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For the | ast several years | have worked in a variety of contexts
trying to support theol ogical educators who are attenpting to integrate
energi ng technol ogies into their pedagogical strategies. | have al so
taught a nunber of full credit, graduate |evel, senester |length courses
in an asynchronous, online, distance learning format. | give you this
context primarily for two reasons. First, to situate what | have to
say. It's inportant to note, for instance, that | have not been working
with these technologies in the business world (where they are used nuch
nore often, and with nuch nore i medi acy and connection to daily work).
Nor have | had the opportunity yet (or created it), to work with
students who by virtue of their age and location are fluent in nedia
culture. Instead, ny students resenble the majority of the students ATS
has identified in the U S. context — nanely, students whose nmean age is
[45?] (Note the reference here) and who are still primarily a text-
based group. The second reason connects to the first: | amvery
conscious of how limted ny experience is in many ways, and of how
rapidly the contexts in which | teach and the technol ogi es perneating
t hose contexts, are changing. Wiile | think what | have prepared is
interesting, it is also relevant primarily to the noment, to the
contexts in which | teach, and to the kind of technol ogies available in
those contexts in the year 2000.

G ven this location, | amcontinually struck — sonetines with
anusenent and nore often with frustration — by the singular intensity
with which | am confronted by the sane question over and over again.
Whet her | am working with local religious educators, semnary faculty,
or faculty at research institutions, the primary question is always the
sanme: is it even possible, |let alone appropriate, to be using
el ectronic technol ogies in the context of theol ogical education? There
are many versions of this question, and they arise fromw thin these
varied contexts with different degrees of intensity, but the question



nost often al so comes attached to two underlying assunptions. First,
the assunption is nade that that phrase — “el ectronic technol ogi es”
is synonynous with desktop conputers that are linked to the internet,
and second, that the only pedagogical strategy inplied is online

di stance education. Having nmade these two assunptions, people find it
very difficult to consider the integration of electronic technol ogies
into theol ogi cal classroons with anything other than anxiety.

I have argued in other papers and presentations for an
under st andi ng of “electronic technol ogi es” that sees that phrase as
enconpassing what | call “digital culture.” | have also argued that it
is crucial to engage digital culture in theol ogical education in our
“typical” contexts even nore than in online, distance |earning franes.
But in this paper, while | suppose there will be echoes of ny earlier
argunents, | would like to address the concerns raised by this
conbi nation of assunptions directly. Let ne begin by giving you a bald,
and probably exaggerated version of the argunent. The npbst common
articulation I’ve heard is a flat statenent that we cannot possibly put
t heol ogi cal education into the context of online distance |earning
because theol ogically focused | earning has something uni quely and
integrally relational about it to which we cannot attend in a
di senbodi ed cont ext.

This argunment has two pieces to it that | would like to reflect
upon. The first is the assertion that online distance learning is by
definition disenbodied | earning; and second, that theol ogical I earning
is uniquely and integrally relational. If both of these are accurate,
then the conclusion is inescapable: theol ogi cal education cannot be
done in an online, distance focused way. On the other hand, if either
or both of these are not wholly descriptive, then perhaps there is room
for emerging technol ogies -- even understood in this narrow sense --
wi t hin our theol ogical classroons.

I ndeed, it should probably already be obvious fromny brief
i ntroduction of nyself, that | will argue in this paper that neither of
these assertions is precisely accurate. Further, | believe there are
ways in which online, distance inplenmented |earning actually forces us
to attend to these questions nore directly, and perhaps at the nonent
at least, nore creatively; ways that even provide insight into our nore

typically classroom based fornms of teaching and | earning.



To do so, | nust first work my way through each of these
objections. Let nme start with the question of whether or not online
| earning, particularly that which occurs in asynchronous, distance

progranms, is by definition disenbodied |earning.

is online |earning disenbodi ed?

I think this concern has a nunber of obvious roots to it. W live
in a cultural space, at least in the United States and in the mddle
cl ass, academ c settings in which | work, that is increasingly a space
of disconnection. Fam |ies are spread over |arger and |arger geographic
di stances, there is less and |l ess public space available in nost of our
towns and cities (when was the last tinme you went to a public rally or
even spent an hour in a noncomercial public space?). The mass nedi a
have beconme our npbst common form of “shared” conmunication. Yet there
is an increasing sense of isolation and | oneliness growi ng out of a
“commons” that is electronically produced by an ever narrower nunber of
mul ti nati onal corporations.

Media literacy activists and communi cati ons schol ars have pointed
to the narrowness of representation and the channeling of attention
that the square boxes with gl owing screens in our living roons and dens
seemto call us to. And comunities of faith have, for decades now,
engaged television in particular with a skeptical, if not downright
cynical, attitude toward any meani ng- maki ng engendered there.

Deskt op computers have sonething very physical in conmmon with
television -- that glow ng, not quite square, screen across which race
mllions of electrons painting sharp pictures and sharing intense
sounds. It is perhaps not surprising, then, that the underlying sense
of di sconnection and increasing |oneliness that so many people feel in
our contenporary context -- and further, have identified as grow ng out
of a televisual world -- should be extended towards desktop conputers
and any worl ds they m ght be responsi ble for engendering.

On a strictly physical or material |level “online” distance
| earning which is structured through such a screen seens only the nost
bl at ent and obvi ous exanpl e of the decreasing amunt of socia
rel ati onal space in our contexts. Now you don’'t even have to pick
yoursel f up and move away from your hone to cone to a class. Now you

don’t even have to venture outdoors on your way to |learning. Such



| earning seenms only to contribute to the increasing marginalization of
soci al relational community — particularly that defined by historically
grounded conmunities of faith.

These are inportant concerns, and | would be the |ast to suggest
that we should not worry about the isolation and | ack of conplex and
messy community in our midst. But if you listen to these conmon
conpl aints, which on the surface at |east, seemto be so obvious and
intuitive, there is nmuch that we as theol ogical educators ought to
qguestion. Those of us who work on faith formation, for instance,
recogni ze that the deepest and nost |lasting religious formation occurs
at hone, in the mdst of the famly (however that is defined). There is
no requi rement that such formation be positive, but research suggests
that it is lasting and deep irregardless of its contours.

Why should we automatically assune that the |eaving of honme or
work and the entering of a physical space |abeled “classroont should in
some way autonmmtically enhance | earning? There is nore and nore
attention being paid to the ways in which we have lost, in religious
comunity, the sense of the “daily” and the “ordinary” — all those ways
in which we identify and honor the Holy in our midst. | believe that
the question we ought to be asking is how we can nurture and attend to

| earni ng that

Simlarly, given the extent to which in the nmiddle class,
hegenonic U S. context we cushion our sense of rel atedness to nature by
running fromour air conditioned or heated homes to our air conditioned
or heated individual autonobiles on our way to our air conditioned or
heat ed school s, why should we assune that venturing outdoors on our way
to a classroom has any explicit |earning conponent to it?

Beyond these material or physical observations of what we m ght
be giving up, cones the felt sense that sitting in front of conputer
screens and conmuni cating only, or at least primarily in our current
technol ogy, via witten textual forns, has a distinctly disenbodied
aspect to it. W can’t yet see the people with whom we are
comuni cating, and they cannot see us. The internet joke that “on the

internet, they don’t know |I’ma dog!” suggests that it is a process



that is not only incidentally disenbodying, but essentially
di senbodyi ng.

But perhaps that objection is too broad and vague. Perhaps the
underlying anxi ety cones fromour ability, when we are in front of
these square, glow ng screens, to be so drawn into what is occurring
there that we forget about our embodi edness. W energe, after an hour
or two of intense conputer work, with aching arns and an achi ng back
and grunble in a confused way about the dangers of ergonomically
i nadequat e conputer workstations. But we don’t stop to consider what
was so conpelling about the engagenment that our attention was
sufficiently refocused away from our enbodi edness that we acquire
physi cal aches and pains that we only notice when we get up and try to
nove. “Di senbodi ed” |earning would be learning that is incorporeal
t hat physically renoves us from our bodies. Perhaps instead what we are
noticing is that this kind of screen focused |earning has an intensity
that requires a new kind of attention, if we are to continue to honor

our enbodi edness.

In any event these concerns, far from suggesting that online
| earning is disenbodied, or unrelational, actually suggest, instead,
that this enmerging space for learning can call into question our
previ ous understandi ngs of |earning, and of teaching and | earning
processes and spaces. |In doing so, this new space conpels us to

consi der anew what we nean by | earning, and by embodi edness.

is theological |earning inherently relational and enbodi ed?

The other common assunption that | noted early in this essay
about online |earning and theol ogi cal education, is that theologically
focused learning is in some way uniquely and inherently relational and
enbodi ed, and thus resists being put into a di senbodi ed, “un-
rel ational” environment such as the Net.

Here again religious educators have sonething useful to add to
the di scussion. Mary Boys, in her authoritative history of religious
education in the U S., Educating in Faith: Maps and Visions, points to
a nunber of different nodes in which communities of faith over tinme

have sought to educate their nmenbers. She notes four distinct practices



in particular that she | abels “classic expressions”: evangelism
religious education, Christian education, and Catholic education
(catechetics). Mire than anything her map of the field suggests that we
have, in the U S. at |east, conceived of religious education as
everything from personal conversion in the context of affective
revivals, to transm ssive, class-room based didactic |ectures ainmed at
uniformty of belief. Clearly some of these nodes are highly
relational, but not all of themare

The recent surge of interest in the shape and structure of
t heol ogi cal education in the academy, a nmuch nore narrow arena that
that which lies under the term“religious education,” particularly in
sem nary or university contexts, is nore narrowin its approach. Wth
t he exception of sone fem nist voices and voices conming from
conmunities traditionally marginalized in higher education, the shape
and structure of theol ogical education has been assunmed to take place
within traditional classroons in traditional acadenic settings (albeit
with lip service to worship and prayer life as essential). Wile there
has been some criticismof the fragmentation that that setting has
created, the criticismhas remained |argely on the abstract |evel of
theory and rarely found ways into new visions for the actual practice

of theol ogical education. As Chopp notes:

“The ideas of theologia in Farley’'s work and of ‘schooling’ in Kelsey's
provide us with a kind of vision of what we [ack and to which we
aspire. But for both of these authors the constructive positions are
formal, nedi ated neither through synbolic construction of faith nor
through the particular structures of theol ogical education. The
strategi es of nost of the work on theol ogi cal education thus far are

i deational, fornulating an abstract ideal to offer sone vantage point

of unity amid the fragnentation and pluralism” (p. 10-11)

In nost of the contexts in which I have taught, theol ogica
education was sonething prinmarily and ordinarily done in classroons,
with various kinds of texts, and engaging in various kinds of argunent
and textual evidential work. It has not been at all clear to nme how
“enmbodi edness” figured into that setting, in any other than trivial or
mar gi nal ways. (Here | should note a mmjor exception being work done
within fem nist theologies in fem nist classroons.) The primary



educational technol ogies in use included not only chal k boards and

over head projectors, but the even nore insidious technol ogy of “hours,”
whereby classes met for a specified nunber of hours at certain tines
each week, and teachers and students had to fit their learning into
that franmework, rather than the franmework evol ving out of the necessary
needs of the | earning process.

VWhere subject matter under consideration had obvi ous physica
conmponents to it -- worship, for instance, or pastoral care -- such
courses were relegated to the so-called “practical arts” (a phrase
have often heard is that practical theology is “practically theol ogy”).
Students who required support for physical differences had
“adaptations” built into the | earning process, but these adaptations
were never considered to be potentially liberating for all students,
but rather necessary changes just for these sonmehow “di sadvant aged”
students. (Please note: being the parent of a child with physica
chal l enges, | am very conscious of the ways in which those chall enges
are posed by an environnment that assumes we are all capable of certain
ki nds of range and ease of notion. This context does indeed
“di sadvantage” nmy son, but it is the context that does so, not
sonething innate to him)

Di scussi on of ideas that had obvi ous enbodi ed dynam cs and
consequences to them-- sexuality, for instance, or hunger and
honmel essness -- were either discussed in quite “safe” abstract ways
that had to do with overarching franmeworks of noral reasoning, or were,
again, relegated to courses that were consi dered sonehow margi nal to
the curricul um

These practices have shaped a context in which it is with sone
i mpati ence and frustration that | hear coll eagues tal king about the
damagi ng “di senmbodi ed” nature of online |earning. Although | rarely say
this publicly (I am to be sure, trying to create change fromwthin
institutions), |I think we actually have nore to fear and critique in
our current classroom practices of disenbodied | earning than we do from
our experinmentation with online |earning. What does it nean, for
i nstance, to work on scripture narratives that call us to discipleship
through justice, and not attend to the oppressive systens of power in
whi ch our own bodi es are enbedded?

I ndeed, as | suggested earlier, | believe that emerging |earning
t echnol ogi es, even nost narrow y and specifically construed as desktop-



based asynchronous online distance |earning, have much to offer us by
the way in which they call into question our current nmodes of teaching

and | ear ni ng.

G ven these concl usions, how m ght we consider theol ogical education

constructively in an online context?

There are many ways to answer this question. | have, in other
contexts, witten and spoken at |ength about the ways in which we need
to teach with technol ogy by teaching about technology and its cultura
resonances and inpact. (Here note the following:) Here | would like to
retain ny narrow focus on specific ideas for use in asynchronous,
online distance learning that is theologically focused.

First, and perhaps forenost, we need to recogni ze how enbodi ed a
form of education this kind of learning is -- and hel p our students to
attend to that enbodi ment.

For exanpl e, what kinds of code produce what kinds of
conversation? That is to say, what are the nechanisns we are using to
facilitate learning in online, asynchronous environnents? Two of the
nost frequently used mechani sms currently in place -- listservs, and
web- based bulletin boards -- actually construct quite different
conditions for conversation. (Note here the definitions of different
ki nds of software.) To what extent are we as teachers choosing the
mechani sm because of the kind of learning it engenders, and to what
extent are we choosing it because it happens to be what is avail abl e?
Thi nk about the ways in which a conversation works via listserv, for
i nst ance.

On a basic, material |evel, students do not need access to
anyt hing other than an e-mmil account through which they can receive
and send e-nmail to participate in such a conversation. They can choose
for themsel ves what e-mail client they will use, and they can organize
messages i n whatever manner seens nost appropriate to their own
| earni ng. Course nessages cone into their nmail boxes along with all the
other mail that they receive, and can be accessed at the sane tinme. In
ot her words, the course conversation enters their own context -- they
do not have to go out and enter it. The course conversation is also to
a much greater extent than is true with a web-based board, under their
control. They can conpose nessages in the manner in which they are nost



confortable and famliar (in their own e-mail program for instance, or
cut and pasted froma different progranm online while reading, or off-
line with queueing and sending at a later tine). They can access and
manage course nmil just as they access and nmanage their other mail,
filing it into whatever folders they m ght create.

As a teacher, | have the sane kinds of options. | can use
what ever kind of machine | night have access to, and whatever e-nmail
program | prefer. | can have individual conversations with students
just as easily as | have group conversations with the class. | am
someone who is privileged to work in an institution where ny conputer
is connected to an ethernet, and thus | access nmy mail several tines a
day without bl ocking my phone. 1In doing so, | have a good sense of
when students are participating in the conversation w thout having to
pay a | ot of sustained attention to that question. | just gather that
information as a side effect of flicking ny eyes down my |ist of
i ncom ng nessages.

A web-based bulletin board, on the other hand, provides a
different set of benefits and challenges. A tool |ike Bl ackboard.com
for instance, (also known as Courselnfo), creates a course conversation
that is posted on the web. To access that conversation students and
teachers nmust actively direct a browser to that site, enter it, and
access the nessages. Most such tools require quite up-to-date browser
software, which in turn requires up-to-date hardware upon which to run,
and nore often than not, speedy network connections. These requirenents
exert their own pressures. It is nuch nore difficult, for instance, to
downl oad course conversation and work “off-line” in a web-based
bull etin board environnment than in an e-mail environnent. For students
(and teachers!) who depend on dial -up nodem access and only one phone
line, the decision to “go to class” is in sone ways just as limting as
that found in the nore traditional classroom space.

The constrictions of the code -- that is, the way in which the
bul I eti n-board space is enabled via software coding to exist -- narrow
not only the choice of tools you can use to access the conversation
but al so what you can do with it once you find it. Mst such bulletin
boards have pre-defined spaces within which you can wite and respond
to messages. If you find the space too small, you nust either cut and

paste into several such spaces, fragnenting your nessage, or even



truncating it. It is also often quite difficult to downl oad nessages
into one’s own |ocal conputer for filing and managenent.

Yet, by the sanme coding, a web-based bulletin board generally
provi des a “threaded” graphic access to the conversation, allow ng
students and teachers to see at a gl ance how nessages are connected to
each other, thereby providing a ready history of the conversation and
easy ways to check back on issues you want to revisit. In many of these
programs it is possible for teachers to find out at what tine, or for
how | ong, students are accessing the conversation. But doing so
requires digging nore deeply into the software, and is often neither
intuitive or well displayed.

In different kinds of |earning contexts, the benefits and
chal I enges of these two very different tools will serve different
pedagogi cal goals. Far too often, however, it has been ny experience
that teachers do not even consider these very enbodi ed consequences of
the code, and sinply use whatever an institution nakes nost readily

avail able to them

Anot her exanpl e of the enbodi ed nature of |earning, and of how
online, asynchronous | earning makes that nature nore clearly apparent,
concerns what kinds of authority we are invoking and utilizing in our
| earni ng spaces. | frequently hear from other teachers -- and struggle
with nyself -- how nuch they niss having the body | anguage cl ues they
are used to in the typical classroom Many of us believe that good
teaching flows fromthe integrity of the teacher (cf. Palnmer), and that
authority is constructed in the “in-between” space between the
resources the teacher brings to bear in a | earning space, and the
guestions that students use with those resources. One of our nopst
frequently used gauges of that “in-between-ness” cones through body
| anguage clues. Qur ny students engaged in the ideas we’'re struggling
with? Are they present in the roon? Is there sone energy and excitenent
brewing? In a typical classroom | use body | anguage clues such as body
posture, eye contact, breath rate, and others to help nme sense the
answers to these questions. In an online environment | do not have
those clues (at |east, not yet).

I think that good teachers in the traditional theol ogica
curriculumrely on these sanme kinds of clues, using themeven in

|l ecture formats, to help thembring materials alive for their students.
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These teachers are so famliar with the process that they do not attend
sel f-consciously or reflectively to those clues, they sinply take them
in along with everything else they are working with, and teach
accordingly. But when those clues are absent, rather than reflecting on
ot her ways to get that information, other ways to answer these
pedagogi cal questions, they are sinply at a | oss. They recogni ze t hat
they have “lost a sense” of what is going on, but because they were not
sel f conscious and reflective about that sense in the first place, they
don’t have any idea of howto replace it.

| believe this dilemm poses an interesting set of challenges to
the authority not just of teachers in a learning setting, but also to
students. Early on in ny online, distance teaching | was struck by how
apol ogetic students felt they had to be for not fully assimlating the
materials we were reading before participating in a conversation. As we
“tal ked” about the concerns they had, we realized that part of the
problemwas that in a typical classroomit was “OK” to show up not
havi ng done the readi ng, because you could always “show’ by your body
posture that you were engaged in the conversation. You could even
“pretend” that you had done the reading by the way in which you
pi ggybacked on ot her people’s comrents, or sighed or giggled at
appropriate tinmes. While in an online |earning space you can “pi ggy
back” on coments, it is much nore difficult to figure out how to sigh

“

or giggle or sinply have good “eye contact” so that other people know
you' re there.

That mekes the assigning of reading, for instance, an interesting
challenge in this kind of setting. What kind of reading will be
engagi ng enough to be done so that it sparks questions and learning in
itself? Gven the vast ampunt of reading that is created by holding a
conversation wholly in a textual format, what anount of “outside”
assigned reading is really appropriate and manageabl e? What ki nds of
readi ng strategies do we want to nodel and support in our students? How
can we be self conscious about such nodelling and support?

These questions ought not to be limted, however, to online
settings. | amoften struck by how many of ny coll eagues are frustrated
by the degree to which their students “aren’t doing the reading,” or
“don’t know how to read,” or “refuse to engage the issues.” Yet rarely
have | heard these sane col | eagues questi on whether or not their
readi ng assignments were really all that appropriate. | think that we,

11



as theology faculty, have been so caught up in the noderni st
educati onal paradi gmof “covering the field” that we are afraid to
remenber that all we can do is support our students’ |earning, we can

not control it. And we certainly will never be able in this current
context -- if we ever could in the past -- to ensure that anyone
“masters” a field of content. | think that a nore realistic and

appropriate goal is one of helping our students learn how to | earn, how
to sense the contours of a field, and how to use its central tools.

My students’ concern, however, was not so nuch about whether they
were “mastering the content,” but instead whether | understood that
they were really trying to do the work. Rather than com ng to the
materials | was offering with the sense that they woul d engage themto
see how they could be chall enged and grow, how these materials m ght
have an i mredi acy and appropri ate sequence for them (crucia
pedagogi cal questions), they were worried about how they were appearing
to me, and what inpact that appearance night have on their grades. Wen
learning is driven solely, or even just primarily, by such concerns --

I do not believe it is |learning that honors who we are and who we are
becomi ng.

It was an online class, however, that created a new enough, or
per haps al i en enough, atnosphere, that this kind of discussion could
energe as part of the course content. Since then | have always named as
one of the learning goals of any online course | teach, raising the
sel f conscious educational questions. What does it nean to learn in
this kind of environment? How do you assess what you are |earning? How
do you denonstrate that |earning? How do participate in a conversation
managed this way? and so on and on.

Recently | have noved to an institution, a semnary faculty,
where questions of |earning and teaching are very lively and at the
heart of what we are about. In this context | ambeginning to try to
bring these questions that first became so pressing to ne in the online
environnent, into the nore typical classroons of ny new hone.

The second mmj or conponent, then, | would suggest as we nobve into
nore asynchronous, online environnents, is that we need to all ow what
we're | earning and experinenting with in that environment, these new
awar enesses, we need to allow themto perneate our nore 'traditional’
nodes of graduate theol ogical education. If, instead, those of us who
are working with online distance education cling to our new contexts as
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a new form of expertise, we will seriously inmpoverish nore traditiona
cl assroons, and | ose the opportunity presented by energing technol ogi es
to reshape and inprove our nore typical classroons and ot her |earning
spaces.

My first exanple of howto do this conmes frommy renewed
appreciation of the need to support all three kinds of learning in an
online environment -- cognitive, psychonmotor and affective. The
cognhitive is perhaps that elenment least difficult to continue to work
with, given the extent to which text-based processes work well with
certain kinds of cognitive npdes. But what about the psychonotor and
the affective? In typical classroons | suppose | have tended to rely on
smal | group work and presentations as nmeans of engaging students in
these nodes. But in the online environment | have had to be nore
intentional and reflective. In the past | have used a web based
description of the Lord' s Prayer dance anthemto help urge ny distance
ed students to get up out of their conmputer chairs and try an enbodi ed
formof prayer as a way to prepare to enter our class. The exercise
al so hel ped themfind a useful web site that engages issues of
wel comi ng children to worship, and supporteda discussion in which we
tal ked about how to hel p people | earn somethi ng physical using just
flat, two di nensional images. This year, however, | decided that that
exerci se was not useful sinply in the online environnment, but that it
actually was equally appropriate in my nore typical classroom settings.
I doubt that | would have even begun to question what | needed to do
for psychonotor engagenent in the typical classroom except that | had
al ready thought about it in the online classroom

Anot her exanple pertains to how | started to engage affective
issues in the online |earning space. Trying to find a way to help ny
students create an affective sense of comunity, to have a shared
experience that had affective conponents to it, | asked themto watch a
filmas the assignnment for the week, and then enter into a discussion
about it. Although each of them watched that film separately fromtheir
cl assmat es (al though not necessarily alone, in fact npbst watched the
filmwith friends and famly), the filmstill provided enough of a
shared experience that we entered into a passionate and lively
di scussion about it that created enough sense of “group” that it
carried over well into our other conversations. | was very pleased by

how t hat assi gnnment wor ked, and have begun this year to think about how
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to create simlar kinds of deliberate experiences in ny nore typica
cl assrooms. Again, the online |earning experience led ne to rethink my
typi cal classroom experience.

Yet another way in which online teaching has hel ped ne rethink
and reshape ny typical teaching has been the desire to utilize the best
of what the web offers in terms of easy publishing. Fromthe beginning
of my online teaching I was concerned that we find ways to share each
other’s ideas, and the projects upon which students were working. Part
of what | did was require that assignnents be sent to nme in a formthat
I could publish on the web site for the class. In this way students
coul d engage each other’'s work. But in this way we soon discovered that
a larger public could engage their work, too. |Indeed, an online
| earni ng space can be a nmuch nore public space than a typica
cl assroom opening up resources and maki ng them avail abl e far beyond
the usual reach of a teacher. Such a space can al so bring opinions and
i deas fromwi dely varied contexts into what is otherwi se a nore narrow
space. Publishing student papers on the web with a space that allows
for comrent and response builds in a level of interactivity that we
have to work hard to create in a typical classroom

I ndeed, in my new institution the faculty is working hard to
contextualize our work in the comunities of faith fromwhich our
students cone and to which they will return. W are experinenting with
“teachi ng congregations” and other kinds of nodels that enable us to
nove teaching and | earning out of static classroom nodels and into nore
organi cally connected spaces. The web is very useful here, as it is
just as easy to publish student papers comng froma typical classroom
on the web, as it is fromonline classroons. But the web also creates
enor nous opportunities for us to solicit conversation and reflection

fromthe communities of faith for whom we hope we are preparing our

students to lead. | doubt that I, at |east, would have even consi dered
doing so had I not first seen how well it worked in the online
envi ronnment. Having done so there, | was eager to namke the sane

ri chness of conversation and direct |ink to worshipping communities
present in the nore typical classroomsettings within which | work.
There are nunerous other exanmples | could offer, but at this
point I will |eave those to ny web site and other dynami c environnents.
Here | will sinply reiterate that | am convinced that online,
asynchronous di stance learning, far from being inconpatible with
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rel ati onal | y-focussed, enbodi ed theol ogical |earning, actually is a
crucial resource for invigorating and refreshing the nore typical nopdes
in which such learning is occurring in higher education in the United

St at es.
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