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ABSTRACT: Research in the service of theological education requires navi- 
gating among sometimes competing expectations. Navigation is helped by 
a keen sense of vocation and context, by critical reflection on the nature of 
scholarship itself, and by shaping faculty review policies accordingly.

My assignment is to provide some personal reflections on a topic that is 
central to our vocation as theological faculty.1 By most accounts, some 

20 percent of our time has been designated for research, writing, and pub- 
lication.2 That's the theory anyway, though many of us find the work of re- 
search and writing squeezed by the ever-present—and in these economically 
depressed days, increasing—demands of teaching and faculty administration. 
To my way of thinking, these competing demands on our time underscore the 
importance of hard-nosed reflection on what we mean by theological research.

Given the personal nature of these reflections, let me introduce two ca- 
veats before proceeding to an exercise that will introduce three theses. As re- 
quested, I will close this presentation with a few compass points—slogans, 
really—that have shaped my own practices and commitments.

Two caveats

Inevitably, how we think about crafting research in the service of theo- 
logical education will be shaped by our respective contexts. What I have to 
say grows out of my educational background and my experience as a faculty 
member in four different institutional settings. Let me rehearse briefly, then, 
the contexts within which I have been formed.

Caveat 1: My background
The long and the short of it is that my postsecondary education was en- 

tirely in university contexts, but my professional life has been centered in self- 
standing graduate schools of theology and in seminaries. I completed my first 
theological degree at Perkins School of Theology, Southern Methodist Univer- 
sity, and earned the PhD from the University of Aberdeen, Scotland. A few 
years ago, I enrolled at the College of Medicine at the University of Kentucky 
for graduate work in the neurosciences.

My first faculty appointment was to a small graduate school of Christian 
studies for the whole people of God, New College Berkeley. Those early years 
were particularly formative for me, since our educational context and phi- 
losophy orbited around theological integration and interdisciplinarity. From 
there, I moved only a few feet—literally, from room 406 to room 306 in Hobart
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H all—to take a faculty position at the American Baptist Seminary of the West 
(ABSW) and Graduate Theological Union (GTU). This again was a formative 
period for my teaching and research—first, because of the multiracial profile 
of the ABSW student body and faculty; second, because of the theological and 
religious diversity represented by the GTU; and third, because of the oppor- 
tunity to be involved not only in a more typical seminary curriculum but also 
with ThD and PhD students. In fact, at the time, the GTU enrolled some 500 
doctoral students, and I was happily involved with classes and research su- 
pervision with students in biblical studies and in interdisciplinary studies. My 
MDiv classes enrolled Lutherans and Presbyterians and Unitarians, Jesuits 
and Franciscans and Dominicans, Congregationalists and Baptists and Meth- 
odists, as well as students from the Center for Jewish Studies and the Insti- 
tute of Buddhist Studies. Cross-talk—whether we think of cross-disciplinary 
conversation or bridging diverse cultural, theological, and religious commit- 
m ents—was simply part of daily life. Add to this the towering presence of the 
University of California at Berkeley and the range of social and political issues 
integral to what it means to keep your eyes open in a place like Berkeley, and 
you can see why this would have been such a stimulating place.

Although I had imagined that we were in Berkeley for the long haul, our 
family moved in 1997 to a very different context, in a move to which we some- 
times referred as our "invitation to cultural whiplash," to Asbury Theological 
Seminary in Wilmore, Kentucky. Asbury Seminary is a large school, which 
enrolled some 1,700 students at the time, with a student body and faculty very 
different from what I had experienced in Berkeley. This was true both in terms 
of ethnicity (predominately Caucasian) and in terms of theological tradition 
(predominately Wesleyan and Methodist). Just over a year-and-a-half ago, I 
took a teaching position at Fuller Theological Seminary—a large, urban, inter- 
cultural, multidenominational seminary, located in the Los Angeles area, far 
from the horse farms of central Kentucky.

Each of these institutions provided different contexts for teaching and 
scholarship, but they dealt with issues of research and publication in similar 
ways—ways, that is, that are probably more typical of self-standing seminar- 
ies than might be the case with university-related divinity schools. As will 
become more clear in what follows, this is important for my understanding of 
what it might mean to craft research in the service of theological education.

One more bit of background: I became a dean at the age of twenty-nine and 
have served in some sort of capacity as an academic administrator throughout 
much of my faculty career thus far. This is important in the current discus- 
sion for a couple of reasons. First, as a dean, I believed that we could actually 
change the world of theological education. I acted as though it were possible 
to revise what we mean by scholarship and to think creatively about what we 
mean by publications. If it became clear that our standards for tenure and pro- 
motion were working at counterpurposes to our commitments to theological 
education, then we could reshape the way things get done. Second, as a dean 
and provost, I refused to give up teaching, research, and writing, and have 
continued to publish throughout the whole of my career as an academic ad- 
ministrator. This means that, despite my crossing over to the other side from
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time to time (that is, to the side of administration), I continued to reflect on 
research and publication as one who was working to contribute substantively 
to the seminary as a faculty member.

Caveat 2: Agenda-setting
There is another overarching issue that influences whatever I want to say 

on this topic. I acknowledge that those of us involved in theological education 
serve multiple constituencies and have a range of often-competing expecta- 
tions related to our theological research or theological writing. A worthy ques- 
tion to keep before us as we think about these things is this: Whose passions 
are in focus?

The truth is that faculty often experience tensions between our sense of 
vocation and the job search, or between our sense of vocation and the collec- 
tive sense of the tenure and promotion (or faculty development) committees 
of our institutions. This is simply part of our reality.

Sometimes, though, it is a strange reality. It can be strange, for example, 
due to opposing assumptions about the mission of the institution. To cite one 
case, our mission at Asbury Seminary was to send forth a well-trained, sancti- 
fied, Spirit-filled, evangelistic ministry to spread scriptural holiness through- 
out the land. One might argue that this makes sense of a decidedly Wesleyan 
seminary. One might also query how theological research might fit within an 
institutional mission articulated in just this way. We might put forward all 
sorts of practices by which we could cultivate the desired dispositions among 
our students, but it might not be immediately self-evident how an institution 
with this mission statement would authorize an emphasis on theological re- 
search. What we did, of course, was to take that little phrase, "well-trained," 
and open it up with talk about the importance of the discipleship of the mind. 
I should admit that questions about research and writing were voiced differ- 
ently, even along competing lines, by different stakeholders at Asbury Semi- 
nary. At the same time, I doubt that this is the only school in the ATS member- 
ship for which the institutional mission doesn't do much to clarify the role or 
status of theological research within that institution's overall aims.

With regard to agenda-setting, my sense is that theological faculty strug- 
gle more with the reality that my research agenda is not always theirs. What 
I want to do isn't always what they want me to do. Moreover, the they with 
competing expectations have different profiles for different members of our 
faculties.

For example, we recruited a well-known Latina to teach theology. As she 
and I began what would become an ongoing conversation about her develop- 
ment as a faculty member, it became immediately clear that she experienced 
demands on her time and energies that were foreign to me. In fact, I was 
amazed at how often they wanted[ her to do something. They voiced a series of 
claims on her that I hadn 't heard as a white male academic. Who were they? 
They were members of her wider ecclesial community; the Hispanic church 
needed her as a role model and theological resource in a way that was not 
true of me and would not be true of the majority of our faculty. I often found 
the same to be true with my African American colleagues, for example, and
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with my female colleagues; they sometimes experienced pressure to serve in 
ecclesial and public roles that often far outstrip the pressures other faculty 
experienced. This raises hard questions. One, to which I turn in a moment, is 
how to account for those extraordinary demands when contemplating issues 
of faculty development, including structures related to faculty review. More 
immediately, these pressures and counterpressures raise questions about how 
to find and keep a balance—how to work out the relationship between my 
agenda and theirs, how much to allow them to set my agenda.

There are also other theys, of course. One of the most hazy sets of expecta- 
tions come from publishers. Let me put it in these terms: Beware of publishers! 
They come to town bringing gifts, but inherent to these gifts are expectations 
of reciprocity that can be enslaving. One of my first colleagues in Berkeley 
told me that PhD programs are designed to destroy your ego in order to give 
you an inflated one at the end. The experience of many newly minted PhDs 
is that those egos are not reinflated so quickly! So when a publisher shows up 
looking for a book, well, it's hard to believe. Someone thinks I have something 
worthwhile to say? And so you sign a contract. And suddenly, you are in debt. 
You owe them. Hopefully, the scholar they want and the scholar you want to 
be are the same person, working on the same research interests. And I should 
say that my own experience of publishers has taken the form of a symbiotic 
relationship: they need me, I need them, and we help each other. This has been 
true, well, most of the time. But there are also editors who call with opportuni- 
ties that seem good at the time, but that quickly add up, and suddenly we find 
ourselves toiling on someone else's agenda rather than our own.

An exercise

Now, the exercise: Take a piece of paper and draw three circles. You will 
have to decide how you want to locate them on the page, whether there are 
three separate circles, overlapping circles, concentric circles, circles in a hier- 
archy, and so on. Name them: the academy, the seminary, and the church. 
Configure the relationships among these three however you want. Now locate 
yourself on the page and draw an arrow indicating the direction of the influ- 
ence you want to have. Where are you in relation to the academy, the semi- 
nary, and the church? Who are you trying to influence?

Some will locate themselves in the seminary, hoping to influence the 
church. Some will see the seminary in relation to the academy. Others will 
locate themselves in the church trying to influence the academy. Others will 
have drawn a jumble of arrows. Still others will refuse this exercise and remap 
their worlds in ways I had not anticipated.

However those maps were drawn, even if my categories were resisted, this 
exercise is an important one. How we map our worlds is important. How we 
locate seminary, church, and academy in relation to each other makes a differ- 
ence in how we visualize the nature of theological research. The same is true 
for how we locate ourselves in relation to all three. Mapping is a way of making 
transparent the social construction of relationships that put on display how we 
think, believe, feel, and behave—in this case about theological research.
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When I ask the influence question, one answer I hear repeatedly from fac- 
ulty members is that they want to bring the fruits of scholarship to the church. I 
remember thinking this way when I first got out of my own doctoral work, and 
even doing some writing in order to accomplish this agenda. But then I read an 
interesting book on biblical interpretation, cleverly titled Biblical Interpretation.3 
Early on, Robert Morgan and John Barton pointed out that one of the reasons 
the academy and the church are not on the same page with regard to the Bible 
is that they have different aims that only rarely overlap. They observed that 
the academy has tended to focus especially on the biblical materials insofar as 
they give us access to historical data related to the exercise of ancient religion, 
whereas Jewish and Christian faith communities tend to read the Bible in re- 
lationship to the cultivation and sustenance of their faith. In the modern era, 
these two perspectives have generally been kept separate, with the result that 
our ambitions about "bringing the academy to the church" typically result in a 
conversation that is terribly one-sided. In this model, the aims, protocols, and 
questions of the academy are foisted on the unsuspecting church.

Some questions easily present themselves. To what degree do the critical 
tools and perspectives honed in the academy actually serve the church? To 
what degree do they even take the church seriously? In reality, I find often 
enough that some so-called theological scholarship actually positions itself 
against the church; it works under the assumption that the church is the prob- 
lem that needs to be fixed instead of recognizing that the church, historical and 
global, comprises the tradition and arena from which theological scholarship 
derives its significance.

Here is another question: Why should the academy set the agenda? Why, 
for example, is the academy not the research and development arm of the 
church, so to speak? Why are the issues that the church surfaces not important 
and significant for the academy? Of course, sometimes they are. But this only 
reveals the problem I am hoping to identify—namely, how often theological 
faculty think in terms of bringing scholarship to the church. According to this 
"map" of institutional relations, scholarship is something outside the church. 
Scholarship is something that one performs over here, in the academy, and 
then one builds a bridge to over there, in the church. You will not be surprised 
to hear, then, that I am especially drawn to those diagrams constructed of con- 
centric circles, diagrams that suggest that there is no "bridging" going on, but 
which suggest rather the notion that theological scholarship in the service of 
theological education is grounded in one's ecclesial and theological place.

Is it scholarship? Three theses

If we think in these terms, though, we face a hard question: If we practice 
theological scholarship grounded in our theological and ecclesial place, are 
we really scholars? If we take the church seriously, if we take the theological 
in theological scholarship seriously, are we really scholars? Who are the real 
scholars? It is no surprise to my audience, I think, that scholars often gets de- 
fined in ways that exclude the kinds of concerns I have begun to introduce. 
And this leads to my constructive comments about the nature of scholarship 
in the service of theological education.
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Thesis 1: Crossing disciplinary lines
Part of what is involved in crafting scholarship that will contribute to 

theological education is that we must think in more expansive ways than our 
disciplinary homes have often trained us to think.

I refer here to the first of a series of conversions I experienced in the early 
days of my teaching career at New College Berkeley. I came to a moment of 
crisis during the few weeks between finishing my dissertation and entering the 
classroom to teach. I had been assigned two courses, two courses that would 
be enrolled in by people who would not be spending their lives parsing verbs 
or reading critical commentaries—engineers at Hewlett Packard, nurses and 
doctors at San Francisco General, lawyers, account managers, and the like. 
They were highly educated people, though their advanced degrees and expe- 
rience were in areas other than theology. Engaging in hours of lectures on the 
Synoptic problem didn 't seem to be the best use of our time. I began to wonder 
how one might engage people theologically and biblically who didn 't "need 
it," people who were uninterested in denominational requirements for ordina- 
tion, people for whom theological education was about faithful discipleship in 
their worlds of service. That represented the constellation of fresh questions 
that began to press on me. Being in Berkeley during those formative years was 
wonderful. Here was an arena for those kinds of seminal conversations, where 
engaging in integrative work was almost second nature.

Other illustrations come to mind. My mother has been teaching the same 
Sunday school class at her church in West Texas for some forty years. If I were 
to ask her, "Mom, did you know that biblical studies and theology are differ- 
ent things?" she would wonder what went wrong with (my) theological edu- 
cation. If I were to tell her that biblical studies and ethics were two different 
things, she would have no idea what I was talking about.

What is it about our disciplinary homes that allows us to think that we 
can keep separate Scripture and ethics, or history and preaching? How did we 
learn that it is okay for a biblical scholar to talk about what God used to say, 
but only theologians and homileticians can talk about what God is now say- 
ing? What legitimates this way of thinking for us, so that we simply take it for 
granted and allow theological scholarship to be determined by it?

One more illustration: As a member of the panel reviewing applications 
for Lilly Faculty Fellowships, I finished last week reading all of the theological 
research proposals on the docket for this weekend. We have a number of very 
good proposals to consider. I have to say, though, that some individual propos- 
als would never even have been considered except for letters of reference that 
suggested how they might be helpful to theological education. This is because 
the proposers could not, or did not, make the cases themselves. The bottom 
line is that most of us aren't used to talking to one another. The bottom line is 
that, when we do sit with a community of our peers—not just missiologists, not 
just reformationists, not just youth-and-family specialists, but with the entire 
theological curricula at the table—it can be hard to have a conversation.

Part of what is involved in crafting scholarship that will contribute to 
theological education is that we must think in more expansive ways than our 
disciplinary homes have often trained us to think. The truth, though, is that
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this is a risky business, this first thesis, because it challenges the accredited 
standards of our respective disciplines. She isn't really doing ethics, because 
she is reading psychology. He isn't really doing New Testament studies, be- 
cause he is reading Calvin, or Wittgenstein. How our discipline has been de- 
fined becomes the issue, and make no mistake, this is a politicized business—a 
risky, politicized business.

Maybe we have to reconfigure the canons by which we measure excel- 
lence if we are going to engage in this kind of scholarship. It is hard enough 
to cross boundaries when it comes to putting in a cross-disciplinary course at 
our schools: What do you mean you want to teach a class with both New Tes- 
tament and Christian Ethics nomenclature? The computer can't handle that! 
Never mind the registrar, what about crossing boundaries closely guarded by 
one's colleagues? Your PhD is in ethics; what makes you think you have any- 
thing to say about pastoral counseling?

One of my particular interests has been in how biblical scholarship, and 
even the Bible itself, has been segregated from the theological enterprise. The 
chasm is easy to spot in claims by biblical scholars that theologians neglect the 
Bible altogether, collect biblical prooftexts as though they were prize seashells 
on a public seashore, fail to account for "the context" of a biblical passage, 
or talk about the Bible without apparently reading it closely; or in claims by 
theologians that biblical scholars continue to say more and more about less 
and less, substitute superficial "application" for theological rigor, ignore the 
theological ramifications of their exegetical judgments, or, with their height- 
ened interest in the historical particularity of biblical texts, effectively remove 
the Bible from those who might have turned to it as a source or norm for the 
theological enterprise. It seems to me that our training and socialization into 
disciplinary homes has not served well the shape and future of theological 
inquiry and theological education.

That raises for me a further question: Who is it all for?
I remember when I was elected to the governing council of the Society for 

Biblical Literature (SBL) and discovered in our first meeting that we would be 
talking about the strategic mission and vision of the Society. I thought to my- 
self, "Another vision statement? Another mission statement? Another strategic 
plan?" But there it was: our mission in the SBL was to "foster biblical scholar- 
ship," and we needed to discuss what this might entail. I had also become a 
member of the AAAS, the American Association for the Advancement of Sei- 
ence. At the time and to this day, every week I would get a mailing from the 
AAAS announcing something like this: "Save the world! Join the AAAS!" I 
was thinking, JBL never does that; Journal of Biblical Literature never says, "Save 
the world! Join the SBL!" This prompted me to ask my colleagues on the SBL 
Council, "Who is this for, this fostering of biblical scholarship? Who is it for?"

We had a lengthy conversation and decided that fostering biblical schol- 
arship was for our colleagues in the profession, to be sure, but also for other 
publics. As a result, we added this statement to our "strategic vision": "Devel- 
op resources for diverse audiences, including students, religious communities 
and the general public."4 Almost immediately our programmatic emphases 
began to broaden. For example, the Society began engaging in work related
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to what it means to teach the Bible in public schools. An e-newsletter was de- 
veloped for high school teachers of the Bible: Teaching the Bible.5 And the SBL 
has undertaken programs related to the Bible and the parish, as well as an 
NEH-sponsored website called "The World of the Bible: People, Places, and 
Passages," aimed at the larger public interest for things biblical.6

What, or who, is our scholarship for? Let me push further. Following con- 
ventional wisdom, we might be justified in saying that our scholarship serves 
the book-buying public. It is for them that we do our research. We might imag- 
ine that we devote those countless hours to dusty volumes or hum an sub- 
ject review committees so that people will acquire our books, read them and 
change their minds, and even undergo theological (trans)formation. If this is 
the direction of our thinking, then we might do well to consider a document 
published last year titled "The Ten Awful Truths about Book Publishing."7 Let 
me summarize these awful truths by referring to only five of them:

• In 2008, more than 560,000 new books were published in the United 
States—more than double the number of new books published only five 
years earlier. In the UK there were almost 120,000 new books published. 
In the Anglo-American world, then, 680,000 new books were published in 
a single year.

• Book sales are declining. The digital revolution may be expanding the 
number of books and products available, but the number of actual book 
sales is not keeping pace.

• This means that, in 2004, of the 1.2 million books that are tracked, 950,000 
of those books sold 99 copies or fewer. Another 200,000 sold fewer than 
1,000 copies.

• A book has less than a 1 percent chance of being stocked in an average 
bookstore.

• Today, most books are sold only to an author's or a publisher's "commu- 
nity." The corollary: most book marketing today is done by authors and 
not by publishers.

If we are putting our research eggs into a book-publishing basket, we might 
want to reconsider. The picture is not a sanguine one.

What if we thought about different kinds of end-users for our research? 
When I was preparing to relocate to Scotland for postgraduate research, some 
friends raised some scholarship funds. They visited various places where I 
had been involved in pastoral ministry, and there they would make the case 
that I was a good investment. Here's the kind of thing they would say, by the 
numbers:

PhD graduate: 1
Number of years teaching at the seminary level: 30 
Number of new students each year: 50 
Number of congregations served in a pastor's lifetime: 5 
Average congregation size: 150
Number of congregants potentially influenced by one PhD graduate: 

1,125,000
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I have the capacity, apparently, to influence in some way 1.125 million congre- 
gants. And that's with what for some of us would be relatively conservative 
numbers: fifty new students, five congregations, and so on. (Tliat's not even 
to mention the potential influence I have if I am involved in the preparation 
of future faculty members.) Here's a corroborating perspective: The Overseas 
Council is concerned with equipping indigenous leadership for the church 
across the globe; some years ago, they determined that this would entail the 
preparation of one PhD for every one million people. This suggests the poten- 
tial influence of a theological scholar.

This puts our research in an interesting light. I can hope that my book sells 
ninety-nine copies this year, or I can influence 1.125 million congregants over 
the lifetime of my work. You will notice that I have not stopped publishing 
books, so you shouldn't be overly provoked by this either-or way of putting 
things. Of course, I am not suggesting that we put an end to the writing, pub- 
lishing, and reading of books. However, I do think these sorts of considerations 
could make a difference in how we understand the effect of our research.

Thesis 2: Expanding our influence
We must think differently about the end-users of our research; that is, we 

must think more seriously about the researcher's community of influence.
Instead of focusing on "publishing or perishing," we might start thinking 

about the classroom itself as the impetus for our research. When I was a dean 
concerned with faculty development I would sometimes say to one of my fac- 
ulty colleagues, "I'm  not after your engaging in research simply so that you 
can get a book published; I want your research to enliven the classroom. I want 
you to be excited; I want you to be passionate when you teach, and you can be 
more passionate about your research than about someone else's!"

What are our circles of influence? These would include, of course, our 
classrooms and religious communities. Were we to take these wider circles 
seriously, might we consider such web-based resources, including YouTube 
and iTunes, as ways of disseminating our research? The idea would not be to 
dismiss our interest in book publishers and other print media but to widen the 
potential effect of our work.

What if we leveraged our research in a way that took seriously these 
communities of influence? Would we report, "I did this research and wrote 
a book"? Or would we report, "I did this research and changed my thinking 
on this, which changed the way I engage my students on this, which affected 
the way I taught about this at these local churches, which changed the way I 
engaged in this denominational judicatory, which shaped what I did in this 
conference, which led to the construction of this website . . ."? Well, you can 
see where this is going. The question becomes one of leveraging. How can I 
leverage my research for the greatest influence?

The other question, the nagging question, is whether this is scholarship. Is 
posting something on iTunes scholarship? Is uploading something to YouTube 
scholarship? Is changing my lectures for a core course scholarship? Does it 
count, really, when it comes to tenure and promotion?
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Thesis 3: Scholarship reconsidered
And this opens the door to my third thesis: We must rehabilitate the lan- 

guage of scholarship so as to take seriously our theological and ecclesial tra- 
ditions and adapt faculty hiring and review structures accordingly. In other 
words, we have to become change agents with regard to what counts.

When it comes to review and promotion and salary negotiations, we have 
to change the way the world works. One has only to look at transformations in 
the open-access movement to see that change is possible—and, indeed, to see 
how some changes are already taking place.

The truth is, many of us have already been pushed in this direction, some- 
times kicking and screaming, because of the differences between what counts 
for scholarship in our respective fields. It simply is the case that the levels and 
variety of opportunities for showcasing scholarship available to me as a New 
Testament scholar are not the same as the opportunities for someone in Chris- 
tian education or in sacred music. Given these varieties of opportunity, how 
scholarship is measured has already become (or should already have become) 
an issue.

What is scholarship? Three or four years ago, I was involved in putting 
together a definition, and this is the language we drafted:

Scholarship means engaging in original research as well as 
stepping back from one's investigation in order to look for 
connections, build bridges, and communicate one's work ef- 
fectively.

Accordingly, the term scholarship recognizes discovery, integration, applica- 
tion, and teaching as separate but overlapping dimensions. You may recog- 
nize that, with this definition, we were borrowing from Ernest L. Boyer's book, 
Scholarship Reconsidered, and especially from the conversation about assessing 
faculty scholarship that Boyer's work stimulated.8 We defined an activity as 
scholarly if it met certain criteria:

• if it requires disciplinary expertise;
• if it is performed in a manner characterized by clear goals, adequate prep- 

aration, and appropriate methodology;
• if its results are appropriately documented and disseminated; and
• if its significance extends beyond the context of the individual but some- 

how contributes to the field of inquiry and is subjected to peer evaluation.

This includes books, but not only books. In fact, all kinds of cultural products 
can arise out of that way of thinking about scholarship.

Reflecting on the nature of scholarship in the service of theological educa- 
tion, I have suggested that we need to think in more expansive ways than our 
disciplinary homes have often trained us to think, that we must take more 
seriously the researcher's community(ies) of influence, and that we must reha- 
bilitate the language of scholarship so as to take seriously our theological and 
ecclesial traditions and adapt faculty, hiring, and review structures according
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ly. In doing so, I have made no attempt to exclude other interests from being 
labeled scholarly. Nor have I sketched these theses under the naïve assumption 
that institutionalizing changes of this kind would be simple. For many of us, 
and for many of our institutions, the currents are deep and fast-moving, and 
they take us in directions other than these. Whether we have the theological 
vision and political will to carry us forward is an unanswered question.

Compass points

Finally, I have been asked to speak autobiographically about my own 
practices of research, writing, and publishing. Although the whole of this pre- 
sentation evidences signs of my formation and the commitments developed 
in various institutional settings, these last compass points are even more per- 
sonal. Undoubtedly, others will want to add to this short list of commitments 
and practices.

A commitment to collaboration
One of the identifying marks of much of my research and publishing ac- 

tivity has been a pronounced emphasis on collaboration. Without collabora- 
tion, the sort of integration and interdisciplinarity to which I have referred is 
difficult to realize.

Some collaboration has involved actual face-to-face work in groups. 
Sometimes it has involved bringing disparate perspectives together as an edi- 
tor. Sometimes it has involved ongoing conversations and writing with people 
in other fields, leading to coauthored books and articles. In fact, I went back 
to school a few years ago to do graduate work in neuroscience because of a 
series of formal conversations in working groups and conferences often popu- 
lated by a range of scholars representing a range of specializations within the 
neurosciences, but, typically, only by one theologian, one philosopher, and 
one biblical scholar, myself. These experiences pushed me to want to know 
better, from the inside, what was going on with the in-house talk among those 
neuroscientists.

Collaboration has been important to my research and writing, but I find 
that it is not always valued. It is often talked about, but it is not often honored. 
I have at home in a file folder a signed contract from a university press to do a 
book on "the new historicism" and New Testament studies. I was to have co- 
authored that book with an English professor at the University of California, 
Berkeley. We signed that contract in 1988, back when people actually thought 
about "the new historicism," but this book was never written. My coauthor's 
department chair informed her that getting involved in this project would be- 
come an obstacle to her getting tenure. "We don't like coauthored books. We 
can't tell where one contribution ends and another begins. We don't know 
to whom we should give credit for what." What an interesting response for 
an institution that has traditionally thought of itself as being on the cutting- 
edge, where one might think community and collaboration, integration and 
interdisciplinarity would be prized. It is true, though, that collaboration and 
interdisciplinarity are hard to document and evaluate under the dated rubrics
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of tenure and promotion procedures. The question is whether collaboration 
itself could come to be valued.

Practicing stewardship
Another aspect of my research-and-writing practices finds a home at the 

interface of stewardship and innovation. Scholarship is often measured in terms 
of innovation: What substantive contribution does this make to the field? Addi- 
tionally, though, there is the question of dissemination, including dissemination 
to multiple publics, which I tend to think of in terms of stewardship—leverag- 
ing the time and energy of critical reflection and study in ways that have po- 
tential for influence among an array of audiences. For example, I was recently 
asked by a publisher to consider doing a book on God's basileia, that is, God's 
kingdom, empire, dominion. This was an attractive idea, but I had some ques- 
tions about whether this was a commitment I wanted to make. So I wrote an es- 
say for a periodical on recent work on the kingdom of God and New Testament 
studies—a survey of recent thought, really. Then I was asked by the Review of 
Biblical Literature to review a book on the kingdom of God in Luke-Acts, which 
I did. I then decided to offer a class on the New Testament and the kingdom of 
God, taught an adult education class at my home church on the subject, and 
agreed to write a major article on the "Kingdom of God" for the forthcoming 
revision of Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels. One of these days I might actually 
write that book. In the interim, I have a deepening and widening path of interest 
and reflection, allowing for both innovation and stewardship.

Teaching to write
I teach to write; I don't write to teach. When I was putting the final touches 

on my New International Commentary on Luke's Gospel, for example, I pointed 
out in the preface my indebtedness to the churches, workshops, classes, and 
conferences that provided me with opportunity to engage in conversation 
about Luke. Here is what I would do: I would lecture and engage in conver- 
sation with pen in hand, writing down the questions that people would ask 
and the insights that would surface. Those were the questions, I thought, that 
ought to be addressed in a commentary on Luke's Gospel—in addition to the 
questions raised by scholars like Schneider, Fitzmyer, Conzelmann, and oth- 
ers, going right back to The Venerable Bede. I thought a commentary ought 
to include the sorts of concerns raised by people at the turn of the twenty-first 
century, too. Teaching to write means that such concerns and insights that I 
gamer from interaction with students, as well as the research that goes into 
preparing for those interactions, become formative for the whole process.

Setting an agenda
Why did I become interested in New Testament ethics? How did I develop 

a concern for economic and health-related issues in studying Scripture? It is 
not because I woke up one day and thought, "I think I might be interested 
in economic and health-related questions." Rather, it's because we lived in 
Berkeley and I worked at a seminary then located near the epicenter of north 
Alameda County's homeless population. On the two-mile walk from my
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house to my seminary office, and on those regular strolls to Telegraph Avenue 
for coffee, I had numerous conversations with people who lived on the street, 
including ongoing conversations with homeless persons of genuine faith and 
with loving hearts. This raised important questions for me about the tendency 
of churches or social programs to imagine that they are taking good news to 
the poor, as though "the poor" did not already share in the good news. This 
resulted in language shifts as I reflected on what it might mean to engage with 
the poor and raised questions more basically about the nature of poverty. Who 
are the poor, really? This pushed me into conversations and research related 
to ethnomedicine and economic anthropology, this changed the way I thought 
about how to read the Gospels and Acts, and on the process goes.

Sometimes I think of this as a kind of strategic schizophrenia—that even 
though our research takes seriously the nature and challenges of our disci- 
plines, it is also situated (or can be situated) with feet firmly planted in the 
everydayness of our lives. Who would have thought that life, including the 
work of the gospel in church and world, might actually impinge on research?

Joel B. Green is professor of New Testament Interpretation and associate dean for the 
Center for Advanced Theological Studies at Fuller Theological Seminary.
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