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We need to begin with a word about the methodology of application. There can be no simple correspondence between the methodology of Jesus and the methodology of theological education in every culture and time.  Critical contextualisation helps us to see that Jesus himself deliberately contextualised his methodology. We have both a right and a duty to do the same. Our task is to allow the principles on which Jesus worked to cross the contextual divide rather than the practices. To make the practices normative is to demand that theological education and practice be foreign to the situation in which it is practised.

We will concentrate on the training of the 12 disciples. It would be fair to say that there were various circles of disciples around Jesus apart from the 12. Some disciples remained in their normal situations such as Joseph of Arimathea or the Gadarenean demoniac. Others travelled with Jesus in certain regional areas such as the woman in Galilee in Mark 15 and a number were sent out on a specific task for a short while such as the mission of the 70. Inside the 12 who were specially called and named there was also a second division: Peter, Paul and John, the inner circle, to whom Jesus gave more experiences than the others. For the purposes of this lecture we are looking at the 12, the travelling band of 12 people who accompanied Jesus wherever he went.
1.
Structure

They were described as disciples, a limited number of people who were called out to travel with Jesus. They were required to form part of a community of living, they were required to engage in his mission and they were required to break with all ties and create new ones of commitment to Christ personally.

There were parallels with this structure and that organised by the teachers of the law. Both patterns involved teaching, both patterns involved following (although with the teachers of the law this did not generally mean leaving home) and both patterns involved imitation of the life of the teacher. However, there are clear distinctions between Christ’s methodology and theirs. 
Firstly, Christ’s teaching was not the law and was of a different type and style and those around him noticed that he taught not like the Pharisees and the teachers of the law, but with authority. 

Secondly, those who were called out, at least the 12, left home and travelled with him a significant distance.

Thirdly, they were sent out on missions because they were committed to the Kingdom and needed to learn how to spread it.
Fourthly, whereas the teachers of the law’s disciples were regarded as servants who would cook and wash etc. for their teacher, Jesus referred to them as friends and washed their feet.

So what we have with Jesus and the disciples is the taking up of a tradition and cultural role of theological education, but not a taking up of the patterning wholesale - a clear contextualisation of structure which adopted yet changed a basic pattern of education in society.

The great key issue of the structure that was maintained and even strengthened by Jesus, however, was that he formed a community of the teacher and the taught that related all the way through from ordinary life to mission.

2.
Recruitment 

Jesus said two things to those who would follow him – either stay (or go home) on the one hand or, on the other hand, come and follow me. This has interesting implications for our choice of institutional or extension theological education. In the case of the 12 it was come and follow me. The wider group of disciples were told to stay and go home.
Note that the choice of the 12 was made by Jesus the teacher and after much prayer to the Father. It therefore seems that it was regarded as a very significant action by Jesus in the recruitment of his students.

We should note a significant variety in the groups that were chosen. There were fishermen on the one hand and educated people such as Matthew on the other. There were those who seemed to have genuine contacts with the authorities such as John and others such as Peter who did not. It is quite clear that there are great differences in personality between Thomas and Peter, for instance. In fact, it is hard to find a common denominator that could be seen as the basis of the choice at all. This leaves us with no guidance as to the selection of students except to be bold and to ensure that we do not confine our choice to one type only (such as intellectuals) but to be open to the possibility of all types of people serving God.

The financial aspect is interesting. The Rabbi’s disciples were expected to make real contributions towards their teaching and so needed a certain amount of money to engage in theological education. The followers of Jesus had to follow Jesus in this respect and like him had nowhere to lay their head, they had to live off the charity of others and at the end of their lives had nothing left except the clothes they were standing up in. So, in one stroke, Jesus solved the problem of the financing of theological education.
3.
Teaching Methodology
Jesus sat down to teach (the position of authority). Manson finds three fundamental forms of teaching – rhetoric, as Jesus was very Jewish in the way in which he spoke, using parallelism and wisdom style (it is important to note that rhetoric is strongly cultural and that this will have an effect on the way in which we teach homiletics). He also used parable and prophecy. Perkins adds legal sayings, where Jesus quotes the law and then gives the interpretation or goes beyond the law, much closer to the Rabbinic situation.
It is important to see that there is a significant difference between how Jesus teaches the crowd and teaches the 12. The crowd are taught in parables without explanation. Later he gives the explanation to his disciples. It is almost as if he is happy with the idea in the knowledge not given to others that is to be passed on to those he has chosen. He also uses significantly lengthy teaching discourses with the 12 and clearly a great deal of verbal teaching (academic?) went on.

4.
Practical Experience of Ministry
In a real break with the pattern of teaching of the lawyers, the participation of the 70 and especially the 12 in the mission of the kingdom took the matter much further. It indicated that a disciple is committed to the task of the teacher and they are to learn that task through first of all seeing Jesus do it and secondly by doing it themselves and then being debriefed. 

The big mission is recorded in Matthew 10, Mark 4 and Luke 9. It is interesting that the disciples were only asked to do this as home mission, that they were sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. Later this will be changed and they will be sent to the whole world but in this practice situation it is confined, like the ministry of Jesus, to Israel. They were asked to heal and to proclaim the kingdom in a simple way.
The purpose of this mission was clearly as much for the disciples as for the recipients. This becomes apparent in a study of the instructions that were given as to what they were to take and not take, clearly so that they would have to rely upon God. It is also clear as a result of the reports that came back that Jesus intended them to see God at work through them and to practise the exercise of their faith.

5.
Objectives 
This is perhaps the most vital point of all. The training of the 12 is all to do with the development of the faith of the 12. The issue of their faith is constantly remarked upon by Christ. We have already seen that this was one of the key purposes of the main mission. The miracles of Jesus were so that people may believe. The teaching was all to bring them to the Caeserea Philippi declaration of faith in Jesus as the Son of God and Messiah. It is noticeable that at that point when they had got to this particular stage, Jesus moved them quickly on to the next step of stretching their faith to the issue of his suffering and his death. A.B. Bruce is extremely good on this matter, laying out the stages through which Jesus took the disciples in the development of their faith. One good illustration of this is in the Upper Room where Jesus took the bowl and the towel and washed the disciples feet and sat down and said “you have seen what I have done, now I want you to do the same”. It is clear that the imitation of Christ was part of the training methodology but was also a part of the final intention and objective. They were to look at Christ as he acted and then taught them in relation to his actions and they modelled themselves upon him.
We see this pattern reflected very much in Paul’s attitude to teaching where he was concerned that those he was writing to should be imitators of him and that all of the theology he gives is ultimately so that they may know God and live godly lives.

In conclusion, we can sum up the theological education methodology of Christ in relation to the 12 in six basic propositions.

1. It was done in a living community of teacher and student.

2. The class was chosen by the teacher and was deeply varied.

3. Teaching was done in a variety of forms and relied greatly on verbal instruction and special knowledge.

4. It involved practical ministry experience.

5. All of it was designed to deepen and stretch the faith of the students and make them more like the teacher.

6. It was a genuinely contextual approach, following indigenous patterns and being willing to be different where necessary.
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