the program. The geniubede courses is that they revolve around
another series of themes, but each theme is cobgrémtusing on practice, method, context and



tradition. The foundational core courses zero iona of these themes; the complementary core
courses zero in on each of these themes from tispgetive from a particular discipline. These
integrating core courses treat one theme from didfterent perspectives.

We struggled to find what themes to address isdfm@urses. One natural set of themes,
we thought, might come out of the Christian creed: God, Christ, Spirit, Church. But this was
too doctrinally oriented. Another possibility wasfocus on four of the main documents of
Vatican II: the church, for example, the liturggmChristian religions, and the church in the
modern world. Others thought that we might divide themes according to the Catholic
Catechism issued several years ago after Vatieamdl so the themes would be the creed, the
sacraments, Christian morality, and Christian ggfity. What we finally came up with,
however, was to fuse infour themessix elements of the church’s mission suggested several
years ago by my colleague Eleanor Doidge and n)avi(hess and proclamation; (2) liturgy,
prayer and contemplation; (3) justice, peace aadrttegrity of creation; (4) interreligious
dialogue; (5) inculturation; and (6) reconciliatidilements (3) and (6) would be conflated, as
would be elements (4) and (5). Each of these cewmselld address the four perspectives of the
foundational core—P.A.R.T.—and, although they wdaddnterpreted more widely, they would be
roughly equivalent to courses in recognized digogd.

The adoption of these four themes based on timeegls of the church’s mission for
these integrating core courses also respondedrietbing that several of us on the faculty had
found missing so far in the curriculum: a clear atrdng mission orientation. As a faculty we
were convinced that a missionary outlook was ctdoratheological education, since ministry in
the church was not just about building up ¢herchas such, but about turning the church
toward engagement with the world and equippingibagtChristians for witnedseyondthe
church’s bordertowardthe already-but-not-yet-inaugurated Reign of G particularly at
CTU, where so many missionary congregations warndisg their students to be prepared for
cross cultural missionary work, this outward-loakievangelical, cross cultural perspective was
particularly necessary to highlight. So far therimulum had paid strong attention to the cross
cultural dimension; now it could be said that thraregelical, missionary dimension was given its
due as well.

The course on Witness and Proclamation, in tisé ilace, would be subtitled “The God
of Jesus Christ,” and would be roughly equivalerd tourse on God, either from the discipline
of systematic theology or biblical theology. Itdetis “The God of Jesus Christ.” The course on
Liturgy, Prayer and Contemplation would be namedclgsial Spirituality,” and could be taught
by either a liturgist or a professor of spiritugliThe course on Justice, Peace, Integrity of
Creation and Reconciliation is named “Living thel(vss of the Reign of God,” and could focus
either on social ethics or on pastoral theology gastoral care. And the course on Inculturation
and Dialogue is subtitled “Ministry across Boundarf and could be offered by a missiologist, a
person in cross cultural minstry, or one in thedmgsof religions or comparative theology.

If you are interested in seeing a syllabus for aithese courses, there is one attached in
the appendix of this paper. It is not quite compkes yet—it is the course | will be teaching this
fall around Witness and Proclamation, reflectingloe God of Jesus Christ.

Ministry Practica, Area Requirements, Electives &apstone Course

The rest of the new curriculum, and really thektaflit, will look fairly traditional to
theological educators and scholars. The core alune makes up about one third (34%) of the



M.Div. curriculum, while the remaining 66% is died into two courses of ministry practica (a
year long course with regular theological reflectand a three-week minimum “immersion”), a
number of “area requirements” in the ordinary tbgatal disciplines (Bible, systematic
theology, ethics, liturgy, preaching and presidsyrituality, pastoral theology, cross cultural
ministry, church history), and six electives. Fipain his or her final January term a student
must take a course which helps assess the degmtegfation that he or she has achieved and
what areas need particular work as the studentugtad and goes into full time ministry.

As | say, this all looks fairly traditional. Ouope, however, is that as teachers teach in
the foundational, complementary and integratinge @murses, even their teaching in their own
disciplines will be affected by the strong inteadidinary, integrating and context-conscious
approaches of the more innovative courses.

I mplementation

What | have presented to you here is the residewéral presentations by the design
team and a lot of discussion by the entire facoityhree occasions of long-term meetings.
Faculty input was invaluable. Much of it pointed mconsistencies in the approach of the
design team and the proposed design, especialfptimelational core courses which were the
focus of the first day and half meeting in Febry&Q03. But most of the faculty response was
amazingly positive. All of this knew that this appch to theological education would be
incredibly stretching, and that we would have @vkebehind courses that we had developed and
tinkered with for years. But there was, in genesalreat sense of excitement about what was
being proposed by the design team and what wag loedated together. As one faculty member
exclaimed: “Boy, am | going to learn a lot in tihisw curriculum.” | thought this captured the
enthusiasm and the adventursomeness of our eativity as we tried together to think “outside
the box,” as the saying goes, and make concretérdans we had talked about over the years.

This past year has been a year of endless megetefgment of design and solving
problems that surfaced unexpectedly. Those of uswith be teaching the foundational core
courses have met together fairly regularly, althongne of us had a lot of time to prepare
adequately for the exchanges. The teams of teabheesmet even more regularly, however, and
have been busy producing syllabi and more conctass preparations. | personally wish we
have had time to discuss the “big picture” moréyfak a faculty, but for a number of reasons
this has just not been possible, since besidessha preparations for class and usual faculty
duties, we have hired four new faculty membersykar, and so have had to go to what seemed
like an interminable number of interview presemtasi. But this had paid off. We hired two
Asians—the school’s first—-both men, and two wonugrg, of which is a Latina and the other is
white. We are anxious, but we are also excitedte®eaiper 7, 2004 will inaugurate a new era here
at CTU. This coming year will be a lot of work, babst of us on the faculty think it will be
worth it.

Because of the move to the semester system, aadie of the number of
interdisciplinary and integration-oriented courtiest we have added, the individual disciplines
have had to give up a good bit of “turf.” Systerodkieology, for example, only has two “area
requirements” in the new curriculum; in the quaggstem systematic theology had five required
courses, and now only two (equivalent to thrednenquarter system, however). But material in
former courses like “Introduction to Theology” aftéod” are covered in more general courses,
and “Creation and Eschatology” courses will be r&ffieas electives. The same is true for courses



that focus exclusively on biblical texts. In theaguer curriculum students were required to take
eight scripture courses; now the requirement ig timee (equivalent to four quarter courses).
But this does not mean that courses on the Bibte baen marginalized; on the contrary, the
hope is that biblical exegesis and biblical theglogn suffuse many of the courses of the new
curriculum—e.g. a biblical scholar is team teactimgcourse on methods, and eventually the
course “The God of Jesus Christ” could be taugta pyofessor of New or Old Testament. And
students will certainly be encouraged to take slestin biblical studies as well. But this loss of
“turf” is still a point of some contention, and Walertainly surface in ongoing evaluations of the
curriculum. For me, the important thing is that agea faculty, indeed, as a community of
teaching and learning, keep talking with one anptkeep sharing our experiences, and keep
thinking of ways to make more concrete the prirespdn which the new curriculum is based.

Implications for Scholarship

Before concluding this paper, | would like to esfl for a few minutes on the possibilities
in our new curriculum for further scholarship opjpmities for our faculty. We are a faculty that
publishes a fair amount, and all of us are famlyolved in various scholarly societies and
conferences throughout our country and the wortdl tBink that all the stretching that we have
done and will do will also stretch us in terms af gcholarship.

Collaboration

The first area of growth in scholarship that hthour new curriculum affords is that of
collaboration Our hope is that many, if not most, of our faguwill get involved in teaching one
or the other of the foundational core courses; amhér hope is that the collaboration between
our professors from various disciplines aroundttienes of ministerial practice, method,
context and tradition will produce some fresh pecsipes from which to see theology and
theological education. | know that Ed Foley—withomh| am intending to teach the ministry
course—and | have already talked about doing sontimgvtogether after we have gotten familiar
with the material.

The principle behind collaboration is, | belieas, essential one and that is the deep
communahature of theological reflection as such. All delnship, and sa-fortiori theology, is
a dialogical process. Even the lone scholar abhars desk is conversing with, learning from,
and arguing with other scholars in the books sheeaeads. The reason why scholarship and
publications are so prized in academia is becdugets scholars in conversation with other
scholarsTheological scholarshig believe, needs to acknowledge the dialogicaimunal
nature of the triune God who is at the center afisgian faith, and so the activity of theology
needs to imitate and mirror that reality. And santeteaching and collaborative writing is not
simply accidental to the theological task; it ise#ial to it.

Interdisciplinary Thinking

Secondly, our new CTU curriculum is an encourageraad a challenge to genuine
interdisciplinary thinkingn theology. As Edward Farley and a number of oflefiolars have
argued over the last several years, one of the geegedies of theological education and
theological scholarship since the dawn of modernéy been the fragmentation of theology into



what have become highly specialized disciplinesctiiardly communicate with one another.
Scholars like James Dunn and James Mackey, Gei@ldllids and Daniel Kendall, and Joel
Green have all written about the need to reconiblital studies and systematic theology,
biblical scholars like Bruce Malina and Carolyn €shave pioneered studies which have paired
critical exegesis and the social sciences, andkaist Rodney Stark has done the opposite
from his own area of expertise in sociology. Faatiny studies on the relationship between
theology and art have been done by Jarislav PelWalker Kister and Thomas F. Matthews;
and missiologists David Bosch and Wilbert Shenkehaalled for a collaboration between
missiology and systematic theology. Francis X. @epand James Fredericks have called for a
comparative theology that goes beyond a “histomebflions” approach to other religious ways
and engages other faiths at a much deeper leveubfal trust and learnirfy.

My hope is that the stretching that our facultyl Wave to do across disciplines will
engage us in such interdisciplinary thinking. Aportant as expertise and specialization is,
theology calls us beyond them to think creativelg aven recklessly about our faith and its
implications for life.

Missiology

In my paper yesterday | called for the inclusiémissiological thinkingvithin my own
discipline of systematic theology. My hope for eamtire faculty is that they also begin thinking
with a missiological imagination about their owac¢hing and scholarship. Just as listening to all
the voices, particularly of Third World scholarsjmportant for systematic theology, just as
approaching systematic theology with a view towamd’s faith really engaging one’s context,
so | hope that all our faculty members will thirtboait biblical interpretation, ethics, spirituality,
liturgy, etc. in terms of wider sources and contekengagement. And just as systematic
theology needs to point beyond itself toward thesatgr Reign of God, so with other disciplines
as well. The missiological imagination is at thatee of our new curriculum; as we as a faculty
develop and become more comfortable with our newalum, my hope is that it will also
become a central concern of our scholarship.

Conclusion

| began this paper inviting you as Aotearoa-NewlZed theologians into conversation.
I've pinned my hopes for this paper on the dicthwat what is the most personal and particular is
also the most general, or at least it can sengepsnt of departure for thinking why what is so
personal is not very relevant. I've shared with gomething that being involved in has been one
of the most stimulating experiences of my acaddii@cWhat | look forward to now is how
these very particular ideas from a very particplace might stimulate you to think about your
own context and your own needs in your own way.

First draft: July 7, 2004

®There should be a footnote here giving all theregfees to these scholars.



