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ABSTRACT: In this study, 300 full-time faculty in US seminaries affiliated 
with The Association of Theological Schools were surveyed. Findings showed 
that multicultural education in the seminary context is not one-dimensional 
but consists of three types: power and positionality, cultural competence, and 
classroom techniques. Underrepresented racial/ethnic, and to a lesser extent 
Asian, faculty tend to engage power and positionality and classroom tech-
niques more frequently than do white faculty. As a national study with input 
from multiple faculty voices, this study provides a needed breadth of perspec-
tive within theological education.

Introduction

Studying faculty perspectives in the classroom, particularly with respect to 
self-reports of their engagement with multicultural education, holds great 

significance when we consider how diverse our society is becoming. Various 
studies in higher education cite multiple benefits of diversity to students and 
society,1 including for example, enhanced student engagement, increased 
ability to hold complex concepts in tension, greater awareness and sensitivity 
in student-student and student-faculty interactions, progress in cultivating a 
more inclusive citizenry, and many others. The literature in higher education 
additionally indicates that faculty of color and white women faculty tend to 
engage active learning strategies, their students, multicultural pedagogies, the 
community, and other areas more than do white men faculty.2 Yet, national 
percentages of faculty of color in higher education continue to reveal low rep-
resentation (i.e., 15.2% of the total full-time instructional faculty in 1999 and 
22.2% in 2009).3

	 And for institutions within The Association of Theological Schools (ATS), 
white men faculty still comprise 62.6 percent, and white men and women 
faculty together represent 80.7 percent, of all faculty in ATS member schools. 
Because faculty in higher education are still overwhelmingly white, it gives 
us reason to wonder whether faculty as a whole are engaging in multicultural 
pedagogy and whether students are, then, having an opportunity to engage in 
such learning.
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Changing demographics in seminaries 

	 Janice Edwards-Armstrong, director of leadership education of ATS, 
describes an ongoing project titled “Preparing for 2040: Enhancing Capacity 
to Educate and Minister in a Multiracial/Multicultural World.”4

	 Teams from various institutions gather to plan for institutional transforma-
tion on many levels (e.g., curriculum changes, infrastructure, understanding 
of race/ethnicity, and others). In the mid-2000s, ATS also organized a series of 
consultations with invited faculty from various racial/ethnic groups to learn 
how seminary education could be made more relevant for their communities. 
From personal observation as a participant, I noted several important recom-
mendations resulting from the Asian/Asian North American faculty meetings, 
such as the reduction of the number of required courses in order to make room 
for students taking more elective courses (e.g., exploration of racial/ethnic 
identities; ministry in Asian/Asian North American contexts; or other courses 
that highlight diversity, inclusivity, or multicultural pedagogy) or elevating 
those courses from elective to required status.
	 However, it is unclear how fully these recommendations have affected 
theological education; a mechanism does not currently exist to assess whether 
faculty are engaging in multicultural education in their classrooms, to verify 
which faculty are doing the engaging, or to detect the varieties of multicul-
tural pedagogies being engaged. This lack may have far-reaching implications, 
especially when we consider the numerical growth among seminarians 
of color. ATS records on race and ethnicity between 1999 and 2010 indicate 
increases in students of color for nearly every group except white men. For 
example, between these years, growth ranged between 10.2 percent (1,254 to 
1,382) among international female students and 57.1 percent (1,592 to 2,501) 
among Hispanic male students.5

Need for seminary faculty engagement with multicultural education

	 Churches and US Christianity are also seeing growth in diverse repre-
sentation. Soong-Chan Rah projects that “by 2050, African, Asian, and Latin 
American Christians will constitute 71 percent of the world’s Christian popula-
tion.”6 In preparation for these changes, it behooves the community of North 
American theological education to consider, broadly, the current status of sem-
inary faculty engagement with multicultural education and, more specifically, 
any patterns of engagement with multicultural education. Thomas F. Nelson 
Laird’s framework carries some promise for identifying with greater variability 
the ways in which faculty engage this work. He refers to a course as having 
greater or less “diversity inclusivity” based on nine elements of a course: 
purpose/goals, content, foundations/perspectives, learners, instructor(s), peda-
gogy, classroom environment, assessment/evaluation, and adjustment. Laird 
argues that when faculty design courses, they engage multicultural education 
to a greater or lesser extent in each of these areas.7

	 In a larger study, I explored seminary faculty engagement with multi-
cultural education, specifically the predictors of multicultural education 
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engagement.8 This article reports the findings from one aspect of that study—
namely, the types of multicultural education seminary faculty engage. Here, 
I consider two questions: (1) In which aspects of multicultural education are 
seminary faculty most likely to engage? and (2) Does their engagement in 
these aspects fall into patterns?

Review of the literature

Multicultural education
	 In a review of the works of multicultural religious educators, nearly all 
make reference to three scholars in the field, James A. Banks, Christine E. 
Sleeter, and Carl A. Grant. Their works are extensive and well-known; thus, in 
this article, I will only summarize key points. 
	 James Banks. Banks contributes several metaconcepts to this body of liter-
ature, addressing a range of aspects of multicultural education.9 Of particular 
import to this study is Banks’ explanation of five dimensions of multicultural 
education: content integration, knowledge construction, prejudice reduction, 
an empowering school culture, and an equity pedagogy.10 
	 Content integration is typically what is referenced when faculty imagine 
how they might incorporate more diversity into their classrooms. According to 
Banks, it involves the inclusion of examples from multiple, different groups to 
demonstrate theoretical concepts. Knowledge construction deals with epistemo-
logical concerns, how knowledge is made as well as the assumptions underlying 
the knowledge. Here, Banks advocates making explicit the positionality and 
social location of both the authors being studied and the learner-educators. The 
dimension of prejudice reduction includes ways educators help learners become 
aware of their socialization, particularly in terms of the presence and influence 
of members of dominant groups, and how interactions with different others 
can reduce prejudice but only in situations of equal status. An empowering school 
culture refers to institutional commitment, particularly as it refers to the institu-
tion’s policies, culture, and practices. An equity pedagogy addresses expectations, 
teaching styles, and the transmission of various types of cultural capital.11

	 Christine Sleeter and Carl Grant. Also regarded as key contributors to the 
field, Sleeter and Grant identify five sets of models that maintain the “multi-
cultural education” designation.12 While they find value in each of the models, 
their critiques weigh more heavily on the first two. Thus, in the following, I 
truncate the description of the first two and highlight aspects in the last three 
that pertain to the present study.
	 The first set of models, Teaching the Exceptional and the Culturally Dif-
ferent, focuses on difference, with assimilation as the ultimate goal. Within the 
Human Relations approach, educators emphasize experiential learning and 
direct contact with communities that are not familiar to the student, helping 
the student to develop understanding, minimize stereotyping, and cultivate 
an attitude of hospitality. Criticism for these two approaches includes keeping 
difference learning on the periphery or tending to trivialize or exoticize differ-
ence, often failing to recognize that oppression also stems from systemic and 
institutional inequities.13
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	 Sleeter and Grant’s third approach is Single-Group Studies. Concentrating 
on a selected group, educators increase students’ awareness and appreciation 
for that group’s contributions to history, culture, and identity development. 
Students from the group being studied often become reeducated about their 
own community, and students from the dominant group face their own group’s 
realities of oppression and discrimination. Critics identify the possibility of 
further marginalization resulting from keeping single-group study courses at 
the elective (rather than core or required) level.14 Indeed, this problem sur-
faced during the ATS consultation for Asian/Asian North American faculty as 
an obstacle to diversifying theological education.
	 The fourth option, Multicultural Education, includes operating under the 
assumption that multiple perspectives, diversity of content, analysis of all per-
spectives, and engaging all learners and learning styles adds to the learning 
experience. The approach is integrated into every curricular aspect, and the 
ultimate goal is “social change . . . in the very fabric of . . . society.”15 Criticisms 
of this approach include the frequent reductionist tendencies of multicultural 
educators to miss the complexities of overlapping identities, the requirement 
of this approach for multiple skills and knowledge by educators, and the con-
tinued lack of addressing systemic inequities inherent in educational systems 
and curricula.16

	 In the Multicultural and Social Reconstructionist approach, learning 
extends to engaging in social analysis and exploring experiences of domi-
nance and oppression, ultimately culminating in social change. Pedagogues 
design their courses around social issues and intentionally address topics of 
the discipline through the lens of social critique. This approach is considered 
too radical by some, and critics raise concerns about the ability of educators 
to guide learners through authentic reconstruction, the skills required by edu-
cators to model structural analysis well, considering the tendency of most to 
analyze events and issues through the lens of the individual, and the viability 
of teaching an approach that requires radical commitment.17

	 Sleeter and Grant align most with the fifth model, advocating for edu-
cation that cultivates in students the skills necessary to bring about social 
justice.18 As critical pedagogues, they call for a revision of the dominant cur-
riculum, such that all students are learning about and basing their learning 
on the experiences and assumptions of multiple communities, not just those 
of communities in power, and that the hegemonic assumptions, policies, and 
practices of dominant systems are dismantled.

Multicultural theological education
	 Multicultural education in the seminary context has roots that extend back 
to the beginnings of theological training.19 In this section, I explore the litera-
ture on multicultural theological education, focusing particularly on authors’ 
perceived motivations for such education and their stated purposes and goals.
	 Motivations for multicultural theological education. Most who advo-
cate for individual and community engagement with multicultural education 
derive motivation from theological conviction.20 Whether it is about human-
ity knowing God more wholly by understanding the particularities inherent 
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in self and in others21 or about “growth in Christlikeness,”22 the motivations 
come from a deep desire to know and be known by God and God’s people.
	 Others name more tangible motivations. Robert J. Priest and Alvaro L. 
Nieves await the church’s active participation in the healing of a racialized 
world, for which the church is also culpable.23 Barbara Wilkerson specifies 
impulses driving seminary adoption of multicultural education: helping the 
US church realize it is not immune to the “exclusively Anglocentric” nature 
of instruction24 permeating the public educational realm; compelling church 
ministries, particularly those focused on mission, to go beyond the superfi-
cial; and developing skills to address intergenerational and cross-cultural 
difficulties.25

	 Purposes/goals of multicultural theological education. Scholars articulate 
a variety of purposes and outcomes of multicultural theological education, 
ranging from awareness and appreciation of unlike others to antiracist activ-
ism. For example, Wilkerson concludes that the theories of Paulo Freire and 
of Sleeter and Grant align well with the theological thrust toward the goal of 
reconciliation.26 Laura B. Lewis, Ronald H. Cram, and James Michael Lee also 
consider the work of Sleeter and Grant and strongly advocate for the analysis 
of power asymmetries and other inequitable dynamics embedded in an insti-
tution’s culture and curricula.27 It is interesting to note the slight nuances of 
interpretation between these two articles on the same theoretical framework 
(i.e., that of Sleeter and Grant): Wilkerson sees the models as providing oppor-
tunity for reciprocity, where Lewis and colleagues expand the conversation to 
critiques of power.
	 Another body of literature reaches further into a critical pedagogy, exam-
ining issues of privilege and race-based inequitable structures. David V. 
Esterline argues that the essential aim of multicultural theological education 
is changed lives, where everyone experiences an “antiracist” curriculum.28 
Indeed, by “multicultural,” Esterline believes theological education must 
include the objective of transforming systems of racism or structures that 
advantage certain groups based on race.29 Lawrence H. Mamiya offers a 
similar challenge from black church communities, that American society (and 
theological education) adopt a “strong antiracial discrimination stance.”30 
Likewise, while not addressing seminary education per se, Rah questions the 
future relevancy of an evangelicalism that is nonconversant with the thriving 
vibrancy of ethnic minority and immigrant communities.31

	 Others call for the transformation of individual and social identity,32 
helping Christian communities understand that “all human experience is a 
social product and process,”33 a redistribution of power so that all experience 
it equally in community and harmony,34 listening to the heretofore silenced 
voices of oppressed communities,35 a consciousness raising of our own social 
locations and positions of power,36 and the opportunity for all to identify 
as part of the family of God37 as primary goals of multicultural seminary 
education. 
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Data and analysis38

Sample
	 The population studied in this project is full-time US faculty in graduate-
level theological education. Though perceptions of faculty in Canadian and 
Puerto Rican seminaries need to be explored, these contexts differ from that of 
the non-Puerto Rican United States. This study, thus, includes faculty in non-
Puerto Rican United States (henceforth, US) seminaries only. 
	 To investigate the targeted population, I analyzed a random sample39 of 
300 respondents (corresponding to a 23.0% response rate), roughly two-thirds 
female and one-third male, acquired through the ATS database. The racial com-
position of the sample was slightly more than one-half white, one-fifth black, 
one-tenth Asian, one-tenth Latino/Hispanic, slightly less than 5 percent of mul-
tiple races, and less than 1 percent each Native American and Pacific Islander. 
Respondents mainly represented the higher ranks (associate or full professor), 
more than two-thirds held tenure or extended contracts, and they were evenly 
distributed among evangelical and mainline Protestant schools, with more than 
one-tenth from Roman Catholic seminaries. The three most frequently reported 
discipline categories were theology (26.8%), Bible (19.2%), and ministry (15.8%). 

Analysis
	 Question A: Aspects of multicultural education that faculty engage. This 
section highlights findings on responses to the single item, “I include multi-
cultural education in my courses” (OverallMC), and to the seventeen other 
dependent items related to engagement with other aspects of multicultural 
education. (See Appendix for descriptives on all dependent items.)
	 Engagement of multicultural education overall. Overall, the sample reported 
engaging in multicultural education (OverallMCmean = 2.86, between “Occa-
sionally” and “Frequently” but closer to the latter on a four-point scale ranging 
from “Never” to “Always”); however, overall engagement with multicultural 
education was indicated among the lowest response means for dependent 
items. Cross-tabulations by gender and race and by frequency response show 
that more black/African/African American (henceforth, black) faculty reported 
always (44.3%) engaging in multicultural education than did Latino/Hispanic 
(henceforth, Latino/a) faculty (40.6%), faculty of multiple races (36.4%), Asian/
Asian American (henceforth, Asian) faculty (25.7%), and white faculty (17.9%). 
	 Response patterns by race on this single dependent item also reveal differ-
ences. For Asian faculty and for white faculty, the responses follow a normal, 
bell-shaped distribution. However, for black faculty, Latino/a faculty, and 
faculty of multiple races (i.e., underrepresented racial/ethnic faculty, hence-
forth URE), the distributions show a skewed distribution, cresting in the 
direction of “Frequently” and “Always.” See Table 1 for frequency cross-tabu-
lations on the single-item dependent measure.
	 Comparison of means between underrepresented racial/ethnic faculty 
and nonunderrepresented (non-URE) faculty reveals that, while for non-URE 
faculty, the overall engagement item was one of the two items with the lowest 
mean (2.66 between Occasionally and Frequently), for URE faculty, it was not 
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TABLE 1. Dependent Variable, OverallMC—Frequency Cross-tabulations by Race and Gender

DV: I include multicultural education in my courses  
(OverallMC)

Race*
	 Gender

Never
Occasion-

ally
Frequently Always Total

A
si

an
/

A
si

an
 A

m

Male 
Female

1
2

3
9

3
8

2
7

9
26

Total Count
Total % of Race

3
8.6%

12
34.3%

11
31.4%

9
25.7%

35
100.0%

B
la

ck
,  

A
fr

ic
an

/
A

fr
ic

an
 A

m

Male
Female

0
0

2
9

7
16

11
16

20
41

Total Count
Total % of Race

0
0%

11
18.0%

23
37.7%

27
44.3%

61
100.0%

La
ti

no
/

H
is

pa
ni

c

Male
Female

0
2

1
3

2
11

2
11

5
27

Total Count
Total % of Race

2
6.2%

4
12.5%

13
40.6%

13
40.6%

32
100.0%

M
ul

ti
pl

e 
R

ac
es

Male
Female

0
0

0
3

1
3

2
2

3
8

Total Count
Total % of Race

0
5%

3
27.3%

4
36.4%

4
36.4%

11
100.0%

W
hi

te

Male
Female

1
10

13
46

21
33

15
12

50
101

Total Count
Total % of Race

11
7.3%

59
39.1%

54
35.8%

27
17.9%

151
100.0%

To
ta

l

Male
% of Gender
Female 
% of Gender

2
2.3%

14
6.8%

20
22.7%

71
34.6%

34
38.6%

71
34.6%

32
36.4%

49
23.9%

88
100.0%

205
100.0%

Total Count
Total %

16
5.5%

91
31.1%

105
35.8%

81
27.6%

293
100.0%

* Counts in the Native American/First Nations and Pacific Islander racial categories were very few 
(three total) and were omitted to maintain confidentiality.

(3.21, Frequently). Independent sample t-test confirms that the difference in 
means for this single dependent item is significant [t (293) = -5.360, p < .001] 
and represented a moderate-sized effect (Cohen’s D = .65).
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	 These findings together suggest that underrepresented racial/ethnic 
faculty are more apt to engage multicultural education than those in the non-
underrepresented racial/ethnic faculty group. Indeed, this item was one of the 
ten that showed a statistically significant difference (p < .001 level) in mean 
response between the two groups.40

	 Engagement in other aspects of multicultural education. Comparisons of mean 
responses provide perspective on other aspects of multicultural education 
engagement. For the entire sample, the item with the highest mean was “Cre-
ating a safe climate in my classroom is very important for me” (Safe Climate, 
3.77 on a 4-point scale). The two items with the next highest means were 
“Developing in students the skills necessary to work effectively with people 
from various cultural backgrounds is a very important purpose of education”41 
(Student Cultural Competence, 3.58) and “I regularly reflect on my decisions 
about which skills, values, or knowledge students should learn in the class-
room” (Reflect Epistemology, 3.38). In addition to Safe Climate and Student 
Cultural Competence, URE faculty also showed strongest agreement with 
engaging in Critique Dominant Canon, Teacher Social Location, and Diverse 
Teaching Methods. (See Appendix for full text of items.)
	 The item with the lowest mean for the sample was “I include lecture, class 
discussions, or writing assignments that integrate topics of my discipline with 
topics related to diversity (justice, equity, power asymmetry, access, . . . gen-
derism/racism/ageism/classism . . .” (Diversity Content, 2.84). The three items 
with the next lowest means were “I reflect on how my students’ various socio-
cultural identities (i.e., gender, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, ability, 
culture, religion/denomination, etc.) affect their learning” (Reflect Social ID 
Affect Learn, 2.87), “I adjust aspects of the course (e.g., pace, content, assign-
ments) based on student learning needs”42 (Adjust Course, 2.87), and “I employ 
pedagogical strategies to create equal-status conditions43 (e.g., minimizing 
feelings of superiority/inferiority among students . . .) for deep interaction” 
(Equal Status Conditions, 2.90). 
	 It is important to note that for all dependent items, the URE faculty group 
did not have any means resulting below 3.10 (Agree). For the non-URE faculty 
group, eight of eighteen dependent items returned means that fell below 3.00. 
While this may indicate the presence of a social desirability effect, it may also 
suggest a greater engagement with multicultural education by underrepre-
sented racial/ethnic seminary faculty.
	 Question B: Patterns of multicultural education engagement. To determine 
whether faculty engagement with multicultural education falls into identifiable 
patterns, I performed factor analysis of responses to the seventeen nonoverall 
dependent items.44 As is standard in such analysis, I considered the factor load-
ings to identify patterns of responses by this sample, then to determine individual 
items that group together to form a “composite” variable. Table 2 presents factor 
loadings in the pattern matrix. Through examination of the high factor loadings, 
I named the first three factors Multicultural Education-Power and Positionality, 
Multicultural Education-Cultural Competence, and Multicultural Education-
Classroom Techniques; saved them as variables using regression method; and 
used them in subsequent analyses in the larger study.45
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	 Power and Positionality. Six items loaded high for the construct Power and 
Positionality. These were “I regularly reflect on my social location and/or posi-
tionality” (Teacher Social Location, .903); “I regularly have students explore 
their social location and/or positionality” (Student Social Location, .719); “I 
regularly reflect on my potential biases about course-related issues” (Reflect 
on Biases, .654); “I encourage students to question the dominant curricular 
canon’s assumptions, paradigms, and characteristics that perpetuate domi-
nance” (Critique Dominant Canon, .638); “I include lecture, class discussions, 
or writing assignments . . . with topics related to diversity . . .” (Diversity 
Content, .578); and “I include lecture, class discussions, or writing assign-
ments that incorporate diverse perspectives . . .”46 (Diverse Perspectives, .525).
	 Cultural Competence. Three items comprised Cultural Competence. The 
items with the highest loadings were “Developing in students the skills nec-
essary to work with . . . various cultural backgrounds is . . . very important 
. . .”47 (Student Cultural Competence, .833); “My goal for student learning is 
. . . knowledge, attitudes, skills necessary for participation in action for justice 
and equality” (Student Learning Goal, .641); and “Creating a safe climate in 
my classroom is very important for me” (Safe Climate, .628).
	 Classroom Techniques. Five of the seventeen dependent items loaded high 
for the composite factor Classroom Techniques. These were “I adjust aspects 
of the course . . . based on student learning needs”48 (Adjust Course, .672); “I 
employ pedagogical strategies to create equal-status conditions . . .”49 (Equal 
Status Conditions, .664); “I evaluate student learning using multiple tech-
niques”50 (Evaluate Multiple Techniques, .657); “My teaching methods are 
intentionally diverse to encourage the active participation of all students” 
(Diverse Teaching Methods, .604); and “I reflect on how my students’ various 
sociocultural identities . . . affect their learning” (Reflect Social ID Affect Learn-
ing, .517).

Conclusions

Key findings and interpretations
	 In this section, I first address the kinds of multicultural education/diversity 
inclusivity in which seminary faculty engage. Then, to respond to the question 
about whether engagement in multicultural education falls into identifiable 
patterns, I discuss the factors that emerged.
	 Which faculty engage which pedagogical aspects? Overall, seminary 
faculty do engage in multicultural education; however, black and Latino/a 
faculty, as well as faculty of multiple races, far more frequently engage in mul-
ticultural education than do Asian and white faculty.
	 The types of multicultural education that seminary faculty are most 
likely to engage, however, vary according to group (i.e., URE and non-URE 
faculty). The three areas of multicultural pedagogy that non-URE faculty are 
most likely to engage include providing a safe climate for students, building 
student competence to work effectively with people from other cultures, and 
reflecting on decisions about what students should learn. Similar to non-URE 
faculty, URE faculty are most likely to engage in providing a safe climate for 
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students and building student competence to work effectively with people 
from other cultures; however, they are also more likely to incorporate a diver-
sity of teaching methods to encourage active participation by all students, 
instructor self-reflection on social location and positionality, and encourage-
ment of students to critique the dominant curricular canon’s assumptions and 
paradigms that perpetuate dominance.
	 Dimensions of multicultural education. Multicultural education engage-
ment does fall into identifiable patterns. While two types of multicultural 
education were anticipated a priori, three distinct dimensions in fact emerged. 
Results from analyses performed to identify these dimensions were further 
corroborated by specific alignment of certain predictors of each dimension of 
multicultural education.51

	 The Power and Positionality dimension of multicultural education is 
reminiscent of Banks’ Knowledge Construction,52 which deals with epistemo-
logical concerns (including the asymmetrical power structures that reinforce 
decisions about what counts as knowledge).
	 The Cultural Competence dimension focuses on building student knowl-
edge and skills necessary for interacting cross-culturally and providing safe 
spaces for that exploration. In theological contexts, this dimension of multi-
cultural education is commonly found as a model of teaching and learning for 
mission and evangelism.53

	 A third, unexpected dimension emerged: Classroom Techniques. While 
this type of multicultural education enjoyed some convergence with Power 
and Positionality, its characteristics lie uniquely in concrete pedagogical 
methods and strategies that promote diversity inclusivity.
	 Data indicate that seminary faculty engage more in aspects of two dimen-
sions of multicultural education: Power and Positionality and Cultural 
Competence. Seminary faculty engage less readily in aspects of Classroom 
Techniques. And, though aspects of Cultural Competence are engaged by all 
faculty, URE faculty are more apt to engage pedagogical aspects of Power and 
Positionality.

What meaning can we make?
	 Racial group. Literature overwhelmingly indicates that faculty of color 
and white women faculty engage active learning strategies, their students, 
multicultural pedagogies, the community, and other areas more than do white 
men faculty.54 Descriptive analysis in this study confirmed that URE faculty 
and non-URE faculty differed significantly in their responses to survey items. 
Examples of ways in which faculty engagement differed include the fact that 
URE faculty were most likely to engage in instructor self-reflection on social 
location and positionality and in encouragement of students to critique the 
assumptions of curricular canons and paradigms that perpetuate dominance; 
whereas, non-URE faculty were most likely to engage in building student 
competence to work effectively with people from other cultures and in reflect-
ing on decisions about what students should learn.
	 Complexity of multicultural education. That seminary faculty incline 
more toward Power and Positionality and Cultural Competence than they do 
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Classroom Techniques was an interesting finding. Much of theological or semi-
nary activity resides in the realms of the conceptual or immaterial, thus perhaps 
making the first two dimensions of multicultural education more attractive or 
palatable to this population. Items that comprise the dimension Classroom 
Techniques relate to specific classroom techniques that promote diversity 
inclusivity, such as using a variety of assessment methods in order to provide 
students with multiple ways of demonstrating their learning,55controlling the 
participation of students from dominant groups56 so that all students have 
equal opportunity to contribute,57 and adjusting course agendas, content, or 
delivery based on feedback from a diversity of learning styles.58 While these 
are considered pedagogical best practices in any class, such best practices 
may be unfamiliar to seminary faculty, many of whom did not take courses 
in teaching/learning while in graduate school nor were socialized to consider 
themselves as multicultural educators.
	 Regarding the nontechnical dimensions, it is important to recognize that 
multicultural education is not monolithic. Multicultural education in semi-
nary settings can incline toward a pedagogy that respects the different Other, 
with an awareness of how we “assume that our way is the only way that 
is appropriate . . .”59 This Cultural Competence dimension can emphasize 
mutual celebration and learning from and of the “stranger.”60 It can also lack 
a sense of mutuality, the notion that the racial/ethnic student will also inform 
the instructor. For example, in a discussion on cooperative learning, Deborah 
L. Bainer and Jeffrey W. Peck describe a technique in which they hint at their 
pedagogical philosophy not in their direct explanation but in the act of putting 
quotation marks around a key word, (e.g., “Each member of a small group 
‘teaches’ the rest of his or her group . . . ,” apparently to indicate that students 
are not actually engaging in teaching their classmates.61 While reconciliation 
is typically the end goal, most cultural analysis in this dimension occurs at 
the level of the individual or group.62 Seminary pedagogues applying this 
dimension of multicultural education emphasize experiential learning and 
interaction with unfamiliar others, helping students develop sensitivity and 
understanding and nurture hospitality (similar to Sleeter and Grant’s Human 
Relations approach).63

	 Multicultural education in seminary settings, however, can also focus 
more on social analysis of systems and unjust structures. Such pedago-
gies identify and name hegemonic practices and policies that perpetuate 
dominance, privileging one group or system over others.64 Various authors 
highlight this dimension of Power and Positionality in their writing and class-
room approach.65 Pedagogies within this dimension range from a recognition 
and welcoming of the diversity of students’ social locations as points of exper-
tise (e.g., Charles R. Foster’s description of exploring strategies for students to 
situate their own experiences and histories in the course content),66 to incor-
porating content on diversity topics that relate to the course’s discipline, to 
challenging racist structures in society and within the church head on, with an 
awareness of asymmetrical power in knowledge construction.67 This dimen-
sion of multicultural education is more in agreement with Sleeter and Grant’s 
Multicultural and Social Reconstructionist approach, in which instructors 
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design courses around sociohistorical issues and explore experiences of domi-
nance and oppression, ultimately leading to social action and transformation.

Final remarks

	 This report has contributed a missing piece to the literature. Germi-
nal works exist within the literature that explores theological education;68 
however, these works either build on historical synthesis or analyze select 
institutions (i.e., eighteen out of more than 260 ATS institutions, in the case 
of Foster and colleagues69). While their conclusions are profound and revela-
tory, those pieces can be seen as constrained by the contexts about which they 
write. This national study, however, presents a more inclusive understanding 
of the perspectives of faculty who engage in theological education and thus 
complements the depth of those important works by providing a slice of the 
breadth that they miss.
	 Given that projections place the US church in a nonwhite-majority context 
in the near future, exploration of multicultural theological education becomes 
paramount. Not only will future seminarians be increasingly racially diverse, 
but seminary graduates will be ministering in a racially diverse church context 
as well. Theological educators must, therefore, engage in the preparation of 
their seminarians to minister in such a context. The Association of Theologi-
cal Schools has already begun its campaign to address this challenge with the 
“Preparing for 2040” project. This study also addresses the challenge by con-
sidering 300 seminary faculty voices, half of whom are faculty of color. What 
better way to gain understanding about preparation for a multicultural world 
than by hearing from a multiracial multitude?

Deborah Gin is associate professor in ministry at Azusa Pacific School of Theology in 
Azuza, California, and senior faculty fellow in the Center for Teaching, Learning, and 
Assessment. 
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