Pazdziora 17









TEACHER AND LORD
Spiritual Formation on the Road with Messiah



John Patrick Pazdziora









[bookmark: _GoBack]Paper for the Post-Graduate Certificate Module in Theological Education
Dr. Graham Cheesman
24 October, 2008




TEACHER AND LORD: Formation on the Road with Messiah
Theological education, in the sense of people telling one another about the divine, began with the first gasp of mankind.  In its uniquely Christian sense – that sense in which it affirms the Resurrection of Messiah in the goodly confession ‘Iesus Kurios’—it began along a forgotten road to an unknown village somewhere in the vicinity of Jerusalem, when two miserable travellers met an inquisitive stranger.
The encounter did not have had a promising beginning.  The stranger displayed appalling ignorance of current events, and asked the travellers frustrating questions about things they would have rather not discussed – the tragic death and inexplicable disappearance of Yeshua of Nazareth.  Upon hearing their fraught emotional reply, however, the stranger remonstrated them for being ‘foolish’ and ‘slow’, and began the first course of Christian theological education.
The evangelist’s matter-of-fact and somewhat laconic account of the encounter puts the surprise ending at the beginning.  The stranger is in fact Yeshua Himself returned from the dead, and is in fact God.  ‘And starting from Moses and from all the prophets,’ the evangelist writes, ‘He expounded to them in all the Writings those things about Himself.’[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  Luke 24:27, my translation] 

Theological education began with God quietly explaining redemption to two bewildered wayfarers.
From its genesis on the road to Emmaus, theological education has gone the proverbial way of all flesh.  The dominance of Christianity in the ideological West allowed theological education to participate in the wild upheavals of Western thought.  So when in the mid-twentieth century the Western world at large stopped warring and rioting just long enough to wonder if it had really ‘arrived’ after all, theological education became the subject of a similar inquiry.[footnoteRef:2]  Educators from all gradations of faith found themselves strung on the tension between the need to inform theological students intellectually and the need to form them spiritually.   [2:  See Cheesman, ‘Spiritual Formation as a Goal in Theological Education’, (n.d.: www.theologicaleducation.org/resources), 1] 

The usual storm of monographs, articles, and professional studies followed.  Notably, the World Council of Churches (WCC) and the Association of Theological Schools (ATS) both conducted major studies and conferences to address the issue, and the Roman Catholic Church brooked the matter in no less a venue than Vatican II, followed by further synods and an apostolic exhortation from Pope John Paul II.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  John Paul II, Pastores Dabo Vobis: Post-Synodal Apolostolic Exhortation of His John Paul II on the Formation of Priests in the Circumstances of the Present Day (London: Catholic Truth Society, 1992).] 

This congenial[footnoteRef:4] foment of opinion isolated three integral elements to the conflict between information and formation: the students, the faculty, and the curriculum.  They are simultaneously the fragments of the problem and the key to their own unification.  Together they form the essential core of theological education.  Remarkably, they do not include God. [4:  Cheesman, ‘Spiritual Formation’, 1.] 

This is a search to find out why. This search is unique in that it flows unashamedly from the mind of a twenty-something arts geek – not a practitioner of theological education, but a consumer of it.  More significantly, it is a deregulated attempt from within the post-modern epoch of the Starbucks generation to explore an educational model from the context of its own generational experience.  It is not an attempt to speak ex cathedra for all humans under the age of thirty, but an attempt to speak as one of their own, and search the ground between formation and information from a place of immediate sympathy with them.
And it is an attempt to bring God back into the discussion.

‘The term “Theological Education”’ wrote Einike Pilli, ‘has two parts – theological and education, which can be separated.’[footnoteRef:5]   [5:  Einike Pilli, ‘Toward a Holistic View of Theological Education: Response to Linda Cannell’s paper “Opportunities for 21st Century International Theological Education”’ in Theological Education as Mission, ed. Peter F. Penner (Scharzenfeld, Germany: Neufeld Verlag, 2005), 171.] 

Controversial as this straightforward delineation may be, Pilli is not far from the mark.  Over and against the theological nature of theological education stands its educational nature.  For one thing, theological education must be considered theologically from a theoretical standpoint, weighed against the purpose and nature of the Kingdom of God.  For another, theological education must be assessed practically from a educational standpoint; some of the theories that look best on the bookshelf simply will not work in a world of people, questions, emotions, and cultures.  Even though both elements are crucial, neither should supersede the other.  Every issue of theological education must flow through both filters into cohesive unity, and so these two filters that will brew this discussion of the information/formation debate.
A sweeping ecumenism seizes the debate in the matter of the student.  Pope John Paul II described the theological student as ‘a necessary and irreplaceable agent in his own formation,’ adding that ‘all formation…is ultimately self formation.’[footnoteRef:6]  The Iona document, the WCC’s watershed contribution to the debate, observes that ‘nothing can be achieved without the active participation of the student.’[footnoteRef:7] The chorus of popular opinion is quick to join in the refrain, agreeing that, regardless of how ever much time and money the academy pours into formation, ‘the student is ultimately responsible.’[footnoteRef:8]   [6:  PDV, 183-184]  [7:  “The Iona Document on Spiritual Formation”, in Invitation to the Feast of Life, ed. Samuel Amirtham and Robin Pryor (Geneva: WCC, n.d.), 163.]  [8:  Gordon T. Smith, “Spiritual formation in the academy: a unifying model,” Theological Education  33, no. 1 (1996), 88.] 

This, however, presents a difficulty.  The prevailing lament of the discussion is the desire to inform the student conflicting with the need to form him.  The ATS conferences identified a lack of long-term spiritual formation in the lives of most students.[footnoteRef:9]  Robert Banks writes that ‘many students know little about their Christian tradition,’ and are often already ‘burned out’ on arrival.[footnoteRef:10]   [9:  Tilden H. Edwards, Jr., “Spiritual Formation in Theological Schools: Ferment and Challenge,” Theological Education (1980), 21.]  [10:  Robert Banks, Reenvisioning Theological Education: Exploring a Missional Alternative to Current Models (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 191.] 

Once at the school, students find themselves overwhelmed with often conflicting assignments, requirements, and responsibilities to various departments and various disciplines, usually without any evident connection one with the other.  Henri Nouwen rightly observed, ‘Practically every student perceives his education as a long endless row of obligations to be fulfilled.’[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Henri J. M. Nouwen, Reaching Out: The Three Movements of the Spiritual Life (Glasgow: William Collins Sons & Co Ltd, 1976), 79.] 

So theological education finds itself in a mind-numbing dilemma.  The students are chiefly responsible for their own formation, but they are also too spiritually malnourished and too regularly overwhelmed to be able to do much about it.  They are swept up in the pursuit information, pinioned under the constant threat of social expectation and academic standing.  And so they leave formation to fend for itself.  Banks recalls a graduate telling him, ‘My time in seminary was, spiritually speaking, the driest time in my life.’[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Banks, 200.] 

The faculty often find themselves crushed in a similar vice.  The repeated emphases on the indispensability of the faculty in the role of formation is enough to guilt-trip any contentious soul, faculty or not.  
As early as 1972, the ATS report declared, ‘The spiritual formation of seminary students begins with, and is dependent upon, the spiritual formation and development of the faculty.’[footnoteRef:13]  More recently, Banks noted that formation ‘takes place mostly as a result of the learning effect of the personal example of teachers and other key figures…’[footnoteRef:14] [13:  “Report of the Task Force of Spiritual Direction,” Theological Education Spring 1972, 161.]  [14:  Banks, 201] 

But later the ATS would note that spiritual formation is often hindered because the faculty have not been formed themselves.[footnoteRef:15]  They are, in essence, being asked to facilitate in the students something that has not been facilitated in them.  Rather than a loving community of academic tranquillity, modelling in miniature the Kingdom of Heaven[footnoteRef:16], faculties often are places of rivalry, dispute, and suspicion, as teachers squabble for tenure and recognition.[footnoteRef:17]   [15:  Edwards, 28]  [16:  PDV, 175]  [17:  Parker Palmer, To Know as we are Known (New York: Harper Collins, 1993), 33.] 

Furthermore, faculty are often as overwhelmed as the students, floundering between lectures, research, departmental expectations, and private life.  Banks rightly remarked, ‘Many faculty continue to feel inadequate in [the] area [of formation], sometimes because of time pressures, sometimes because they lack ability, and sometimes because they are not convinced it is their institution’s responsibility.’[footnoteRef:18]  In the words of one professor, ‘We are not trained for, neither are we given the classroom time in our busy courses for pursuing the spiritual development of the students in this way.’[footnoteRef:19] [18:  Banks, 200.]  [19:  Graham Cheesman, ‘A Conversation with Henri Nouwen about Theological Education,’ (Unpublished Article), n.p.] 

So the people most intimately concerned with formation – that is, the students and the faculty – are those with the least time and often the least interest to actually see it done.
Something is clearly wrong.  
The most logical way to make the problem go away is to make it somebody else’s problem.  Although no one says so directly, among some scholars there is a lurking implication that the academy really can’t be blamed if a student has a hard time of it.[footnoteRef:20]  Simply because there’s a spiritual gap doesn’t mean that theological education needs to reshape itself along its contours.[footnoteRef:21] The function of the theological academy isn’t to be a spiritual nanny, they say, but to be a rigorous academic institution.  Spiritual formation can and should occur, but within set times and intervals, co-curricular activities and events, or in chapel services and student groups.[footnoteRef:22]   [20:  Sometimes, outside of the genteel binding of the academic journal, such sentiments are voiced explicitly and directly to the students.  ]  [21:  So Hall, summarized in Cheesman, “Spiritual Formation”, 29.]  [22:  Smith, 86.] 

In this view, the purpose of theological education is more narrowly defined with an intellectual, academic goal.  Such a position would be popular amid the surge of theological institutions toward the universities.  It does not downplay the importance of spiritual formation, but still takes the pressure off the academy.  Formation at large is seen as the responsibility of the church, and not the institution.  ‘The local church is a vital part of the process and all the theological school can do is provide opportunities at a particular point in someone’s life for the student to respond to divine grace.’[footnoteRef:23]  Presumably, if the students don’t respond, it’s their own fault. [23:  Cheesman, “Spiritual Formation”, 33.] 

Especially without any definite way of measuring the success of the ‘co-curricular’ activities, this sort of view can become lethal.  An effort is being made, so that’s enough, isn’t it?  The quality of the formation activities are self-determining, and so if students aren’t being formed, the academy can’t be blamed.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  That this has potential to be a real scenario rather than just hypothesis becomes chillingly clear in a survey of literature addressing formation: many of the same problems that prompted the debate are still going full force today.  ] 

But other thinkers, notably Henri Nouwen and Parker J. Palmer, repudiate this view.  Although sympathetic to the plight of the overworked, under-formed faculty, they nonetheless insist that the student must not be abandoned to his fate, calling the present educational system a ‘tragedy’[footnoteRef:25].  The present view of education as a series of hoops to be jumped and ribbons to be earned must be abandoned.  Instead, Nouwen exhorted educators to practice ‘hospitality’ to their students, ‘the creation of a free space where the [student] can enter and become a friend instead of an enemy.’[footnoteRef:26] [25:  Nouwen, 78.]  [26:  Ibid, 68-69; see Palmer, 74] 

To do this, the teacher must listen to the questions the student really asks, and allow the student to contribute to his education, not just receive it.  Theological education then becomes genuine, vibrant interaction between friends.[footnoteRef:27]  The pressure does not rest entirely on the student or entirely on the faculty; formation becomes relational, with giving and receiving from both ends. [27:  Nouwen, 80-81.] 

‘When we look at teaching in terms of hospitality,’ Nouwen said, ‘we can say that the teacher is called upon to create for his students a free and fearless space where mental and emotional development can take place.’[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Ibid.] 

Despite the excellence of this model, it would be difficult to accomplish in the current academic climate of theological education.  Although many faculty may long to achieve what Nouwen suggests, and may even attempt it to some extent, they simply don’t have the time.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Cheesman, ‘Conversation’, n.p.] 

And this hones onto the crux of the problem.  It’s not that students and faculty don’t want to participate in each other’s lives, or that they don’t want to grow and develop spiritually, while growing and developing academically.  Most do.  But they are enmeshed in a Gordian knot – the system of education that perpetuates the fragmentation, the tension, that they are forced to endure. 

The tension between formation and information clinches at the curriculum – what is taught, how it is taught, and why.  More than a matter of timetables and syllabi, these are the founding questions of this search.
Recent debate around the why question has begun to read like A Tale of Two Cities.  David Kelsey’s employment of cities as icons to discuss educational theology quickly became vogue.[footnoteRef:30]  It provides a neat, categorical way to discuss broad concepts and theoretical models without having to rely too heavily on immediate contextualization.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  David Kelsey, Between Athens and Berlin (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993).]  [31:  This sort of de-contextualization may well be impossible; the models themselves were born in cultural and historical contexts, and arguably will not transfer to other situations.  See Andrew Kirk, ‘Re-envisioning the Theological Curriculum as if the Missio Dei mattered’in Theological Education as Mission, ed. Peter F. Penner (Scharzenfeld, Germany: Neufeld Verlag, 2005), 23.] 

Kelsey chose Athens and Berlin to represent ‘two models of excellent schooling.’[footnoteRef:32]  Not surprisingly, Athens depicted the classical mode of Greek education, the pursuit of paideia, viz., the nurturing of the individual soul to an awakening of inherent knowledge.  This philosophy enjoyed imperialistic dominance over theological education for most of Christian history,[footnoteRef:33] finding recent support in Edward Farley’s Theologia, and, arguably, in the writings of Henri Nouwen. [32:  Kelsey, 6.]  [33:  Ibid, 11.] 

Berlin, on the other hand, depicted the educational theory propounded through the enlightenment universities, with the University of Berlin as their flagship.[footnoteRef:34]  The dream of such universities was to produce detached, rational inquirers whose use of critical analysis and reason would be turned to the enrichment of society.  They would thus be trained in exhaustive specialized research, or Wissenschaft. [footnoteRef:35]  This approach quickly earned the homage of the academic elite, and soon dominated theological study through the formidable pens of Fredrich Schleiermacher and H. Reinhold Niebuhr.[footnoteRef:36] [34:  Ibid, 49-50.]  [35:  Ibid.]  [36:  Ibid, 64.] 

Kelsey’s critique of these two approaches and their surrounding scholarship is useful, so far as it goes.  But he doesn’t actually go very far, at least not far forward.  He seems reluctant either to choose between them or to create a third thing.  He repeatedly refers to both methodologies as ‘excellent’, and rather feebly suggests that the best both should somehow be maintained, despite their mutual incompatibility in approach and aim.[footnoteRef:37] [37:  Ibid, 11ff.] 

More recently, Robert Banks has looked to found a city of his own.[footnoteRef:38]  He relies heavily on Kelsey’s critique, though trying unsuccessfully to distance himself from Kelsey’s urbanization, choosing less fanciful terms ending in ‘-al’.  So ‘Athens’ appears as ‘Classical’, and ‘Berlin’ becomes ‘Vocational’.[footnoteRef:39]  His own model is alternately ‘Jerusalem’ or ‘Missional.’    [38:  Robert Banks, Reenvisioning Theological Education: Exploring a Missional Alternative to Current Models (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999).]  [39:  Ibid, 142.] 

Where Kelsey side-steps contextualization, Banks hurls himself into it.  The basis of his ‘Jerusalem’ model is the immediate context of history with the aim of mission-work.  He pleads for extreme sensitivity to cultural and ecclesial context, and puts extensive guided fieldwork as the crux of education.[footnoteRef:40]  This model, or something like it, seems to be employed in YWAM’s University of the Nations. [40:  Ibid, 144.] 

The cities continue to proliferate, with Telford Work endorsing Antioch[footnoteRef:41], and Cheryl Johns bringing Azusa Street to bear.[footnoteRef:42]  Theoretically, to find the right city is to isolate the proper why.  Identify the why, and the how and what quickly fall in place.   [41:  Telford Work, “Education as Mission,” Journal of Education and Christian Belief , Spring 2007.]  [42:  In what can only be an example of murdering the metaphor, Johns describes her ambitious model as ‘the Azusa Street intersection with the Jerusalem Road and the Athens Highway as well as the Berlin Turnpike.’  Qtd. Banks, 77 (footnote).] 

So in ‘Berlin’, what must be taught is critical scholarly research and proper intellectual detachment; thus the formal lecture, the vast library, and the academic guild provide the best means how.  In ‘Athens’, the what is paideia, self-understanding and inner-revelation of truth, so a more intimate, personal mentoring relationship becomes a better how.[footnoteRef:43]  And in ‘Jerusalem’, the what is practical understanding of what God is doing in the world, so the how is guided immersion into extensive hands-on ministry.[footnoteRef:44] [43:  Palmer, 71ff.]  [44:  See Banks, 142-144.] 

As clever as such modelling is, however, by and large Kelsey’s unwillingness to part with the acclaim of these ‘excellent models of schooling’[footnoteRef:45] typifies the debate.  With this mindset, no actual change will appear.[footnoteRef:46]   [45:  Kelsey, 6.]  [46:  Sylvia Wilkey Collinson, Making Disciples: The Significance of Jesus’ Education Methods for Today’s Church (Milton Keynes, UK: Paternoster, 2004), 244.] 

This tension, after all, between information and formation is a genetic tension.  Andrew Kirk writes, ‘The Church around the world has inherited from Western academic institutions, a tradition of doing theology, which…is no longer adequate to the spiritual, intellectual, and social changes of our times.’[footnoteRef:47] [47:  Kirk, 23.] 

These would-be urban developers might do well to look to yet another city – Rome.  It is no coincidence that Pope John Paul II does not make the information/formation distinction in Pastores Dabo Vobis, but uses simply the term ‘Formation’.  While he does go on to make an interesting and controversial fourfold categorization between different aspects of formation, they are simply aspects of a single work.  So Schner, writing from a Roman Catholic perspective, could confidently assert that ‘Formation is the key unifying concept in theological education.’[footnoteRef:48]  [48:  Schner, 95.] 

At the root of this perspective – placing information as simply a sub-category of formation – is the implicit why.  Simply put, formation itself is the why.  And this can only be tenable if all notions of paideia or Wissenschaft or mission as a why are dismissed.  It is not simply that students are being formed, but that they are being formed ‘to be a “living image” of Jesus Christ, Head and Shepherd of the Church…’[footnoteRef:49]  So the why of formation ‘is to develop a relationship of deep communion and friendship’ with Yeshua.[footnoteRef:50] [49:  PDV, 116.]  [50:  Ibid, 113.] 

With this view of the why, the how and the what become questions of embracing students and faculty and curriculum alike in this ‘deep communion’ with the Messiah.
 ‘And starting from Moses and from all the prophets, He expounded to them in all the Writings those things about Himself.’[footnoteRef:51] [51:  Luke 24:27, author’s translation] 

 ‘You call me the Teacher and the Lord,’ Yeshua said to his disciples, ‘and you speak well, for I am.’[footnoteRef:52]  To affirm the good confession that ‘Iesous Kurios’ – Yeshua is Lord – is to simultaneously affirm that he is Teacher.  And if, as the confession implies, the Passion and Resurrection of Messiah are also here affirmed, then Yeshua is not simply the Teacher.  He is still teaching.   [52:  John 13:13, author’s translation] 

God is still explaining redemption to those travellers who will listen.
Theological education is by rights the precinct of Messiah.  The task of theological education is to bring the students to Messiah, and let them learn from Him.  
The way now opens for a different understanding of theological education, and thus of formation.  Here Pilli’s demarcation, referenced earlier, proves valuable. There are three discrete questions to be answered: given this understanding of the why, what then is theology, what then is education, and what then is their synthesis, theological education?  The answer to these questions can be found along the Emmaus road.
The evangelist writes, ‘And it happened that, in the midst of their talking and questioning, Yeshua himself drew near, and travelled with them.’[footnoteRef:53] [53:  Luke 24:15] 

Yeshua ‘drew near’ to the travellers.  God shattered into their desperate attempts to reason through the unreasonable.  Theological education starts when God appears.  Theology is theophany.
Henri Nouwen wrote, ‘Training for service is not a training…to conquer God but to surrender to his saving power.’[footnoteRef:54]  If theology is intellectual conquest, mere study of God, then the detached critical analysis of texts about him, or the rote memorization of centuries-old catechisms, is sufficient to gain mastery of it.  But if theology is spiritual surrender, an abiding intimacy with God, then academic research and theological texts can be at best a prop, a tool, or an inspiration to aid the individual in their own knowing of God.   [54:  Nouwen, 100.] 

Nor everyone will find them helpful.  The most refined theologies may never find their way into an academic journal.  They might be put onto canvas, or find their expression cleaning carpets.  Whatever best expresses the individual’s intimacy with God becomes the correct venue for their theology.
‘In this sense,’ Andrew Kirk said, ‘neither biblical studies nor systematic theology on their own can be called theology proper.  Only when they engage with every level of culture do they become part of a genuine theological undertaking.’[footnoteRef:55] [55:  Kirk, 27.] 

Yeshua also ‘travelled with them’.  This was no momentary vision of beatific glory.  This was the Lord and Teacher in flesh and blood walking alongside them, sharing their road, asking them questions.  So education, in this sense, is the intersection of the divine with the human on the human level.  Education is incarnation.  
‘It is through the sharing of a person’s life as well as their belief,’ Banks said, ‘that life-giving change comes to others.  Truths must be embodied as well as articulated, incarnated as well as revealed.’[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Banks, 172.] 

Here an important distinction must be made.  There cannot be a point-for-point correlation between the role of Yeshua as Teacher and the role of other teachers.  No teacher but Yeshua can be the Incarnate One.  Although other teachers may wish, for instance, that they could choose their students with divine foreknowledge or speak with infallible wisdom, they simply can’t.  Yeshua is not one teacher among many, but ‘the Teacher and the Lord.’
A teacher cannot usurp Yeshua’s role as Master Teacher in the lives of the students.  What a teacher can do, however, is to ‘draw near’ as a fellow-traveller, a co-disciple.  For a time and a season, they walk alongside the students, encouraging them to listen to the Teacher who will walk with them forever.  The role of a teacher then is to point the student in a general direction, not to chart a course or write a guidebook.  
St. Paul did not merely say to his students ‘Imitate me’, but ‘Imitate me as I imitate Christ.’[footnoteRef:57]    Teachers must realize that they are themselves eternal students of the Incarnate One, who shares their own road.  They cannot incarnate God, but they do incarnate what it means to follow God.  As Banks wrote, ‘We do not just present truth, we must represent it to others.’ [footnoteRef:58]  They embody what it means to journey with the incarnate Messiah.  The reality of ‘God with us’ appears in them.  In other words, education is the incarnation of the Incarnation. [57:  Cf. 1 Corinthians 11:1]  [58:  Banks, 174] 

Given this understanding of theology of theophany and education as incarnation, what is theological education?  Perhaps the best answer is the Orthodox concept of theological education as ‘liturgy before liturgy’.  Vladimir Feodorov explains that 
‘…preparation for liturgy takes place not only at the personal spiritual level, but also at the level of human historical and natural realities.  In preparing for liturgy, a Christian starts a spiritual journey which affects everything in his or her life: family, properties, authority, positions, and social relations.  It re-orientates the direction of one’s entire human existence towards its sanctification by the Holy Spirit….Religious education…is worship: a “liturgy before liturgy.”’[footnoteRef:59] [59:  Ibid, 90.] 

Theological education is a journey, with Messiah and his disciples, into the heart of God, where those who know him become like him.  ‘Transformed by love,’ said Palmer, ‘we use our minds to recall and recreate the community in which we were created, to know the world in the same spirit in which we are known.’[footnoteRef:60]  Theological education, then, becomes an active worship, incorporating both students and teachers, in which both can learn together from their Teacher and Lord.  What comes first is love for Messiah, and a willingness to learn from him.[footnoteRef:61]  Everything else flows from there. [60:  Palmer, 16.]  [61:  See Palmer, 8ff.] 

 
‘We cannot settle for pious prayer as a preface for conventional education,’ said Palmer.  ‘Instead, we must use the power of love to transform the very knowledge we teach, the very methods we use to teach and learn it.’[footnoteRef:62] [62:  Ibid, 10.] 

Andrew Kirk agreed with this sentiment when he wrote, ‘What is needed, in my judgement, is a “conversion” to a different paradigm [of theological education].’[footnoteRef:63] [63:  Kirk, 28.] 

Much excellent study and theorizing has been done toward practical redesigning of theological education.  Among recent scholarship, the work of Andrew Kirk and Einike Pilli deserves close consideration.  A seminal hint from Graham Cheesman leads to an intriguing suggestion of another path this ‘conversion’ or ‘transformation’ could pursue: ‘It used to be the monasteries that were the key hosts for theological education, and they are more appropriate than secular universities.’[footnoteRef:64] [64:  Cheesman, ‘Conversation’, n.p.] 

Theological education, particularly in the Starbucks generation, would do well to consider a return to the monasteries, encompassed in a communities like the Brothers and Sisters of Charity.[footnoteRef:65]  For those church traditions which still practice monasticism, this could be achieved literally.  Alternatively, a new monastic identity could emerge for this era.   [65:  The Brothers and Sisters of Charity, “Monastic Life,” http://www.littleportion.org/Vocation/index.asp?id=52 (Accessed 24 October 2008).  The following discussion of monasticism relies on this site as a model.] 

The strength of this approach lies in the comprehensiveness of monastic life.  Academic rigor, mystic worship, prolonged prayer and reading of Scripture, blend together with cultivation of the arts, care for nature, and service to people.  One is not more important than the other; each is a facet of the whole.  Thus the lie that theology can be done in sheer academic terms shatters; students and teachers alike would find opportunity within the school not only to critically interact with scholars of the past, but to learn a trade or work the soil.  It should not be inconceivable for a student to finish four years of theological education with a degree in forestry.
This sort of theological education would not be restricted to professional ministerial training, but would be open to anyone who wanted ‘deep communion and friendship’[footnoteRef:66] with Yeshua.  Banks insists that ‘theological education is not a higher stage of Christian education, but a dimension of everyone’s Christian education, depending on their stage in life and calling.’[footnoteRef:67]  Ideally, the school would become a fluid, pluralistic, ecumenical camaraderie, embracing everyone from permanent residents to temporary visitors. [66:  PDV,113.]  [67:  Banks, 157.] 

The suggestions above are merely speculations, not prescriptions.  At the heart of theological education as ‘liturgy before liturgy’ rests the spontaneity of worship, and that cannot be prescribed.  .  Theological education, in all its forms, must remain a vibrant, beating thing, that dynamically allows students and teachers to journey with the resurrected Messiah.  Each generation, each culture, and even each Christian, should re-transform theological education; a healthy pluralism in method and approach is needed for theological education to be effective.  Theological education, to be worthy of the name, must be as wide as the world.
For theological education is a journey.  It is Yeshua walking with all those who love him, all those who try to understand.  Yeshua ‘took the bread, blessed it and broke it, gave it to them…then their eyes were opened, and they knew him.’ [footnoteRef:68]  It is a journey to the place of seeing where the Teacher and Lord reveals himself, at once broken and alive.  All its finest efforts are but notes between students in the school of Messiah.  Theological education continues as it began; Yeshua still teaches those who travel with him. [68:  Luke 24:30-31, author’s translation] 
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