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Each day, six-member faculty team’s imagination during the week-longbe religious, political, or cultural. East-
teams from five seminaries met with Seminar were questions of vocation andern hopes to design a collaborative
Seminar staff to discuss the narrativegliscernment. “What are the marks of a project with conversation at the heart:
they had prepared for the Seminar. Bethany teaching faculty? How do we conversation with faculty, with students
The narratives reflected both the form ourselves as a community with and with people who are radically dif-

many issues the schools hold in com-those marks?” They envision their ferent than they.

mon, as well as issues unique to theirproject as a series of conversations on

contexts. In particular, participants  heritage and vision, as well as on-site Episcopal Theological Semi-

noted the need to take the time to visits, as a way of exploring these key nary of the Southwest’snarrative

form or reform a faculty culture or ~ questions. raised questions about how seminaries

ethos out of which they could then do make choices and determine priorities.

their common work. Eastern Mennonite Seminary “How do we decide what to engage and

examined teaching and learning for inte-what to set aside? What is the limit to

Bethany Theological Semi- gration in its narrative. “How do we, as a

nary focused its narrative around the particular community of faith, engage
image of the theological professor.  persons with a different frame of refer-
The questions that most captured the ence?” Those frames of reference might

Please See “FORMING LIFE” Page Two



Forming Life (continued)

At left is Brenda
Martin Hurst,
Eastern Mennonite
Seminary. At right,
from left are
Margaret W.
Izutsu, Episcopal
Theological
Seminary of the
Southwest, and Joy
A. Schroeder,
Trinity Lutheran
Seminary.

tire community.

what we can fit into a curriculum?”

The team realized that these issues
cannot be addressed before they focus
on the more fundamental issues con-
cerning their common life together.
Arriving at the Seminar amidst sudden

Wartburg Theological
Seminary’s narrative helped the

present unusual challenges to semi-
nary faculty. How can limited re-

administrative transition, they decide
to design a project around the ques-
tions of faculty culture. This project
may include hiring a consultant;
scheduling regular, off-campus faculty
meetings; and creating a January re-
treat. After years of expending a great
deal of energy outwards, they ex-
plained, “the heart of our project is
ourselves.”

meet the needs of these students?

student’s seminary career, our best

Trinity Lutheran Seminary
described the competing loyalties and
demands that set a frenetic pace for
teaching and learning. Key questions
emerged for the team during the week,
including, “What do students expect
of our life together? How do they view
our busyness?” And, like the other
seminaries, “How do we begin to
shape ourselves into a faculty commu-
nity?” They are exploring ideas for a
project, such as addressing the press-
ing need for a faculty lounge, restruc-
turing committee life in order to give
some committees a Sabbath, utilizing
a Quaker process of discernment, and
inviting a speaker to help think about

what Sabbath might mean for the en-

versation, the team determined that,
while they want to continue to work

on student challenges, they hope to
explore them in the context of compet-
ing loyalties or demands on faculty

Seminar to reflect on the students who time. A possible project would be to

rewrite their faculty handbook in light
of “12 Pastoral Practices,” articulated

g sources of time and money stretch to  during a prior project. The Practices

could also be used as a way to identify

What do we do when, midstream in a compatible students during the admis-

sions process, help students who

efforts are not helping that student to present challenges midstream in their
succeed? At the end of the week’s con-education, and refocus classroom syl-

labi.

The Summer Seminar provided
a space and time for faculty teams to
engage around the common work of a
shared vocation, in a way that most
faculties do not have the time to do.
The teams will now return home to
continue their conversations with col-
leagues, and identify more specifically
the project in teaching and learning
that they wish to pursu—}

At left is John Karanja of Trinity Lutheran
Seminary.



An Interview with Malcolm Warford

Mac Warford has served as director of The
Lexington Seminary since its inception.
Recently he reflected on the project’s first

seven years. The following excerpts are
based on an interview by Tracy Shier.

What did you hope for at the
beginning of The Lexington
Seminar in 1998?

We wanted most of all to cre-

ate a setting in which faculties
could address issues of theological
teaching and learning. We felt that
faculties had the resources already to
identify and engage the questions that
faced them as theological teachers.
What we knew was how difficult it is
in most seminaries to set aside time to
discuss these issues in a sustained an
meaningful way.

“Theological schools exist
within a rapidly changing church

y and culture where the inherited
patterns of institutional life are ug
for grabs.”

What have been the
key issues?

The primary

issues we identified
and which we discuss in
detail inPractical Wis-
dom: On Theological
Teaching and Learning
are diversity, formation,
institutional identity, and
assessment. These four
issues run throughout the | ;
experience of theological ;,m"
seminaries and as one |
might suspect they are
interrelated. The funda-
mental issue is that theo-
logical schools exist
within a rapidly changing
church and culture where
the inherited patterns of
institutional life are up for grabs.
Schools have to relate to new student
constituencies, the uncertain finances
and dynamics of churches, and the
increasing and sometimes contradic-
tory expectations placed on the
schools themselves. There are few set

Seminar participants engage in small group discussions about
theological teaching and learning.

patterns of response, and the fact is
that what is appropriate for one school
may not fit the character and needs of
another.

How does this changing in-
stitutional identity affect theo-
logical teaching and learning?

The biggest liability for

teaching and learning is that the
current demands of institutional life
often defer the intrinsic educational
issues facing the schools. The par-
ticular questions of theological teach-
ing and learning are not technical is-
sues that are easily fixed. Instead,
they are complex questions that go to
the heart of theological education.
One of the real problems is the lack of
time to deal carefully and thoughtfully
with the questions themselves. Every
faculty has had the experience of find-
ing themselves in a faculty meeting
where a complicated educational
guestion is on the table, but there is
no time to deal with it. The faculty
agree that it is important to consider
the issue and indicate that they ought
to set aside time to discuss
the question in depth, but
we seldom do this and the
list of deferred issues grows
yearly.

What specific ques-
tions in theological
teaching and learning have
schools identified and ad-
dressed in their projects?

The persisting

guestions have cen-
tered on the faculty’s for-
mation as a community of
teaching, that is, what it
means to share the vocation
and practices of being a
theological teacher. Other
schools have wrestled with how to
support students’ appropriation of
critical thinking skills and increased
ability in writing. Some faculties

Please see Interview on page 4



Interview continued
have looked at the issue of the relationdt€ @ distinctive setting in which the  faithfully participated in all the semi-
ship between academic preparation anigsues might be addressed. We have nars and has contributed significantly

spiritual formation, and what this tried in the June Seminar to model a to our work.

means for classroom teaching. Several
schools have engaged curriculum revi-
sion and what a new curriculum re-
quires for practices of teaching. A few
schools have dealt with concerns
around the nature of assessment and
the meaning of grades. A common
concern has been the matter of faculty
time and work as new programs in-
crease and the number of part-
time students grows. We have
seen a number of schools look &
the nature of their own culture—
their life as a community of faith
and learning. They have ad-
dressed what it means to take
diversity seriously and to see
how this affects what has been
taken for granted in practices of|_
worship, community life, and |
curricular assumptions.

How will the Seminar change in
Q coming years?

Beginning in 2006, the focus of

the Seminar shifts from denomi-
national seminaries to university divin-
ity schools. The 2006 divinity schools
areCandler School of Theology
at Emory University, Harvard
Divinity School, University of
Chicago Divinity School, Uni-
versity of Notre Dame — Depart-
ment of Theology, and Vanderbilt
University Divinity School.

| expect many things will remain
the same in regard to the dynam-
ics of faculty and student life, but
| am certain that the culture of
the university raises questions
and frames issues in ways quite
What is required for fac- different from Fhe _ecclesial cul-
ulties to struggle cre- ture of denommatlonalischoqls.
atively with the questions they face? , o A new part of the Seminar will
way of being that provides time and  be the Mentor Project in Academic
space to deal creatively with issues of Leadership which is a modest program
theological teaching and learning. At aimed at encouraging some theological
tions from the issues of institutional the ceqter of this model is the (?ffort _to teachers to consider the nature of aca-
life; instead, the goal is to engage and honor time and care for space in whictdemic leadership. We have invited Joe
transpose these questions at the centefonversations that rn_atter can take Bessler-Nort_hcutt, Peter Cha, Mar)_/ .
of the school’s struggle with its mis- place.. One of the things we have Hess_, anq Timothy Tennent tc_) part|_c:|-
sion and identity. The irony, however, found is that faculty members may  pate in this program. They will assist
is that in order to do this we are often have known each other for many in the leadership of the Lexington
required to commit time and create years, but never carried on a co_nversaSeminar itself as yvell as carry on t_heir
space that are contrary to our usual tion that Wen_t beyond pleasantries (or own rgsearch on issues in theological
ways of doing things. Such time and ‘unplgasantnes’ for that matter). I_:ac— teaching and learning.
space carry the possibility of making ulty find _that when they do take t'm? i i
room where something genuinely new to talk with .each other gbout thes_e is- What has this project meant to
might be born. sues of their common !lfe, they dis- you?
cover ways of being with each other
that bring things into a different focus. Throughout my life | have been
Central to the model itself are the fortunate to be involved in diverse
gifted people who have served as conwork as a pastor, professor, and semi-
sultants, worship and music leaders, nary president. In particular, my re-
and activities staff for the June Semi- sponsibilities in this project have
create a process and establish a Na"- In_ partic_ular, Diamond Cephus, brought together_ th_e various threads of
model in the June Seminar that sugges\('_c Klimoski, Garth Rosell, Mary—Ann my I|fe_, the convictions of my hgart
a way of addressing issues. As | said Winkelmes, and Gretchen Ziegenhals and mind, and for this opportunity I
earlier, our goal has not been to pre- have been at the center of what we  have been very gratefu+

sume to fix the issues, but rather to crehave done. Raymond Williams has

The challenge for faculties mot
how to abstract educational ques-

How has the Lexington Seminar
helped faculties deal with this
issue?

Most of all we have tried to
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Lexington Seminar
Participants 1999-05

1999 Paticipant Teams

Austin Presbyterian Theological
Seminary

Robert M. Shelton, J. Andrew

Dearman, Ismael Garcia, Laura B.
Lewis, Cynthia L. Rigby, Ralph L.
Underwood.

Calvin Theological Seminary

James A. De Jong, Gary J. Bekker
John Bolt, Robert C. De Vries, Calvin

P.Van RekenMichael J. Williams.

Lutheran School of Theology at
Chicago

James Kenneth Echols, Ralph W.

Klein, Kathleen Diane Billman,

Richard Bliese, Richard J. Perry, Jr.,

Barbara Rossing.

Regent College

Smith, Thena Ayres, Maxine Hancqck

Walter C. Wright, Jr., Gordon T.

John Toews, Rikk E. Watts.

Virginia Theological Seminary Seabury-Western Theological

Martha J. Horne, William S. Seminary
Stafford, Amelia J. Gearey, A. James B. Lemler, Ruth A. Meyers,
Katherine Grieb, Jacques Bauer HadleraAndrew K.M. Adam, Paula S.D.
Jr., Robert W. Prichard. Barker, John L. Dreibelbis, Newland F.

Smith IIl.

2000 Paticipant Teams
Associated Mennonite Biblical 2001 Paticipant Teams
Seminary Bethel Seminary St. Paul

J. Nelson Kraybill, Jacob W. Elias, George K. Brushaber, Leland V.
Gayle Gerber Koontz, Theodore J. Eliason John R. Cionca, Denise Muir
Koontz, Ben C. Ollenburger, Rebecca Kjesbo, Brian Labosier, Donald J.
Slough. Verseput.
Claremont School of Theology Church Divinity School of the Pacific

" John R. Fitzmier, Elizabeth Conde- Donn F. Morgan,Arthur G. Holder,
Frazier, Scott Cormodgi€aren Dalton, Linda L. Clader, Lizette Larson-Miller,

Kristin De Troyer, Lori Anne Ferrell.  Russell G. Moy, Louis Weil.
Palmer Theological Seminary Luther Seminary
R. Scott Rodin, Elouise Renich David Tiede, Marc Kolden, Mary

Fraser, J. Samuel Escobar, Nancy E. Hess, Patricia Lull, Richard W.
Lammers Gross, Melody MazpiEric Nysse, Richard Wallace, Jr.
H. Ohimann.
Pacific Lutheran Theological

McCormick Theological Seminary Seminary

Cynthia Campbell, David V. Timothy Lull, Michael B. Aune,
Esterline, Elizabeth Francis Caldwell Stephen Ellingson, Thomas G. Rogers,
David Daniels Ill, Theodore Hiebert, Martha Ellen Stortz, Alicia Vargas.
Deborah J. Kapp.

Please See “PARTICIPANTS” on Page Eight

\\

Final Project(Censultation

ive seminaries participated in the Final Project and shared the various ways in which their projects have
Consultation of the Lexington Seminar June 16- impacted their faculties and their institutions.
19, in Northeast Harbor, Maine: Lutheran Theologi- Discussions revolved primarily around two central ques-
cal Seminary at Gettysburg, Methodist Theological tions: How can we transform a faculty ethos into a culturg
School in Ohio, Phillips Theological Seminary, Pitts- of trust, personal engagement, and cohesion amidst the

burgh Theological Seminary,
and Trinity Evangelical Divin-
ity School.

During the Consultation, three-
member teams from each of
these schools described their
projects over the past two years
reflected on what they had
learned about teaching and
learning through their projects,

“

diversity of opinions and contexts? And how can we best
enculturate students into a critical learning ethos, involv-
ing both the explicit and implicit curriculum?

Team members spoke gratefully of the lasting impact of
their projects, and of the ways in which the Seminar
helped them clear a time and space for what will be a
continuing conversation about theological education.

Go towwwlexingtonseminaorg for a full description of
past Lexington Seminar projects.




SUummer
Seminar
Reflections

At left, Summer Seminar
participants stay at the Asticou
Inn. Above is Thunder Hole in
Arcadia National Park. At left
is Bear Island Lighthouse, a
popular boating landmark. At
right Susan Ebertz of Wartburg
Theological Seminary enjoys a
discussion. Below left, is the
main entrance to Asticou Inn.
Below, staff member Gena
Sheller (right) helps Tara
Hornbacker select an activity.
Below right, The Old Grey
Goose Band perform on the
Inn’s deck.

Continued



Summer activities include
above left, a boat tour of
the harbor aboard at left,
The Arcadia. Above right,
conversations on the deck
of the Asticou Inn. At
right, hiking and bird-
watching with guide.
Below left, daily morning
worship is held in a green
and white striped tent.
Below right, a small group
session during the Seminar.




PARTICIPANTS (continued)

United Theological Seminary of the
Twin Cities

Wilson Yates, Richard D. Weis,
Eleazar S. Fernandez, Barbara Anne
Keely, Martha Postlethwaite, Rosetta
Ross .

2002 Paticipant Teams
Colgate Rochester Crozer Divinity
School

G. Thomas Halbrooks, Melanie A.
May, Gay L. ByronPamela D.
Couture Christopher H. Evan$ail A.
Ricciuti.

General Theological Seminary
Ward B.Ewing, Robert Bruce
Mullin, William A. Doubleday,
Elisabeth K.J. Koenig, Judith H.
Newman, Robert J. Owens.

Gordon-Conwell Theological
Seminary

Walter C. Kaiser, Jr., Barry Corey,
John Jefferson Davis, Raymond F.
Pendleton, Kenneth L. Swetland,
Timothy C. Tennent.

Lexington Theological Seminary

R. Robert Cueni, Philip N. Dare
Jimmy Kirby, David Sharrard, Jerry
Sumney Sharon R. Warner.

Lutheran Theological Seminary at
Philadelphia

Philip D.W. Krey, J. Paul
Rajashekar, Pamela Cooper-White,
Erik M. Heen, Margaret A. Krych

Musicians lead worship.
8

2003 Paticipant Teams
Lutheran Theological Seminary at
Gettysburg

Michael L. Cooper-WhiteRobin J.
Steinke, Richard P. Carlson, Mark
William Oldenburg Gilson A. C.
Waldkoenig, Norma Schweitzer Wood.

Methodist Theological School in
Ohio

Norman E.
Dewire, Jeff P. Jaynes,
Lee Johnson, Mike
LaChat, Sarah Heaner
Lancaster, Diane
Turner-Sharazz.

Phillips Theological
Seminary

William
Tabbernee, Don A.
Pittman, Joseph
Bessler-Northcutt,
John M. ImbleyJanet

W. Parachin, Bernard David Baker, Ashland Theologi-
cal Seminary, listens in a work-

Brandon Scott.
shop.

Pittsburgh Theologi-
cal Seminary

Carnegie Samuel Calian, John E.
Wilson, Dale Allison Richard Curtis
Chapple, Jr.Byron Jackson, Teresa
Lockhart Stricklen.

Trinity Evangelical Divinity School
Gregory L. Waybright, Tite

Proffitt, Lee C. Barrett lll, Greg Carey,
Larry Evans, Anne T. Thayer.

Lutheran Theological Southern
Seminary

H. Frederick Reisz JiMichael
Root, Agneta Enermalm, Robert D.
Hawkins, Nicholas K. Mays, Susan W.
McArver.

Wesley Theological
Seminary

David F. McAllister-
Wilson, Bruce C.
Birch, Shaun Casey,
Denise Dom- bkowski
Hopkins, Beverly E.
Mitchell, Douglas M.
Strong.

2005 Participant

Teams
Bethany Theological
Seminary

Eugene F. Roop,
Stephen Breck Rejd
Jeff Bach, Nadine
Pence FrantZlara
Hornbacker, Dan Ulrich.

Eastern Mennonite Seminary

Loren E. Swartzendruber, Ervin R.
Stutzman, Brenda Martin Hurst, Mark
Thiessen NatiorSara Wenger Shenk,
Lonnie D. Yoder.

Tienou, James R. Moore, Peter T. Chagpiscopal Theological Seminary of

Miriam Stark Parent, Douglas J.
Sweeney.

2004 Paticipant Teams
Ashland Theological Seminary

Frederick J. Finks, Dale R. Stoffer,
David W. Baker, Brenda B. Colijn,
Marvin A. McMickle, John C. Shultz.

Baptist Theological Seminary at
Richmond

Thomas H. Gravefichard B.
Vinson, Stephen Brachlow, Tracy
Hartman, Deborah Carlton Loftis,
James F. Peak, Jr.

Lancaster Theological Seminary
Riess W. Potterveld, Anabel C.

the Southwest

Titus Presler, Alan P. R. Gregory
Charles James Cook, Susan Dolan-
Henderson, Margaret W. Izutsu,
Cynthia Briggs Kittredge.

Trinity Lutheran Seminary

Mark A. Ramseth, Diane J.
Hymans, Donald L. Huber, John K.
Karanjg Henry Langknecht, Joy A.
Schroeder.

Wartburg Theological Seminary
Duane H. Larson, Craig Nessan,

Susan Ebertz, Nathan Frambach, Ann

Fritschel, Elizabeth Leeper+



team led the annual faculty retreat held
at the beginning of every academic
S E M I NARY N EWS B R I E FS . year. In addition to sharing the Maine
] experience and a discussion of our nar-
rative, the day included a surprise lunch
- we might better reflect on our teaching at alocal seafood restaurant-to give the
and learning as professors.” faculty a taste .Of the pampering the
team had received
at the Asticou Inn.
We devoted a block
of the Southwest of time at the Sep-
ssociate Dean for Academic tember faculty
Affairs Alan Gregory writes, meeting and our
“Though rather discombobulated at theregular September
time, the faculty team in Maine soon  faculty lunch to discussing what form
discovered the opportune side of beingour project might take. There is good
suddenly struck Deanless. Before we energy among the faculty for exploring
left, we had discussed our need, now the issues of time and competing loyal-
thrust upon us with urgency, to attemptties identified in our narrative. The
a systematic program of faculty devel- challenge is to figure out how to do that
opment, in the sense of attending to owvithout adding even more demands on
collaborative prac- our time!”
tices and our com-
mon life as theologi-
cal educators. Since
the team’s return
from Maine, the fac-
ulty has discussed

Bethany Theological Seminary  gpiscopal Theological Seminary
cademic Dean Stephen Breck

Reid writes, “The week in Maine
was a thoughtful and restful time for
our faculty, amidst planning for the cel-
ebration of the
Bethany Centen-
nial, which took
place September
30-October 2. A
major portion of
our faculty retreat focused on our expe
rience and learnings in Maine. Jeff
Bach catered a dinner for the teaching
faculty so that those who could not go
to Maine could see pictures and hear
stories. The Lexington Seminar com-
mittee is hard at work and hopes to
bring a proposal to the October faculty “The Maine contingent of the faculty
meeting about next steps. As we put reported their experiences at the open-

together the discussions of the Lexing—ghﬁ tlrdaenEZiti?)i Ft)gr;g\fv leadershin. We ing faculty meeting through a
ton Seminar and our celebration of our P PowerPoint loaded with pictures from

centennial, a theme is emerging. We "2V€ agreed to devise and implement gyaine and an lowa-New England
want to use our time together and our year-long process, addressing both pefynch, - subsequently, the faculty has
grant to understand the ways in which sonal and systemic aspects of our worlge|q (o meetings

our future is informed by our heritage.” tﬁgether..Thls chljl Il'nvelvefexr;\lménmg to discuss the pro-
the practices and limits of collabora-  posed project, from

tion; clarifying our shared history and \yhich a smaller
listening to our various tellings of it; ;

Ca.d emie Dean Ervin Stutzman 5 thir?king through questiogns of fac- g;i(:ggdgr?r? F:he

writes, “The faculty members who vy 10ad, authority, and mutual sup- midst of Beginning
attended the Summer Seminar reportedy iy Oyr hope is that we shall arrive atsemester busy-
on their experience at the August 18 -, mjitments to mutual trust and an | ass many details remain to be de-
faculty meeting. The faculty then ap- i igorating experience of community cided. We expect signs of progress to
pointed four faculty members 10 plan i the pursuit of theology and ministe- flutter with the fall leaves and a draft
the next step for our grant activities.  yia| formation. After the first year, we proposal by the time the snow flies.”
They retumed with a proposal at the | evaluate the process carefully and, '
September _19 meeting. After a vigor- assuming we have one by then, give
ous discussion, we ___ much more proactive attention to fac- b
agreed on several F St ulty/Dean relations than we have in the
faculty activities past. After the first year we will evalu-
that will form the ate the process carefully and assuming
heart of our project|s

Wartburg Theological Seminary
ssociate Professor of Church
History Elizabeth Leeper writes,

Eastern Mennonite Seminary

Ashland Theological Seminary
cademic Dean Dale Stoffer writes,
“Our team chose to focus on the

: ; E we have a dean by then, give much i ) - Sl
including faculty more proactive attention to faculty/dearSSue of improving the critical thinking
retreats at the beginning and end of thgg|ations than we have in the past. skills of our students for our project.
grant period. In addition, several indi- After input from the other participants

vidual and collaborative projects will in the Seminar, we decided to take a

help us encounter “the other,” so that Trinity Lutheran Seminary

ssociate Dean Diane Hymans
writes, “The Lexington Seminar Please see Newsbriefs on page 10
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Newsbriefs (Continued) discussion, helped us think abou
the items giving us the most

two-pronged approach to the issue, fo-pause, and how those impacted
cusing first on faculty development in  our teaching and our life as a
the practice and teaching of critical  faculty. He also helped us think
thinking and then on student assess- about faculty culture and about
ment and remediation. In our last re-  ways to gain deeper communica
port, we shared about our faculty develtion. We followed the Seminar
opment seminar with a leader in the  pattern of meeting at a very nice
field of critical thinking, Stephen place (The Homestead in Hot
Brookfield. Brenda Colijn, one of the  Springs, VA), working in the
members of our Lexington Seminar ~ morning, having afternoon time
team, spearheaded the second phase @ér recreation, and sharing a ver :
our project. Our goal is to develop an nice dinner together.” John Kampen (left) and Carnegie Samuel Callian

assessment process to evaluate new stu- converse during a boat trip.

dents in the areas Lancaster Theological

of both writing Seminary (and perhaps whole courses) on-line.

;?rcljk(i:rrmltl?s?:ills ean of the Seminary Anabel 'lI)'h|s Sqlrlng, oneholl;qgr faculty Lnem-
King ' Proffitt writes, “Out of conversa- ¢/~ Wil off€ra hybrid course that

This will be fol-

¢ Meets on some Saturdays and meets on-
line for other dates.

tions with judicatory leaders prompte
by the Seminar, the faculty decided not
to provide a comprehensive program
offering alternative tracks of education
for licenced lay pastors, but, rather, to
provide quality, short-term education

lowed up with a
remediation pro-
cess that targets the specific needs of
students. Last spring Brenda investi-
gated a number of electronic assess-

These experiments are an important
way to test our preferences (or preju-
dices?) to see what truly makes for ef-
gggt;?s\fitﬁ]nd:]z iﬂg?;etisr:i;g 'g}e aimed at interested lay persons, some f_eCt'Vﬁ_E edggogy mrt]heologlca(; educa-
o Titing . of whom might be in judicatory-spon- tion. The Seminar has caused us to_
critical thinking to conduct a pilot test. ; o stretch beyond the bounds of the famil-
. . : sored, licenced ministry programs. ; . .
All incoming students are being as- iar, to forge new connections with the
tsoeoslze%:]helsazl:jrirt}?ne;lailggafz#]lé\l/;/wetr:eseOver the summer, many of the faculty Jludu;atorles we serve, and is the (I:Jata-
consi.derin is to have students retake members taught in one of our two-weelﬁ/St Or: , semint Convzrsr?atlﬁns ?1 'OUt
ernng . Summer Lay Academies, entitled “A ow the seminary and the church Inter-
these instruments at the end of their " . . _face.”
. . Holy Adventure.” Morning and evening
seminary experience so that we can i
courses in Bible,
have some valuable pre-test/post-test .
church history,

data. education, and £
pastoral care wer|{
offered, with af-

Lutheran Theological Southern
Seminary
cademic Dean Michael Root

Baptist Theological Seminary at writes, “The Seminary has fo-

Richmond ternoon work- | cused its project on how to extend
ean of the Faculty Richard Vinson shops in the arts, some of the strengths of full-time, resi-
writes, “Last year the faculty took all surrounded by dential seminary education to part-time

the Profiles of Ministry | assessment  worship and fellowship. Classes and and commuter students. Our faculty
both as a way of understanding what workshops were attended by local interretreat in January explored and reaf-
our students do every fall and as a conested laypeople, some clergy, and the firmed both our commitment to full-
versation-starter for discussions of our judicatories we serve utilized selected time education as our core calling and
understanding of ministry. Last spring courses for their current lay and li- our interest in do-
Francis Lonsway —— = cenced ministry training programs. ing a better job
came to campus | | I.-"i-' Evaluations by the 100 participants in with part-time stu-
to discuss the re-|  }- the summer academies were very posidents. We devel-
sults with the fac tive. oped a plan to of- ¥
ulty. We then fer the required =
scheduled a sec- This Fall, a small group from the fac- three-year M.Div.
ond discussion of ulty were trained in the technology of curriculum on Monday nights, and
the material during our fall faculty re- Moodle, so that we can begin to work Tuesday afternoons and nights, in a
treat. Vic Klimoski, who facilitated the toward offering aspects of our courses way that will not isolate part-time stu-
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dents from the larger student body, butgreater pedagogical attention on

will provide them with a coherent pro-
gram of study and opportunities for

faculty retreats, critical reflection pan-
multicultural issues. The three-day im-els, and colloquiums. Faculty also said
mersion trip was a positive experience the project had taught them about “in-

their own community development andfor all faculty who attended in terms of tentional conversation.”

pastoral formation. This program was
approved by the faculty in September
and will be discussed by the Board in
October.”

Wesley Theological Seminary
ean Bruce Birch writes, “On
August 23-24 the faculty retreat

for Wesley was held on an extended

schedule at the Kellogg Conference

Hotel at Gaulledet University, in Wash-

ington, DC. The retreat was a culmi-

nating event for our project to explore

strategies for moving beyond diversity
as a challenge or problem, to diversity
as a resource for preparing leaders for

the church. Dr. Charles Foster joined ug exington project examined these is- the midst of a diffi-

as resource person, and brought with
him extensive data and reflection on
teaching in theological education from
his involve-
ment with both
Carnegie and
Auburn studies
of theological
teaching. He
led the faculty
through a pro-
cess of discussion, self reflection, and
examination of syllabi and goal setting
that was very effective. We are enter-
ing the semester energized by new vi-
sion and new strategies for moving to-
ward that vision. A final discussion of
outcomes will take place with the fac-
ulty later this fall.”

2003 Participants

Lutheran Theological Seminary

at Gettysburg
L utheran’s project was designed
around cultural immersion experi-
ences for the faculty in greater Atlanta.
Their goals were to
enhance faculty cohe-
sion, reinforce their
institutional commit-
ments to expanded di-
versity, and focus

multi-cultural learning and faculty co-

hesion. They will continue to find Pittsburgh Theological Seminary

ways of learning to work together ef- he Lexington project at Pittsburgh
fectively as a team, and to instill a sought to address the issues of how
sense of excellence, as well as a com-the faculty can contribute to the aca-
mitment to exce”ence, within the fac- demic success of students. Facu|ty

ulty environment. hoped to clarify characteristics of suc-
cessful learners, identify factors that
block success, and develop a plan to
enhance and sustain student learning.
They discovered along the way that
they first had to

Methodist Theological School
in Ohio

he seminary’s narrative, “Con-

strained by the Ethic of Nice: The
Limits of Critical Assessment in a become a faculty
Seminary Environment,” focused on  community, before
issues of assessment and ethos in the they could work on
school’'s common life and mission. Thestudent issues. In

sues through a number of events and cult time, the Semi-

through a sustained conversation over Nar project meetings became identified
two years. Faculty dis- as a time and space during which they

cussed various percep- ATy could ask the important question,
tions of who they were “What kind of faculty do we want to

as a seminary, exam- be?”
ined hindrances to as-
sessment, and made

catalogue changes for

assessment. Faculty also discussed he Trinity faculty focused their
ways of enculturating students into a Lexington project on a change of
critical assessment ethos. One such Wa¥{hos. A series of retreats helped fac-
they found useful, is to require incom- yjty examine the question, “How do we
ing students to read and discuss the nags faculty members with individual life
rative, as a way of understanding fac- callings, affect our
ulty expectations. faculty culture as
a whole?” In or-
der to help facili-

Trinity Evangelical Divinity
School

Phillips Theological Seminary
P]illips’s faculty identified critical ~ tate a better un-
reflection as a central issue for  derstanding of
their Lexington project, and they articu-who they
lated three interrelating goals: to de- were as individuals, they wrote spiritual
velop the faculty’s ability to teach criti- autobiographies to share with the fac-
cal reflection skills; ulty. They have discovered that as they
to clarify the cur- know one another better, they can move
riculum in relation with greater mutual trust into issues of
to critical reflection; programmatic change at the seminary.
and to help students +
learn to employ
critical reflection
both in learning and
ministry. An unexpected effect of the
project was to help unify the faculty as
they discussed critical reflection during
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