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Description of the Educational Effectiveness Approach 
At the Graduate Theological Union, quality assurance in educational effectiveness is focused on three levels: individual student, area of study, and program. This introductory part of the Educational Effectiveness Report describes the approaches the GTU takes to assure quality in teaching and learning, the kinds of evidence of learning it collects (specifically, descriptive, indirect and/or direct data), the ways in which such evidence is used to support further inquiry and improvement, the office or officer of the institution responsible for producing evidence, and the persons or groups to whom those responsible report results for further assessment and analysis.

Assuring Quality in Teaching & Learning: Individual Student Level
Three of Arthur Chickering and Zelda Gamson’s “Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education” (AAHE Bulletin 1987) form the scaffolding for the GTU’s approach to student learning assessment. The three principles (which apply equally well to graduate education and have as much to do with effective learning as with effective teaching) may be paraphrased as follows: 1) students need to know that teachers and the institution hold high expectations for them, 2) the use of multiple evaluative techniques respects different ways of learning and the diverse talents of learners, and 3) learning improves when students receive relevant, timely, and regular feedback from faculty and peers. The following section of this report will illustrate how these principles are applied in various stages of a student’s progress through the doctoral program. For each evaluative moment in a student’s doctoral career, the report will describe a) ways that the student can know what the expected outcomes are for that “moment,” b) types of evidence used to assess student proficiency and ways that evidence is used to gauge student success, and c) how students not only learn about evaluative results, but when they receive more extensive feedback to use to understand their competency in each area and to improve their learning.

Diagnostic Reviews
In several GTU doctoral areas (Biblical Studies, History, and Christian Spirituality), faculty use descriptive and indirect evidence from admissions applications to perform diagnostic interviews or reviews with incoming students in order to build on judgments made during the admissions process about student preparedness for, “fit” with, and potential in the program. The student’s faculty advisor and, in some cases, another faculty member from the area meet with the student to discuss strengths and prospective challenges, offer suggestions, and, when necessary, prescribe interventions.

Doctoral Courses

In fall 2005, two senior members of the Core Doctoral Faculty (CDF) led their colleagues in a workshop entitled “Assessment’s Long Reach: Mission Statement to Feedback Loop.” These professors shared what they had learned through a Wabash Center grant-funded project on teaching the basic courses in their respective fields, particularly how to use course syllabi to communicate expected student outcomes and why articulated outcomes are important to student learning. The professors provided handouts that outlined principles of outcomes-based course construction and shared sample syllabi. 

In June 2006, the Dean sent a memorandum to Core Doctoral Faculty members asking them to articulate expected student outcomes in course syllabi for all doctoral-level courses and encouraging them to consider how learning outcomes for these courses are aligned with the doctoral program goals stated in the GTU catalog and respective area protocols. (Copies of syllabi for 2006-07 doctoral-level courses will be available for review in the team room during the Educational Effectiveness visit.) 
Direct Evidence: Syllabi indicate that professors use course papers, presentations, and class participation to assess student learning. Many professors write comments on course papers and return them to students after the end of the semester to provide students with timely, targeted, and instructive feedback. The course professor and student peers often offer feedback to students following class presentations. Course instructors are responsible for developing criteria and standards to use to make sure that student performance is in alignment with course objectives, and for using these results to adapt their courses to help improve learning. 

Indirect Evidence: The GTU Faculty Council revised the course evaluation form in spring 2005 to better assess the extent to which student experience in doctoral-level courses is in alignment with individual course and overall doctoral program goals. A student in the course volunteers to conduct the survey, collect the anonymous responses, and submit them to the GTU Dean, who provides copies to both the instructor and the dean of the instructor’s member school. The Dean reviews the evaluations, follows up with the instructor on issues of particular urgency, and provides a brief summary of the students’ evaluations for Appointments and Review Committee as part of the CDF member’s five-year review.

Research Readiness Review (RRR)

The purpose of this review is published in the Doctoral Program Handbook and on the form that faculty use for this assessment. The RRR form identifies thirteen specific criteria for determining readiness for academic research and writing.

Evidence: Faculty members use direct forms of evidence to evaluate each student’s readiness to pursue doctoral-level research and academic writing. Two different course professors use the RRR form to evaluate the student’s paper for their respective courses. The form provides space for the course instructor to judge the student’s work on each criterion according to a set of four standards. The course professor also provides a summative ranking and comment about the student’s overall performance in the course.

The course professors submit the RRR forms to the student who discusses the results of the reviews with his/her advisor. This process provides students with timely, targeted, and instructive feedback. The advisor presents a summary of the student’s work to the area faculty who collectively decide on the student’s readiness to pursue scholarly work. This allows the area faculty to gauge proficiency and consistency across students in the area.

Modern Foreign Languages

The purpose of and expectations for proficiency in modern foreign languages are published in the Doctoral Program Handbook.

Direct Evidence: The GTU uses a standardized examination format to evaluate proficiency in several modern languages, offering the exams every September, February, and May. The Dean of Students selects the language examiners and provides them with the same written instructions; examiners and students are anonymous to one another. Examiners are responsible for developing specific criteria and standards to use to evaluate student performance on the tests, though the Handbook articulates general criteria and standards used to assess proficiency. The exams are evaluated pass/fail, though some examiners write comments on the exams. Students can review the graded exams to receive immediate, targeted, constructive feedback.

Indirect Evidence: Students can submit alternative proof of proficiency in non-native modern languages through the Office of the Dean of Students to the chair of the modern foreign language committee (composed of three faculty members, one proficient in French, one in German, and one in Spanish). The student and committee chair are anonymous to one another. The committee chair (or another evaluator with competence in the language) evaluates the qualitative evidence submitted and renders a decision.
General Comprehensive Examinations

Seven of the doctoral program’s 11 areas require their students to take General Comprehensives Examinations that survey major figures, themes, and/or methods in their fields. The area protocols describe expectations for these general comprehensive examinations.

Direct Evidence: In three areas (Christian Spirituality, Ethics and Social Theory, and Systematic and Philosophical Theology) an ad hoc faculty committee develops General Comprehensive questions and evaluates student answers. Four areas (Biblical Studies, History, Liturgical Studies, and Psychology and Religion) prescribe specific themes and/or content for examination but look to the student and her/his Special Comprehensive Examinations committee to devise questions. Students write answers to their questions in a prescribed period of time, in an assigned space and without any aids or other resources. Students are expected to demonstrate mastery-level work. 

Christian Spirituality, Ethics and Social Theory, and Systematic and Philosophical Theology publish the possible exam results in their protocols. These students are not allowed to move forward in their programs without mastering the general comprehensive examinations process. Christian Spirituality examiners meet with each examinee after the exam to provide feedback. In Systematic and Philosophical Theology, the student’s advisor is one of the three examiners who discuss the examination results with the student before the results are made public. Students in the other four areas submit their General Comprehensive exam work for review by their committees along with their other specialized comprehensive examinations.

Special Comprehensive Examinations and Dissertation

The rest of each student’s program consists of increasingly specialized and customized work, including special comprehensive examinations and a dissertation, which are supervised by a committee of faculty selected by the student and approved by the area and the GTU. The Doctoral Program Handbook outlines general expectations for the comprehensive examinations and dissertation. Students develop exam and dissertation proposals that more specifically articulate the goals of the projects.

Direct Evidence: Students must present written comprehensive examinations and dissertation proposals to their individual committees and to their areas for review and approval. Students also have the chance to orally discuss their proposals with the area faculty and, in that discussion, receive critical and constructive feedback about their projects. Additionally, students present their dissertation proposals to the GTU Doctoral Council (four CDF members and two doctoral students elected by their respective constituents) both in writing and orally, and, again, receive timely feedback. The Handbook publishes the six possible results of the Doctoral Council review.

Satisfactory Academic Progress

Satisfactory Academic Progress (SAP) is not a specific program requirement, but serves as a discrete enrollment management tool to a) help the Dean of Students determine academic standing and financial aid eligibility for students, b) encourage regular faculty advisor-student communication, and c) encourage students to critically self-assess their work in the program. The SAP is an annual review that occurs in the spring semester, reflecting student progress in the program during the previous calendar year. The expectations of the SAP process are described in detail in the Doctoral Program Handbook.

Indirect Evidence: Students submit a self-evaluation of their work in the doctoral program from the previous calendar year. Students are asked to report on their work in courses and toward program requirements, comment on their relationship with their faculty advisor, and discuss co-curricular and professional development experiences. Faculty advisors receive a copy of their student’s evaluation and use a “SAP Response Form” to describe their perspective of the quality and pace of their student’s work over the previous year. Students then receive a copy of their advisor’s SAP Response Form along with a letter from the Dean of Students that, in light of student and advisor input, articulates whether or not the student was able to make satisfactory progress.

Assuring Quality Teaching & Learning: Area Level
GTU areas are reviewed approximately every five years on a rotating basis. Originally, the review process included a self-study, evaluation by external reviewers, a review report produced by a committee consisting of GTU faculty (one from within the area, and two from other areas), and discussion of the report by the GTU Dean, Faculty Council, Council of Deans, and Academic Committee of the GTU Board of Trustees. The self-study analyzed the area’s goals and directions, practices and procedures, and fit with the GTU doctoral program, while the overall review critiqued the area’s self-assessment.

As reported in the Capacity and Preparatory Review Report, a revised area review process has begun on an experimental basis in 2005-06. While the previous area review design focused more on the area’s capacity to sustain its commitments to the program, the revised process concentrates more on the area’s effectiveness in helping students complete the program and prepare for appropriate positions after graduation. The new design also incorporates the “Special Themes” model, patterned after one of the WASC Educational Effectiveness report options, to allow areas to structure their reviews in ways that are relevant and authentic to their particular issues. Building on the experience with the Christian Spirituality area review completed in fall 2005, the revised process has been implemented with the reviews of Interdisciplinary Studies (IDS) and Cultural and Historical Studies of Religion (CHSR). The Area Review Tasks and Timelines for IDS and CHSR Pilot Reviews document outlines the steps in this new process.

The Office of Institutional Research produces some preliminary descriptive data about students in the area (primarily reflecting area specific, program-level outcomes), while the area itself gathers information about comparable programs in peer schools. The area uses this data, in consultation with the GTU Dean, to identify potential issues and areas of concern. The area develops a “Review Proposal” that makes some tentative claims about student success and area distinctiveness and identifies one or two research questions or topics to guide their review; this proposal must be approved by the Faculty Council of the CDF. The area then collects additional current students and graduates data to help test their claims and address their research inquiries.
The area review process is described in the Area Convener Handbook. The tasks and timelines outlined in the document used by IDS and CHSR will be included in the next edition of this document in fall 2007.
Descriptive Evidence: The area review begins with an assessment of various descriptive data including number of applications, offers of admissions, number of matriculated students, completion rates, time to completion, and current student demographics over a series of years in order to reveal profiles and trends. The area also reviews placement data for recent graduates from their area, including dissertation titles, employment types, and employment titles and locations. 
Indirect Evidence: The area faculty surveys graduates from their area at least since the last area review, asking graduates about their expectations of and success in the program and the nature of their preparedness for their vocation following graduation. Surveys or focus groups with current students are conducted as well.
Direct Evidence: Area faculty review authentic student work to gauge quality and alignment with area and program goals. In most cases, this consists of a systematic reading by a group of area faculty of dissertations, comprehensive examinations, and/or examination and dissertation proposals. For example, IDS selected a team of faculty to review dissertations and dissertation proposals (see the IDS Area Review Report referenced below). Each area must settle on at least one line of inquiry that involves an evaluation of actual student work.

Reporting Processes and Feedback Loops Available During Area Review: The area submits their Review Proposal to the GTU Dean and Faculty Council, who review it and provide feedback before the area begins additional data collection and analysis. The area has the opportunity to incorporate that feedback in the final Review Report before it is submitted to the GTU Dean and Faculty Council. The Faculty Council reviews the Report at their next regularly scheduled meeting, with the GTU Dean present. The Dean then meets with the area faculty and students to discuss the Faculty Council’s response to the report. Finally, major findings from the review are reported to the Council of Deans and the Academic Committee of the GTU Board of Trustees. 
The Review of Interdisciplinary Studies Final Report and Cultural and Historical Studies in Religion Area Review Proposal offer examples of the features of this new area review process. Modeled in large measure on the current WASC reaccreditation procedures, this revised process provides for systematic and regular evaluation that will recognize the diversity of the doctoral program areas, focus on core purposes and results, encourage research-based inquiry about issues of particular current significance, and incorporate analysis of various forms of evidence, including direct assessment of student work.
Assuring Quality Teaching & Learning: Program Level
As indicated in the Capacity and Preparatory Review Report, the GTU is planning for a comprehensive doctoral degree program review to be conducted after each area has completed the new revised area review process. This program-level review will tie together the various individual student assessment efforts and area reviews to gauge student learning across the entire program. As the response to one of the recommendations from the Capacity and Preparatory Review reflects, the GTU already collects and analyzes a variety of program-level evidence to incorporate in such a review (See the document titled CAP Review Response PhD and ThD Programs). In addition, the GTU Executive Staff is involved in a number of parallel activities that the GTU can use to help with the design and implementation of the upcoming program review.

For example, the chair of the GTU Board of Trustees has formed three “working groups” to help educate board members about the GTU and further encourage their ownership and investment in the enterprise. Working Group 3 was organized in spring 2006 to “review the doctoral program to help determine key indicators” (paraphrased from the Commission Action Letter, page 3). The President, the Dean, and the Dean of Students have met with the group several times in 2006. (See the documents Group 3 Implementation and Outcomes and Group 3 Board Report 10-20 for an illustration of the group’s goals and activities this past year). In response to this group’s interest in identifying some forms of descriptive data for use in assessment of institutional effectiveness, the Deans have identified some key program measures such as admissions data including number of applicants, offers of admission, and number of matriculated students, acceptance and yield ratios, graduates/withdrawals ratio, and graduate placement and publication data, all disaggregated by racial/ethnic identity. (See the document, CAP Review Response PhD and ThD Programs, which responds to the Capacity and Preparatory visiting team’s concern about evidence that programs and courses match expectations of the institution and its students). These same indicators will constitute important descriptive metrics in a program review to gauge how well the GTU’s efforts to recruit, retain, and graduate quality students is working.

Another example: the Executive Staff worked with a consultant in August 2006 to develop a set of operational institutional priorities directly related to the 2005 Strategic Plan that would guide the Executive Staff’s work over the next eighteen months. This document (Institutional Priorities Related to Enrollment Plan) includes the timeline for one of the top seven institutional priorities, which is the development of an enrollment plan to be implemented with the fall 2008 incoming class. As the document illustrates, the three-year enrollment plan will be data driven, involve all appropriate constituents, and be in alignment with future financial, faculty, and staff resources.

Timeline for the First Program Review: Because this program review process will need to incorporate the cumulative results of the new cycle of area reviews, adequate time is needed for its design, review, and resourcing. The tentative planning and design timeline is as follows:

	Fall 2008
	The work of Board Working Group 3 and the Enrollment Plan will be complete and re-assessed.

	2008-2009
	The Faculty Council will use this work to begin their design of a doctoral Program Review, building on the program-level descriptive data to incorporate a synthesis of Area reviews and direct evidence of student work across the program.

	2009-2010
	The Faculty Council will vet the design with the CDF at their regular meetings and incorporate required changes, additions, and deletions.

	2010-2011
	The Faculty Council will serve as a critical friend to the Dean of Students who will devise and implement a quantitative and qualitative assessment of the Professional Development Program. The PDP plans to survey program participants after each event beginning in 2007-2008 to gauge student satisfaction with the program offerings. This work will involve ways to incorporate this feedback on an overall review and produce evidence of any positive correlation between program participation and student outcomes. The Faculty Council will also work with the Dean of Students to devise ways to assess the effectiveness of Student Affairs offices (e.g. Admissions) to support student and program outcomes.

	2011-2012
	The Faculty Council will use programmatic evidence, a synthesis of Area Review data, and assessments of direct student work to complete the First GTU Doctoral Degree Program Review.


The document titled Doctoral Program Review Design describes the proposed plan for the review in detail.

Deep Engagement and Analysis of Educational Effectiveness: The Four Themes 
In the Institutional Proposal submitted to WASC and ATS in October 2003, the GTU proposed to use a “Special Themes” model to carry out rigorous research-based studies of four specific topics that had emerged by widespread consensus across the GTU community. Each inquiry was intended to lead to the formulation of action steps and the identification of measurable outcomes, and all four topics were to directly engage issues of student learning. The questions formulated to guide the investigations to be carried out by faculty teams were as follows:

· How effective are the academic programs of the GTU in preparing scholars and teachers of theology and religious studies for leadership in a pluralistic world of ecumenical, interreligious, and multicultural diversity?

· How effective is the GTU in stimulating and supporting interdisciplinary scholarship in the various areas of theology and religious studies?

· How effective is the GTU in providing our graduates with the commitment and skills they need in order to be a public voice for theology in relation to the great issues of our day?

· How effective is the GTU in the professional development of our students through faculty mentoring and programs of teacher preparation?

The four team leaders had been selected by the time of the Capacity and Preparatory Review visit in October 2005, but only the Interdisciplinary Scholarship team had begun its work. Consequently that team was the first to produce a draft essay early in 2006, so the other three teams had the benefit of that team’s experience and in large measure followed that team’s lead in structuring their own essays. Each team worked intensely for a period of three to six months, with the Dean and the Dean of Students serving as interpreters of the task and coordinators of the overall research project. Two of the teams chose to include a doctoral student as a team member, while another engaged a student as a research assistant. Coincidentally, the leaders of both the Public Voice and the Professional Development teams left the GTU for teaching positions elsewhere at the end of the 2005-06 academic year.

The deans selected the team leaders, who then recruited other team members to take part in the inquiries. Each team was encouraged to develop its own research methods and select its own evidence, making use of existing data whenever feasible. The teams were also advised that whenever possible they should base their study on direct assessment of student learning (e.g., using a rubric to score a sample of dissertations) as well as descriptive data (e.g., course offerings, enrollment figures) and indirect evidence (e.g., surveys, employment after graduation, lists of student achievements). 
The four analytical essays that follow are presented essentially as composed by the various teams, except that they have been edited for length, checked for factual accuracy, and provided with a standard set of subheadings to facilitate cross-referencing. The opinions, conclusions, and recommendations contained in each essay are those of the team, presented here for consideration by the GTU community. A final Integrative Essay identifies some issues common to the four essays, assesses the progress the GTU has made toward achieving the goals and outcomes set forth in the Institutional Proposal, and describes the next steps that will be taken to build on the learnings that have emerged from the entire review process.
Leadership in a Pluralistic World of Ecumenical, Interreligious, and Intercultural Diversity
Team Members: Ajit Abraham (doctoral student), Marianne Farina, Arthur Holder, Lewis Mudge (leader), Anton Vrame, Philip Wickeri
The Graduate Theological Union is an ecumenical Christian consortium of nine theological seminaries, working together in an ecumenical, intercultural and interreligious enterprise. The Institute of Buddhist Studies, the Center for Jewish Studies, and the emerging Center for Islamic Studies are integral to GTU degree programs (Ph.D., Th.D., and M.A.) and reflect the interreligious component of our common task and educational mission. The nine theological seminaries can only be interreligious by virtue of their participation in the GTU.

Definition of Terms

By virtue of its history and theological orientation, the GTU is an ecumenical consortium, inclusive of Orthodox, Roman Catholic, Anglican, Protestant and Unitarian-Universalist traditions. ‘Ecumenical’, in this sense, may be defined as a theological orientation that emphasizes the unity of the church, the unity of the world, and the fullness of the Christian message in all its expressions. The GTU began at a time in which the ecumenical movement was at a high point of enthusiasm and support, as much in theological education as anywhere else.

But ecumenism has also developed with the times. One can no longer be ecumenical without at the same time developing a commitment to interreligious discourse. The common task of the GTU and its member schools is interreligious, in the sense of embracing an ecumenical approach to the theological task that understands other religious traditions, religious communities, and expressions of religious scholarship on their own terms and in their own voices, integrating these into a common discourse.

Jewish and Buddhist studies have their own institutional expressions at the GTU, which is now moving toward the establishment of a program in Islamic studies. Other religious traditions are introduced in classes and special lectures.

The GTU is at the same time intercultural by virtue of its constituency of students and the composition of its faculty. Intercultural does not only mean women and men from many cultural traditions living and working together; it also means engaging in different cultures and religious communities as part of the ecumenical and interreligious task. The Asian “Partnerships” initiative reflects a particular area of GTU involvement by virtue of our location and our constituencies. In the day-to-day life of the GTU, as well as in classrooms and lecture halls, the diverse ecumenical, interreligious, and intercultural communities of the GTU are brought together to engage one another. 

GTU Claims and Aspirations
The GTU’s official publications describe the purposes of the GTU as a consortium of Christian theological schools and also as a common enterprise that includes the doctoral program. This study of educational effectiveness focuses on the latter: a program offering doctoral studies in most of the standard fields of religious and theological inquiry. Quotations concerning the ecumenical, interreligious, and intercultural (E-I-I) purposes of the consortium as a whole may be found in Educational Effectiveness Theme Essay: EII Quotations. We call attention especially to the purpose named first as a “central goal” in the 2005 Strategic Plan:“[To] strengthen its academic programs, in particular those most correlated with its core mission in ecumenical and interfaith studies—Jewish studies, Asian Theologies and Religions, Islamic studies.”

 The “Mission” of the GTU doctoral program as such says only that it “introduces students to the life and practice of intellectually and methodologically rigorous scholarship to prepare them for a diversity of occupations and vocations… as scholars and writers who study religious traditions and the lives of religious communities,” and “as leaders of genuine dialogue among communities of faith, shaping religious language for the emerging world.” Such purposes can be fulfilled in any curricular area, without being specifically thematized. Yet the entire institution’s more explicit E-I-I purposes need also to be reflected in its doctoral program.

Our task is to measure, on the basis of evidence, our doctoral program’s effectiveness in providing E-I-I education, both intrinsic and thematized, across the whole range of fields. That is, we ask how well “embedded” are these concerns, whatever may be the ostensible subject we are teaching. 

The GTU in the Landscape of Peer Institutions
By examining the ways peer institutions treat E-I-I concerns we become clearer about our own ways. Relatively few theological doctoral programs, in addition to our own, among those surveyed, explicitly name ecumenical, interreligious, or intercultural concerns “up front” in their literature as arenas of special institutional interest. But many provide significant opportunities in this area. We conducted an Internet search of data from ten doctoral-degree-granting schools and four “clusters” in which E-I-I studies can be pursued in either intrinsic or thematized forms (data in Comparing Ourselves With "Peer" Institutions). 

Virtually all programs surveyed involve four elements in various institutional combinations: (a) the doctoral programs as such; (b) M.Div. and M.A. programs taught mainly (but not always) by the same faculty members; (c) various specialized programs and institutes functioning at the doctoral level, and (d) some form of university affiliation or connection. In all these, E-I-I studies of some kind can be pursued, either by taking advantage of the intrinsic qualities of the institutional structures involved or through explicitly named courses and programs. Evidence that E-I-I concerns are “embedded” in doctoral courses on other subjects is all but absent in published data, but may be present in internal departmental protocols. 

Institutional structures have educational power. By sheer proximity, if in no other way, students learn respect for and appreciation of other religious traditions. They, as diverse course enrollments show, develop their own programs of study in conversation with students and faculty from other religious communities. In many cases this is enough to lend E-I-I qualities to doctoral programs that could not be organized in any other way. 

But distinct, named, E-I-I courses and programs are also of special interest. In our sampling, we have discovered the following: 

· Institutes and affiliates devoted to such subjects.

· Regularly offered E-I-I courses, sometimes with rotated topics or themes announced in advance for each academic year.
· Curricular “tracks” by which students (usually master’s students) can organize their work around E-I-I interests.
· Certificates to accompany diplomas indicating that designated course work in E-I-I topics has been accomplished.
· Sponsored opportunities for students and faculty with E-I-I interests to gather for conversation. 

All these structures and programs in one way or another involve encounters between “theology” (as the articulated internal logic of specific religious communities) and “religious studies” (following the logic of the university and of the contributing disciplines). Such dialectics work themselves out in various ways. One such way asks how faiths have interacted in ecumenical or interreligious dialogues as such (i.e. mostly “theology”), but examines this question in the light of the history and phenomenology of religions (i.e. mostly “religious studies”). Almost all doctoral-degree-granting institutions in which such studies go on today take for granted the presence of this dialectic of methods. “Theology” employs insights from religious studies, and “religious studies” practitioners rediscover the significance of “theology.” 

The GTU is no exception to this generalization. We seek to educate in both a “theological” mode and in a “religious-studies” mode, including “the disciplines of the university” in the mix. Approaches to theology and religious studies, as well as to phenomenology and dialogue, emphasize both fidelity to one’s own tradition, community, and discipline, and engagement with other traditions, communities, and disciplines. 
But the GTU, despite its institutional structures and claims, seems to do less well than some of its peers in locating or articulating these distinctions and possibilities in such a way that students and faculty can always profitably grasp them in their relationships to one another and steer their programs accordingly. This issue will be treated in several different perspectives in the pages that follow. 
GTU Structures, Requirements, and Resources
It needs to be clear that, since the doctoral program is the focus of this inquiry, we must first of all be effective in preparing students for the sorts of careers they can expect to find open to themselves in today’s markets. Hence we must offer the standard theological and religious studies disciplines, appropriately related to one another. In this context, the ecumenical, interreligious, and intercultural elements are largely (although not exclusively), adjectival or adverbial, in that they describe modes and methods and perspectives in pursuing the standard disciplines, and only less so lift up E-I-I concerns as such. But even so, possibilities for studying E-I-I matters are located at several points in the array of GTU curricular offerings: 
1. In the master’s-level courses taught by faculty of the member schools. Several schools have an intercultural requirement for the M.Div; three (PSR, PLTS, and SKSM) require a course in another religious tradition; one (JSTB) requires a course in ecumenical or interreligious dialogue. Many of these courses can be upgraded—through the assignment of additional reading and higher performance expectations—so as to serve doctoral students. 

2. In courses taught by faculty from related academic centers, affiliates and institutes (e.g. the Institute of Buddhist Studies, the Center for Jewish Studies, the Patriarch Athenagoras Orthodox Institute), courses that often include students of many religious traditions. This is true for M.A. programs in the above-mentioned faculties. Roman Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox Christian, Buddhist, and Jewish students and faculty in this way have the opportunity to learn from and interact with one another. 

3. In doctoral programs, such as the joint Ph.D. program linking the GTU Center for Jewish Studies with the University of California, Berkeley, and the GTU Interdisciplinary Studies and Cultural and Historical Studies of Religions areas. Ph.D. candidates with an interest in Asian theologies and cultures have an opportunity to continue their research in the Institute for Advanced Study in Asian Cultures and Theologies (IASACT) program (IASACT 2007 Brochure), which is not open to doctoral students at other institutions in the U.S.A. 

4. In particular courses at the University of California, Berkeley. A very rich array of courses in non-western cultures, including attention to their religious aspects, is available at UCB. The University has no graduate department of religious studies. But cultural, sociological, anthropological, linguistic and other disciplines of the University are very highly resourced and developed, opening to GTU students valuable research perspectives and methods. 

5. Other resources within the GTU supplement these possibilities. The Surjit Singh Lectures, the Newhall Fellows Program, the Asian “Partnerships” initiative, bring new insights in E-I-I matters. Orientation programs for entering students bring these perspectives together. 

Thus it is clear that the GTU “embeds” E-I-I concerns in a variety of ways. But the locations and forms of such embeddedness are fragmented and scattered. The relatively few courses that thematize these matters seem to be given in no set pattern or with any obvious overall strategy, but rather on the initiative of individuals, informal groups of faculty members, and academic areas. The GTU’s E-I-I possibilities often just unfold serendipitously in a variety of ways from one student-advisor relationship to the next. The question is whether our intentions for ourselves are sufficiently, and in the right way, both “embedded” and articulated in what the GTU says and does. 
We need more coordination, more measures to assure that the needed courses will be given at appropriate intervals, better understanding of the opportunities and choices students are faced with, better dissemination of information, greater clarity across the board about terminology and distinctions. It needs to be made clearer that what the GTU is as a shared institutional structure comes to expression integrally in what the GTU says and does as it plans its curricula and advises its students. We are the equal of many other institutions (but perhaps not of all) in our inherent capacities for making good on our claims. But we are less well organized to make the most of these capacities for our students than several other institutions that offer easily as much as we do, but claim less. 
Analysis of Evidence 

Survey of Member School Faculty, Deans, and Students. The GTU is an expression of the overlapping objectives of its member schools. The consortium, from its resources, supports the common enterprise. In particular, the member schools supply approximately 85% of the members of the Core Doctoral Faculty by making available time and energy from members of their own faculties. The latter persons are chosen and deployed with the needs of the GTU in view, to be sure, but with the specific institutional needs of member schools primarily in mind. It follows that the GTU doctoral faculty will be capable in the E-I-I areas to the extent that member schools have such interests in mind in making faculty appointments. Such capabilities will also be encouraged in faculty members by the experience of teaching in this environment. So far as faculty capability is concerned, this situation is not notably different from that obtaining in both university-related and free-standing theological schools in which the same faculty members teach both masters (including M.Div.) and doctoral candidates. 
Seeking to test how these circumstances and relationships are perceived, we surveyed programs and attitudes in the member schools (GTU: Ecumenical, Intercultural, and Interreligious Commitments). In a questionnaire survey supplemented by interviews two questions were asked: (1) How far are you willing to see the GTU put resources into E-I-I areas of concern? And, (2) What evidence of your school’s commitment is visible in your courses and degree requirements? This questionnaire went in each school to deans, members of the GTU Core Doctoral Faculty, faculty teaching in E-I-I areas, and students identified as having a grasp of how their school’s M.A./M.Div. requirements work. 

The questionnaire lists E-I-I commitments in each school’s mission statement and notes the presence of the same concerns in its M.A./M.Div. requirements, asking for comment. Respondents were also asked what other programs, course developments or projects help their institution promote ecumenical, intercultural, and interreligious perspectives. 

Faculty members were further asked how their own research and course syllabi support these goals, as well as to identify two or three student research or ministry projects that have emerged from this perspective, asking to contact these students for further interviews. We learned that: 

1. E-I-I commitments are more influential within member schools as such—especially as regards institutional goals, faculty interests, and student involvement—than we thought on beginning this study. 
2. Therefore the differences in educational perspective between member schools and the GTU’s doctoral program are less than one might suppose. There is evidence that the member seminaries—with their faculties and trustees, but not always with other stakeholders—recognize the need for E-I-I commitments in theological education, even if they themselves are not in institutional positions to provide such elements on their own. 

3. E-I-I concerns are treated in member schools largely in connection with achieving, and working creatively with, culturally diverse enrollments, with a focus on significant cultural differences within denominational or confessional groups, and with preparing pastors for diversity of expression within their own faiths and for a religiously diverse world. 

4. Member schools acknowledge that, apart from membership in the GTU, they could not do what they need to do in E-I-I matters within their M.Div. programs. 

5. It is the faculty members hired in the first instance for these M.Div programs who also carry the E-I-I load at the GTU doctoral level. It is rare to find academically trained E-I-I specialists (few such persons exist) among such faculty members. Rather these colleagues are trained in traditional theological disciplines and have developed various forms of personal and professional interest in E-I-I matters. 

Student and Graduate Surveys; Focus Group. We used questionnaires and a focus group to seek answers to two questions. First, how far have ecumenical, interreligious, or intercultural expectations been involved in students’ decisions to come to the GTU? And have the expectations been met? Second, what is the role of ecumenical, interreligious, or intercultural issues in the jobs GTU alumni/ae now hold? 

From the STAMATS surveys (STAMATS Research) conducted January 2005 with GTU students and alumni as part of the GTU integrated marketing project, we can discern a strong impact of the GTU’s claims to being an ecumenical, interreligious, and intercultural academic environment on their decision to attend the GTU, as well as on their attitudes after graduation. Students were asked, “What made you ultimately decide on a program in the GTU consortium?” The interdenominational and ecumenical environment was the third most popular response (20%), following location (39%) and faculty (26%). Students were also given the opportunity to rate (on a scale of 1=not at all important to 5=extremely important) the importance of twenty-one criteria related to program selection. Racial, ethnic, and cultural diversity of the community received a rate of 3.8 (12th/21); the opportunity to learn and explore my faith in a multi-denominational environment received a rate of 3.6 (14th/21); and that this school creates a better understanding of others’ religious beliefs received a rank of 3.5 (16th/21). While these might appear to be in the “middle of the pack,” in order of importance they follow just behind issues of faculty, library, and location of the GTU. When asked to select the top three advantages of attending the GTU or a member school, 30% of respondents named its status as an ecumenical consortium, or its interdenominational, religious diversity. In the list of the top nine, these issues ranked fourth overall. Finally, when asked the greatest benefits of being within the GTU consortium, 43% named “ecumenical consortium,” placing it first in the top eight benefits. 

With alumni/ae, these results are even more marked. The variety of perspectives was the third most popular reason for attending the GTU. When ranking their perceptions of the GTU, alumni rated issues connected to the ecumenical, interreligious, and intercultural environment even higher than did students. Alumni were also given the opportunity to rate (on a scale of 1=not at all important to 5=extremely important) the importance to them of twenty-one criteria. The opportunity to learn and explore one’s faith in a multi-denominational environment received a rate of 4.3 (5th/21); racial, ethnic, and cultural diversity of the community received a rate of 4.0 (11th/21); and that this school creates a better understanding of others’ religious beliefs received a rank of 4.1 (10th/21). When asked to identify the top three advantages of attending the GTU or a member school, the access to diverse perspectives ranked first. Similarly, 79% of alumni ranked the statement that the “GTU encourages understanding across religious divisions” as one of the top four most important aspects of the GTU itself. 

This sort of survey seeking quantifiable results was supplemented by another survey seeking prose responses (Doctoral Student Survey - Ecumenical Interreligious Intercultural and E-I-I Student Surveys). Current doctoral student opinion was sampled in a focus group and also in a written survey. In both cases the respondents were asked to describe their academic experiences at the GTU in E-I-I areas, and to note reasons for satisfaction as well as obstacles and difficulties they encountered along the way. Recent alumni/ae (1998-2005) were asked similar questions, and also how their GTU training was serving them in their current occupations. Responses ran in the 40% range for students and in the 30% range for graduates. Apart from these percentages, our results are not quantifiable, nor are they meant to be. They are descriptive, opinionated, anecdotal, personal. 
Responses by current doctoral students were divided between a seeming majority who said they came to the GTU to study other academic subjects but were favorably influenced by the E-I-I environment, and a minority who said they came specifically to pursue E-I-I matters. In many cases it is hard to decide in which category to place a given response. Does the distinction hold up where student awareness is concerned? 
Our current students bear witness to our school’s diversity, “energy” and “innovative scholarship,” but call attention to difficulties in discovering, relating to, and marshalling the GTU’s many resources. Successfully “crossing over” to UCB is sometimes a problem: guidance here is thought insufficient. Parochial cultural habits limit the benefits obtained from rubbing shoulders with students and faculty of backgrounds other than one’s own. Students call for more attention to classroom dynamics. The Professional Development Program is lauded for its workshop on the GTU’s intercultural learning environment. 

Ecumenical interests (i.e. concern for discourse among different Christian traditions) are unexpectedly salient, given the rarity of courses devoted by title to this subject. Students feel that the GTU ignores the fact that different Christian denominations understand this notion in different ways, and there is much interesting ecumenical work still needing to be done. The ecumenical category appears in sometimes surprising forms. One student writes: “In some ways I think it is reasonable to treat the Christianity of a much earlier age as akin to a different denomination—different interests, a shift in emphasis. Perhaps this overlaps with multiculturalism in some imprecise way.” 

A relative lack of cultural diversity and balance among students and (particularly) faculty is noted in several responses. In particular, we are faulted for having too few African-American faculty members and doctoral candidates. “The GTU has been excessively influenced,” one student writes, “by the larger society and its historical attempt to write the black contribution out of history.” 

Questionnaire responses by alumni/ae reflect memories of some of these same concerns, with edges softened by the passage of time. Particular GTU faculty members begin to be lauded (repeatedly) by name. At least a few graduates bear witness to the relevance of a GTU education in their places of work. Again the ecumenical challenge surfaces. A graduate teaching in a Roman Catholic university in the Philippines bears witness to the importance there of ecumenical relationships, as well as of interreligious and intercultural ties. Another doctoral alumnus will teach a seminary course on interpreting Genesis from the standpoint of the Abrahamic faith traditions in fall 2007. Another is Coordinator of Interfaith Relations for the Presbyterian Church, USA. Yet another serves as Associate Deputy for Ecumenical and Interfaith Relations for the Episcopal Church. 

Scoring of Selected Dissertations. Of the approximately 200 GTU dissertations in all fields submitted between 1999 and 2004, some 30 were identified by title and abstract as falling explicitly in the E-I-I category. A random sample of fifteen of these was chosen to be scanned by the six members of our committee functioning in three pairs. Each dissertation was thus read by two persons, each person would read five. An evaluative rubric was devised (Rubric for Assessing Ecumenical/Interreligious/Intercultural Dissertations) with three dimensions of quality (methodology of engagement with diverse traditions, use of indigenous language sources, and socio-historical analysis of cultural contexts) and four levels of achievement of these qualities (beginning, developing, accomplished, and exemplary). 

This method clearly involved an element of subjectivity. It also involved too small a sample to be statistically significant. But we found a moderate level of correlation between the grades given by the two members of each pair that scanned the same five dissertations. It is our intention to retain and refine these methods and results to provide a benchmark with which to compare future E-I-I dissertations. We found that: 

1. Students pursue E-I-I interests from standpoints in many different academic fields, e.g. theology, ethics, history, interdisciplinary studies, and others. The methods and scholarly capacities brought to bear reflect the academic areas in which the work is done. Comparing E-I-I dissertations written in different areas can be like comparing apples and oranges. 

2. All the E-I-I dissertations in our sample show some degree of the sorts of methodological sophistication expressed in our scoring rubric, but the range of achievement is rather wide. The ways in which these standards are reflected are also diverse. Excellent performances, by these criteria, stem no doubt from inherent intellectual ability combined with good teaching received in the past and good dissertation advising. But many students would benefit from more explicit statements of E-I-I expectations within their academic areas and in the GTU as a whole. 

3. The use of indigenous language sources is very uneven. Few GTU doctoral students have language resources to address two different traditions, e.g. Sanskrit and German, Chinese and Greek, Vietnamese and Sinhalese. Indeed there are few mature scholars who can do this well. GTU expectations regarding the level of linguistic competence required for E-I-I scholarship need to be clearer. 

4. Since most courses named or described in E-I-I terms are given at the masters level, it may be inferred that doctoral students found very few, if any, advanced level (5000 or 6000) courses focusing on these issues as such. Students found opportunities to pursue such interests in courses named as dealing with other related subjects, in master’s level offerings by the member schools, the Institute of Buddhist Studies, the Center for Jewish Studies, the Patriarch Athenagoras Orthodox Institute, and doctoral courses in the Cultural and Historical Studies of Religion area or in Jewish Studies. 

5. We found difficulties with the definitions implicit in our own scoring rubric. For example, the description corresponding to “exemplary” with respect to “methodology of engagement” and “socio-historical analysis” may not always be appropriate in particular dissertations. And we asked how specific to E-I-I studies is this grid? Is E-I-I a discipline in its own right, or more a particular combination of disciplines, like Environmental Studies? The standards in our rubric clearly need further refinement—perhaps to test integration of the perspectives of religious studies and theology, or of phenomenology of religion and interreligious dialogue—if they are to function, as we hope, as benchmarks for judging the effectiveness of our future teaching and learning of E-I-I subjects.

Would significant numbers of our doctoral students pursuing E-I-I subjects be better served if at least one 5000- or 6000-level course (perhaps co-sponsored by two or more areas) dealing with the nature of E-I-I work were given each semester or each year? Likewise, would students be better served by the existence of a location in the GTU structure where students and faculty interested in E-I-I matters were gathered and methodological questions across area disciplines, language expectations, and the like were focused? Knowing the complexities and possible difficulties of doing either, considering limited resources of time, personnel, and so forth, we answer a cautious “yes” to both questions. Not all disparities of interpretation and achievement would be addressed in this way, but some could be. The generally scattered character of our institutional approach to E-I-I questions, indicated earlier in this report, could be partly remedied. 

Recommendations for Improvement
1. Ask each of our academic areas and program units (this request will naturally concern some more than others) to consider what, if anything, E-I-I questions posed by student proposals and corresponding faculty interests should mean for its particular arenas of concern, perspectives and methods. Ask each explicitly to consider how to “embed” such concerns in its protocols and procedures for doctoral students interested in such work. 

2. Ask each area or unit in which E-I-I concerns prove to be significant to appoint annually one interested student and one interested faculty member to constitute a GTU “Committee on E-I-I Studies.” 

3. Assign this Committee the following responsibilities: 

a. Facilitate comparison of notes on this subject among the areas and specialized academic units in order to create and periodically revise a set of cross-disciplinary “benchmark” standards for E-I-I studies at the doctoral level, beginning with those used in this present study. 
b. Ensure that course offerings are available each year that thematize the ecumenical, interreligious, and intercultural dynamics of our life together and of the world’s life. This would mean consulting with the academic areas, the specialized academic program units and affiliates, and the Council of Deans, requesting that they together be proactive in seeing that appropriate courses crop up each year in the regular process by which course offerings are determined. One such course might be at the doctoral level, or upgradable to the doctoral level. 

c. Write an appropriate paragraph for the catalog on E-I-I studies at the GTU. Produce each year a supplementary brochure outlining possibilities for E-I-I studies in the different degree programs and listing suitable courses available that year in the GTU, its affiliates, and UCB. 

d. Lift up the significance of constantly rubbing shoulders with others holding E-I-I interests—fellow students, faculty, UCB people, and others—in order to capture and focus the GTU’s nearly unique context and atmosphere for E-I-I studies. Some sort of monthly gathering of persons engaged in E-I-I research could be appropriate. 
e. Consider the desirability and feasibility of a “specialized” M.A. area of concentration in E-I-I studies, linking appropriate academic disciplines (e.g. Bible, history, theology, ethics, etc.) with resources from the existing specialized M.A. programs offered by the Institute of Buddhist Studies, the Center for Jewish Studies, and the Patriarch Athenagoras Orthodox Institute. Or, alternatively, consider the possibility of a Certificate in E-I-I Studies to accompany the diplomas of students who complete specified work in these areas. 
Interdisciplinary Scholarship
Team Members: Judith Berling (leader), Barbara Green, Gina Hens-Piazza, Fumitaka Matsuoka, Naomi Seidman

Interdisciplinarity is an evolving concept rather than a fully established tradition, at the GTU and in higher education generally. Nevertheless, there are unmistakable signs that secondary and higher education are evolving in the direction of interdisciplinarity, multidisciplinarity, and boundary crossing. Because of this evolution in higher education generally, many students come to the GTU with a prior interest in pushing the boundaries of the disciplines.

There are thus a number of motivations for the GTU’s commitment to and involvement in interdisciplinary scholarship:

· The GTU participates in the increasing academic recognition of the interconnections between fields and disciplines in the human sciences, as evidenced by the growth of such interdisciplinary programs and departments as gender and sexuality, rhetoric, and cognitive psychology. More particularly, it sees the value of these interconnections for the study of religion and theology.

· The GTU is responsive to the cultural critique that often underlies challenges to traditional understandings and boundaries of disciplines.

· The GTU takes seriously student interest in interdisciplinarity.

· The GTU wants its students: (a) to have multiple competencies or (b) to be adept at interdisciplinary boundary crossing so that they can adapt flexibly to different stages of their careers.

Although interdisciplinary research at the GTU has been developing since its founding, a combination of external forces and increased internal awareness in 1998 led to two significant developments. First, the doctoral InterArea program (based on multiple competencies in two GTU areas) was broadened to become Interdisciplinary Studies in 1999. Second, the doctoral faculty adopted the Allied Field option as a structure to encourage multidisciplinary (and possibly) interdisciplinary competencies. This option was a compromise that acknowledged two streams of resistance to strengthening the interdisciplinarity of the program: 1) Some faculty opposed mandatory interdisciplinarity, arguing that some of the best scholarship of students and faculty continued to be disciplinary. 2) The interdisciplinary proposal was discussed along with a more radical proposal to combine and reconfigure the GTU doctoral areas, a proposal which met considerable faculty resistance. The Allied Field option creates an opportunity for interdisciplinary scholarship without mandating it.

In doing this research for this essay, the team discovered that multi- or interdisciplinary scholarship was extensive across the GTU doctoral program. However, some of the finest scholarship is still highly disciplinary. We in no way intend to mandate or promote interdisciplinary scholarship as a hallmark of the doctoral program; rather, our purpose is to encourage that interdisciplinary scholarship, where it exists in our program, be responsible, clear, and rigorous. 

Definition of Terms
Although there is consensus about the definitions and proper use of terminology in the literature on disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity, more general discussions and debate about interdisciplinarity in the academy are often muddled by inaccurate usage of terms. 

The team developed a chart defining interdisciplinary levels and terminology:
	Term
	Definition
	Example/type of work

	Responsible borrowing

	The “importation” of a tool, theory, or method by a practitioner of one discipline from another discipline, with due respect for how it is understood or used in its “home” discipline 
	The limited use of anthropology by a biblical scholar (e.g. GTU faculty member L. William Countryman’s use of Mary Douglas in Dirt, Greed, and Sex) 

	Multidisciplinarity


	The juxtaposition of the perspectives of two or more disciplines without their mutual transformation; the application of multiple disciplines to a single problem 


	Minors; GTU’s Allied Fields; the application of a range of disciplines to a single subject (e.g. ritual studies and media studies in GTU Ph.D. student Lee Gilmore’s dissertation on Burning Man) 

	Interdisciplinarity (general)
	The integration, substantial engagement, or mutual transformation of two or more disciplines by their simultaneous application
	

	Interdisciplinarity (modest): Reforming or enriching a discipline
	One discipline borrows extensively from another, arguing that the “home” discipline needs to incorporate a new method or perspective
	Use of field research (ethnography/anthropology) in Religious Studies to study “living” religious communities

	Interdisciplinarity (moderate): Stretching disciplines
	Scholarship works in the “space between” or in an overlap area of two disciplines to study a problem neither discipline can study well on its own
	Cognitive linguistics studies of metaphors; or performance theory (in this case, interdisciplinary scholarship creates a new subdiscipline)

	Interdisciplinarity (radical/critical): Transforming disciplines


	Scholarship raises critical issues about the practices, parameters, or assumptions of disciplines
	Postcolonial history; feminist theology

	Construction of New Interdisciplines 

(Transdisciplinarity)
	Interdisciplinary scholarship establishes a new disciplinary “guild”
	Christian Spirituality 


In addition to the “levels” of interdisciplinarity articulated in the chart, there is another important way of categorizing the types of multi- or interdisciplinarity to be found in the GTU doctoral program; note that each of these categories can operate within any of the “levels” of interdisciplinarity defined in the chart—that is, they may be multidisciplinary or modestly, moderately, or radically interdisciplinary, depending on the “weight” of the second discipline used and the degree of its integration with and transformation of the “first” discipline: 
1) Classical Interdisciplinarity: In this type of multi- or interdisciplinarity, scholarship combines (or radically integrates) the concepts, tools, and methods of two or more established disciplines, thus privileging the established disciplines as organizers of knowledge. Responsible classical interdisciplinary scholarship is accountable to the established consensus of the disciplines from which the concepts, tools, or methods came. The GTU formerly called the area now known as Interdisciplinary Studies by the name of “InterArea”—evidence of the assumption that interdisciplinary scholarship at the GTU would combine two existing areas at the GTU.

2) Programmed Multi-/Interdisciplinarity: As we will see in the report below, several of the GTU areas structure their requirements and foundational seminars to include more than one discipline. Such a structure can be multidisciplinary (competencies in two disciplines/fields in which each remains quite distinctive without challenging or transforming the other), or interdisciplinary. Areas can even contribute to creating interdisciplines (art and religion; liturgics; Christian spirituality).The hallmark of programmed multi-/interdisciplinarity is that the area structures (and thus limits and organizes) the extent and content of the interdisciplinarity.
3) Critical Interdisciplinarity is often referred to in the literature as “boundary crossing.” Such scholarship builds centrally on critical theories (from feminist theory, through post-structuralism and postcolonialism to queer theory) that see themselves as cutting across (and not confined to) traditional disciplines, raising critical questions about the assumptions and practices of the disciplines. Such interdisciplinary scholarship is less dependent on “disciplines” per se, although to be responsible it must acknowledge the “established” power of the disciplines even as it critiques them. Scholars working in all of the established areas of the GTU responsibly borrow from these critical theories, but in some cases the critical theory is so central to the conception of the scholarship that it cannot be contained within the structures of the area as currently defined. 

GTU Claims and Aspirations
General Claims. The central official claim about the “interdisciplinary component” of the GTU doctoral program is found on p. 20 of the 2005 catalog: “The GTU doctoral program enables students to pursue issues that matter and that are not often easily confined to a single discipline. Many GTU dissertations incorporate the perspectives and approaches of several disciplines and fields of study in order to pursue a topic in the manner it requires. At the same time, the program requires each student to have a discipline of reference, to be thoroughly based in a professional guild so as to have a location in the field after graduation.”
The catalog does not distinguish between multidisciplinarity and interdisciplinarity. Nor does the catalog specify expectations for how the “Allied Field” option and the “Outside Reader” requirement contribute to the interdisciplinarity of the GTU doctoral program. It is also unclear about what constitutes a “discipline of reference” for Interdisciplinary Students; in fact, IDS takes that to mean that students must have an appropriate advisor and “broad grounding” in a theological or religious discipline represented at the GTU.

The Interdisciplinary Studies area seeks to train students to be responsible in interdisciplinary scholarship and able to articulate a coherent interdisciplinary approach that also somehow reconciles or engages the differences of the disciplines they bring together.

The GTU has a significant presence of faculty doing genuinely interdisciplinary research (theology and science, biblical studies and literary theory, religious studies and learning theory, theology and Asian studies, theology and economics); faculty with interdisciplinary interests and scholarship are among those most in demand by doctoral students.
Area Claims. The doctoral areas emerge from the general mission and goals of the GTU doctoral program, as stated on p. 27 of the 2005 GTU catalog. The catalog makes three references to interdisciplinarity in describing the skills required for doctoral work and the goals and expected outcomes of doctoral study:
· To open one’s work to the critical challenges and assumptions of a [. . .] scholarly tradition beyond one’s own so that it is not unduly restricted by narrow and unexamined assumptions.

· To engage critically with at least one discipline, theory, or methodology of the research university, both to benefit from those methodologies and also to be prepared to contribute to broadening the assumptions of the university disciplines.

· To encourage responsible interdisciplinarity as outlined in area protocols.

In addition to the mission and goals of the GTU doctoral program as a whole, nearly all the areas make some claim to interdisciplinarity. The terms areas use in the catalog do not always clearly signal what their expectations are: they rarely distinguish interdisciplinary from multidisciplinary expectations; e.g., both Biblical Studies and Ethics and Social Theory describe what appear to be “programmed” multidisciplinary approaches (prescribing the “second discipline” students are expected to master) as “interdisciplinary.” Systematic and Philosophical Theology introduces the term “cross-disciplinary” without explaining how such study would be structured. Others, such as Liturgical Studies, Art and Religion, and Christian Spirituality, present themselves as interdisciplines. Liturgical Studies appears to be an interdiscipline that also requires engagement in one or two additional disciplines. History claims interdisciplinary commitments without describing how these are structured through coursework or requirements; working in different historical periods seems to be one “interdisciplinary” option. 

The GTU in the Landscape of Peer Institutions
Among the strongest evidence for the GTU’s commitment to interdisciplinarity is the existence of the Interdisciplinary Studies area. As part of its area review in fall 2005, this area conducted a web analysis comparing the GTU’s program with interdisciplinary doctoral programs in humanities and in theology and religion. That study indicated that Interdisciplinary Studies at the GTU is unique among humanities interdisciplinary doctoral programs for situating itself under the broad umbrellas of religion and theology. Unlike some programs claiming interdisciplinary status, Interdisciplinary Studies at the GTU is not merely multidisciplinary, requiring competence in more than one discipline, but rather requires its students to articulate their model of interdisciplinarity. The GTU’s Interdisciplinary Studies accommodates a broad range of student-designed programs rather than offering “programmed” interdisciplinarity.

The Interdisciplinary Studies Program at the GTU is the most fully developed program for interdisciplinary studies in religion and theology among our peer institutions. As interdisciplinary scholarship is playing an ever more significant role in the fields of religion and theology, this positions us to produce scholars and future faculty who can be leaders in this development. 

GTU Structures, Requirements, and Resources
Area requirements and foundational seminars. The mission and goals of the GTU doctoral program mandate critical engagement with a university discipline, primarily through the outside reader requirements. Precise definition of this and other interdisciplinary aspects of the program are left to each of the GTU areas. To research area requirements, the team relied upon the statements about the area requirements and seminars in the GTU catalog. These statements may not accurately reflect all aspects of area requirements and seminars.

The area foundational seminars are generally disciplinary in nature, although Biblical Studies, Cultural and Historical Studies in Religion, and Christian Spirituality have multidisciplinary seminars that introduce students to a variety of methods. The most obviously interdisciplinary foundational seminar is offered by Interdisciplinary Studies; the purpose of the seminar is to introduce students to the literature on interdisciplinarity and require them to articulate their models of interdisciplinarity and their attendant accountabilities to the various disciplines or theories they use in their scholarship. Some areas, like Liturgical Studies and Ethics and Social Theory, have a series of disciplinary seminars that ground students (consecutively) in several disciplines. The protocols for several areas make reference to an “allied field” requirement or option for their students; it needs to be specified whether this refers to the GTU Allied Field option, or has another meaning within the structures of the area. Do the current Allied Field requirements adequately meet the needs and expectations of the other areas and their students? 

Outside Reader for Ph.D. Comprehensive Exams and Dissertation. As stated in the Doctoral Program Handbook, Ph.D. students’ committees are required to have a member from outside the GTU who functions as a third member on their committee for both the comprehensive exams and for the dissertation. The particular scholar chosen by the student is normally working in a research-based university discipline that is related to the topics of the exams or dissertation project. (Occasionally, the university discipline is represented on the committee by a GTU faculty member with relevant expertise.) Increasingly, as students’ interests and projects have become more interdisciplinary, this outside faculty member has been especially helpful in guiding and assessing the student’s work in this secondary area. Though not specifically intended to be a representative or evaluator for the interdisciplinary component required by many of the GTU area protocols, increasingly, this outside faculty person plays that role. 
Allied Field Requirements and Interdisciplinarity. The Allied Field is an option within each GTU area, offered not to that area’s own students but to those in any other area, whereby those “outside” students may complete a set of requirements in an area that is not their own and gain a formal certification on their transcript. The Allied Field option was formalized in order to encourage greater interdisciplinarity at the GTU. The point of formalizing such interdisciplinarity through the Allied Fields option is twofold: 1) a student in one GTU area gains some verifiable degree of expertise, that is, a multidisciplinary competency, in another area; 2) students can demonstrate such multidisciplinary competencies to potential employers through the official certification of the Allied Field. In certifying this secondary competency, the GTU assures that students have the grounding necessary for responsible borrowing in their research (although the certification does not guarantee that the borrowing will in fact by responsible). The Allied Field option allows for but does not assume interdisciplinary integration of the primary and secondary field, although areas regularly require that outside students take the introductory methodology course—which might encourage such interdisciplinary integration more than “content” courses.

Each area (with the exception of the two joint degree programs) lists its requirements for students wishing to be certified in their Allied Field in its protocol and in the GTU catalog. The area notifies the GTU Office of Student Affairs when these requirements have been met, and the notation is entered onto the transcript. The range of requirements set by the areas differs: Some areas require one course and some require up to three. Some areas require that up to three exams be passed by the outside student. Accountability/assessment ranges from merely taking the course to passing it with a specified minimum grade. In some areas the Allied Field student is given an advisor from the allied area, and some areas require that there be a Core Doctoral Faculty member from the Allied area on the student’s comprehensive exam committee.

At present, there are eleven students who have “declared” an Allied Field option and have either completed it or are close to completing it. Given the ubiquity of interdisciplinary claims at the GTU, this number seems small. Larger areas seem to be drawing more outside students than smaller areas (in the literature on interdisciplinarity this is known as “trading up”). Such a pattern, if borne out by further investigation, would be ironic, since one of the motivations for establishing the Allied Field requirement was concern over data that job prospects were scarcer and more competitive in the “major fields” than in the emerging fields. The relatively small numbers of students taking advantage of the option raises other questions: Are students and faculty insufficiently aware of this option, unclear about how to take advantage of it, or unpersuaded of its benefits? Do faculty, advisors and areas feel they have something to gain from educating “outside” students? Are the Allied Field requirements set by the areas failing to address the particular interests of students? (For instance, is Systematic and Philosophical Theology assuming students want competency in theology as a whole rather than in some particular aspect of theology, e.g. liberation theology)? 

Analysis of Evidence
Survey of Outside Readers. A group of UCB faculty representing a broad range of disciplines [History (3), Rhetoric (2), Geography (1), Agriculture (1), Public Health (1), Native American Studies (1), Ethnic Studies (3), Classics (3), Economics (1), Architecture (1), Anthropology (1), Sociology (1)] were asked to evaluate how well GTU students were prepared in and how well they incorporated their outside field. While there were 20 faculty responses, 26 student performances were evaluated, as some of the faculty commented on more than one student. While quantitative analysis cannot be performed on this limited sample, the consistent responses across the three questions yielded impressions.

GTU Ph.D. students are being prepared in secondary fields outside their discipline. In some cases reference is made to their work as “gaining competence in a secondary discipline” and in other cases the student’s engagement of the outside field is specifically labeled “interdisciplinary.” The overriding impression across 95% of the responses is that there has been some genuine interdisciplinary work happening across the doctoral program for some time now (the last ten years). Moreover, this interdisciplinarity across fields is quite varied (Economics, Ethnic Studies, Rhetoric, Public Health, Agriculture, History, Native American Studies, Geography etc.). Evaluated from the standpoint of the outside reader representing the field, the engagement is “competent,” “in-depth,” and “commendable for the level of course work and/or individual study by students.” In some cases the work is truly interdisciplinary; in other instances, it juxtaposes two disciplines. In many instances, the student’s work was reported to employ some method or evaluative template from the outside field. Further, the overwhelming responsiveness of faculty from these outside fields is itself indicative of a positive assessment of such interdisciplinary overtures. Hence, they are judged as successful and encouraged by people in these fields.

The most positive responses and comments came from those who worked with students in the Interdisciplinary Studies area. It is worth considering this distinction, since Interdisciplinary Studies students are the only ones required to take a seminar in “Interdisciplinarity.” 

Review of Dissertations. The team reviewed eleven GTU dissertations completed between 2001 and 2005, asking: 1) How interdisciplinary were the topic and the method? 2) What kind of interdisciplinarity or multidisciplinarity did the dissertation represent? 3) Did the committees represent the range of disciplines included in the dissertation?


The dissertations examined represented the following GTU areas:

Art and Religion (2 from 2003), Biblical Studies (2001), (2003), Christian Spirituality (2001), Cultural and Historical Studies in Religions (2005), Ethics and Social Theory (2005), Interdisciplinary Studies (three from 2005), Liturgical Studies (2003).

	Fields combined
	Type of interdisciplinarity
	Term/level of interdisciplinarity

	Architecture, liturgy, theology
	Classical
	Modest to moderate

	Theology and literary theory
	Classical
	Irresponsible borrowing- (failure)

	Biblical studies with sociology, metaphor theory, and anthropology
	Classical
	modest

	Christian spirituality with literary theory and anthropology
	Classical
	Modest to moderate

	Religious studies, ritual studies, performance theory, media studies
	Classical
	Multidisciplinarity

	Ethics and economic models
	Programmed
	modest

	Feminist performance theory, womanist theology, spirituality
	Critical
	radical

	Liturgical studies and musicology
	Classical
	radical

	Biblical studies with Classics
	(Classical, but growing out of the home discipline)
	Basically disciplinary, yet aspires to challenge home discipline consensus on grounds of research from second discipline: hence moderate

	Theology and science
	Classical (with Theology very much dominant)
	Multidisciplinary, using Tillich’s method of correlation

	Material history and Theology (Theology as Allied Field)
	Classical
	Modest interdisciplinarity


Interdisciplinary research is happening across the GTU. What is less clear is whether the areas monitor that interdisciplinarity (in terms of the clarity of the proposal, the structure of the committee, and the models and accountabilities of interdisciplinarity) as strongly as they should. Are we putting too much responsibility for responsible interdisciplinarity on the students without sufficiently monitoring their work?

In at least three of the eleven dissertations (27%) the committee listed did not represent the expertise of the “other” disciplines as strongly as it could have, given the available expertise at the GTU and UCB. In one dissertation, the lack of an expert in the second discipline led to irresponsible borrowing; a better formed committee would have at the least ensured responsible borrowing if not the interdisciplinary scholarship of the dissertation. 

The level and type of disciplinarity, and the needs for representation on the student’s committee, all depend upon the weight that the “secondary” disciplines or theories are meant to play in the student’s project. How carefully is the composition of a committee, given the “weight” of the various disciplines engaged in the project, considered across the GTU? 

The multidisciplinary and relatively “disciplinary” dissertations reviewed were fine pieces of scholarship; a dissertation need not be interdisciplinary to be excellent, but it must responsibly fulfill its own claims.

GTU dissertations show that students are working in interdisciplines recognized elsewhere but not enshrined in a particular area of the GTU (missiology, literary theory and the study of religion, postcolonialism, feminist theory, queer theory, etc.). The lack of formal areas or at least “working groups” in these interdisciplines may contribute to the formation of inappropriate committees and even (occasionally) inadequate scholarship. 
Review of Employment Data. The review of GTU dissertations documented that the outside reader requirement introduces a multi- or interdisciplinary component to many GTU dissertations. The GTU’s motivations for these requirements include enhancing the employability of our graduates and giving them tools to adapt to different phases of their careers. Thus our outcomes assessment of graduates should be designed to monitor to what extent the disciplines represented by their outside readers, their Allied Field (when appropriate), and their multi- or interdisciplinary research were in fact helpful in obtaining employment, and whether and how these competencies have contributed to their professional activities.

Graduates in Interdisciplinary Studies have an overtly interdisciplinary label on their degrees. Their employment data needs to be closely monitored in comparison to those of graduates from the other areas. Moreover, they need to report on whether they use their interdisciplinary skills in their professional activities. The periodic review of Interdisciplinary Studies (Review of Interdisciplinary Studies Final Report) includes analysis of this data for the period 1999-2005. 

Recommendations for Improvement
1. The GTU Dean should establish a process to develop shared and widely understood nomenclature about multi- and interdisciplinary scholarship so that areas, faculty, and students can be clear about the appropriate range of meanings and practices of “interdisciplinarity” at the GTU. The terminological chart and three types included in this document can be a starting point to the process, and can be refined to become an ongoing resource for education and discussion. 
2. GTU areas should develop instruments of evaluation that can measure whether interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary goals have been achieved. In addition, the Allied Field requirements of areas should be reviewed by the GTU Dean’s office to determine whether differences among the areas are problematic. 
3. The GTU areas need to redouble their scrutiny of comprehensive exam and dissertation committees to ensure the adequate representation of the relevant disciplines (and responsible borrowing from them) by appropriate faculty expertise from GTU or outside readers. 
4. The GTU Dean should establish a process to develop lists for the GTU website of faculty consultants in various fields and interdisciplines not structured into the GTU areas. Areas should direct students to use these lists to select appropriate committees and to review proposals using disciplines in these fields. 
5. The IDS interdisciplinary seminar should be encouraged for all students doing interdisciplinary research, or the areas should develop courses, sessions, or workshops on interdisciplinary theories and methodologies suitable for their students. 
6. Given the ubiquity of interdisciplinary interests at the GTU, the Council of Deans should take interdisciplinary competencies into account when hiring future faculty. 
7. Employment and publication rates of all GTU graduates should continue to be monitored to ascertain whether and to what extent interdisciplinary research constitutes an advantage to graduates in obtaining a job, or in performing their professional duties. 

Public Voice for Theology and Religious Studies
Team Members: Brooks Berndt (doctoral student), James Donahue, Maureen Maloney, Michael Monshau (leader), Carol Robb

Why is public voice in theology and religious studies necessary? Stated simply, today’s religious situation demands it. Contemporary critical questions are issues that require theological, religious, and ethical answers. Like other theological institutions, the GTU is embedded in a world that looks for answers. Not to address those deep matters of concern would be institutionally and theologically irresponsible. 

The necessity of the GTU’s public voice can be more fully understood in relation to the four “publics” toward which its voice is aimed: culture, religious communities, higher education, and theological education. Today’s cultural sphere is characterized by a mix of complicating factors including a rise in both secularism and religion accompanied by a strong hunger for spiritual meaning, increased racial and ethnic diversity along with a deepening sense of social conservativism, and globalization. 

The second public, the religious communities, is itself often characterized by competing values that threaten to produce stark divisions between liberals and conservatives, orthodox and progressives, clergy and laity, and gay and straight persons. The realm of higher education functions as the third public of the GTU; here tensions arise from a greater focus on outcomes and educational availability, while criticism of higher education as the bastion of secular liberalism intensifies. Theological education, the final public of the GTU, has seen remarkable changes in recent years in the areas of governance, student demographics, and financial stability. 

Definition of Terms

‘Public voice’ is defined as bringing religious and/or ethical insights to discussions of the public good. In some cases, it involves influencing the use of these insights to shape approaches to issues that put the public good at risk. Public good is technically an economic term, but we use it philosophically and ethically to refer to not only the basic requirements of life that are available to us all (air, for example) but to “goods” that we all should share and benefit from, such as freedom and happiness as they are manifested through peace and justice. Issues that risk the public good, then, include ecological crisis, war, economic injustice and oppression based on race, ethnicity, gender, age, disability, or sexuality. 

GTU Claims and Aspirations

Does the GTU claim that we foster in our students their capacity to be a public voice for theology and religious studies on the important issues of our day? Explicit claims to the effect that our programs prepare students to provide such a voice are found in documents produced for both external and internal audiences. 

The 2005 GTU catalog (p. 9) tells external constituencies that part of the mission of the GTU is to “teach patterns of faith which nurture justice and peace” and “serve as an educational and theological resource for local communities, the nation and the world.” The mission statement further states that the GTU educates persons for creative and critical theological scholarship, habits of mind that relate knowledge and praxis, and vocations which serve compassion and truth. The more specific mission of the GTU doctoral program (p. 27) describes the diversity of occupations and vocations for which the program prepares students, including:

· As constructive critics and faithful reformers of living religious traditions and of society who can provide fresh voices and insightful perspectives to revitalize a sacred heritage and recover neglected opportunities within their traditions;

· As leaders of genuine dialogue among communities of faith, shaping religious language for the emerging world;

· As specialists on justice issues and organizers prepared to propose fresh approaches to social and moral problems. 

Similarly, in our internal documents, we claim this theme as a goal, and the goal is justified by some assumptions about the nature of the contemporary situation in which the GTU as common enterprise seeks to be a responsible participant. The strategic vision described as a part of background material for the GTU Strategic Plan says, “The GTU responds to the urgent need for leaders who can bridge divisions and differences across religious and cultural traditions. It prepares the ground for a common search for religious truths, peace, and justice in a global world.” 

Both internal and external documents make clear our intention that GTU be the place where people go to draw from a variety of religious traditions in order to find theological knowledge, information, and insight about the critical issues of the day, from religion and politics and the culture wars to concerns about violence and terrorism. We want to be a place that trains the religious leaders who will shape a future world based on the beliefs and values that will sustain us. 

The GTU in the Landscape of Peer Institutions

As the descriptive data in the document titled Public Voice Programs and Mission Statements at Peer Schools shows, the GTU is distinctive in its broad range of programs. An analysis of existing centers, programs, certificates, and collaboratives at the GTU common enterprise and thirteen peer institutions shows that only one school (Emory University) rivals the GTU in programmatic offerings on women and religion, religion and science, economic justice, racial justice, and ecology. GTU has structured programs in all five areas; Emory has programs in four of the five. Eight peer institutions do not have any official program in any of these areas, while the remaining six institutions average two offerings per school. 
GTU Structures, Requirements, and Resources

The principal ways that GTU provides students with opportunities to learn about critical issues and/or practice public voice are three-fold: a) through the more formal doctoral program curriculum, b) by way of a variety of co-curricular programs and activities, and, c) simply existing within a highly integrated educational environment (the GTU consortium) where an even wider array of opportunities exists.

Public Voice in the Curriculum: A survey of doctoral program area protocols reveals at least four areas that support this theme in some consistent, systematic way. The four areas include Christian Spirituality, Cultural and Historical Studies of Religions, Ethics and Social Theory, and Systematic and Philosophical Theology. These areas require courses or other kinds of experiences that ask students to bridge theoretical constructs with practical realities. Christian Spirituality students are required to complete a practicum where they involve themselves in the lived religious experiences of Christians. Students in Cultural and Historical Studies of Religion are required to take a course titled Contemporary Issues in the Study of Religion, which “develops conversation and community of interpretation among the students.” The primary goal of the Systematic and Philosophical Theology area is to interpret Christian faith “in response to the challenges posed by contemporary cultures.” In fact, students in this area must focus one of their three comprehensive exams on a contemporary theological problem where the student identifies the nature of the problem and, then, argues for a constructive solution.

Although the desire to prepare themselves to provide a public voice for theology may motivate prospective doctoral students to apply to all the program’s areas, Ethics and Social Theory, which is one of the four largest areas in terms of numbers of faculty and students, has published objectives and strategies that cohere especially closely with this aim. Ethics and Social Theory holds itself accountable to the following learning goals: “to construct an ethical argument, and conduct critical social analysis.” Students are asked to use comprehensive exams to evidence their ability to achieve these goals.

Because it is distinctive of this program that ethicists acquire grounding in social sciences, while social theorists acquire grounding in moral theory, Ethics and Social Theory graduates are well suited to assess the social context of what is ‘public’ as a component of crafting interventions in the way issues are defined and discussed. This is likely the reason why the area goes beyond preparation for public voice and includes in its area protocol specific expectations that encourage practice. Students are encouraged to make presentations, join professional organizations, and publish. As the Ethics and Social Theory protocol so clearly articulates, “it is the hope that as one matures in the program, one becomes more capable of speaking and writing on ethical matters in the public sphere.”

Co-curricular Programs and Activities: GTU centers, student groups, and professional development projects provide a structured and intentional complement to the curriculum’s efforts to promote the public voice in theology and religious studies.

The Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences (CTNS) is one of the GTU’s premier affiliated centers, extending the science and religion dialogue worldwide as it brings current and future clergy and faculty to a greater awareness of this important interdisciplinary work. Over the past decade, CTNS has raised $18 million in support of its efforts and on July 20, 1998, was on the cover of Newsweek magazine with the lead article titled “Science Finds God.” 
The common enterprise has renewed its commitment to issues of women and religion by instituting a Women’s Studies in Religion certificate program set to begin in fall 2007. The goals of the program are to a) enhance academic offerings available to GTU students by providing a rigorous and interdisciplinary study of women and religion, b) host colloquia, workshops, symposia, or conferences to support research and exchanges in the study of this field, c) support and encourage new initiatives in women’s studies, and to formalize the GTU’s links with the Gender Consortium at the University of California, Berkeley. 

The Center for Jewish Studies, the emerging Center for Islamic Studies, and the Partnerships initiative in Asian Theologies and Cultures all heighten awareness of non-Christian faith traditions and foster interreligious dialogue among GTU and external constituencies. Each of these programs has as part of its mission the engagement of local communities. In 2004, the GTU held two campus-wide events that focused on the theme of public voice: an Interfaith Colloquium on Religion and Politics sponsored by the Council of Deans and the annual Town Meeting session of the Core Doctoral Faculty. 

Support for public voice development is also fostered by student groups through the GTU common enterprise. These student groups engage their peers as well as GTU faculty and staff throughout the consortium on relevant topics and issues. TREES (Theological Roundtable on Ecological Ethics and Spirituality) seeks to raise awareness of ecological issues through theological and ethical reflection. The recently created GTU Justice Collaborative comprises members of the GTU community devoted to inter-school cooperation in the areas of economic and racial justice. The GTU chapter of the Beatitudes Society also brings GTU members together to seek ways to strengthen the prophetic Christian witness of justice, compassion, and peace. 

In spring 2006, the GTU was awarded a Teagle Foundation grant to fund a project titled “Engaging Meaning through Mentorship: Strengthening Post-Secondary Liberal Education through Vocation-Based Mentoring of Future Faculty.” The purpose of this project is to develop a mentorship model that GTU faculty can use to help our doctoral students (i.e. “future faculty”) to understand their future work in terms of vocation and contribution rather than career and accomplishment. As a result, GTU future faculty will help students in undergraduate programs and at seminaries to develop as complex, critical thinkers and ethical agents in the world. The project focuses on questions of vocation: What am I going to do with my life? How can I make my work meaningful and satisfying? In what ways can my work and my life encourage others to pursue lives and careers of meaning in the world? 

Existing Within A Highly Integrated Educational Environment: Individual faculty and GTU doctoral students support public voice development throughout the consortium in the form of engaged scholarship that joins theory with practice and bridges the academy, religious communities, and broader society, generally focusing on group issues and fostering change. GTU students practice engaged scholarship through publications in the academic and popular presses and through public presentations in religious communities, political venues, and social service agencies. 

The GTU believes that scholarship has limited value unless it is understood as the basis for pedagogies and teaching relationships that encourage active, passionate engagement of the “big questions” of our times from ethical, spiritual, theological, religious and other perspectives. Thus, engaged scholarship is also reflected in the course offerings across the GTU consortium (Courses Dealing with Matters of Public Theological Voice) that deal with ecology, war and peace, class, race, gender, sexual orientation, and other contemporary issues. Descriptive data for the past three academic years, 2003-2004 through 2005-2006, indicate an average of more than 48 courses offered each year on these themes.

Another arena where individual members of the GTU community have been engaged with public voice is through the media. Members of the GTU community have provided commentary on current issues such as the Catholic sexual abuse scandal; the papacy; ethics and business; the tsunami disaster; evangelical and liberals; and religion and politics. The GTU President continues to search for a wider exposure and a larger audience for GTU scholars in order to educate, to shape and frame the discourse, and to move and motivate the public. 

Analysis of Evidence

The GTU Public Voice faculty and student research team gathered and analyzed descriptive and indirect evidence to gauge GTU’s effectiveness in this area.

Descriptive Data: Evidence of the GTU’s success in preparing doctoral students for a public theological voice can be seen in the achievements of its students in teaching courses, receiving fellowship awards, delivering papers, and publishing works. Every year the GTU Dean of Students produces a booklet that lists all of the achievements of current doctoral students from the previous year. Students are asked to volunteer information about their extracurricular activities in the categories described as a part of their annual Satisfactory Academic Progress review. Among many categories of achievement, the booklet compiles the accomplishments of students in teaching courses, receiving Newhall Awards (stipends awarded to the student member of a faculty-student team selected competitively to work on a collaborative teaching or research project), delivering papers, and publishing articles and books. Booklets covering the three academic years ranging from fall 2002 to spring 2005 attest to the commitment and ability of students in the sphere of public theological voice (Student Achievements Booklets, 2002, 2003, and 2004). 

Assessment of the student achievements booklets noted titles which explicitly referenced one of the following critical issues: ecology, violence, class, race, gender, sexual orientation, and globalization. Of course preparation to exercise a public voice for theology is not limited to these particular seven social issues, as the public voice arena is wider than this. All the work considered by the GTU faculty and student team on the GTU’s effectiveness in preparing theology and religious studies scholars and teachers in a pluralistic world of ecumenical, interreligious, and multicultural diversity has public voice relevance. In light of that work, this assessment reflects a focused evaluation of just a few key, representative topics. 

From fall 2002 through spring 2005, fifty-nine GTU doctoral students received Newhall Awards given by the common enterprise to doctoral students so that they might teach and conduct research with Core Doctoral Faculty members. Thirteen of these awards were for courses or projects that dealt with at least one of the critical issues listed above. Of these, five addressed matters of ecology, four addressed matters of gender, three addressed matters of globalization, and one addressed matters of violence. This incidence of 22% was higher than for any other discrete set of themes covered.

During the same three year period, doctoral students reported 123 publications. Sixteen of these publications dealt with the specified critical issues (13%). Of these, six addressed matters of gender, five addressed matters of sexual orientation, two addressed matters of ecology, two addressed matters of violence, and one addressed matters of race. 

Doctoral students also presented 110 papers. Twenty-two of these dealt with the specified critical issues (20%). Of these, eight addressed matters of gender, four addressed matters of race, four addressed matters of ecology, four addressed matters of violence, one addressed matters of sexual orientation, and one addressed matters of globalization. 

Finally, during this period, doctoral students taught 168 courses. Ten of these dealt with the specified critical issues (6%). Of these, four addressed matters of gender, three addressed matters of race, two addressed matters of ecology, and one addressed matters of violence. 

GTU doctoral graduates completed 212 dissertations in the years 1998-2006. Of these, 144 dissertation titles make explicit or implicit reference to subject matter relevant to the public voice of theology (68%). This means the overwhelming preponderance of the GTU dissertations reviewed for this study are directly related to major rethinking of religious traditions with public consequence, and have bearing on power relationships within churches, the capacity for interreligious relations, and distribution of resources within societies. Reviewers with more complete knowledge of the dissertations’ content would probably identify the significance of additional dissertation titles to the preparation of public voice for theology. 

Of these 144 dissertations, twenty-three (16%) have been published or are forthcoming in book form. An additional nine dissertations have been submitted to one or more publishing companies for consideration and some are in the negotiation process (22% of the 1998-2006 graduates are or will be published). Dates of publication of the dissertations clump in the later years of this period, which is understandable given the amount of time it can take to transform a dissertation into a book or article with a wide audience. Some dissertation writers, it should be noted, have not taken steps to publish their dissertations, but are actively engaged in publishing articles that grew out of the dissertation’s foundations. We do not have an accurate count of those in this group.

The authors of fifteen of the twenty-two published dissertations are currently employed by institutions of post-secondary education. Authors of the remainder are employed by denominations, agencies, institutes, and counseling centers. 

Indirect Evidence: In fall, 2004, the GTU launched an Integrated Marketing project that systematically examined the GTU’s reputation and perceived value among a variety of target audiences including prospective and current students and GTU alumni/ae. Current students and alumni/ae, in particular, were surveyed about their student experience and satisfaction with the program (See Research Compilation, GTU Current Students/Alumni, in the Documents Referenced in Narrative section of The Graduate Theological Union Capacity and Preparatory Review Report)
Alumni/ae responses to the question, “What do you see as the GTU’s broader mission in society and how would you see it expanding its role in the future,” support the conclusion that GTU is a place where students learn to engage critical issues in a public forum. They also provide evidence that GTU is doing this work well. Outside consultants managing the Integrated Marketing project highlighted comments they found to be representative of overall responses (this data is not available in electronic form; paper copies of survey results and summaries will be available for the visiting team to review in the exhibits room).

Respondents said that GTU provides space for a “liberal religious voice that is highly trained and articulate” and that the country and world needs a place like GTU that is “non-fundamentalist and that wrestles with the critical issues of the day.” They said they “believe that one of the greatest things the GTU does is to expose us to men and women of faith who do not see everything as we do and help us learn to work together” and help students learn “to live together and love God in the middle of trials and tribulations.” Respondents saw GTU’s role as “being an advocate for social justice issues and concerns that are important to the well-being of society in general.” 

Graduates were also asked to identify and rank four aspects of the GTU that are most important to them. “GTU graduates work toward peace and justice issues” was one of the top 6 responses to this statement: 4% of graduates ranked this item first, 8% ranked it second, 12% ranked it third, and 23% ranked this fourth; 47% of graduates said this was one of four of the most important aspects of GTU.

Graduates responded to three items related to the public voice on the 2005 ATS Exiting Student Questionnaire (See Measure of Personal Growth After Theological Programs and Level of Satisfaction with Progress in Skills Related to Future Work). Graduates were asked whether or not there was a change in their personal growth after their program for: 1) empathy for the poor and oppressed and 2) concern about social justice. Graduates chose “3” to reflect a neutral or unchanged view while “4” indicated that graduates felt stronger about the issue. GTU graduates scored an average of a 3.5 on the first issue and 3.6 on the second. Stronger still, GTU graduates scored an average 3.9 to reflect their level of progress in their ability to relate social issues to their future work (3 indicated a neutral position, 4 indicated they agreed with the statement).
Recommendations for Improvement

The Public Voice team, having examined the alignment between the GTU’ claims and aspirations, its unique location in relation to peer institutions, and its current resources and structures, offers the following recommendations: 

1. The difference in the perceived pursuit of Public Voice in co-curricular student achievements and dissertations (some among student achievements, lots among dissertations written) suggests that more work needs to be done to more clearly define what we mean by the concept of public voice.
2. With the exception of students in Ethics and Social Theory, a GTU doctoral student’s pursuit of public voice arises from his or her own incentive to take advantage of resources that are not necessarily strategically designed, organized, or structured, but that are widely available. The GTU should consider shifting its intention from “providing opportunity” to “assessing expected outcomes” in this regard.
3. Because of the obvious alignment between Ethics and Social Theory and their expectations for students in the public voice, the GTU should support develop of this theme in this particular area.
4. To that extent, the team suggests that the directions in the Doctoral Student Handbook for preparation of the “Significance” section of a dissertation proposal require prospective candidates to articulate which public(s) their research addresses and how it contributes to the discipline’s public voice.
5. In order to move beyond an analysis of descriptive and indirect data, GTU must define what constitutes the exercise of public voice being done well.
6. The data suggest that a majority of what we define as public voice occurs within the public of the academy. The GTU should reflect on ways to push students out of the academy (beyond or in classrooms); 

7. The publication rate for GTU dissertations seems low, though some graduates have good reasons for intentionally not publishing a dissertation and the team was looking only at dissertations completed since 1998. In 2004 the GTU offered a workshop conducted by several editors from academic and religious publishers, which aimed at helping doctoral students prepare to publish their work. This should be repeated on a regular basis.
8. In summer 2003, the office of the GTU Dean of Students drafted a set of policies and procedures to guide the establishment and operation of GTU student groups (GTU Student Groups Policies and Procedures). These policies and procedures were developed in order to assure consistency and fairness across groups, yet have sufficient flexibility to address issues and needs specific to each group. As a part of the application process, and to maintain status as a GTU student group, each organization must articulate how it plans to assess its success for the year. Students are asked to describe their goals for the organization, the outcomes (i.e. actual skills, understandings, behaviors, attitudes and/or values of constituents) they hope to achieve in the coming year, the evidence they plan to use to demonstrate achievement of the outcomes, and the criteria and standards they will use to assess the evidence. The Dean of Students office should follow through on implementation of these procedures to be able to capture important co-curricular evidence that will help gauge public voice at GTU.
Professional Development of Students through Faculty Mentoring and Programs of Teacher Preparation 
Team Members: LeAnn Flesher, Barbara Green, Joyce Mercer (leader), Naomi Seidman

Definition of Terms

In order to limit the scope of the inquiry appropriately, the team engaged the following definitions: 

Students: Our inquiry focused upon students enrolled in the doctoral program of the GTU, and not upon those in other degree programs. 

Teacher preparation: We defined “programs of teacher preparation” as those classes, workshops, and program requirements in place at the GTU for the explicit purpose of preparing doctoral students to be competent teachers in colleges, seminaries, and universities, in accordance with the GTU’s mission statement. This definition limits the scope of our inquiry from all elements of scholarly preparation involved in a person’s preparation for professional service (e.g., facility as a scholar-researcher in one’s given discipline), to that which directly relates to pedagogical skills and knowledge. 

Mentoring: We defined mentoring as a distinctive relationship between one or more faculty members and a doctoral student in which the relationship with a mentor, in various ways formal and informal, guides the student into membership in the teaching profession.
 

For reasons both internal to the claims of the GTU in its mission to educate doctoral students, and external in terms of current intellectual and professional developments in the fields represented within the GTU, the theme of mentoring and preparation for teaching is a significant one for investigation. 
GTU Claims and Aspirations

This topic’s significance for the GTU may be seen in its clear articulation in the catalog’s “Mission of the GTU Doctoral Program” which states the claim that the GTU prepares students “as teachers in seminaries, colleges, and universities” (p. 27, GTU catalog). 
The GTU in the Landscape of Peer Institutions

Teaching and mentorship have become increasingly significant foci for the fields of theology and religious studies, as testified by multiple new professional organizations, publications, and new curricular elements in doctoral programs that foreground the importance of teaching and mentorship for the profession. Examples include: 

· the establishment of institutions with the specific mission of promoting good teaching practices such as the Wabash Center for Teaching and Learning in Theology and Religion; 
· the creation over the past decade of new groups and teaching-focused awards within professional guilds focused upon teaching and learning, such as the American Academy of Religion’s section named the “Academic Teaching and the Study of Religion” and “master teacher award”, or the GTU’s Sarlo Award for Excellence in Teaching;
· publications devoted to promoting stronger pedagogy in the field of religious studies and theology, such as the American Academy of Religion’s “Spotlight on Teaching” feature in its regular bulletin, and the journal Teaching Theology and Religion;
· publication of a major national study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Promotion of Teaching, focused upon best teaching practices in the preparation of clergy in Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish seminaries and divinity schools (Educating Clergy);
· the development of formal teacher education programs in doctoral curricula of Ph.D. granting institutions in the fields of theology and religious studies around the U.S., such as Emory University’s TATTO program. 

GTU Structures, Requirements, and Resources
Doctoral Program Requirements. The point of this section is to correlate the claims of the areas with practice, specifically in regard to the training of doctoral students for careers in higher education. Our team made an initial investigation of the thirteen area protocols of the doctoral programs to see 1) what outcome/goal claims were made in writing about preparing students for careers in education, 2) what evidence there was for accomplishment of the claim, and 3) how follow-up was done—again, initially here, simply in terms of the protocol itself, which is the document shared officially between area faculty and students. 

The team’s analysis found that nine of the thirteen areas had nothing explicitly related to teaching in the protocol (Christian Spirituality, History, Homiletics, Liturgical Studies, Religion and Psychology, Systematic and Philosophical Theology, Near Eastern Religions, Jewish Studies). Two areas (Art and Religion, and Homiletics) have some explicit requirements, and three (Biblical Studies, Cultural and Historical Studies of Religions, Interdisciplinary Studies) have more than incidental attention to training students for teaching.
The next step was to ascertain to what extent the information claimed by the areas correlates with student experience. Initially, we followed up with Biblical Studies, whose commitment to teaching seems comparatively extensive. Biblical Studies is one of the areas with an explicit claim in the protocol that a goal of the curriculum is “to prepare students…for teaching in biblical studies and the humanities,” a claim that is then carried out by the requirement of a seminar focused on evaluating texts for an introductory course in their field and interviewing faculty who teach such a course. Students are further required to participate in teaching a course (as a TA or similar role). Student progress toward the goal of preparation for teaching is assessed through a question in the comprehensive exams for which the teaching requirement readies them. 
Anecdotal information at a Biblical Studies area meeting had indicated that a number of students were not having the teaching experience the protocol prescribed, and there was a sense that these were, to a great extent, international students. With that sense in mind, we polled the students in that area who were beyond the first year of the program to seek specific information from them about their experience with teaching. Students reported experiences all across the spectrum of possibilities, some having several positive opportunities as TA’s, adjunct faculty employed outside the GTU, or in the GTU’s Newhall Fellowship program (a competitive fellowship with the explicit purpose of fostering doctoral student teaching experience through the design and teaching of a course with a faculty mentor). Others, however, expressed disappointment in experiences (e.g., absence of faculty mentoring/supervision of doctoral student teaching, limited numbers of teaching assistantships available, TA positions in which work is limited to administrative/clerical tasks without opportunities for teaching), or noted difficulties gaining access to such opportunities (particularly international students, as noted above). 

Faculty and Course Resources Related to Teaching. Although there is currently no formal doctoral program area in Religion and Education at the GTU, in spring 2006 there were eight faculty members with a disciplinary specialization in education. Faculty in the field of Religion and Education are an untapped resource at the GTU. When asked about their involvement with doctoral students, six out of the eight faculty members in this field stated that they often do special reading courses with some focus on pedagogy, teaching methods, learning styles, or educational research methodologies. These faculty members offer courses in teaching, education, and pedagogy in the GTU, but not specifically for doctoral students. There appears to be only one course in the GTU curriculum exclusively focused upon pedagogy and the preparation of doctoral students for the teaching profession. This course, taught by Judith Berling in the Interdisciplinary Studies area, generally involves eight to twelve student participants and is offered each spring semester. In it, students research a school and a department in which they might like to teach, and they create a syllabus and course for that context, while exploring images and models of pedagogy. (Doctoral students may elect to enroll in other courses offered at the GTU generally at the master’s level on pedagogy, education, and teaching, but anecdotal evidence suggests that few do so.) 

GTU’s Professional Development Program (PDP). The PDP is one of the GTU’s most significant and distinctive resources in effective education of students for professional service in the academy. The PDP is a “cafeteria-style” program of workshops, speakers, roundtables, and educational fora, designed to meet the changing needs of students across the stages of their professional development in their doctoral program. The PDP was instituted in spring 2003 under the auspices of the GTU Student Affairs Office and the Dean of Students, Maureen Maloney. The first full year of its operation was 2003-04. The program brought together an array of professionalization services for doctoral students that had previously been offered by different groups at the GTU, as well as initiating new workshops and services driven by more systematic attention to the professionalization needs of GTU doctoral students. A doctoral student working ten to fifteen hours per week, with additional support from the Dean of Students, staffs the program. 

The mission of the PDP is to enhance the academic, teaching, and professional skills of doctoral students throughout their GTU careers and guide them as they (in the words of the program brochure) “assume positions of academic and theological leadership.” The PDP leads to the improvement of student learning by carefully mapping various stages of the doctoral program and providing services for each of these stages, from student orientation to the successful negotiation of the academic job market. Included is some focus on the practice of teaching. Programs offered fall into four categories: 

1. Academic skills—workshops and other programs that enhance research, writing and presentation skills, e.g., “Mapping Your Doctoral Program,” “Financial Resources for Doctoral Studies,” and “Academic Writing at the GTU.”
2. Teaching skills—workshops and programs to develop teaching experience and skills, e.g., “Teaching the Foundational Course,” and the Teaching Scholars’ Lunch.
3. Career development—workshops and programs to assist in entry into the profession, e.g., “Proposing Conference Papers, and “Successfully Navigating the Academic Job Search.”
4. Intercultural learning—a required, all-day workshop offered for all incoming doctoral students during orientation week, exploring and promoting diversity and inclusion in the context of teaching and learning. In past years the PDP focused on the academic needs of international students but the 2005-06 offerings did not address that audience specifically except in the Intercultural Learning workshop.

In 2005-06 the PDP offered twenty-five different programs and workshops. Program coordinators have been careful throughout its existence to elicit responses to offerings and suggestions for future programs. Problematically, however, we found that the process of evaluation sometimes seems to stop at the point of data collection, without a clear and systematic mechanism for accessing and utilizing the data—a problem created in large part by budgetary limitations and staffing. Discussions with the deans and the PDP program coordinator suggest, however, that considerable informal/anecdotal usage has been made of these surveys toward adjusting future programs based upon feedback from the last one. A clearer benchmark for establishing the effectiveness of these programs in preparing persons for the teaching profession, however, would be to create a means of gathering data that could correlate participation in PDP offerings with more effective teaching by doctoral students, and with teaching placement and employment-related data of graduates.
Among the acknowledged gaps in the offerings of the PDP is sustained attention to the supervision of doctoral student-teachers. At present the PDP offers the bi-monthly GTU Teaching Scholar Lecture Series, in which doctoral students discuss innovative approaches to teaching religious studies and theology, and the Teaching Scholars’ Luncheon, in which Newhall Fellows (see below), teaching assistants, and adjunct faculty discuss teaching. Neither program is required. 

Opportunities for teaching experience among doctoral students of the GTU.
1. Newhall Fellowships: Students apply for these stipended opportunities to design and teach a course with a professor. The model behind the fellowship is a mentor-based model in which a faculty member works closely with a doctoral student who has the lead role, in taking a course from its initial design to final evaluation and student assessment. The following information shows the number of Newhall Fellows, in relation to the number of doctoral students enrolled at the GTU:

	Academic Year
	Newhalls Awarded
	Doctoral Students Enrolled
	%

	1998-1999
	29
	248
	12

	1999-2000
	28
	247
	11

	2000-2001
	15
	230
	7

	2001-2002
	12
	234
	5

	2002-2003
	16
	213
	8

	2003-2004
	18
	214
	8

	2004-2005
	20
	208
	10

	2005-2006
	23
	207
	11


Of these, 31 students received two awards; two students received three Newhall awards, and 1 student received four awards. 

2. Teaching Assistantships: Availability of these depends upon the policies and financial backing of individual member seminaries whose faculty then invite doctoral students into the role of teaching assistants. There were 46 reported teaching assistantships at GTU or UC Berkeley schools in 2004-05 (some among these involve individual students taking more than one teaching assistantship, such that the actual number of students doing so in the past academic year was slightly less than 46, or 33 students). There is no GTU-wide standard concerning the appropriate tasks for this role, nor any explicit guidelines that promote the use of TA opportunities as supervised teaching experiences for doctoral students. The ability of these experiences to function as a formal and intentional part of graduate student preparation for teaching thus depends upon the particular and individual faculty member, course, and student.
3. Outside teaching opportunities: Many doctoral students acquire teaching experience through outside opportunities as adjunct teachers in area colleges, community colleges, adult education centers, congregations, etc. In last year’s student achievement booklet, forty-three students reported taking advantage of such opportunities (again, some students taught multiple outside courses).
4. Doctoral Teaching Fellows: At least two member schools have established programs in which a doctoral student is given the opportunity to be a kind of apprentice faculty member who gains experience in teaching along with an introduction to faculty culture. For many years, the Church Divinity School of the Pacific has appointed a Bogard Teaching Fellow annually. In 2006-07, the American Baptist Seminary of the West has appointed a Doctoral Student Intern.
Analysis of Evidence

Survey of Recent Graduates Concerning their Preparation for the Teaching Profession. Working from a list of GTU doctoral students who graduated in the period 1998-2005, we emailed a brief survey to these 188 graduates, requesting information about their professional goals at the time of enrollment in the program, as well as their current employment situation (See EE Review Survey.All). We received 32 responses to the survey, which would represent just under a 20% response rate even in the (unlikely) event that we had an accurate email address for everyone on the mailing list.
 Given the probability of non-receipt by some members of the list, the response rate is probably somewhat higher. Our intention in collecting these data, however, is not to create a statistically reliable study of graduates, nor does such a small sample of respondents allow the data to be treated as representative. Instead, we simply wanted to develop a portrait based upon those who did respond, that would allow us to include the feedback of some graduates. Specifically, what we gain from this form of inquiry to which the other sections of this report do not have access is information about what graduates are actually doing professionally in relation to teaching, and how they assess their preparation. From those graduates responding to the survey, we received the following information of particular relevance: 
A large majority of respondents (87.88%) report that upon enrollment the type of work for which they intended to use their GTU doctoral degree was full time teaching in a seminary, college, or community college setting. The remaining 12.12% of respondents are equally divided in their responses between (a) part-time or adjunct teaching in a secondary education setting; (b) full time work in a church related position (pastoral work, judicatory staff, Christian education in a congregation, etc.); (c) part-time work in a church related position; and (d) plans to work in a setting other than education- or church-related institutions.

However, following graduation, only about one-half of those responding (46.53%) report that they work full time as teachers in a seminary, college, or community college. The next largest number of graduates (15.84%) engages in full-time work in a church related position. 12.87% of the graduates responding engage in part-time or adjunct teaching in such settings, while another 12.87% report employment in other full-time work outside of higher education or church settings (e.g., administrative assistant, freelance writing, or employment in a previously-held professional position such as speech pathology or social work). The remaining 5.94% engage in similarly situated work on a part-time basis. 

Among those teaching full- or part-time in seminaries, universities, colleges and community colleges are graduates who now serve as teaching faculty, deans, and in staff positions in these schools.

Concerning their experiences while in graduate school at the GTU, respondents report a range of participation in professional preparation activities: 22% attended professional meetings; 18.64% presented one or more papers at those meetings while in the doctoral program; 14.41% were teaching assistants with a GTU professor; 13.56% were Newhall Fellowship recipients; 11% participated in PDP workshops during their doctoral studies; 10.17% taught one or more courses outside of the GTU during their doctoral program; and 5% took a course on teaching/pedagogy.

A majority of respondents assess their preparation for the teaching profession at the GTU as strong, with 16% saying they were very well prepared and another 47% calling their experience well prepared. 19% consider themselves “somewhat prepared,” the middle position on the Likert scale. 6% say they were only slightly prepared for the profession, while 3% report not being prepared at all. 

Having a faculty mentor (26.8%) and opportunities for teaching experience (20.62%) were the two most frequently cited factors contributing to professional preparation. Course work and work with the dissertation committee (14.43% each) tied as third factors cited by respondents. Most graduates responding to the survey reported having a faculty mentor at the GTU, whether through a relationship with a specific individual (59%) or with several faculty in this role (16%). 25% reported not having a mentor. 

One half of respondents reported going directly from graduate school into a teaching position. Another 10% found employment within the following year, with 13% more finding employment 1-2 years after graduation. 10% did not find employment after graduating, and another 13% moved into another profession.

Among those who teach, 13.86% have tenure, and 41% are in tenure track positions. The rest are either in non-tenure track (contract or term-limited) jobs (31%) or in schools that do not use a tenure system (14%).

Finally, this survey invited respondents to tell us in brief narrative form about specific elements of their doctoral education that most helped or did not help them to prepare for the teaching profession. Most helpful elements cited were Newhall Fellowships and TA opportunities in which students experienced close work with their faculty mentor; the interdisciplinary focus of the GTU; PDP workshops; and strong experiences in research and writing that contribute to classroom teaching. Areas in which respondents stated the need for additional or a different kind of help in their GTU education included more assistance from faculty in being socialized into the teaching profession and in establishing a niche within the profession; offering and perhaps requiring a course on pedagogy; and opportunities for teaching undergraduates. A few respondents commented negatively on the “haphazard” opportunities for mentoring relationships with faculty, noting that the absence of adequate mentoring for teaching and professional socialization has been a serious problem for them. 
The survey of recent graduates of the GTU doctoral program offers a portrait of one group of graduates who by and large entered the Ph.D. program with the intent of full-time teaching upon graduation. At or around graduation, about half attain this goal. Factors in this may or may not be related to the GTU's teacher preparation, a causal relationship we cannot ascertain from this survey (e.g., the employment situation of graduates may have much to do with the tight academic job market, change of vocational goals by individuals, family circumstances, or other elements unrelated to the GTU’s preparation of students for the teaching profession). Of those who find employment teaching after graduation, most are either in tenured or tenure track positions and see themselves as either well prepared or very well prepared to teach by the GTU. The survey respondents point to the importance of the PDP offerings, and of teaching opportunities for students, in preparing graduates for the teaching profession. But they also signal a need to systematize and/or formalize (e.g., make a course or program requirement) study of and experience in teaching as part of the doctoral program. 
Furthermore, the responses indicate that merely having a teaching experience falls short of what graduates would like to have had in their doctoral preparation: those who were the happiest with their preparation cite a close supervisory relationship with mentors who helped them with pedagogical matters, while those expressing discontent most often cited the absence of supervision in teaching or the direct involvement of a mentor. There do not appear to be benchmarks or standards for faculty involvement in graduate student teaching, and even in the Newhall Fellowship the role of faculty appears quite variable. The survey responses underline the significance of skilled faculty mentorship both for socialization into the profession and for a sense of competency in teaching. That this mentoring element both is lifted up in its significance, and also cited specifically as a problem when it is lacking, points to the need to strengthen faculty internationality about and skills for mentoring. 
Student Achievements. In an additional effort to correlate student outcomes with area expectations, we scrutinized the Doctoral Student Achievements booklet (reporting in fall 2005 what had been accomplished in academic year 2004-05 and reported in the Satisfactory Academic Progress reports). This was not a tight correlation, but what emerged was the following: The self-reporting includes 349 entries, distributed variously (exhibits, panels, teaching, and so forth). In the three areas that give explicit attention to preparing students for teaching—and actually Biblical Studies here includes four students who are in the Near Eastern Religions program—35 students are from Biblical Studies (10%); 29 are from Cultural and Historical Studies of Religions (8%), though 22 were reported by the same student; and in Interdisciplinary Studies, 66 students were involved (19%).The three areas that most explicitly promote the formation of teachers contributed 37% to the student achievements. When simply the specific teaching-oriented achievements were counted, Biblical Studies accounted for 13% of the participation and Interdisciplinary Studies for 15%.There may not be a correlation, but the data may offer some insight, as they suggest stronger student achievement in those areas in which there is a more explicit concern with teaching in the protocol coupled with attention to fulfilling that claim in the area’s actual practice. 

Recommendations for Improvement 

1. Doctoral program a SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1reas need to take note of the findings concerning their expectations concerning teacher preparation, which are derived from the language of the current protocols (the ones the Office of the Dean of Students considers to be current) and decide whether what is stated is what is desired. If revision is thought a good idea, that needs to be done, by a given deadline; even in the case of the three areas most explicit about this requirement, there seems a need for better statements. Specifically, we recommend that each area that has not already done so determine its desired outcomes for student learning in relation to the GTU mission of preparing students for the teaching profession, and articulate the means by which students may demonstrate achievement of these outcomes, perhaps reporting on these annually as a means of accountability. 
2. Aside from the area protocols, there needs to be conversation about how the doctoral areas will quantitatively and qualitatively address the goal of preparing doctoral students for the teaching profession. The GTU might hold a town meeting to discuss the possibilities and implications of its involvement with helping students become teachers. What is the GTU community’s viewpoint on the necessity/importance of a (required) class on pedagogy, perhaps coupled with a required supervised teaching experience? The implication would mean more time and money from all involved, but if preparation of teachers is a priority as claimed, some shared agreements about how to actualize the claim across the areas appear warranted. 
3. An existing resource, namely the faculty of the GTU whose disciplinary specialization is education, stands underutilized in relation to doctoral student preparation for teaching. We recommend that the GTU deans and faculty representatives from the various areas consult with these faculty members with education as their disciplinary specialty concerning the feasibility of establishing an additional “cross-disciplinary” doctoral seminar on teaching and/or other modes through which their expertise might assist the areas to fulfill the GTU mission to prepare doctoral students for the teaching profession. As noted earlier, areas may want to consider options for pedagogy courses and perhaps a required teaching practicum/course experience should be explored for inclusion in the area protocols/curriculum of the doctoral program. 
4. There seems a need for clarification of and likely uniformity about which GTU document has the relevant and official information: protocol or catalog? One related difficulty in assessing our findings is the absence of clear benchmarks across the areas for determining what constitutes an adequate preparation for teaching among doctoral students. Is it the ability to prepare a syllabus? To demonstrate experience in developing and teaching a course from start to finish? We recommend, therefore, that the Core Doctoral Faculty in concert with the deans of the GTU work together to (a) bring catalog, area protocols, and actual practices into alignment and (b) establish program-wide expectations for measuring student achievement in the area of teaching. This could be done, for example, by creating a list of activities that faculty deem adequate as demonstrations of the desired outcomes for student learning in this area, such as the teaching of a course concluded by the graduate student’s critical reflections on their teaching practice, the successful completion of a course in education, etc. 
5. There may be need for further coordination of all the teaching opportunities. One possible avenue would be through that arm of the Office of the Dean of Students administering the Professional Development Program. Doing so might overburden that program as it currently exists, so there may be another more suitable site for coordinating graduate student teaching opportunities, but in any case the matter needs discussion and proactive decision making. 
6. Better records need to be kept, both in the GTU and at the level of the various areas. Specifically, the effectiveness of processes to improve student learning concerning teaching and pedagogy depends to some extent on tracking whether and to what degree of satisfaction requirements have been met. While the annual Student Achievements Booklet published by the Office of the Dean of Students is a step in collecting data about what students accomplish, it is based entirely on self reporting and offers no measure of how well they do so. We recommend (a) establishing a data base that would facilitate future inquiry about the efficacy of the GTU’s teacher preparation efforts; and (b) investigating the feasibility of graduate student portfolios in which students would collect evidence of growth in teaching though such things as evaluations from courses taught or TA’d, statements of teaching philosophy, syllabi developed, etc. 
7. The contributions of the PDP to the professional education of doctoral students for the teaching profession should be strongly affirmed as a significant and essential means through which the GTU fulfills the claims of its mission. Because the program is extracurricular (not required for graduation), some GTU faculty who work with doctoral students may lack full awareness of its offerings, scope, and quality. With the possibility that more doctoral students will take advantage of and benefit from its offerings if the PDP has the active sponsorship of the faculty, we recommend time set aside at a meeting of the Core Doctoral Faculty for a summary presentation of the program and how faculty may use it as a resource in mentoring doctoral students.
8. The GTU Dean’s Office should create and sponsor two workshops for faculty working with doctoral students: (a) a workshop on “how to be an effective mentor” and (b) a workshop on providing effective supervised teaching experiences with graduate students. We recommend that, prior to such a workshop, a faculty group take on the task of developing benchmarks for determining the level and kinds of faculty involvement and supervision of doctoral student teaching in various types of teaching experiences, including but not restricted to GTU teaching assistantships and the Newhall Fellowship.
The GTU has many strengths and resources in relation to its mission of preparing doctoral students for the teaching profession. Among these are the PDP offerings, the presence of many strong faculty mentors for doctoral students, the availability of diverse teaching opportunities, a sizable group of faculty whose disciplinary specialization is education, and in some cases area protocols which focus on teacher preparation. This inquiry also shows that the GTU could build on its existing strengths, and correct some problem areas, by a more intentional focus on learning outcomes in the preparation of doctoral students for the teaching profession. 
The Educational Effectiveness Review: Integrative Reflections and Next Steps
During the fall semester of 2006, the analytical essays produced by the teams working on the four themes chosen for the Educational Effectiveness Review were distributed in draft form for discussion and comment by a wide variety of GTU constituencies, including the Faculty Council, the Core Doctoral Faculty, the Rostered and In-Residence Faculty, the Council of Deans, the Student Advisory Committee, and the Academic Committee of the Board of Trustees. As might be expected in any academic community, the lively discussions that ensued did not issue in unanimity on all points. Nonetheless, there was general consensus that the four teams had done an excellent job of framing the issues, collecting data, analyzing evidence, and providing some thoughtful analysis accompanied by concrete recommendations that deserve serious consideration. 

The entire process successfully engaged the GTU community in an inquiry-based exercise that was helpful in advancing the consortial mission, with implications and insights that reach far beyond the immediate concerns of reaccreditation. Certainly the process of self-review was a much more positive and productive experience than in past reaccreditation reviews conducted in a more compliance-oriented fashion. The GTU has identified more issues than it has been able to address completely during the four years since beginning work on the Institutional Proposal, but substantial progress has already been made on most of those issues, and there is a strong institutional commitment to continuing the forward movement now well underway. 
Common Themes and Issues
When the GTU was using the “What Really Matters?” exercise to develop the Institutional Proposal in spring 2003, the four special themes that emerged from that exercise were described as “issues” or “priorities” for the school. Each of the four teams had no difficulty grounding their particular theme in the official documents in which the GTU declares its mission and objectives. But in each team’s report, and in the consortial discussions that followed, questions have been raised about the nature, extent, and accountability of the GTU’s commitment to ecumenical/interreligious/intercultural diversity, interdisciplinarity, theology’s public voice, and teacher preparation. 
Does a commitment to a particular theme mean that every GTU student ought to demonstrate at least basic competence in this domain (something like a general education requirement)? Or only that some students will choose to specialize in this particular topic or activity, so that the GTU needs to assess those students’ achievements but need not require all students to pursue that kind of work? Or might a particular theme be understood as a “point of excellence” or “signature program” concentrated in a particular area of study or program unit, but carrying an important value on behalf of the whole school (something like a “Peace Studies” program at a Quaker college)? As one Faculty Council member framed the issue: should each theme be understood as an institutional value, or a learning goal, or an educational context, or a specific content area? The answers to these questions will make a big difference in how student achievements are assessed, and how institutional effectiveness is measured.
In all the discussions of the essays, there was consensus that the first three themes (ecumenical/interreligious/intercultural diversity, interdisciplinarity, and the public voice for theology and religious studies) are GTU values that should inform the context of learning for all students. These three themes are not necessarily going to be learning goals or specific content areas for every student, but they will be for some students, and the GTU has a vested interest in making sure that a substantial number of students will choose to focus their work on these topics, and that those students will have adequate resources and guidance. The fourth theme (teacher preparation), however, is an appropriate learning goal for all GTU doctoral students, in that nearly all of them aspire to become teachers in the academy or in their religious communities—and even those who intend to work in museums or social service agencies are likely to have responsibility for training and education.
The next issue raised by the four essays had to do with the locus of assessment and accountability for each of the four themes: At the degree program level (e.g., general course or exam requirements for all students)? At the area level (e.g., discipline-specific expectations embedded in area protocols)? Or in an extracurricular mode (e.g., programs sponsored by the Office of Student Affairs)? Here again, there was general consensus, with one approach for the first three themes and another approach for teacher preparation. Recognizing that a particular genius of the GTU doctoral program is the relatively strong degree of autonomy exercised by the respective areas of study, all constituencies favored making the areas responsible for determining how they will define and engage discipline-specific approaches to ecumenical/interreligious/intercultural diversity, interdisciplinarity, and the public character of theological and religious studies. 
For some areas, one or more of these themes might be a major content area as well as a value (e.g., interdisciplinarity for Interdisciplinary Studies, Art and Religion, or Christian Spirituality; or public voice on contemporary issues for Ethics and Social Theory). But all areas will now be expected to engage each of these three themes as they develop and articulate clear learning expectations for students and report on assessment activities as part of ongoing periodic area reviews. Teacher preparation, however, seems most appropriately addressed as part of the now-established Professional Development Program sponsored by the Office of Student Affairs—though some areas may choose to supplement the PDP with discipline-specific courses or other requirements.
Learnings and Recommendations

Perhaps the most significant learning resulting from the Educational Effectiveness Review process at the GTU has been the development of a much clearer understanding of the different types of evidence (descriptive, indirect, direct) that can be used in assessing student learning. The teams working on the four theme essays had to determine what sort of evidence would help them address various kinds of questions in the course of their inquiries. In some cases they were able to make use of existing data, especially descriptive data (e.g, graduation rates and placement reports) and indirect evidence (e.g., the STAMATS surveys of students and graduates, and the annual Doctoral Student Achievements booklets). But each of the teams also found it necessary to generate additional descriptive data (e.g., categorization of dissertations by topic) and indirect evidence (e.g., surveys of current students or outside readers on dissertation committees). 
These efforts at data collection and analysis were more extensive than most previous assessment work at the GTU, but the methodologies were familiar. Of even greater significance, therefore, were several efforts at direct examination of student work, including the ecumenical/interreligious/intercultural team’s scoring of dissertations using a rubric developed by the team for this purpose, the interdisciplinary team’s review of dissertations to determine the type and relative success of interdisciplinarity involved, and the M.A. review committee’s assessment of master’s theses using a rubric based on the recently developed learning objectives for the M.A. program. In each case, the faculty involved in these assessment exercises discovered that it is hard work—but worthwhile—to develop analytical categories and demarcate graduated levels of educational achievement. These instruments can now be refined for future use and made available to serve as models for other assessment activities.
Another learning common to all four themes had to do with the distinctiveness of the GTU in the landscape of its peer institutions. The teams found that the GTU is truly a leader (but not always the single most accomplished leader) in ecumenical/interreligious/intercultural diversity, in interdisciplinarity, in relating theology and religious studies to contemporary public issues, and in teacher preparation. The evidence analyzed by the teams confirms that these themes are central to the GTU’s mission and that the GTU can justifiably claim distinction in its pursuit of these institutional values. At the same time, the teams found that in relation to each theme there is need for improvement, as indicated by the specific recommendations reported in the essays above. Those recommendations may be summarized in more general terms as calling upon the GTU to develop the following:

· greater clarity in defining key terminology,
· greater specificity about aims and objectives for student learning,
· more systematic collection and analysis of data, and 
· clearer assignment of accountability to responsible persons and groups. 
Thus the work that has been well begun with this Educational Effectiveness Review needs to be continued and expanded in the future.
Assessment of Goals and Outcomes 
from the Institutional Proposal

The GTU’s Institutional Proposal set forth five expected outcomes for the accreditation review process:
1. Integrate and sustain processes of planning and decision making that will better support the consortium’s commitment to ecumenical and interreligious dialogue in a global context.

2. Increase the “fitness for purpose” between the academic and vocational preparation of our students and the jobs they obtain after graduation.

3. Achieve a greater degree of alignment between strategic priorities and the deployment of institutional resources (including finances, personnel, etc.).

4. Strengthen the focus on student learning in the institutional processes and procedures of review, assessment, and evaluation. 

5. Integrate the principles and processes used in this accreditation review process within the institutional culture of the GTU and its various constituent groups.

Outcomes #1 and #3 (planning and alignment with strategic priorities) have indeed been achieved during the last several years, but this success is probably as much due to the focusing work involved in the capital campaign as to the accreditation process. Significant preparatory work on outcome #2 (fitness for purpose) has been accomplished through the formulation of stated learning outcomes for the M.A. and doctoral programs and the analysis of recent collected data about placement of graduates from both programs, leading to some important recommendations for curricular and co-curricular adjustments. Through the accreditation review process, the GTU has made the most dramatic progress in relation to outcomes #4 and #5. Faculty leadership, administration, and board have all made the critical shifts in focus from “inputs” to “outcomes,” and from nearly exclusive reliance on descriptive and indirect evidence to assessment based on direct measures of student learning.
Next Steps

In order to sustain the momentum developed as part of the accreditation review process, the GTU must now implement the four general recommendations noted above: greater clarity in defining key educational terminology, greater specificity about aims and objectives for student learning, more systematic collection and analysis of data, and clearer assignment of accountability to responsible persons and groups. These four general recommendations will need to be carried out in relation to each of the four special themes, and also for the M.A. program that is discussed in a separate appendix to this report. Only a brief overview of these next steps can be provided here:
Ecumenical, Interreligious, and Intercultural Diversity. A critical task for the future is to clarify the relationship among these three core values. While all constituencies in the GTU affirm all three values, there is a tendency for them to be seen as competing for resources in a zero-sum game. How can these three educational agendas—each one critical to the GTU mission—be advanced concurrently, and in a mutually beneficial way? The team working on this theme has recommended the formation of a “Committee on E-I-I Studies,” which would be one way of designating responsibility for this work. But in any case, the team has identified the key players that need to take a leadership role: the doctoral program areas (with the coordination of the GTU Dean and the Faculty Council), the Council of Deans, and the specialized program units and affiliates.
Interdisciplinarity. The team considering this theme has done the GTU a great service by noting that not all good scholarship is or needs to be interdisciplinary, and that there are a variety of ways of doing responsible interdisciplinary work. The GTU needs to move beyond debates about the value of interdisciplinarity in order to have constructive discussion of the types of inter- and multidisciplinarity, and finally to assess the quality of scholarship that employs any one or these approaches. Faculty in the individual doctoral areas will need to engage these questions in area-specific ways, but they will require support and guidance from the GTU Dean and the Faculty Council, especially through the ongoing refinement of the area review process.
Public Voice for Theological and Religious Studies. GTU students and faculty alike need to be challenged to identify which public(s) they are seeking to address in their scholarship: the academy (either in the form of theological education or higher education, or both), the religious communities, or societal institutions such as government, industry, business, health care, etc. Without implying that every scholarly endeavor must have immediate practical application, the GTU must continually encourage students and faculty to express their moral and spiritual commitments in relation to issues that affect the public good. Here again, the GTU Dean and the Faculty Council can take the initiative to see that these questions are highlighted in area reviews, dissertation proposals, and faculty review processes.
Teacher Preparation. The immediate next steps for engaging this theme will come through two grant projects now getting underway at the GTU. A grant from the Wabash Center will fund a new Learning and Teaching Academy that will provide GTU doctoral students with meaningful experience teaching core courses in religious studies and theology in ways that respond to culturally diverse, religiously pluralistic realities of the 21st century. Another grant from the Teagle Foundation will help GTU faculty improve their ability to mentor doctoral students who will anchor their future teaching with “Big Questions” of value and meaning in order to foster critical thinking and ethical reflection among postsecondary students. These programs, which will supplement and expand the current Professional Development Program, will be spearheaded by an advanced doctoral student serving as research associate in collaboration with the GTU President and the Dean of Students.
M.A. Program. The recent M.A. program review affirmed the value and general effectiveness of the Common M.A. program, but also called for improvement in several key aspects, including advising, the clarification of requirements related to ecumenical/interreligious learning and foreign language study, and participation in social life and consortial governance. The Council of Deans, which has responsibility for implementing these recommendations, will meet early in spring 2007 to initiate a series of action steps.
Throughout the accreditation process, from the development of the Institutional Proposal through the Capacity and Preparatory Review into this Educational Effectiveness Review, the GTU has endeavored to push beyond its widely acknowledged successes in ecumenical and interreligious cooperation and innovative scholarship in order to ask: How can we do a better job of preparing our students for vocations of teaching, research, ministry, and service? The GTU’s aspirations—and indeed its accomplishments—have often gone far beyond what might be expected on the basis of its relatively short 45-year-old history and its financial resources, which continue to be limited in comparison with the elite universities and seminaries that comprise the GTU’s peer schools. This Educational Effectiveness Review report depicts a dynamic and creative institution school that is justifiably proud of its students and graduates, at once idealistic and pragmatic, rigorously self-critical, and constantly striving for excellence. Standing at the crossroads of diverse cultures and faith traditions, the Graduate Theological Union is where religion meets the world.
Narrative Appendix: 
Response to Previous Team and Commission Recommendations and Findings

Following the Capacity and Preparatory Review visit in fall 2005, the ATS Commission on Accrediting and the WASC Accreditation Commission identified a set of findings for GTU to address in the course of the Educational Effectiveness Review. Since the GTU submitted a large quantity of documentation in preparation for Capacity and Preparatory Review, the institutional response to that team’s findings and the commission’s endorsement of those findings will be briefly described here. The headings from the WASC Commission Action Letter serve to organize our response.
Financial Stability (CFR 3.5, 3.8. and 4.2)

The first set of recommendations from the WASC Commission Action Letter appears to correlate with findings in the visiting team report under the heading, Standard III (WASC 3.5; ATS GIS 9.2.1.2).

WASC 3.5; ATS GIS 9.2.1.2

The document titled The Capital Campaign in Numbers reflects the GTU’s operating projections exhibiting our best case budget scenario and the document titled Contingency Plan reflects the GTU’s operating projections exhibiting our worst case budget scenario.

The document titled Standard III Careful And Timely Monitoring Of Campaign, combined with one titled GTU Capital Campaign Timeline describes our plans for careful and timely monitoring of campaign progress.

WASC 3.5; ATS GIS 9.2.1.1

The document titled Contingency Plan reflects our plans for the possibility that one or more

member seminaries may be forced to withdraw from the consortium. The GTU is continuing to plan for its financial future through a process outlined in the document titled  The Financial Future of the GTU: A Call to Action and further developed in two progress reports from President Donahue: Progress Report October 20, 2006 and Progress Report December 5, 2006. 
.

WASC 3.6; ATS GIS 9.3.1

The document titled Library Strategic Plan describes our plans to address short, intermediate, and long-term solutions to Library facility issues.

WASC 3.7; ATS GIS 9.4.0

The document titled Consortial Management Of Information Technology Proposal And Implementation Plan describes our proposal to attend to fragmented technology planning and budgeting.

Educational Effectiveness (CFR 1.2, 2.2-2.4, 2.7, and 4.2-4.7)

The second set of recommendations from the WASC Commission Action Letter appears to correlate with findings in the visiting team report under the heading, Standard II: Achieving Educational Objectives through Core Functions.
WASC 2.3; ATS GIS 4.2.4.1:  The GTU PhD and ThD Programs

The ATS/WASC Capacity and Preparatory Review team asked GTU to use substantial concrete evidence to show that the educational outcomes of our various programs and individual courses offered match the expectations of the institution and our students. The visiting team defined “evidence” in this case as an examination of student work and data from the GTU office of Institutional Research.

GTU’s response to the visiting team’s concerns are explicitly addressed in the document, CAP Review Response Standard PhD and ThD Programs.

WASC 2.6; ATS DPS E.5.2 and WASC 2.12; ATS DPS E.4.2: The Master of Arts Program

The ATS/WASC Capacity and Preparatory Review team asked GTU to undergo an assessment of our Common MA program to determine whether students in the program are prepared for doctoral study and have an optimum social context for learning. The team also asked GTU to attend to a more consistent quality of MA advising.

GTU’s response to the visiting team’s concerns are explicitly addressed in the document, Summary Report on the M.A. Program in Relation to ATS Degree Program Standards.

Also correlating with this set of WASC Commission Action Letter recommendations are visiting team findings described under the heading Standard IV: Creating and Organization Committed to Learning and Improvement.

WASC 4.3; ATS GIS 1.2.3

Update on Responses to CAP Review about Standards I and IV document outlines our plans to improve our connections between data analysis and strategic planning at all levels of GTU. The document titled GTU Data Audit: Data Collected in a Systematic and Cyclical Approach reflects the audit due according to this plan by December 1, 2006 and identifies who in the GTU produces each data item, why, and for what current purpose. The grid also identifies those data that have comparable information available on peer institutions. The document Strategic Plan: Goals, Objectives, and Activities provides a sample of how the GTU plans to take advantage of current data collection and analysis efforts by correlating them with specific strategic plan objectives and activities.

Embedding the Mission (CFR 1.1, 2.6, and 4.2)

The third set of recommendations from the WASC Commission Action Letter appears to correlate with findings in the visiting team report under the heading, Standard I: Defining Institutional Purposes and Ensuring Educational Objectives.

WASC 1.2; ATS GIS 1.2.2

Discussion of GTU’s ability to accomplish its purposes, live by its mission, and succeed in reaching its objectives, particularly in demonstrating the benefits of an interfaith environment, uniqueness of studying and worshiping in GTU’s context, and actions, ideas, perspectives, habits of inquiry that distinguish students in our environment is included in the section titled Leadership in a Pluralistic World of Ecumenical, Interreligious, and Intercultural Diversity beginning on page 9 of the Educational Effectiveness Review Report.
� We recognize that there are varieties of mentoring relationships. We also recognize the somewhat subjective quality of the notion of mentoring, a relationship that may be encouraged institutionally as well as intended by faculty members and students, yet which also significantly depends upon factors that cannot be prescribed (e.g., what might be called “relationship chemistry” between the parties in a mentoring situation). 





� We do not have a means of accessing on the basis of this email how many of these addresses might be out of date or incorrect, therefore it is impossible to calculate an accurate response rate. However, the purpose of our survey does not require statistical accuracy, since we are not claiming comprehensive scientific sampling methods with statistical response measurements, as we are not equipped to gather such; rather, we simply seek another method of information access through this survey, to “triangulate” with other forms of inquiry for this research question.)





