
M E M 0 R A N D U M 

February 27, 1992 

To: Provost Brown 

Bob Spinks~ From: 

Re: The Center for Ethics, the Divinity Schoolr and other matters 

Richard Vance and I have met again and discussed at length his 
proposal for an ethics center and, as reflected in my previous memo, 
how the Divinity School concept might fit into it. As reported, he 
and I are in agreement that we want the Divinity School to be a full 
partner and active participant in the Centerr but we are leery of 
trying to put a theological overlay on the concept. I don't think 
any of us want a Center for Christian Ethics. 

We also discussed the possibility of integrating Vance's 
original proposal with the suggestions you put forth in your Center 
for Professional Ethics "working paper." We generally agree that 
the programs you mentioned were appropriate, but we also felt that 
they represented specific examples of what might come out of the 
Center, as opposed to what would go into it. In his proposal, Vance 
mentions examples of a more general nature. We thought it best not 
to outline specifics which we may or may not deliver later on. 

There's also the complicating factor of what to do about Sam 
Gladding's program. How does it fit, if at all, into the larger 
concept of a Center for Interprofessional Ethics? We realize that 
that's a question beyond our authority. As you knowr Gladding has 
advanced a proposal that overlaps at several points with what Vance 
has already done. We are of the opinion, however, that Gladding's 
Babcock-funded program deals primarily with the undergraduate 
College and, as its name implies, the Center for Interprofessional 
Ethics involves the University's professional schools. We believe 
these programs should be separate and distinct, but fully 
cooperative. Nevertheless, Vance and I discussed the political and 
practical ramifications of this problem. 

Now, although I didn't discuss this with Vance, I also took 
into account the recent trustee meeting and the reports I've 
received of the Academic Affairs Committee meeting. As you also 
knowr I had breakfast with Joe Hough before the meeting. He had had 
a lengthy conversation with Mike Queen the night before and had 
formed some ideas about the Divinity School vis~ vis the Ethics 
Center. Mike Queen called me two or three days after the meeting 
and volunteered his report. He said then that he was going to write 
to you. The subsequent letter, which you shared with me, adequately 
summarizes our conversation. 



Page 2 

I think everyone agrees that the Ethics Center is a worthwhile 
project in its own right. I also am encouraged that we seem to 
agree that the Divinity School ought to be involved as a 
no-more-or-less-than-equal partner in the Center. However, my 
reading of the situation is that there is scant trustee support for 
the idea of using the Center as an intermediate step toward a 
divinity school. I'm afraid it would be seen as an attempt to set 
the Divinity School aside and would not meet the expectations of our 
trustees or constituency. Based on my experience with Vance (and my 
latest thinking about it), I'm also convinced that we would really 
be forcing the matter to try to combine these two in the way you and 
I had originally envisioned. I don't think it will work to anyone's 
satisfaction. 

so, what have we done? Vance and I have revised his proposal 
at numerous points to include the Divinity School in the 
professional school mix, to include clergy in the personnel mix, and 
to include theological concerns in the larger ethical questions. I 
think it rounds out the proposal quite nicely. 

I realize that this still may not be what you want. If you 
want to pursue our first line of thinking, I will, of course, go 
back to work on that but we need to talk about it some more. I 
realize, too, that this may not be what you wanted us to present to 
Joyner, Anderson, and Boyette. I gathered that you wanted their 
reaction to a combined proposal and their suggestions as to 
feasibility and implementation. If so, what we have may not fill 
the bill. I need clarification about that, too. 

I hasten to add, however, that Vance is eager to present what 
we do have. He wants to increase the visibility of this project and 
sees your interest as indication that it's moving up the priority 
ladder. He has a world of ideas about this entire project, he 
articulates them well, and he is anxious to make his case. What 
should I tell him? 

I realize, as well, that this leaves us nin a boxn (to use your 
phrase) as to the future of the Divinity School. Mike Queen pointed 
out that if we don't have some alternative plans ready for the 
Board's April meeting, the meeting after that will not be until 
November, which puts us on the brink of our deadline. (Queen also 
mentioned his concern that the April meeting will be held in New 
York and that several of the Divinity School's strongest advocates 
are not planning to attend, he among them.) 

Let me make some suggestions that may seem rather radical. 
They have grown out of my breakfast conversation with Joe Hough and, 
I believe, reflect at least the spirit of his thinking. If you 
agree that they are worth further development, we may want to talk 
to Hough about them. (Which will also follow up on Queen's 
suggestion.) 
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My basic proposal is this: Since we say that theological 
education in the future can most effectively be accomplished in a 
university setting, since we say that ministry involves all of life, 
since we say that we want to match the quality of our other 
professional schools, why not offer our degrees as University 
degrees, rather than as degrees from a particular school within the 
University. Instead of a divinity school dean, a divinity school 
faculty, and a divinity school curriculum, why not have a "Committee 
on Ministerial Preparation" composed of faculty from throughout the 
University? This committee would devise and approve a combination 
and/or sequence of courses which are already offered as being 
satisfactory toward completion of the degree. 

This plan would require the cooperation of the Religion 
Department to a large degree, but would also involve other schools 
and departments. I'm not sure what's offered where, but I'm 
confident that the Philosophy Department could provide a course in 
the Philosophy of Religion, that Psychology could provide Psychology 
of Religion, and that there are many other natural links - 
including Law and Management and the School of Pastoral Care at 
Baptist Hospital. 

We wouldn't need a dean so much as a 0coordinator.0 We might 
have to hire some adjunctive faculty for such specialized areas as 
preaching, but that wouldn't be a major expense. At least we could 
take what we've already got and rearrange it to meet this immediate 
need. 

I think it would be a strong selling point to donors, to 
prospective students, and to placement churches to be able to say 
that our students don't just get a course in Church Administration, 
they get a course in the Babcock Graduate School of Management; they 
don't just get a course in Christian Education, they get a course in 
the graduate division of the Education Department. 

I can elaborate on this to any extent, but I trust you get the 
idea -- rather than a divinity school awarding the degree, Wake 
Forest University awards the degree, based largely on courses that 
are already being offered across the campus. Instead of the Wake 
Forest University Divinity School, we have the Wake Forest 
University Program for Ministerial Education. 

Now, there are two possible tracks within this proposed 
structure. We can begin with one or the other, or maybe both at the 
same time. The first track is toward the Master of Divinity 
degree. Here the student would follow a more or less planned series 
of courses, with a number of electives available as approved by the 
°Committee" either in advance or ad hoc. After the equivalent of 
three years of full-time study, including a healthy dose of praxis, 
the degree is guaranteed. 
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The other track leads to the Doctor of Ministry degree. To 
enter this track the student must already have the M.Div. or other 
graduate degree satisfactory to the Committee and be actively 
engaged in ministerial practice. (By the way, in my travels, I find 
as much or more demand for a substantive D.Min. program than for a 
M.Div.) Here the requirements for the degree would be much more 
flexible. We could include course work that's appropriate to the 
student's felt need for enhanced skills in particular areas; we 
could include a wide variety of continuing education experiences; we 
could include participation in offerings of the Center for 
Interprofessional Ethics like your suggested Graylyn Conference; we 
could offer short-term seminars in the summer months. 

One of the attractions of a D.Min. program from the 
institution's point of view is that the students are employed and 
are thus able to pay a reasonable amount of tuition. Financial aid 
requirements are very low. Our costs would be low, as well, if we 
utilized existing course offerings and existing programs. We might 
need to pay a stipend to individual faculty members who would 
supervise each student's research project. Also, this program would 
necessitate an enlarged continuing education program for clergy - 
something that our Ministerial Alumni Council is already advocating 
and working on. 

We could add a bit of a twist to the D.Min. program by inviting 
25-30 of the brightest young pastors in Virginia and the Carolinas 
to apply to be our first students. We could say that our eventual 
M.Div. program is going to emphasize practical theology, which 
requires extensive field activity, which, in turn, requires field 
supervisors who share a common experience on the Wake Forest 
campus. These first students, then, would, in effect, be preparing 
themselves to be our future faculty. 

I think all of this has possibilities. I think it may be a way 
for us to jump start the school by exploiting what's available. We 
all sense the need to do something and this is certainly something 
that would be unique in American theological education. 

Let's talk. 


