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I want to talk today about what I think to be some of the issues that are staring us in the 
face. I’m going to run the risk of “carrying coals to Newcastle” reciting some things we’ve heard 
over and over again, but perhaps as we give them a little bit more perspective and look at them again 
in the light of everything else that’s going on at this conference we just might, each one of us, get a 
kind of encouragement and a kind of a spark to take at some of these. 
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Now I’m acquainted with the major issue that confronts modern humankind. Modern man, 
modern woman is inevitably inundated in agenda. We are all overworked in fact and in ethos. It is in 
our society, really, to make us believe that to be overworked is the only way to live and so we tend to 
accept that notion of being overextended, overworked, and overcommitted and make it as a part of 
our style and our personality. And if you, each one, would take everything seriously that I’m going to 
lay on the agenda today, you’d say no way can anybody here do all that. Let me start off with the 
presumption that that’s why the good Lord created groups. When God said, “It is not good that 
man should be alone,” he wasn’t just talking about sex. Most of us are well aware that the nature of 
human society is itself a product of God’s deliberative reasoning with reference to what it is that he 
was trying to bring about in his magnificent Creation. And the more we study human society, human 
groups, the more we share responsibility, come to grips with even the metaphoric images of body 
from Scripture, the more we see that no one of us has to carry a whole agenda. But collectively, we 
can adopt a massive agenda. 

 
There must be a spirit of co-operation in order to make any kind of sense out of what I’m 

going to do today. Because if you see things privatistically, individualistically, and in terms of what 
it’s saying to you as an individual, as a person, as a one-unit behaver in that worst of all psychological, 
individual differences notion, the whole thing becomes absolutely impossible and insane. But as a 
collective of human beings alive in common purpose, there’s absolutely nothing I’m going to talk 
about today that is not completely doable, especially because God the Holy Spirit stands ready to 
energize us into those things that are his in his kingdom. Now that is not to presume a coterminous 
function of my list and God’s list. That’s the next of my rejoinders to you. This is one person’s 
attempt to organize an agenda with a keen eye on where we are in history, as best I can make it out, 
and the circumstances that exist among us today, the resources that exist among us today, and the 
challenges in world society.  

 
And one person in the group after the session yesterday came to me and said: Ted, I have 

finally figured you out. I said well, congratulations and I’m still working on it so won’t you share 
with me. He says: It’s not hard. It boils down to this; you’re an imposter! I said well, so far so good. 
Now what have you discovered? And he said: You are actually a missionary posing as an educator. I 
said touché, and I feel that way today. I am a missionary posing as an educator because I think that 
all of us are missionaries and, thus, we are educators. We are engaged in God’s redemptive mission 
to the world. We are not simply, technologically educators. And one of my crying concerns, which 
does not appear in so many words on the agenda and it just simply underlines everything, is that we 
identify ourselves as educators with that kind of global perspective that was interestingly even in our 
liberal brother’s model last night when he built his paradigm—did you notice where it started? It 
started with the Sunday school as lay, and where did it end? With a mission to the world, and he 
wasn’t talking about planting YMCA’s. We are engaged in a field that is, unfortunately, largely 
undefined and in a terminology that is largely unexamined.  

 
Among the tasks that confront us I have identified seven pairs and, trying to take a cue from 

some of my guidance in the Christian publishing business, I tried to make this whole thing come out 
acrostically or at least in some way have a kind of mental crutch, you know, and I tried to make it all 
spell “glory land” and I couldn’t make it come out; but I did, at least, stick with this: each of these is 
pairs dealing with the same gerund to begin, which has absolutely nothing to do with anything, but 
otherwise they look purely random so this will make you think that it’s much more organized and all 
of this without even having a plane trip this morning to get here. 
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Defining the term Christian education is a kind of exercise that we do, not in the literary 
sense, but in the praxis reality sense of doing our definition. There’s still a great deal of question 
about what Christian education is though we are constantly living out our answer to what it means 
to do anything in a Christian way. And when we talk about education that is Christian, we really 
don’t define it in words nearly so much as we find words, after the fact, to define it in action. And I 
submit that we will gain very little by simply creating more and more elegant first chapters in our 
textbooks because I find one of the things that is most distressing in this field is that the first 
chapters of our textbooks are quite often denied by the rest of the same textbook. I am quite 
impressed, for example, that we appeal to Deuteronomy and the key passage in Deuteronomy 
affixing responsibility in the home, and then we spend the rest of the book describing how to 
wrench it out of the home and do it in the church because the home is not going to do it anyway. 
Now that’s not altogether a fair criticism, but it’s close. 

 
We have a defining problem to do in terms of education that is perhaps more an academic 

issue because, as a matter of fact, we can identify modes of educational thought and reasoning which 
are clearly positive in various sorts of social presuppositions. And as a Christian I must ask the 
question, what is the grounding for my notion education with the same sort of fervency that I must 
ask the question what is my grounding for the notion Christian. It is not enough to define education 
that is Christian as if education, itself, were already defined.  

 
Now just to oversimplify this and to hint at what I love to do if I have a series of three 

lectures available to me: to define the differences in educational thought that proceed from the three 
competing—philosophy, psychology, sociology—structures of education today which are, as I see it, 
developmental, acquisitional, and behavioristic. The notion of a developmental concept of education 
concerned with, first of all, examining the nature of the human being as created, asking the question 
what is it that God has done within this creature that makes this creature, in fact, a learning creature, 
a creating creature, a communicating creature, and a socializing creature. What is it that God has 
done? And can we learn something about those processes that will orient our view of what 
education is so that it is a fulfillment process not a bringing process.  

 
The bringing process of education is much more characteristic of the acquisitional model 

which is, for many of us, the classical model of education—interesting to see how that classical 
model got into Christian thought and it got into Christian thought quite clearly from extra-biblical 
sources—the notion that learning and educational process is simply a concern for what is being 
added to the mental store.  

 
And then, of course, third, the rather twentieth-century presupposition grew through the 

philosophical aberrations in the nineteenth century—there’s a nice prejudiced remark—that we call 
behaviorism that is concerned with the, pardon, again, some prejudiced language, the masterminding 
in what people ought to become; the masterminding of what people ought to become, and the 
instrumenting of education to get them that way. Now that’s an overly glib, overly simplified, and 
certainly cruel definition of behaviorism; but as far as I’m concerned, my Christian valuing causes 
me to shrug and say I think they deserve it.  

 
How we parse education from a developmental or an acquisitional or a behavioristic concept 

framework is something we still need to wrestle with. I know this is not a closed issue and some of 
us, at least, in this very room would like to be able to go eclectically and pull, as appropriate, from 
those three major schools. Eclecticism works very well until you try mixing ink and water. You will 
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discover that ink does something to clear water, even when added in very small doses that reduce 
the water from clear water to non-clear water. And I’m not sure that eclecticism in this whole realm 
does not, in fact, produce mixtures that are strongly dominated by characteristics of action on behalf 
of educational process that are essentially inimical to the gospel, specifically the gospel in justice. 
Now, as I say, I’ve got three more hours on that one and I’m not going to be get sidetracked. 

 
The defining of field in Christian education involves, among other things, the identifying and 

adopting of orphans. Some of you who have worked with me know very well that I’m constantly 
creating metaphors to try to explain what I’m otherwise obscurely thinking about and not very 
clearly expressing. And I think that the field of theology, theological education, has some very clear-
cut orphans in it—parts of the educational establishment in the service of the church that are 
orphaned in the sense that they lack any kind of communicative linkage to larger worlds of thought. 
Specifically, I refer to spiritual formation, spiritual development, call it what you will, as a virtually 
orphaned area of concern. I ask you where is, in Christian education, the clear-cut emphasis on 
spiritual formation? 

 
Now Bob reminded us last night that there is a Catholic route to spirituality, but I would 

have to pause and say wait just one blue-eyed minute. There is a biblical route in spirituality. If the 
human being is created in the image of God and if the key issue in the development of one’s being is 
this matter of the image of Christ, then clearly the spiritual development of person must retain a 
primacy in our agenda. And I think we really have an orphaned field here or an orphaned area of 
concern. As I look at Christian colleges and their statements about what they’re there for, as I look 
at Bible schools and what they’re there for, and as I look even at theological seminaries and what 
they’re there for, I find a lot more cognitive statements than I do statements that relate directly or 
that even would give a lot of hope for the matter of the spiritual development responsibilities of the 
Christian. 

 
Now I’m not just talking about the spiritual formation during educational process, though 

that’s part of it. The reason a psychiatrist must, in training, go through psychotherapy is not so that 
he can say he’s been through psychotherapy. His spiritual formation or his personality formation is 
itself the rudiment of that which he is going to do with and for others. So I’m concerned about the 
spiritual development events, activities, processes, and the whole effort within Christian education 
that then, in turn, allows that person, as a maturing Christian, to share that discipleship with others. 
And if one is not looking at his own/her own spiritual development then clearly this person is not 
getting adequate help in terms of the spiritual development of the others in the Christian 
community. And I say when this can happen in even pastoral track, you’ve got a real orphan 
problem. Somebody needs to adopt that area of concern. You say well, that’s what pastoral 
theology’s beginning to do. Let me tell you something. Pastoral theology is beginning to do it simply 
because the orphan is running around naked. And they are adopting him into a household that is 
dominated by a basically psychological model that is not rooted where I believe and, perhaps some 
of you believe, a true look at biblical spirituality would be rooted. Now there again I probably have 
some psychologist friends as of yesterday morning who, you know, will invite some of the rest of 
you into the camp of the enemy—because I’m not trying to be hostile about psychology. We are 
indebted to psychology for certain kinds of service functions and I respect that. But I point out that 
any of us, as we bring our frame of reference from a discipline outside the theological camp 
unbaptized squarely into the mainstream of theological education, we’ve really got to be answerable 
to that. Whether I’m an educator from outside or a psychologist getting a Ph.D. in psychology from 
some university from outside, that’s still got to be examined against Scripture. And, of course, one 
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of the blights upon us is that so many of the people doing education in the name of the church, 
Christian higher education institutions in particular, tend to park their Christianity at the doorstep of 
the graduate school as they go to get their master’s and doctor’s degrees and then they bring those 
degrees back out to the doorstep, take their Christianity back on the other shoulder, and walk back 
into the Christian higher education institution totally un-integrated. That’s why you got the faith and 
learning problem. And where did they learn to do that disintegrated kind of thinking? So help me 
God, they learned to do it in the Christian college. And that’s one reason that some of us have 
dedicated ourselves to a process of trying to get Christian college people to face themselves in terms 
of what they’re doing to the Christian community and what they could be doing to the Christian 
community.  

 
Some of you have seen this little magazine, Faculty Dialogue: a labor of love; a number of 

people producing a quarterly that is basically an interactive process trying to encourage Christian 
faculty to write about Christian higher education to each other and build a real community dialogue 
about the processes. If you’ve never seen this and you’re unaware of what I’m talking about, I did 
bring a half a dozen samples of about the last couple of years here and you might want to see it. It’s 
called Faculty Dialogue. It’s not distributed outside the Christian colleges and the Bible colleges and, 
therefore, those of you from theological education institutions may not have seen it; but your 
libraries ought to have it. It is, as a matter of fact, indexed in the Evangelical Quarterly’s indexing.  

 
Another orphan is Christian higher education itself and I’ve tried to waltz that one in 

sideways to illustrate what I’m driving at. As far as I’m concerned as a student of the research for 
professions—this has been the major focus of my career, both that and the international 
development aspects of the same thing—I have been increasingly aware over the years, in fact I 
guess the word is appalled, that the Christian higher education establishment is really the only area 
leading to what we would call a professional service role—namely the pastor, the Christian 
education leader—the only professional service categories of any size in this nation without a self-
conscious, built-in research component within those establishments. Some of you are aware that 
medical colleges all over the nation virtually uniformly have a division called medical education 
research. And what are they studying? They’re not studying disease. They’re studying the problems 
of where the rubber meets the road in the delivery of educational service by people who’ve been 
trained in that institution. And I submit to you that we have an orphan problem there. We are 
representative of a general establishment that is producing practitioners with no monitoring. Do you 
follow what I’m saying?  

 
And there’s increasing evidence, though it is not easy to substantiate, as I mentioned 

yesterday, that the failure rates are such that that establishment is long overdue for the same sort of 
thing that occurred when the Carnegie endowment in 1904 set up in business a researcher, an early 
sociological researcher in this century, by the name of Abraham Flexner who brought in a study on 
medical education in about three years of field work that literally blew open the educational 
establishment for the development of physicians in the United States. And one of the key 
observations that Flexner made in 1906 was that the majority of educational medical practitioners 
being graduated in the United States at that time had had no hands-on contact with live, warm 
human bodies therapeutically during their medical training. None. All their work had been done in 
books, in watching. By the way, the theater of medical education at that time is the theater still used 
in formal education today even in brand new theaters of learning which is basically committed to the 
notion that the teacher is going to do it and you’re going to learn by watching or listening. Medical 
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education was blown wide open and over half the medical schools in the United States closed down 
within eighteen months.  

 
We are overdue for a Flexner Report on the state of theological education in the United 

States. Now a Flexner Report that would simply close down half of our theological seminaries would 
be of no great value. My point would be that it is of no great value unless it then is coupled with 
what happened in medical education in the same period: the medical education that survived not 
only within the clinical direction and re-discovered the validity of field learning, like I was talking 
about yesterday, but at the same time arose the tradition for researching in that training field the 
nature of the training process itself and the linkage of that training process to the service in the field. 
And that’s why we’ve got an orphan today; nobody is studying theological education systematically 
as an institutional commitment. We’ve got random studies here and there, dissertations—heaven 
knows a number of my people have done some. But in terms of institutional commitment to really 
finding out what happened in the real context of ministry, there’s not much going on.  

 
Furthermore, pastoral education itself is a field, like Christian higher education, presumed to 

have a kind of theological divine guidance and needs no corrective process mechanisms because, 
after all, God’s hand is on the whole thing. God’s hand was also on Napoleon. Waterloo happened. 
What can we do to redefine this field in such a way that people in Christian education accept at a 
larger agenda for concern about the qualitative dimensions of the whole Christian education field? 
What is Christian education to you? Is it parish level? Children’s work? You say, oh, no, we’ve 
gotten beyond that. I’ll say we’ve gotten beyond that. We’ve almost abandoned it. Everybody’s 
focusing on one or another of the aberrations of adulthood now. Like a bunch of second-year psych 
students, we’re all busy doing exceptional studies with this and that and the other fragmentary 
groups dealing with problems. That’s not bad except that we’ve neglected some other things. But 
what is Christian education? Is it limited to parish ministries? No, it also includes the study of 
Christian education. Well, congratulations. But what is that? A drop in the bucket. Who is studying 
Christian higher education? Who is studying Christian pastoral education? That’s the question.  

 
Now let’s go on. We’ve got some relating to do. I would say we got two kinds of relating 

that are crucial and will become, certainly, matters of high priority for a number of us in the years 
ahead. First of all, relating Christian education to theology. There were any number of people last 
night that, in one way or another, responded and reacted—I heard it last night and I heard again this 
morning—about the number of people picking up on Bob Lynn’s observation that we’re ripe for 
another renewal and an awakening, even within this energized sector called evangelical Christianity. 
And as we learn to reason theologically about educational questions, we will need to bring along 
with us those who are from our theology disciplines as they become part of that dialogue. One of 
the reasons why it’s very difficult to involve theology faculties in reasoning about Christian 
education is because education is a commonplace. In virtually every society, especially with societies 
of the West, education is a commonplace very close akin to cooking. You say well, you can go to 
cooking school. Well, yeah, you can go to education school, but you know, my mother can cook. 
You know, my wife can cook and when she’s away, I can cook, you know. What’s so big about that? 
Go to school to learn to cook?  

 
 Now you’d stop and think about these folks that see their careers as being in the field of 
education they know jolly well that their bread and butter is in terms of their disciplinary degree. A 
job where I can teach? Education? Why sure, we all do that. In fact, when I was 4-years-old I taught 
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my brother how to come downstairs three at a time without even getting a bruise. We teach from 
the word “go” in life. That’s life, you know, that’s a commonplace. Teach? Education? Come on. 

Now that’s the kind of internal dialogue going on in the minds of a lot of our colleagues. 
And they look at us and say well, what could you be doing except exaggerating a commonplace so 
that you can feel good about teaching it? Some people say well that’s because originally it was a 
woman’s profession. I say, no, I don’t think that’s it at all. I don’t think that’s it at all. I think that the 
fundamental issue is still with us and will be if for the next five generations it persists as a man’s 
field. It’ll still be a commonplace. Everybody can do it. It’s like driving a car. Going to driving 
school? Are you kidding? Why do you send your kid to driver education? Either because the State 
requires it or because you want somebody else’s car to be used while the kid’s doing it. But you take 
driver education as one more clue that the schools are going to pot. Right? They’re messing around 
with that kind of stuff and those are commonplaces. Have kids learn to sew in school and learn to 
cook in school. Everybody can sew; everybody can cook. We need to go to school to learn the stuff 
that you otherwise wouldn’t learn. That’s what theology faculty are saying. Because we haven’t yet 
teased them into looking at the problem that comes out of a facing up to what happens when people 
put their educational process to work. You say well, they don’t want to look at the functional; they 
don’t want to look at the vocational; they don’t want to look at that because . . .  Why don’t they?  

 
I’m not convinced that people won’t look at the consequences of their own labors. I’m not 

convinced. I think we just haven’t helped them look. One of the functions of research in Christian 
education ought to be to create mirrors so that people can look at themselves more clearly in those 
mirrors and just take a look at what’s happening because this is what’s going on. I’m not making 
judgments. I’m just asking you to look at it. Here’s your students; here’s your students five years 
later; here’s what they’re running into; here’s what they’re saying. What do you think? And throw it 
back to the people who are now saying what is it you do in Christian education?  

 
We’ve got to come to grips with theology in more senses than that though, because I think 

we stand to make a real contribution to hermeneutical understanding. I really believe that a social 
science orientation in the field of Christian education will enliven hermeneutics because it will bring 
us into the same kind of consciousness that David had who must have been a very keen observer of 
people. David and Solomon and the reflection of the Wisdom literature is certainly a profound 
testimony to the degree to which God’s people of the Old Testament watched human behavior. 
And I think as we focus increasingly as the watchers of human behavior in the development of the 
people of God, we will stand to shape hermeneutical process enough within evangelicalism that 
people will begin to see things in the Scripture that they’re not even seeing now. I really mean that. 
Because I think that what happens to anybody, even a person who is so totally committed to a 
verbal plenary inspiration and an inerrancy posture, once you come to grips with the nature of 
human perception and the nature of language it really does cause you to re-think all your 
presuppositions and get them stacked together in a little different order. And I think, frankly, if it 
gets any closer to truth, God’s got to honor it.  

 
And if I look at Psalm 19, I find three ways in which God deals with truth: One, he reveals 

truth in his universe. I use Psalm 19 quite often to blow open this whole reasoning. Psalm 19 is not a 
two-part Psalm; it’s a three-part Psalm. God has revealed himself in his Creation and his Creation is 
there to be admired. And when you admire something, you study it. You look at it closely. You try 
to comprehend it. And we are in the business of comprehending God’s Creation. As we study 
human beings and as we look at human society, we are every much as involved with looking at God 
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in his creative process as is the astronomer admiring God’s handiwork in the skies, for heaven’s 
sake, and we’re a lot closer to the latter part of the week of Creation when God said it is very good 
at this end of the week. This is our business: to honor God in the first stanza of Psalm 19.  

 
As we move on to the setting of the scene for God in perfect revelation through his Word in 

the second stanza of Psalm 19—and that’s where you find the word “perfect.” It’s in reference to 
God as revealing himself in his Word—there’s the master discipline of it all. Absolutely. But 
interestingly, although there’s a sharp demarcation between the first and the second stanzas of that 
Psalm, there is a flow out of the second stanza into what becomes a very personal statement, a third 
stanza, that’s not focused on “God’s law is perfect” as the stanza begins; but if that is the one more 
stanza to end in the strange place, “Let the words, my mouth, the meditations of my heart be 
acceptable,” what a strange place to end a stanza that starts with “Law is perfect.” It’s a different 
stanza, folks. It flows into an awareness that God is in the business of revealing himself in our lives 
in such a way that the processing out of what God has said itself becomes an enrichment of his 
revelation to us. It is not a new revelation. It is a deepening of our grasping of his revelation, and 
what he does in our lives, then, is the third stanza of that Psalm. Consider it. Because it’s that kind 
of theological reasoning that I think we need to get into leadership on and ask help from our 
theological studies colleagues. But don’t simply throw it over to them and say help us, we don’t 
know what to do. I think that would be a very, very weak posture. Talk with us. We do know what to 
do, but we need your help. And then, also in terms of the relating of CE, the theology, we need to 
be about the business with their help of identifying a doable—there’s a strange word—a doable 
theology for learners in various stages of spiritual development.  

 
Now if Ryrie can open his newest book with the notion that we are all doing theology, huh, 

you know, how the world changes! I feel a lot more comfortable today. I will use Ryrie as my front 
man here and talk about a doable theology. Oh, God bless it. I’m glad for that new book. I’m talking 
about the kind of theology that can get people, even as children, involved in the kind of theological 
reasoning about their lives that will bring them up in a nurture of a theological framework that is a 
lot bigger than, “Now I lay me down to sleep.” God help us.  

 
But we need also to relate to Christian education to social science. We need skills in 

critiquing and appropriately using social science literature and research sources. And I talked about 
this in Pasadena and a lot of you thought I was raving and ranting. Some of you know very well 
what I mean. There are some valuable things being done in social science that we need to be 
monitoring and putting up against a grid, not of assessment of methodologies, but an assessment of 
presuppositions so that we can reorganize the presuppositions just enough to examine data in light 
of a Christian valuing of knowledge. And I think we’ve got a lot to learn.  

 
Now, let’s go on. We’re also in the business, I think, of facing the need to identify 

practitioner roles and tasks a lot more clearly. So I’ve got two identifiers up here: identifying 
practitioner roles and tasks. The issue here is that not nearly enough is known about the nature of 
those interactions that go on between our practitioners and their clients. The people being served by 
Christian education, whether it’s a director of Christian education in the church, whether it’s a 
professor of Christian education, whether it’s a discipler in some model of discipleship, whether it’s 
the kind of person being trained by a parachurch organization to work with youth; what exactly is 
happening where they are making your client context? I’m trying to encourage the doctoral students 
at Trinity to look long and hard for their dissertation research at those points where clients are 
touched by Christian education process. What is going on there? What is the nature of that 
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relationship? You know, we fly in the dark. We talk about the way it ought to be and our books are 
full of that, and then we design our programs as if the task we’re trying to get it the way it ought to 
be. You say, well, isn’t that it? No, it is not. Our training ought to be organized around why it isn’t 
the way it ought to be, and that’s a very different sort of a thing. We need to understand where the 
breakdowns are. We need to understand where the malfunctions are. We need to know what the 
knowledge base is at its points a lack. I think sometimes we’re simply redoubling the effort and not 
closing in on the target at all. Not nearly enough is known. 

 
We also need to identify the skills for effectiveness in educational ministry. We’ve got to get 

serious about what is effective ministry in education. Now that requires some definitional work. I 
didn’t put this one down first; I put it down the list here. But as in the field of education, at large, 
the relative importance of specific skills and how they relate to effective ministry are largely 
undocumented. One of the things that absolutely bugged the living daylights out of me for years and 
years and years within a college of education in a State university was that I never could get my 
colleagues involved in the elementary and secondary training programs where I was for a very brief 
time—but I was always involved in departments that involved those people—I never could get them 
to take seriously the fact that relatively few of our people knew how to stand-up and speak clearly. 
We’re training out teachers that mumble. We trained out teachers that couldn’t organize an idea and 
make a sentence out of it. What are those rudimentary basic skills that makes the difference of being 
effective and ineffective communication? They say: Well, it’s a lot more than just can they talk 
clearly? Oh, good grief. I know that, but I submit that if that’s lacking, not an awful lot else is going 
to happen.  

 
We have some rediscoveries to do. We have to rediscover some ways to contribute to 

pastoral education. One of the consequences of the rise of the Christian education institutions has 
been the demise, the virtual demise and disappearance of emphasis on spiritual formation—spiritual 
development in the main track of pastoral preparation. One of the things that scares the living 
daylights out of me is specialization because specialization produces some really serious problems. 
For one thing, it tends to pull all the people who are the most aspiring as faculty together in little 
wads that tend to spend a lot of time playing handball with each other, and they sometimes spin out 
of contact with the larger context. 

 
Secondly, they tend to draw students together who really believe like they do, that, for 

example, missiology is really where it’s at. And in the process of doing that, the best students in 
regard to missiology, and the best faculty in regard to missiology, form themselves into a school of 
world mission. The net result is that the programs in pastoral development begin to lack emphasis in 
missiology. Do you follow me? Now I wonder what happens when we take missions, evangelism, 
Christian education, and create specialties out of them so that the rank-and-file pastors in the 
evangelical community are trained without an emphasis in missions. And I don’t think it’s a question 
of will it happen; it’s already happened. Why do I know that? Because it’s already happened in the 
field of Christian education. Why do you think we’ve got the problems we got? It happened thirty 
years ago. Nobody was watching. By virtue of making Christian education a specialization, pastoral 
education has been able to get out of its hair some of those things that it otherwise would be 
absolutely haunted with. As I say that’s an orphan and, yeah, pastoral theology has moved in to 
adopt that orphan, but they’ve adopted it into a strange household. Here’s part of our mission: the 
rediscovering of ways that we can contribute to Christian education from this specialization, but 
contributing into the mainstream of pastoral development. I think one of the things I would feel the 
best about if, for example, the good Lord should give me a 5- to 10-year experience in theology and 
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theological education, I would feel best if the field of Christian education were de-specialized to 
some degree and reinserted in the mainstream of the development of Christian personnel broadly 
defined in our field. You say, that’s radical. Well, I didn’t promise you a rose garden. The reduction 
of emphasis on interpersonal and spiritual formation; reduction of emphasis on the understandings 
and skills of human role-playing especially in reference to pastoral roles is a plague upon our house.  

 
We also need to rediscover the centrality of spiritual formation itself in our own work and 

also in terms of any contribution we might make. Expertise in resources in the field of Christian 
education are largely untapped now in reference to the preparation of the vast majority of pastors. 
When a Christian education course is included in such a pastoral education curriculum, what is it? 
It’s a survey course usually grudgingly included and often dealing primarily with programs and 
program management in curriculum as if to say, Mr. Pastor, you at least ought to know what it is 
that you do in the way of programmatic activity in your church in order to feel good about doing 
Christian education. And I submit that’s a little bit like convincing railroads they ought to buy more 
boxcars without asking them to consider what they’re going to put in them. 

 
Well, moving on. We got some balancing acts. I think we got to balance this management of 

programs itself with competent discipleship-sharing. If Christian education has any black eye that 
really sticks it isn’t the Mickey Mouse black eye; it is the black eye that we’re concerned primarily 
with programming. I submit that’s a legitimate criticism. As I look at texts and as I look at course 
syllabi and as I look at the kinds of things people talk about when they say, “CE” –except 
interestingly at REA meetings, APRE meetings and, to some extent, this meeting where we tend to 
get pretty esoteric about these things—what we’re really doing focuses awful heavily on 
programmatic activity and the leadership of programmatic activity.  

 
Now notice I called for a balance here, not an elimination. The issue is not, how do we get 

that stuff out of there and get something else that I think is more important? The issue is how do we 
get some balance? We have got to bring a discipleship-sharing focus into a clear posture both 
conceptually and in terms of the development of skills within Christian education, sharing this also 
with the ministerial track people so that we’re really aware that Christian nurture and the 
development even of those competencies that become the evangelistic edge of the church, are a 
matter not just of going to programs, but they’re a matter of being a transformed person. Now how 
do we deal with transformation? How do we deal with redemption at large? How do we deal with 
spiritual renewal? How do we deal with those things if all we’re looking at is the programmatic 
activity that allegedly contributes to those? Now I think these things can contribute. I think we’re 
looking for some kind of symbiosis. I certainly believe in an ecological model that says, you don’t do 
everything anywhere. You don’t do everything anywhere. You do everything everywhere. And if you 
don’t have all of everywhere together, you’re not going to do everything that’s important. And that’s 
what I’m pleading for. There are some things that are important, but we don’t have any anywhere to 
put them because we’ve got some neglects. 

 
We also need to do a balancing act on this matter of scholarship value and service value. I 

opened it up yesterday. I think we’ve got a deeper issue in this group, then, on this one than maybe 
we’d like to admit. We’ve got a problem in getting serious enough about what our primary 
commitments are so that we don’t let our quest for a quote “stronger field” lead us simply in the 
direction of academic excellence. Academic excellence is a Greek god who has been proved by the 
Greeks, even before Christ, to be very dead on Olympus. Let us not go back and revive him. The 
god of academic excellence died on Olympus before Jesus Christ. You will not find in the Scriptures 
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any basis at all for academic-style criteria for service leadership in the church. You will not find it. 
The closest you’ll come is whatever is meant by “apt to teach.” And if that means having good 
grades at Harvard, I’ll eat my hat because I know a lot of people that have had good grades at 
Harvard and they ain’t apt to teach.  

 
What are we interested in? The commitment of Jesus Christ himself as described in 

Philippians 2 was a commitment of servanthood: a willingness to leave status, a willingness to leave 
even power and become a servant, even a servant to death. And it is that image of servanthood that 
we are placing in front of ourselves. Is that academic excellence? You say, well, why can’t we have 
both? Well, God bless us, we can have both. But I submit that if you put both out on the same table 
in front of a little kid both Twinkies and oatmeal, you’re going to have a kid stuffed with Twinkies. 
And it is the modern sociological reality that academic excellence is the Twinkies of scholarly people 
and we avoid the oatmeal of service. Think about it. If we draw excellence anywhere, let us draw it 
from the tough stuff of real oatmeal. It’s not very dramatic, but it’s nourishing as all get out and it 
was given by our good Lord, not created in some factory. I guess I pushed that metaphor as far as I 
dare push it. Many of my colleagues and my students know very well all you got to do is sit back and 
grin and sooner or later he breaks them right out to the absolute demolition point and they fall 
apart. You’re generous people. 

 
Seriously, the problem is service first, foremost, and ultimate. We can talk about excellence 

in service and we also can talk about quality in service, but let me suggest that we always keep 
service in the formula and not simply in some cliché sense. We have some focusing to do, too. We 
have to focus spiritual development in its social context. Oh, God am I glad Schleiermacher’s been 
forgotten. We can now talk about social context without being branded heretical—at least in some 
circles. Is this one of them? I hope.  

 
The issue of “speak-ology” of spiritual development. In other words, what all is involved in 

the process that we call “spiritual development?” What are the interactions in terms of real world 
contact interactions that, in fact, feed into spiritual development? I’m impressed that in much of the 
rhetoric in the New Testament about spiritual development the metaphors are drawn largely from 
the empirical realm. To give us a picture, for example, of the relationship of nourishment to spiritual 
development, three writers in the New Testament draw examples from milk. The milk texts. Three 
times. If that isn’t a driving license, a hunting license, a flying license I don’t know what is. It offers 
us the example in the physical realm of saying, seek your metaphors of spiritual development where 
ye may. Consider development itself in terms of the physical, the intellectual, the emotional, the 
social, and the moral and ask your question: How is each one of these metaphorically a picture of 
what is going on in spiritual development? Furthermore, you can’t reach into a person’s spiritual 
development. You have to come through to him in terms of some empirical function. 

 
Now there are plenty of people who at that point say, oh, no, the Word of God goes direct. 

I say, the Word of God basically goes through an intellectual process. It’s a word message and if 
that’s the only way a person is being nurtured spiritually, he is going to be impoverished. One of our 
problems is that we’ve made of Christianity such a verbal religion and we’ve emphasized our 
propositional verbalisms to the neglect of the nurturance of the spirit through other modes of 
interface between the outer world where we exist and the inner world of the person’s spiritual 
reality.  
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I use this hand as a model and I say the reason the good Lord gave you two of them is so if 
you lose one you’ve always got the other one. If you consider the typical five empirical functions as 
we build taxonomies today: physical, intellectual, emotional, social, moral. Just in the last 10, 15 years 
we finally realized that moral is itself an empirical phenomenon that can be looked at, examined. 
These are like the things that are hanging out that you can get hold of, and that’s the model of man. 
And usually my saintly brethren say to me you forgot one of the fingers. There’s got to be six. 
There’s got to be a spiritual aspect. And I say there is no spiritual aspect. I’m talking about five 
empirical aspects, and you cannot show me the spiritual as an empirical phenomenon. And that’s 
one of my problems with the faith research—it tends to try to bring something out of that spiritual 
core and make it an empirical when the very biblical definitions of faith call faith “the evidence of 
things not seen.” And I think if we have to be very, very cautious about how we leap across from 
empirical to non-empirical phenomena as if it were free to move simply because we want to 
rationalize it a different way. When I say that’s the model that satisfies me, and the person says, you 
forgot the sixth finger, I say, dear friend, you have failed to see that whole model. The spiritual is at 
the essential core of that whole thing. It’s what makes the whole thing make sense: it’s the integrator. 
And in the theological sense it can be dead and all the rest of the pieces still hanging out. And that 
accounts for what we mean by “dead in trespasses in sin.” Empirical functions, including moral 
reasoning, are still there; but from a theological proposition, it is spiritually dead. 

 
What is the new birth? Is it out here? It affects out here. This is in an ecology of 

interrelationships with the rest of community and we function through that ecology. How alert are 
we to the whole of that ecology or are we putting all of our apples in one basket called “intellectual 
propositioning?” You say, well, don’t you believe in teaching the Word of God? I absolutely do, but 
I also believe that we minister to the spirit through emotional interaction, through emotional 
support, and the facilitation of emotional development. We do so by social interaction. And, by the 
way, that ought to come as a great comfort to some of the people in Young Life. And, fifth, if we’re 
not involved with people in the social dynamic of moral reasoning and the involving of their 
reasoning process in the development of moral process decision-making then we are failing to use 
one of the most potent of the avenues into spiritual formation.  

 
Now you also can go back to the first and justify church football but, at any rate, we ought 

to think ecologically about what we’re doing in spiritual development. And I think, personally, that 
we ought to forget some of the social gospel anxiety and recognize that the human being is created 
and is maintained and is nurtured and is ministering inherently, essentially, and foremost as a social 
creature in a social context. And if the social dimensions of Christianity are in any way neglected we 
end up with an impoverished Christianity, to say nothing of basically an unjust Christianity. And 
that’s one reason we’re all White in this room with a very few exceptions because we really haven’t 
addressed the whole question of the whole gospel in the whole society. Am I right? Yeah, I 
understand how we got to where we are historically. I can explain it. I can alibi it, but I hurt for it. I 
also hurt to the fact that our discipline—it was a discipline that once was the remaining function in 
the twentieth century for devout women who had a heart of compassion and mercy to the church to 
find their place in ministry and they’re even being squeezed out of this one because of 
professionalism. 

 
In the name of Christian education, we have allowed injustice to occur even within the 

relationships to men and women in our church. Think about it. Look around the room. Thirty years 
ago, such an organization as this, you say, wouldn’t have existed. The point is that because it exists 
today, it is an expression of a trend of professionalization which has come from more effort to the 
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raising of educational standards, the raising of so-called competency standards, the raising of salaries 
in order to bring the salaries of Christian education personnel into a zone that makes them fair game 
for men. Am I right? Do we carry any moral obligation on that? Is that an ethical issue of some 
concern for this organization? Let me tell you that’s one of the things that really has changed, in my 
perception, of where I am in an outsider role concerned about the role of women in education, at 
large, to now being in a field where it’s even more crucially an issue. I tell you I’m a crusader on this 
one. Let me tell you one thing, I am absolutely invested in my own doctoral students. I take so much 
joy, satisfaction in what they are that I thrill.  

 
We also need to focus questions like learning itself as interactive social process. Religious 

educators should be among the first to emphasize that learning is essentially a social process. 
Christian education of tomorrow will need to cope with community learning in whole new ways. We 
must recognize, as are the Christians in Africa recognizing, that the way a Christian looks at his 
community is not in terms of Christians and others, but as Christians and as not-yet Christians. Boy, 
that makes a difference in the way you look at community! I worked this whole summer in 
workshops with second- and third-generation converts in Africa not going through missionaries—
but I was the only, if you please, missionary not going through classical missionaries—but working 
directly with church leadership people in African communities in both northern Kenya and in in 
Malawi. One of the things I learned that I really hadn’t ever detected before among this new 
generation of Christians in young leadership roles, in lay roles, community roles is that they really 
don’t see why Americans fret about this question of whether or not it’s proclamation or presence.  

 
Now I discovered that the people in community action in African Christian communities 

today aren’t making that sharp distinction between Christian and non-Christian because their view 
of the non-Christians in their communities, even Islamic people in their communities, is that they 
are not yet Christian. I tell you, that makes a very different orientation. You say: Well, you know, 
should we include him on the committee? He’s not a Christian. Well, of course, we should include 
him on the committee because he’s not yet a Christian. It just takes you in a whole different 
direction. You say: Wait a minute. He’s not a Christian, though. Won’t he bring other values to bear? 
Won’t he disrupt? Won’t he . . .? What’s the issue? What’s the issue? He’s not yet a Christian. In 
other words, through our involvement with him, the God that is in us is greater than the God that is 
in him. Would that we had that kind of view of God. We would understand that our educating in 
community has to be more than Sunday morning. One has to send people out into their community 
for interaction in their school, interaction in their workplace, and bring them back the next Sunday 
or Wednesday night or wherever you want to get together with them or Saturday morning breakfast 
and talk about those interactions. But God help us, we’re being trained in environments where we 
don’t bring those field experiences into the classroom, and we tend to make our Sunday school 
classrooms just like those isolated, intellectual, verbal, propositional experiences that have nil contact 
with reality of life. Now, am I painting too bleak a picture? Probably. God, I hope so.  

 
Establishing a tradition for research and establishing a substantial profession I think go 

hand-in-hand. We need an articulation with larger realms of social science. We need a series of well-
defined, high priority research inquiries. And one of the things that really delights me is when I hear 
this organization really putting a spotlight on research activity. I hope that five years from now I’ll 
still be a part of this organization seeing some very distinct threads of research emerging out of 
certain institutions: out of Talbot, out of Trinity, out of Western, out of . . . you name it, where 
they’re working particularly on a research thread. I’ve told our students that I think we ought to have 
six to nine major threads and anybody coming through our doctoral program ought to look, first 
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and foremost, at a contribution they could make within one of those six to nine threads. Now do I 
really believe that six to nine research threads will deal with the whole of the need for research in 
Christian education? No way, Jose! But I believe if we can identify six to nine and somebody else can 
identify five to ten and somebody else can do two to three; that the composite of this and a 
collective focus on what we need to know that we don’t know will produce a knowledge base for 
this field that will strengthen it. And I’m committed to that and I invite the commitment of other 
programs in research in the NAPCE nexus. I really am serious about that, not in the comity 
domain—you don’t touch that; we’re doing that one. No way. No way. This is not a question of 
isolating anybody out. The community of scholarship works in terms of replications and in terms of 
cross-checks, and I would welcome anybody doing the same thing we’re doing in cross-checking and 
cross-checking and getting more data. But, as a matter of fact, there is such a vast array of unknowns 
out there that we dare not all concentrate on two or three, so we need some sense of interlock. But 
I’m not even proposing a research consortium at this point; it would be desperately premature. We 
need to get some action that comes out of the expertise of the institutions and the commitments of 
the faculties, and all of that’s involved in building a solid profession.  

 
The word “profession” as I pointed out in in Pasadena is a good news or bad news word 

depending on where you’re coming from. If by “profession” you mean a person who is just too 
good to be reached except by telephone or by appointment then that’s not what we’re after. But 
that’s not the key meaning of a profession. The key meaning of a profession is a group of people 
that know what they’re doing and they are accountable. And I think the field of Christian education 
should be a group of people that know what they’re doing and they are accountable. How do we 
build that? We’ve got to have a clarified knowledge base. We’ve got to have a sense of ethics and 
we’ve got to build that sense of ethics together. We’ve got to build in mechanisms whereby our 
institutions can strengthen one another in terms of producing an ethical responsibility mechanism 
that is self-policing, and then we’ve got to encourage people in the field professions to do the same. 
These are bare minimums for building a profession, but God help us, we can do it.  

 
What is it we’re after? Is our function to preserve Christian education at all costs? I’ve 

already suggested with some degree of heresy that we might be better off if the specialization were 
somewhat reduced in the profile. If that’s what it takes to get us more back to the mainstream of 
things and make a contribution in the whole of church leadership, I’m willing to pay that price 
because ultimately the issue is not how do we entrench and perpetuate institutions but how, brothers 
and sisters, do we serve the church. Our role is to serve the church, not to entrench institutions.  

 
God bless you. 


