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I. Issue and Context 





When the faculty of CDSP began working on our case for the first meeting of the Lexington Seminar, we thought we were really sketching how our jobs as faculty are challenged by a combination of the following factors: 





A multiplicity of academic programs managed by a small faculty (M.Div., M.T.S., M.A., Ph.D., D.Min., and several certificate programs; about 12 faculty members) 





The needs of international students who often face difficulties with English and who sometimes resist or fail to grasp our theological, hermeneutical or ethical stances





Our liturgical seminary life in and out of balance with academic and advising demands (the faculty divide the responsibilities of preaching and presiding at 5 services of Holy Eucharist every week; faculty carry 2 courses per semester; each faculty member advises around 12 CDSP students and many also advise doctoral students) 





A seminary community of which around half (including faculty) are commuters from a significant distance, and many students are studying part time (calendar has been adjusted so that students may limit their presence on campus to 2-3 days per week; faculty have one day per week as study day" away from the campus) 





Our mission to offer an Anglican focus in a religiously diverse environment (a number of our students are "new" Episcopalians, now preparing for ordained ministry; the San Francisco area is notably diverse and liberal theologically, with some churches incorporating non-Christian elements)





Our position as a founding member of the ecumenical Graduate Theological Union, with its many advantages (e.g., doctoral-level teaching) and burdens (e.g., extra faculty meetings and complicated registration and administrative systems) 





Our mission to offer a coherent theological education in a world where many students operate as consumers rather than scholars. 





We presented our case with these elements in mind, all of them related directly to what we considered our mission in terms of teaching and learning. But we also felt that our time and our activity were fragmented and out of control, which resulted in our feeling overwhelmed by multiple demands.  While we could identify components to the dilemma, we needed help in resolving what seemed to be a hopelessly tangled mass of expectations (see Appendix, "Office Hours"). 





When our case was discussed, however, rather than focusing on the various factors we had identified, the Seminar challenged us to look at the overall sense of craziness our case described. Features of the response were: 





The CDSP faculty seem not to have clarity about expectations (from students; from themselves; from the church; from "the seminary," whatever that means)





The faculty lacked physical boundaries: an "open-door" policy and lack of staff gate-keepers were noted 





Our Episcopalian ethos really is difficult for others to understand, in particular the centrality of common worship, and our dependence on it to carry the tradition; this focus is reflected in the large number of worship services we lead every week 





The GTU context is, indeed, unique in terms of the additional educational and administrative demands it entails, and is almost unfathomable to anyone who is not part of it. 





In addition, as a direct result of our conversations in Maine, we found ourselves focusing more directly on issues of formation, broadly defined. The issues and projects brought for discussion by other seminaries, notably Bethel and United, were influential in this regard. 





As we discussed the responses from other members of the Seminar, we realized that a factor contributing to our situation in a fundamental way was that we tend to assume a great deal about every aspect of our lives as teachers and administrators, and that the unspokenness of our assumptions elevates everyone's level of anxiety. No one really knew what was expected. Although the Faculty Handbook listed typical responsibilities of a faculty member, there was little or no prioritizing or guidance on time-management. 





As the result of the Seminar meeting in 2001, the CDSP faculty identified our project to be "Changing the Ethos of Interaction within the CDSP Community." We planned to deal with this global issue in terms of three facets: 





Faculty formation and spiritual health (we were helped by Bethel Seminary's case regarding formation)





Faculty time management 





Student diversity and adult learning (although the Seminar didn't lift these up particularly, we still believed they were crucial to the project we envisioned)� 








II.  Project Design





Our "design" continually evolved, as we discussed our project and placed it into conversation with other issues facing the CDSP faculty. A committee (not identical to the group who had gone to Maine) was formed to direct the faculty's work on the Lexington project. The bulk of the work took place in three venues: faculty retreats in August prior to Orientation, faculty meetings, and "behind the scenes" on the committee. But significantly, we found that the Lexington project began to overlap with other issues before us, and so the "edges" of the actual project became blurred. 





At the faculty retreat in August, 2001, the faculty engaged in theological reflection on the same case our Lexington group had taken to Maine. The outcome of the reflection was a desire to attend more consciously and effectively to issues of formation for faculty and students, to become better managers of our time, to deal more effectively with student diversity, to communicate more effectively with the staff, and to gain a clearer and more concretized knowledge of expectations for the faculty. 





As we tried to own the initiatives connected with the Lexington Seminar, however, other factors in CDSP faculty life not directly related to the Lexington project began to affect the direction of our discussions. All of these loomed large in our projected faculty agenda for the year: 





The continuing faculty assessment and re-design of the M.Div. curriculum, begun in the fall of 1999





The initial steps of our ten-year review for re-accreditation by ATS and WASC 





CDSP's participation in an ATS project on assessment, "The Character and Assessment of Theological Education," which would also dovetail with our accreditation project, and 





The need to decide how to fill one and eventually two vacant faculty positions. 





Although the M.Div. curricular review did address aspects of student diversity and adult learning (two aspects of our "ethos" project), the place where the curriculum and the Lexington project most clearly overlapped turned out to be the subject of formation for ministry. As we mulled over the case we had presented, where a professor was being pulled in a number of directions, we began to observe that in many ways, the lives of our students looked similar. A consensus emerged that our new curriculum needed to emphasize integration--a focus that would necessitate explicit cooperation between the teachers of the various courses. And as we reflected on the wisdom of the Lexington Seminar that we Episcopalians really were unique in the way we did things, we also agreed that our new curriculum needed to take the peculiarities of our tradition seriously. (Because of geographical location or mission, many seminaries must function as inter-denominational schools; by virtue of the GTU context, CDSP is freed to be unabashedly Episcopalian.) Our new curriculum was framed to own and celebrate who we were.





The committee on the Lexington Project began at the same time to bring issues for discussion at regular faculty meetings.  These included how to reduce overcommitment by individual faculty members, finding priorities among the various demands, identifying where we needed better gatekeeping by staff, and helping new faculty figure out what they really can say “no.”  Since the matters related to formation were being picked up by our discussions on curriculum, the committee eventually focused on two projects: developing a more explicit statement of expectations of the faculty, and producing what was named a "Mishnah," an attempt to name and state some of the oral tradition around faculty load that raised faculty anxiety because of its lack of specificity. 





Our review of the curriculum required that we deal with student formation, and our August, 2002 faculty retreat focused on that. Again, we organized our discussions by presenting a case, "A Slice of Life at CDSP" (see Appendix, "Slice of Life"). Probably influenced in part by our Lexington Seminar experience, we quickly realized that we could not speak authoritatively about student formation without looking at faculty formation, as well. As we discussed what we meant by student formation in the Anglican tradition, we reflected on the question personally. The reflection led to some risk-taking, as faculty members shared with one another their own uncertainties and wounds regarding what they believed was "expected" in our seminary ethos. The retreat discussion eventually led to a statement on Anglican formation that was distributed among the students, and about which the members of the faculty now felt personal ownership (see Appendix, "Touchstones"). 





The discussion on formation included the Dean of Students, one of whose explicit responsibilities was to oversee that aspect of student life. In conversation with her, the faculty returned to the Lexington project on ethos, recognizing that one of the crazy-making aspects of faculty life was the tension between the students' need to have informal time with faculty and the faculty's need for "down time" in order to muster energy for teaching and research. The initial result of that part of the discussion led to the institution of a daily coffee hour, and eventually to CDSP’s "investment" in faculty-student interaction through providing faculty one free meal per week in the CDSP refectory. The theory was that if the faculty were genuinely available at those times, it might cut down on the many interruptions that characterized the way we manage our business at the seminary. 





In addition, the faculty reflected on what we perceived to be an alarming tendency for students not to attend Quiet Day or class weekends, both of which events were intended to participate in student formation. The reason the students had given for lack of attendance was that they were overwhelmed by class assignments. We agreed that the President and Dean of Students, in their orientation of new students, needed to be more proactive in touting formation as a major goal of seminary education, and such events as Quiet Day and class weekends as important contributions toward realizing that goal. More practically, the faculty also agreed to be intentional about scheduling course assignments for first-year students in a way that would allow them to participate more fully in formation events. 





A less programmatic result of this discussion of formation was that the faculty as a body covenanted to take steps toward our own physical and spiritual health. We agreed that we would spend at least a half hour per day, on average, in physical exercise, and we agreed also that we would take another half hour to be quiet. In keeping with the Touchstones we had developed with student formation in mind, we also agreed that while we were unanimous in our commitment to the covenant, we would not establish a "correct" way to go about keeping it. Some faculty realistically admitted that their daily quiet time was likely to be during their long commute; some opted for attendance at a quiet daily worship service; some were in the habit of practicing forms of meditation. But all agreed that the quiet and the exercise needed to come first, if we hoped to slow down and be healed of our “craziness.” Another, somewhat less audacious agreement made was to dispense with the "competitive whining" that often characterized our informal exchanges among ourselves (i.e., "who is more wiped out by responsibilities than whom"). We've actually maintained our commitment to that agreement pretty well. 





During Academic Year 2002-3, our Director of Field Education announced her intent to resign (due to family needs), and so one faculty position to be filled would necessarily be Field Education. In connection with discussions about our proposed integrative, Anglican and ministry-focused M.Div. curriculum, the faculty agreed that the other vacancy should be assigned to Pastoral Theology. Searches to fill both these positions are currently underway. The new curriculum was authorized to begin in the fall of 2003. 





At the Lexington Seminar meeting in summer, 2003, the CDSP team presented some of the above narrative, and also the in-process results of the committee project, a chart of the negotiable and non-negotiable aspects of faculty expectations (see Appendix, "Chart").  The faculty did not intend the chart to be a complete list of expectations, but an attempt to identify what the demands on the faculty as a whole are and where an individual faculty member fit into the overall picture.  In other words, the chart was intended to help faculty find ways to negotiate the demands, as a way to reduce overwork, rather than increase it.





The faculty retreat in late summer, 2003, while not directly focused on Lexington matters, once again returned to issues of formation as we attempted to find ways to assess aspects of CDSP's curriculum and co-curriculum--notably chapel worship, Quiet Day, and class weekends. 








Ill. Resources Used 





We depended largely on our own expertise in implementing our project. The initial Lexington Seminar was perceived as an "intervention" by peers in what had become for us a stalemate. The faculty member who was charged with directing our discussions on curriculum had experience and resources at hand to guide that process, and the others who took various leadership roles in designing the faculty retreats had also had professional experience with such projects. 








IV. Project Results 





The focus of our project was to "change the ethos of interaction” at CDSP--a diffuse focus and one hard to measure. But outcomes the faculty would judge to be directly related to the Lexington project are as follows: 





Faculty retreats that were intentionally designed to help faculty reflect imaginatively on our life together and how our curricular and co-curricular programs enhanced formation 


The development of a new M.Div. curriculum that emphasized integration, Anglican identity, and formation for ministry, and which would require cooperation among individual faculty members 


The identification and codification of expectations of faculty, with a view to an eventual revision of the Faculty Handbook, and a commitment to continue reviewing expectations and finding ways to tailor them to the gifts and situations of individual faculty members


Renewed commitment by faculty to addressing their own spiritual and physical health 


More conscious focus and emphasis on a variety of student formational activities, such as class weekends, coffee hour, the place of seminary worship—with the related concern over faculty ability and responsibility to participate


A subtle but evident shift in process-and focus on process- during faculty interactions 


Recognition that the process we follow in our outside-of-class activities is a significant aspect of how we teach. 





The impact on the faculty of the Lexington project has been profound and identifiable. The impact on the whole institution is less easy to measure. Some hints that the "ethos" has improved may be the following: 





Increased faculty "ownership" of such events as Quiet Day and class weekends appears to have resulted in increased student enthusiasm for participating 


The new curriculum, just now in place, promises better coherence among M.Div. subjects and greater focus on process and formation for ministry


The new first-semester course introducing Anglicanism has attracted not only new students but a significant number of second-years 


Faculty have become more intentional about sharing “coverage” of various CDSP activities, so that some are present but not all feel they must attend


Work on the expectations chart may have reduced anxiety about faculty output and clarified aspects of faculty's annual evaluative reviews with the President and Academic Dean. 





There are still aspects of the projects that we deem to be not just ongoing but barely undertaken: 





The faculty is still plagued by overload and the particularly complicated demands of engagement with the GTU 


Some faculty members have voiced anxiety about the chart itself, fearing that it will raise the expectation of more, rather than less work.  We have the chart, but have not determined how to use it.  We still need to find ways to prioritize our activities


Issues related to student diversity-international students and racial-ethnic minorities-continue to challenge 


The faculty had hoped, at the first retreat, to generate a theology of community. This has not been done in an explicit way, although we recognize that we may be doing it in our peculiar Anglican way: indirectly, intuitively, and inductively. It still needs to be spelled out. 


The Mishnah on the oral traditions, different from the attached chart on faculty expectations, is still not complete 








V. Sharing the Wisdom 





Our project and the way we have gone about exploring it have been multi- faceted. It has been difficult to separate out where Lexington has been the primary influence on our faculty tasks of teaching and overseeing formational aspects of seminary life. What has been clear, however, is that the impact has been enormous. Probably if we had to state it in a nutshell, we would say our main learning has been about process. 





CDSP has for a long time operated through consensus. Our small faculty makes many decisions and does a great deal of its planning as a committee of the whole. And, in general, we have functioned in a healthy and respectful group environment. 





The Lexington project has caused us to reflect more directly on the bases of our interactions with one another and with our students and the staff. There is a bit more risk-taking in admitting shortcomings. There is a bit more flexibility. There is a bit more humor. Some noted a less-frenzied atmosphere at CDSP during academic year 2002-3 (others noted no difference!). A faculty member who had been on sabbatical all last year commented at this year's retreat that the faculty interaction seemed "kinder." 





A particular occurrence at CDSP last fall may illustrate at least some aspects of our learning. Conflict began to build over authority for conducting affairs in the chapel during the sabbatical of our Dean of the Chapel. As the faculty discussed the impasse, our first decision, made at an afternoon faculty meeting, was to come down hard on the student assistants who were perceived to be mutinous. Following that meeting, however, individual members of the faculty began to have second thoughts, focused not on how to "fix" the current problem, but on what our action was going to teach the students about ministry. As we shifted our focus to the teaching function of the process itself, our position softened and was adjusted. There were many mistakes made on all sides of this particular issue, but we felt that we had taken a significant step when we retreated from our "top-down," reactive stance to a more nuanced approach that was in line with our expressed values. It was also a recognition that our teaching extended far beyond the walls of our individual classrooms. 





One could say that the Lexington project has taught us what we claim we try to teach our students: attention to the whole of our lives--not just tasks, but the way we integrate work, play, worship, community involvement and solitude--is the foundation for ministry. As a result of this period of reflection, we are in a position better to model to our students that formation is ongoing, and involves everything we are. Although we can't say all our challenges have been removed, we can say that the CDSP faculty is in a healthier state. 








Appendix





1. "Office Hours" (original case for Lexington Seminar)


2. "Touchstones for Anglican Formation" 


3. "A Slice of Life at CDSP" 


4. Expectations Chart 





Office Hours





Professor Jones is in her office.  She is scheduled to preside at the Community Eucharist that evening, which will necessitate leaving for a rehearsal at 4:50.  She has been holding office hours, but intends to spend the time between 4:30 and 4:45 reviewing the plans for that evening’s service, practicing chanting an unfamiliar Proper Preface, and centering herself.  At 4:00 one of her advisees comes in for a previously scheduled appointment.  





Priscilla, a part-time MDiv student, is one of the 50-60% of CDSP students who commute (she drives 1-2 hours from San Jose).  Priscilla begins by saying that nearly everything in her life is going great right now.  She loves her courses and her instructors are giving her good grades and praising her work.  Her family is happy and supportive of her plans to be ordained.  In her home parish she has recently completed her term on the vestry.  For the last three years she has been working with the associate rector on a Sunday afternoon liturgy they call “St. James Unplugged,” which is attracting over 200 worshipers, many of them new to the church.  Because one of the new members has recently married a Hindu, they are now planning to begin incorporating Hindu elements in the liturgy, along with the Christian and Buddhist elements already there.  “Of course that is a bit of a challenge,” says Priscilla, “because in the Hindu tradition there are many gods.”  The bishop has expressed his affirmation of this new liturgy, and Priscilla believes that he is supportive of her call to ordained ministry although she is still in the early stages of the discernment process in her home parish.





“Sounds like everything is going great, then!” observes Professor Jones.  “Just about,” says Priscilla.  “Everyone in my life is happy with me right now, except for the administration at CDSP.”  “Really?  What seems to be the problem there?”  





At this moment another student, a Japanese man called Kiyo, pokes his head around the frame of the office door (which has been left partially ajar).





“Sorry to bother,” he says with a heavy accent.  “I just need ask you one small thing for my paper.”  (Professor Jones is teaching introductory Greek this semester.)





“I’m with someone right now,” says Professor Jones.  “Could you come back tomorrow morning?”





“I don’t come on Fridays,” says the student. “This only take short time.”  Priscilla nods to Professor Jones, and Professor Jones steps out into the hall.





“You gave me F on re-write,” says the student, displaying the paper.  “What should I do?”





“Well, I’m wondering if the problem isn’t really English, rather than Greek.  The assignment was to compare English translations of your New Testament pericope, and explain the differences.  There were significant differences based on some variant readings, but you don’t really deal with them in your paper, even after I underlined where the differences were.  I wonder if the differences in the English are too subtle for you to get.  Is there someone at your (other GTU) school who might help you with English?”





“Not really,” says Kiyo.  “Could you just tell me what is exegesis?”





“I’m not sure what you mean,” says Prof. Jones.  “This whole course has been about how to do exegesis.  Part of every chapter has been about using the Greek tools for exegesis.  Have you had an introductory scripture course at your school?”





“Yes, New Testament.  But I didn’t agree with professor.  I believe it not right to criticize Bible.”





“Well, I understand that position,” says Professor Jones.  “But you have known from the syllabus on the first day that this course is intended to give you tools for a historical-critical reading of scripture.  I have to grade you on that basis.”





“But how do I do it?”





“I’m really sorry, but I’m with another student now, and then I have obligations in chapel.  You should really try to get some help with that from someone at your school—your New Testament prof, maybe.  I can’t really tell you anything that hasn’t been outlined already in what we’ve discussed in class.  It’s all in the book.”  





Kiyo sighs and leaves.  It is now 4:20.  Prof. Jones returns to the office, closes the door, and tries to regroup.  “You were saying you were having a problem with the CDSP administration?”





“Well, there are three problems, actually,” says Priscilla.  “One is that I keep getting nasty emails from the Dean of the Chapel about not showing up for my assignments on the chapel rota, even though I never know when it is that I’m supposed to be there.  Another problem is that I’m going to need more than six years to finish the MDiv program because with all my responsibilities at home and church I can only take one course a semester.  And the third problem is that the Director of Field Education isn’t going to let me have a field placement in my home parish, even though the associate rector there is willing to write a letter saying that I am already learning everything I need to know there.  It seems like the seminary is being really inflexible about all this.”





“Well,” Professor Jones said, “there is a connection between those three issues in that all of them have to do with the integrity of the MDiv as an academic program that is more than just taking a bunch of courses.  Serving on the chapel rota is part of the formation aspect of the program, and the six-year limit on coursework is actually a requirement set by our accrediting agencies in order to make sure that a student’s program has coherence and that the knowledge and skills aren’t going to be out of date by the time the student graduates.  And part of the Field Education experience has to do with going into an unfamiliar setting where you have to find out what it is like to be both a leader and a stranger at the same time.  But I’m confused when you say that you never know when you are assigned to serve in chapel.  Didn’t you get a copy of the rota at the beginning of the semester?”





“I don’t think so, unless they sent it to my student mailbox here on campus.  I never open that mailbox.”  





“Well, that explains it!  The rota does go to your student mailbox, and it is your responsibility to check the rota and get a substitute if you aren’t able to make your assigned date.  All of this is part of the description of the MDiv in the Academic Handbook, you know.”  





“I certainly didn’t realize that I was going to be expected to be here on certain days, no matter what.  I’ve told the sacristans that I can only be here on Tuesdays, when I come over for my class.  And I can only take one course a semester because, frankly, my family and my church are higher priorities for me than getting through seminary.  Would it be possible for the bishop to ordain me if I don’t get an MDiv?”





Just then there is a knock on the closed door and before Prof. Jones can respond, the door opens and another head pops around the corner.  It is Betsy, the student who is slated to lead the Intercessions at the Eucharist tonight.  





“I don’t mean to interrupt,” she says brightly.  “But I’m supposed to show you these prayers before rehearsal.”  Priscilla nods at Prof. Jones again, and again Prof. Jones steps out into the hall.  It is now 4:40.





Prof. Jones begins to read the Prayers of the People:


“Leader: The People’s response to each petition is: Thank you Jesus.


“People: Thank you, Jesus.


“Leader: Let us pray for your holy catholic church.  We pray for the bishops in the Diocese of Fort Worth and San Joaquin, and all bishops who are afflicted with homophobia and other sins.  For your holy church,


“People; Thank you, Jesus.


“Leader: Let us pray for our seminary community, that a spirit of love may grow among us and that the faculty will learn to treat students with the respect they deserve.  For your seminary, O God,


“People: Thank you, Jesus.”





Prof. Jones can’t read any farther.  “Betsy, these just aren’t acceptable, and I simply don’t have time to help you re-do them now—it’s just too late.”





“Well, what’s wrong with them?  I use prayers like them at my home parish.”





“I’m sorry.  I’ve got an advisee with an appointment in there, the rehearsal starts in fifteen  minutes, and I haven’t even had time to prepare to preside yet. You’ll just have to use one of the forms in the Book of Common Prayer.  I’ll help you think them through afterwards.  Can you come by tomorrow?”





“No, I’m not here on Fridays.”  Betsy turns about-face and disappears.





Prof. Jones sighs, returns to her office, sits down, takes a deep breath, and focuses again on the student facing her.





 “Look, Priscilla, I can certainly understand if your other commitments make it impossible for you to finish the MDiv.  Maybe the bishop would waive the MDiv in your case—though that doesn’t happen very often in your diocese.  But you are going to have to make a decision.  If you are going to be in the MDiv program, you are going to have to open your mailbox, check the rota, show up for your assignments, take enough courses every semester to finish the program in six years, and make arrangements to take Field Education in another setting.  If you can’t do those things and want to drop out or transfer into another academic program, we’ll be sorry to lose you but we won’t be mad about it.  But don’t expect us to lower our standards just for you.”





Priscilla grows very quiet.  “Obviously, I have a decision to make then, if the seminary isn’t going to be flexible enough to make it possible for someone like me to get an MDiv here.”  





“This may not have been the kind of conversation with your advisor that you wanted,” concludes Professor Jones, “but I hope it has at least been clarifying.”  





“Goodbye,” Priscilla whispers as she turns toward the door.  It is 4:45.





Professor Jones closes the door behind her and turns back to her three-ring altar book.





“The Lord be with you,” she chants.








Touchstones for Formation at CDSP








1.  Anglican formation has an identifiable “tonal cluster” or core. 





Anglicans tend to talk less about required components or elements than they do about something like harmony or rhythm. From the Reformation to the present day, Anglicans have affirmed the foundational place of Scripture, Tradition and Reason in theological reflection and spiritual life.  In addition to these, we also identify other “notes” that comprise the tonal cluster: Prayer, Aesthetics, seriousness about the place of experience and reflection and the integrity of the individual conscience, commitment to social justice, and dialogue with the world, tradition, and each other.





2.  Formation is incarnational, integrating all aspects of life. 


 


Following the biblical narratives of salvation history and especially the way of Jesus, we affirm that our spiritual formation takes place in space and time. Although what we learn in classes, the library, or chapel is central to formation, we are also being formed in response to other influences on our physical and emotional lives.  We seek a balance between academics and other aspects of seminary life, and we affirm that the human connection among members of the CDSP community is fundamental to the formation of staff and faculty, as well as students.


 


3.  Formation is contextual.





Formation always takes place within—and not just “in spite of”—the physical and social realities with which we live.  We acknowledge and celebrate the particular and peculiar context of CDSP, while recognizing that it has its limitations, and while working to improve both physical and social aspects of this environment.





4.  Ambiguity, plurality, and diversity are gifts, not defects, in Anglican formation.





In its use of metaphorical, poetic language, Anglicanism acknowledges and celebrates a “superfluity of meaning” that cannot be conveyed in mechanistic or narrowly literal terms.  This 


ambiguity and plurality represents the liturgical and parochial realities of a church founded at the 


Reformation to include a variety of theological perspectives.  As a corollary to that fact, we 


recognize that other faithful people may draw different conclusions from ours about questions of 


faith, and we commit ourselves to an attitude of humility and hospitality in the presence of “difference.” 





5.  We reject an idolatry of any one piety or model of formation.





We affirm that there is no universal model of theology, worship, formation or individual piety at CDSP or in Anglicanism.  We affirm that our faith and our piety evolve over time and always include room for doubt.  It is our intention to be honest about our faith and share it graciously with others.  





6.  Naming, articulation, and explicitness about this “tonal cluster” is an important aspect to formation.





We affirm that the core of our Anglican formation needs to be named not just in the classroom, 


but also in our worship activities, in our advising, and even in seminary social contexts, in 


recognition that formation is happening in every aspect of seminary life, and that it is the task


of each one of us to be integrating those aspects with our experience of the living God. 








A Slice of CDSP Life





Monday, 10:45 a.m.





Professor Grau is at home, putting the final touches on a revision of her dissertation for publication. As she reviews her work, she notes how it may translate into the seminar she will be teaching next spring.





Professor Countryman is also at home, proofreading the galleys of a book aimed at a general church audience.  He is thinking about who from the faculty at CDSP and the GTU he will invite to speak at the book forum being planned.


 


Professor Lyman is winding up a lecture in early church history to a class of 45. The topic today was the Council of Nicaea.  Several of the first-year M.Div. students in the class became quite exercised by the discussion on the christology presented in the Creed. 





One CTS student is missing Professor Lyman’s class today because her pre-school child is sick.





Six continuing students are in a preaching class at ABSW, taught by the Rev. Smith.  Four others are at PSR, in a class on theology with Professor Song. Seven more are in a course on John's Gospel with JSTB's Professor Schneiders. Three others are in a class at JSTB on experiments in meditation with Professor Murphy. 





Professor Weil is in his office, preparing for the afternoon's Introduction to Worship class for first year M.Div's. The topic will be the structure of the Eucharist, and as he riffles through his BCP, he passes the Nicene Creed without giving it a thought. 





Professor Maynard is in her office on the phone with a new field education supervisor, discussing expectations for how he and the student should work out their learning contract. 





President Morgan, Dean Wood and Dean Clader are in the President's office, discussing plans for the First Year Weekend. 





11:15 a.m. 





Professor Moy and Professor Kater are in the chapel, rehearsing for the service at 11:30.  Professor Kater is explaining to a couple of new volunteer sacristans why the Creed will not be recited at this service.  Professor Moy is consulting with the student intercessor on how the intercessory prayer will relate to his homily. The acting Dean of the Chapel is quietly observing how a new assistant sacristan is conducting the rehearsal.  Professor Emblom is reviewing the music for the service with another sacristan, and organizing music for a short prelude. 





Professor Hayes is at Brewed Awakening with two students who have small group leadership duties in a field ed. seminar. The students are having lattes but Professor Hayes takes her coffee neat. 





Six or seven first-year M.Div. students are gathered around the coffee pot in the refectory, still engaged in a discussion about the christology in the Nicene Creed. 





Professor Grau, still at home, has turned to reviewing the reading for Tuesday's class.  She breathes a sigh of relief as she realizes that she remembers having read the book before. 





A continuing Certificate student is standing in the fishpond area, observing the fish in the pond with Mr. Larson, Assistant to the Superintendent of Buildings and Grounds, while the student talks about whether to enter the process leading to ordination. 





Ms. Webster is meeting with a continuing M.Div. student about which courses already taken could count toward an M.A. in spirituality. 





12 noon





About 25 students, four faculty members, two staff, and a dog are gathered in the CDSP chapel pews for Holy Eucharist. Professor Moy has finished his homily and Professor Kater is about finished setting the table, while the congregation sings the offertory hymn. 





Six continuing students are stuck in traffic on the Bay Bridge. 





Twelve continuing students are in class at other GTU schools. 





Two students are on their way to Virginia Street to have lunch with their spouses and children.





Professor Grau swings by CDSP to pick up her mail and runs into the President in the parking lot, where both marvel at the newest failures and misfunctions of the electric door.








12:45 p.m. 





The Academic Dean, the Director of Admissions and the Registrar are squeezing in a half-hour walk before coming back to the refectory for lunch. 





Professor Kater is seated in the middle of the long table in the refectory, where a group of first-year M.Div. students are arguing about leaving the Creed out of the Eucharist they just attended. 





Five members of the Development Office staff are seated at the back table in the refectory, along with a student who will be working on the 100% campaign, and two other students who are innocent bystanders. 





D.Min. Director Morgan is seated at a small table in the refectory with an entering D.Min. student, reviewing that student's plans and just getting better acquainted. 





Twelve students, four of whom are international students, are seated at the long table on the fishpond side, laughing a lot. Superintendent of Buildings and Grounds Sibbitt stops to chat with one of them as he takes his tray over to an available table.





The President is on I-80 somewhere in Pinole, on his way to meet the Bishop of Northern California for a game of golf.





The Vice President for Administration has just arrived in the refectory and is checking to see what's for lunch. While he stands at the trough, a continuing student strikes up a conversation about the plumbing in an apartment in Nichols.





1:15 p.m.





Two students excuse themselves from the long table in the refectory, saying they need to do some reading before going to PSR for their class in liturgical dance with Professor De Sola.





Professor Weil is in his office with a doctoral student in liturgics, discussing revisions of that student's dissertation.





A second-year M.Div. student hurries out to the parking lot to drive to his daughter’s school for a conference with the teacher.





The Academic Dean, Director of Admissions and Registrar are seated at the end of the long table in the refectory, in places vacated by some students.  A student from the fishpond table is kneeling on the floor beside them, asking about whether she can take her final M.Div. semester's courses by distance learning.





Professors Moy, Hayes, and Maynard are in the faculty lounge, eating a variety of sandwiches and talking about an integrative M.Div. curriculum.





Professor Lyman is in her office, meeting with an M.A. student who is thinking about dropping the M.A. component of her concurrent program.





Professor Countryman is in his garden, having taken a break from his proofreading.





Professor Grau is putting on her bike helmet in preparation for a run to Berkeley Bowl.





Question: What does all of this have to do with formation?
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Non-Negotiable   				     Negotiable 


Theological Education, Spiritual Maturation�
�
Course planning, preparation, teaching, eval�
�
�
Advising: academic, vocational�
Personal advising�
�
Worship leadership�
�
�
Worship attendance �
Amount of participation�
�
Student Evaluation�
�
�
�
Presence in Community Life (retreats, quiet days, dinners, lunches)�
�
Thesis Supervision and Reading�
Number of thesis committees�
�
January Intersession Courses �
�
�
Epiphany West�
�
�
Teaching Off-Campus�
�
�
Advance in Research and Scholarship/ Practice of Ministry�
�
Continuous research and reading in field�
�
�
Writing and publishing�
Types and numbers negotiable�
�
Professional meetings�
�
�
�
Ministerial practice�
�
Faculty Development�
�
Annual Self-evaluation�
�
�
Peer evaluations�
�
�
ATS/WASC Seminars, Wabash, etc. �
�
�
Supporting Lifelong Education for Laity and Clergy�
�
�
Leadership in Cont. Ed. CALL and GTU �
�
�
Informal advising of continuing ed. students�
�
�
Supervision of students’ Sabbatical Study�
�
Church and the World�
�
�
�
Attending church conferences, events�
�
�
Guest preaching and teaching�
�
�
Serving on national, diocesan, parochial committees �
�
Institutional Service�
�
Trustee Committees �
�
�
�
Teaching in GTU advanced degree program�
�
�
GTU committees�
�
�
Search Committees�
�
�
Longterm Committees (Crossings, Web-committee, Building the Future)�
�
�
Ad Hoc/Emergency Committees (Sexual Harassment, etc.) �
�
�
Special Activities (Bookforums, etc.)�
�
�
Participation in Development Activities�
�



Administrative Responsibilities�
�
�
Dean and President �
�
�
Academic Dean �
�
�
Dean of the Chapel�
�
�
Program Administration �
�
Directing Field Ed Program�
�
�
Directing D. Min. Program�
�
�
Directing CALL Program�
�
�



�



Quantifiable				                 				Non-Quantifiable


Theological Education, Spiritual Maturation�
�
2 courses [how many SRCs?] �
�
�
Advising: academic, vocational, personal [number of MA/M.Div advisees quantifiable]�
�
�
Worship leadership [4-5 times per semester?]�
�
�
Worship attendance [2 per week?]�
�
�
Student evaluation [thesis direction, writing evaluations]�
�
�
Serving on standing committees  �
�
�
Presence in CDSP community (retreats, quiet days, dinners, lunches)�
�
�
Thesis Supervision and Reading [number of advisees]�
hard to quantify�
�
January Intersession Courses �
�
�
Epiphany West�
�
�
Teaching Off-Campus�
�
�
Advance in Research and Scholarship/ Practice of Ministry�
�
Continuous research and reading in field�
�
�
Writing and publishing [review processes]�
�
�
Professional meetings �
�
�
Ministerial practice�
�
�
Faculty Development�
�
�
Annual Self-evaluation�
�
�
Peer evaluations�
�
�
ATS/WASC Seminars, Wabash, etc.�
�
Supporting Lifelong Education for Laity and Clergy�
�
Leadership in Cont. Ed. CALL and GTU [How much? What kind?]�
�
�
Informal advising�
�
�
Supervision of students’ Sabbatical Study�
�
�
Church and the World�
�
Attending church conferences, events�
�
�
Guest preaching and teaching�
�
�
Serving on national, diocesan, parochial com.�
�
�
Institutional Service�
�
Trustee Committees �
�
�
Search Committees�
�
�
Longterm Committees (Crossings, Web-committee, Building the F.)�
�
�
Ad Hoc/Emergency Committees (Sexual Harrassment, etc.)�
Quantifiable�
�
GTU advanced degree program [number of advisees]�
�
�
Participation in Development Activities �
�
�
GTU committees [number of committees served on]�
�
�
Administrative Responsibilities�
�
Dean and President �
�
�
Academic Dean �
�
�
Dean of the Chapel�
�
�
Program Administration �
�
Directing Field Ed Program�
�
�
Directing D. Min. Program�
�
�
Directing CALL Program�
�
�






� 1 By "diversity," we mean diversity of every sort: age, sex, sexual orientation, marital status, presence of children, commuting issues, race, cultural identity, religious affiliation, regional and diocesan affiliation, academic background, program affiliation, vocational goals, etc. 
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