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ABSTRACT


This paper presents an exploratory interdisciplinary study that examines the Gospel of Luke through the lens of a four-phase organizational learning process.  Our findings suggest that a four-phase social learning process is evident in the literary structure of Luke’s chiastic Journey Narrative (Luke 9:51-19:28), as well as in some keystone passages like the Beatitudes and the Lord’s Prayer.  Implications for organizational theory are discussed. 
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Applying Four-Phase Organization Learning Theory to the Gospel of Luke:

An Interdisciplinary Study


The purpose of our study is quite simple.  We wish to examine the Gospel of Luke through the lens of organizational learning theory.  In particular, we draw on scholars who suggest that organizational learning can be seen as a four-phase process (e.g., Nonaka, 1994; Crossan, Lane & White, 1999; Dyck, Mischke, Starke & Mauws, 2005).  Our goal here is not to suggest that this is the only or best approach to organizational learning.  Rather, we find the model compelling, and note that empirical evidence of such a four-phase learning has been found in a variety of cultures and settings, ranging from developing bread machine technology in Japan (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), three-wheeled cars in Canada (Dyck et al, 2005), agricultural rower pumps in Bangladesh (Dyck, Buckland, Harder & Wiens, 2000) and micro-financing programs in Bolivia (Dyck, 2002).  Given its application across such a variety of organizational and cultural settings, it may be plausible that the four phases of the learning model are also evident in an ancient context: Luke’s description of the life and times of Jesus.


Our study has implications for both organization and biblical studies.  In terms of organization studies, if we find compelling evidence of the four-phase organizational learning model in Luke’s Gospel, then it speaks to the generalization of the model not only across cultures, but also across time.  Such evidence would also provide an interesting starting point for future research in the area of “Management, Spirituality and Religion.” Interpreting the biblical text using a theoretical framework that is grounded in contemporary management theory may make it easier for managers and scholars alike who wish to think about how to put biblical lessons into practice in everyday organizational situations. This may also provide a framework and method that can be applied to scriptural writings from other faith traditions.


In terms of biblical studies, our study provides a new lens through which to study the biblical record.  While in the past there has been a tendency to study the content of the biblical narrative, our approach is more consistent with those who focus on its processes.  In biblical language, a four-phase organizational learning approach describes how groups of people, in community, corporately discern the will of their God.  From a process-based view, for example, the Ten Commandments and other laws were never intended to be applied legalistically and statically– rather, they represent helpful guidelines appropriate for a particular time and place.  People in each generation must discern the meaning of those guidelines for their particular time and place. Such discernment is also evident within the biblical literature where, for example, a process of debate and community discernment led to changing views on laws regarding circumcision (e.g., Shillington, 2007).  Such discernment also seems to have taken place since biblical times, leading to changing views on biblical guidelines about charging interest on loans (e.g., Exodus 22:25), wearing head coverings (e.g., Ezekiel 24:17) and when it is acceptable to divorce (e.g., Deuteronomy 24:1-4).  Each generation must discern the spirit underlying the law, and not blindly adhere to its letter.  Sometimes such discerning can cause much stress and conflict among members of the same faith (e.g., today’s differing views on homosexuality among people sharing the same faith).  In short, a focus on lessons about the process of such community discernment promises to help not only to interpret the biblical narrative in a new light, but also to provide helpful counsel about the discerning process, which will be of interest to contemporary church leaders and members who wish to put biblical teachings into practice.


The remainder of our paper will be divided into four parts.  We begin with a brief review of the literature underpinning our study, and introduce our hypothesis that the four-phase organizational learning process can be observed in the Gospel of Luke.  We then describe the structured Q-sort methodology we used to examine our hypothesis.  This is followed by the analyses and findings, which provide support for future research in this area.  Finally, we discuss some of the implications of our study for both organization and biblical studies.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Four-phase Model of Organizational Learning  


Historically much of the learning literature has looked at how individuals learn.  Recently there has been growing interest in how learning takes places at the group or organizational level of analysis (e.g., Lawrence, Mauws, Dyck & Kleysen, 2005).  The argument is that organizational learning is qualitatively different than individual learning – organizational learning is more than simply the sum of the learning of all the individuals in a group. Sometimes this organizational learning is evident in an organizational institutions and operating norms, which are followed and held even when experienced members are replaced by new members. Organizational learning is seen as a key to explaining why some organizations are more adaptable and flourish, while other organizations make poor decisions and stagnate. Put differently, organizational learning is often argued to be a key to long-term organizational viability and competitiveness.


The past decade has seen increasing theoretical and empirical work in the area of the process of how organizations learn. There is growing consensus that organizational learning can be seen to unfold in four general phases (Lawrence et al, 2005).  These four phases are evident in the two leading models in the organizational learning literature (Crossan et al, 1999; Nonaka, 1994).  While there certainly are differences between these two models, we will here draw from both models to develop an overarching model suitable to our research project.  An overview of the four-phase organizational learning model is presented in Figure 1.  The model can be seen as a general model of social (versus individual) learning, and the four phases have been observed at various levels of analysis, including organizations, groups, and even the community level of analysis (e.g., Ichijo & Nonaka, 2007).  We will look at each of the four phases in turn. 

-------------------------------------

insert Figure 1 about here

-------------------------------------


Ideation phase.  The source of the ideas that underpin organizational learning may appear to be mysterious and to defy rational explanation, but the literature is clear that they these ideas do not happen in a vacuum.  New ideas are grounded in past experience, and in particular past experience shared within a group, community, or what Nonaka and his colleagues call “ba” (Nonaka,Toyama & Konno, 2000).  The Japanese term “ba” refers to the specific context or “place” (e.g., the actual members of an organizational unit) where organizational learning is occurring.  Ideation is facilitated when ba is characterized by members who trust one another and who share many past experiences. Intimate and deep mutual understanding facilitates empathy and allows the tacit knowledge of each member to be shared with others.  This tacit knowledge is often embedded in experience, practices, emotions and is communicated in non-verbal ways. This tacit-to-tacit knowledge transfer, where the tacit knowledges of multiple members combines in ways that no one member could imagine, serves as the foundation of developing new ideas. Put differently, organizational learning is not grounded in rational analysis of explicit knowledge, but rather it is characterized by the burst of insight—the “aha” moment—that comes from a place deep within us in our community.  Crossan and her colleagues call this intuition—the “recognition of the pattern and/or possibilities inherent in a personal stream of experience” (Crossan et al. 1999).  Intuition can also be seen to be borne out of past experience and relationships in a way that defies linear rational analysis.  It is rooted in members who have a deep knowledge and experience with the disciplinary practices of the organization (Lawrence et al, 2005).


Elaboration phase.  It is one thing to for organizational members to have “aha” moments.  Half-thoughts, momentary connections, and ephemeral insights are not unusual in organizational life (Lawrence et al, 2005).  It is quite another to translate the new idea into principles that are both understood and accepted by other organizational members.  This happens in the second phase of the organizational learning process—elaboration.  Nonaka (1994) calls this phase  externalization, which draws attention to both: (a) how the new insights need to be shared and discussed with other people in the group, and (b) how the initially often half-baked “aha” idea gets fine-tuned and fleshed out as it makes the transition from what he calls “tacit” to become “explicit” knowledge.  Dialogue and the sharing of perspectives, often using metaphors, allows members to externalize knowledge that was previously invisible. Crossan et al (1999) call this phase interpreting: “the explaining, through words and/or actions, of an insight or idea to one’s self and to others” (Crossan et al., 1999: 525).  Interpreting involves members in conversation and dialogue. Interpreting allows principles to be articulated, named, and to become part of the cognitive maps of various stakeholders. 

Integration phase. In this phase the principles developed during the elaboration phase become incorporated into the everyday practices of the organization. Combining the new principles with existing practices is facilitated by documenting the new rules and policies and procedures, thereby establishing a body of explicit knowledge that can be shared relatively easily among organizational members (Nonaka, 1994). The focus in this phase is on accomplishing coherent collective action and on “taking coordinated action through mutual adjustment” (Crossan et al., 1999: 525).  Learning is impeded by those who refuse to follow the new rules and fail to exhibit a spirit of mutual adjustment. 


Normalization phase.  In this phase members “learn-by-doing” and thereby master the new way of doing things, which eventually becomes second-nature to them. Repetition and “learning-by-doing” results in the innovation becoming embedded in members' personal routines via their organization’s “systems, structures, procedures, and strategy” (Crossan et al., 1999: 525).  The organizational cycle is completed as the new way of doing things becomes part of the tacit knowledge and skill set of members, which Nonaka calls “internalization.”  In describing this phase as institutionalizing, where the knowledge is embedded in organizational institutions, Crossan et al (1999) draw attention to two things.  First, they differentiate between organizational learning versus individual learning (the institutions are embedded in the organizational structures and systems, and will persist even if new members who join the organization initially have not learned them).  Second, this also helps to distinguish and point to possible tensions between members and non-members.  People can choose among various competing institutional norms, and the norms that they follow indicate to which institutions and organizations they belong. 


Circularity of four phases.  It is important to note that the final phase leads back to the first phase of the organizational learning process.  The norms of the community from previous learning become the experiences and tacit knowledge that inform the ideation phase.  In this way the learning process can be seen as a continuous cycle of change, and organizations are constantly moving through the four phases, sometimes in various phases at the same time at different levels of analysis.  Organizational knowledge flows can be seen to feedforward (from individual members to groups and institutional norms) and to feedback (from institutional and group norms to the individual member).  


Put somewhat differently, although convention has been to describe the four phase model by presenting the phases in the order we have used here, because the learning process can be seen as an on-going self-reinforcing loop, there is no reason why the model could not be seen to “start” at any one of the four phases.  For example, if we were to begin at the third phase the process could be seen to unfold as follows: (a) an organization’s members attempt to implement new practices (integration); (b) some of these practices become institutionalized, while others are not (and occasionally frustrated members whose practices were not implemented will exit the organization at this point) (normalization); c) the existing norms provide the basis for new ideas to make changes (ideation); and d) members discuss and fine-tune various new ideas before they choose which ones to try to integrate into the organization. 


Similarly, in order to better understand what is occurring in any one phase of the process, it is reasonable to refer to previous phases to understand its history.  Thus, for example, in order to understand why some changes are being integrated into an organization, it is helpful to consider the elaboration process that occurred when the changes were being developed, and in turn to examine the ideation process that gave rise to the change ideas, and finally to consider the institutionalized organizational norms upon which the ideation process was based. 


Embeddedness.  Each of the four phases may also be embedded within each one of the phases.  For example, Dyck et al (2005) describe how each of the four phases were observable in sequence over time as members of an entire organization learned to build a new car.  They observed “ideation” (as The Research and Development VP came up with new product features based on feedback from customers and suppliers), followed by a time of elaborating ideas among other members in the organizations, and then followed by a time of integrating new ideas with existing practices, and then observed a period where the new practices become “normal” as they were being implemented.  However, a “mini-loop” of the four phase process could also be observed within any one of these phases within a part of the organization.  So, for example, during “integration” members of the fabrication department may go through a “mini-loop” of the four phases, where they come up with and fine-tune specific supporting ideas that they integrate and implement in their department to help them integrate the overall organizational learning.

Organizational and Biblical Studies



We are not the first scholars to examine the link between organizational and biblical studies.  Perhaps the most notable scholar to have done so is Max Weber.  In his famous study The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (Weber, 1958: original 1903), Weber described the influence of biblical teachings on society in general, and on organizational behavior in particular.  There is widespread agreement among scholars that contemporary management theory and practice are underpinned by a particular secularized Judeo-Christian moral point of view (Dyck & Schroeder, 2005; Golembiewski, 1989; Herman, 1997; Jackall, 1988; Nash, 1994; Naughton & Bausch, 1994; Novak, 1996; Pattison, 1997; Pfeffer, 1982). 


Today, the scholarly study of the link between business and biblical studies may be most explicitly evident in The Journal of Biblical Integration in Business.  It is also evident in scholarly works in the tradition of Weber (e.g., Novak, 1996), studies in Christian business ethics (e.g., Hill, 1997).  It is also evident in a host of practitioner books (Manz, 1999), including best-sellers of their day like Jesus CEO (Jones, 1995) and The Man Nobody Knows (Barton, 1925) 


Our approach is somewhat different than most studies that attempt to link these two subject areas. First, we enter our study with the assumption that the implications can be two-directional.  By this we mean that new insights are available to the religious studies literature by looking at it through the lens of the organizational literature, and vice versa.  For us, an inter-disciplinary approach at its best promises to offer insight for both literatures.  Most previous studies have sought to develop prescriptive and normative implications for management theory and practice based on religious writings.  We believe that concepts and theory from organizational sciences can also provide new and valuable insights for scholars seeking to interpret the biblical text.


Second, we enter the study with a deliberate focus on processes rather than outcomes.  Put in terms of organization theory, we look at the process of organizing rather than at the best way to be organized (McGrath, 2006).  We are looking for how organizations learn and change over time, rather than what is the best organization structure.  Consistent with this, we look at the processes of discernment and change described in the biblical text, rather than seek legalistic normative prescriptions.  Put differently, for us the Ten Commandments are best understood as a signpost that can get in the way of Godly living if they are followed legalistically.  Rather, believers are called to participate in the drama of moral discernment, not to follow legalistic recipes (Huebner, 2006).  We follow those who argue that the biblical narrative represents a “drama of choice” model, where people become responsible “moral persons – persons to whom things appear as either good or bad and who can pick either of them” (Bauman, 1998, p. 12).  This is consistent with those who focus on the implications of God’s character for management, rather than trying to identify specific rules for management  (Dyck & Schroeder, 2005; Hill, 1997). 

Third, our level of analysis, the Gospel of Luke, is different.  Most of the literature examines specific teachings and parables and draws implications for management theory and practice.  Such conventional research is consistent with the form-critical approach (which dissects the text into small isolated units) that has been the dominant approach among researchers who study the literary style of Luke’s writings; only relatively recently have researchers begun to identify and examine overarching literary themes in Luke’s writing (e.g., York, 1991: 10; Tannehill, 1986).  Indeed, reflecting this form-critical approach, Richard Chewning, the former Chavanne Chair of Christian Ethics in Business at Baylor University and a respected scholar in the field that applies biblical teachings to management practices, encourages scholars in the area to “cherry-pick” Scriptures that associate specific Bible verses with specific occurrences in the world (Chewning, 2001:143). While a focus on “low hanging fruit” undoubtedly promises helpful insights, we fear that in doing so we may lose sight of the larger message underpinning in a text.  Thus, we did not want to focus only on specific teachings, but rather we wanted to lay the foundation for understanding underpinning themes and processes at work in Luke. 
The Gospel of Luke

Of the 66 books in the Christian Bible to choose from, a variety of reasons lend support to our choice to study the Gospel of Luke.  First, we recognize that the life and teachings of Jesus of Nazareth are said to have had an enormous impact on many people over the past two millennia.  The Gospel of Luke is one of four narrative books in the Bible that describe the life and teachings of Jesus (the other three books are the Gospels of Matthew, Mark and John).   


Of these four Gospels in the Bible, the author Luke may have been the most sensitive to the kinds of issues relevant for the management literature.  (Matthew’s Gospel would be of particular interest for readers interested in Jesus’ life and times in their specifically Jewish context; Mark wrote probably the earliest and shortest and least-developed of the four Gospels; and John’s Gospel is a very different narrative known for its elaborate and sophisticated theologizing.)  The presumed author, Luke, is thought to have been well-educated.  His education is observable in his command of the written language, which is evident from the very first well-crafted sentence—“among the finest Greek literary constructions in the New Testament” (Shillington, 2007: 9)—and his sophisticated use of the figures of classical Greek rhetoric  (more on this below).  

1Since many have undertaken to set down an orderly account of the events that have been fulfilled among us, 2just as they were handed on to us by those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and servants of the word, 3I too decided, after investigating everything carefully from the very first, to write an orderly account for you, most excellent Theophilus, 4so that you may know the truth concerning the things about which you have been instructed.  (Luke 1:1-4 NRSV)


It is also evident in his attention to historical detail. More, his Gospel pays particular attention to the economic and socio-political implications of Jesus’ life and times.  Luke may also have been more aware of and better attuned to the larger historical details and context.  In this regard, it is noteworthy that his Gospel is the first of two books he wrote in the Bible.  The second book, called The Acts of the Apostles (or Acts for short), describes how what became the Christian movement grew and expanded in the decades following Jesus’ time on earth.  The Gospel of Luke book was probably written about 50 years after Jesus walked the earth. The two texts are so connected that scholars unanimously write of “Luke-Acts” as a two-volume work, a work that describes and explains a history of the early Christian movement and its founder for the Roman Empire at large.

The Gospel of Luke can be subdivided into four general sections.  This four-part structure may have been influenced by the author’s training in classical Greek rhetoric.  Luke would have been trained to know how to present an argument in a court of law, how to craft a presentation meant to convince others, and how to prepare a eulogy or how to give a speech describing someone’s life (e.g., the Gospel of Luke describes the life and times of Jesus).  Each of these types of presentations share a common four (or five) part structure (Herrick, 2001).  The first part—called the exordium—sets the context for the presentation, acknowledging the audience and the situation at hand.  The second part—narratio—introduces the main point of the argument and the basic facts that the audience will need to know to inform their judgment of the subject.  The third part—confirmatio—presents the evidence that support the claims (in judicial presentations a step called the confutatio is added, which anticipates and responds to counter arguments).  The concluding part—peroratio—repeats the main argument and invites the audience to agree with the author’s views (Lausberg, 1998: 121-208)

The first part of the Gospel of Luke (Luke 1:1 through 4:13; akin to the exordium) basically describes social, political and religious context for the life of Jesus.  In this part of the book, we read about Old Testament prophets who foretold Jesus birth, about the census that took place during his birth, and a sense of the social times of his birth, including stories about his parents and cousin John the Baptist.  This part ends with Jesus getting baptized.  The second part of the book (Luke 4:14 - 9:51; the narratio) describes the hallmarks of Jesus’ message and miracles, many of which threatened the status quo and religious leaders of the day (York, 1991).  At the center of this section are the four beatitudes and woes which have been called “the Gospel in a nutshell” (blessed are the poor, the hungry, those who weep, and those who are rejected by society – Luke 6: 20-22).  The third section of the Gospel of Luke, sometimes called the “Journey Narrative,” is a series of stories and teachings that describe how aspects of Jesus’ message can be observed and implemented in everyday life (Luke 9:51 – Luke 19:28 – the confirmatio).  These are articulated as Jesus travels, at length, to the holy and symbolic city of Jerusalem.  This section of Luke’s Gospel will be the focus of our study described below.  The final section of the book (Luke 19:29 – 24:53 – the peroratio) describes how the Jesus message becomes manifest in his life, death and resurrection.

Our focus in the paper will be on that third part of the Gospel of Luke, the Journey Narrative, which contains the material and information that are most unique to Luke. That is to say, Mark, Matthew and John do not present such a narrative nor such a system of teachings: it is entirely a Lucan addition and therefore presents a clear glimpse of his own editorial agenda. As it turns out, the order Luke chose to present the teachings in this section was that of an unusually large chiasm. 

Chiasms are literary devices that authors used to add structure, meaning and focus to a narrative.  At the time of Luke, authors did not have access to the kinds of literary structures and pointers that we take for granted now a days, such as punctuation at the end of a sentence, capitalized letters, paragraph structure, and even spaces between printed words.  A chiasm takes its name from the Greek letter, Chi, which looks, in English, like an X.  A simple chiasm is a text that takes the form of ABBA (or ABCBA), where each “element” may be a word, a clause, a story or even a large narrative section.  A famous modern example of a short chiasm is Kennedy’s inaugural line: “Ask not what your country can do for you, rather ask what you can do for your country”, where A is “country” and B is “you”.  The effect is multiple including: it is most memorable; it draws attention to its central point (the point is: the onus is on you to ask); and it is a kind of discrete, portable section of his speech (see Herrick, 1999: 41). 

Chiasms are visible throughout Greco-Roman and other ancient literatures (see Welch, 1981).  Indeed, in order to increase their capacity to think and write chiastically, students at that time would be taught memorize the alphabet simultaneously both forward and backward.  In English, this would be akin to learning AZ, BY, CX, DW, EV, FU, GT, and so on.  Even written documents whose writing style is relatively unsophisticated, such as the Gospel of Mark, can be seen to display chiasm. For example, in Mark 2-3, Jesus heals a paralytic (2:1-12), then eats with undesirables (2:13-17), then tells a parable about fasting (2:18-22), then eats unlawfully (plucking grain on the Sabbath; 2:23-28) and then finally heals the man with the withered hand (3:1-5). In other words: a healing story (A), an unusual eating story (B), a moral point about fasting and being prepared (C), an unusual eating story (B) and finally a healing story (A). Here we have Mark, not known as a sophisticated writer, employing an elaborate narrative chiasm, a unit that would be memorable and would focus attention on its center: Jesus’ point about fasting and the imperative importance of being prepared.

Numerous scholars have noted that the Journey Narrative section in the Gospel of Luke (Luke 9:51 to 19:28) is written in the form of a long, elaborate chiasm (e.g., Gould, 1964; Talbert, 1974, 1982; Schweizer, 1982; Rius-Camps, 1983; Standaert, 1985; Farrell, 1986; Karjamadam, 1987; and Baarlink, 1992). Beyond the observation of an over-arching chiasm, there is some disagreement on the details. For example, there are relatively brief chiasms in 9-parts (Standaert, 1985), several different configurations in the 13-to-21-part range, and Baarlink’s (1993) relatively recent presentation in 29 parts or passages. Our analysis presented here draws on a 28-step variation of Baarlink’s 29-part model.  As shown in Table 1, the first passage of the chiasm is “mirrored” the 28th (final) passage of the chiasm, the second passage is mirrored in the 27th, the third passage is mirrored in the 26th, and so on.  For example, the fifth passage this Journey Narrative chiasm (Luke 10: 25-42) starts with “On one occasion an expert in the law stood up to test Jesus. “Jesus,” he asked, what must I do to inherit eternal live?” while its chiastic “mirror” in the 24th passage (Luke 18: 18-30) starts with “A certain ruler asked him, “Good teacher, what must I do to inherit eternal life?”
-----------------------------------

insert Table 1 about here

-----------------------------------


It is helpful to think about the passages in the 28-step Journey Narrative being divided into 5 parts: i) an introduction, ii) the first half of the main body, iii) the middle, iv) the second half of the main body, and v) a conclusion.  These parts are shaded in Table 1.  The first three passages introduce the chiasm (the meaning of Jesus’ actions is hidden, the need to become child-like, Jesus heads out to Jerusalem).  The next eight passages form the first half of the main body of the chiasm (a collection of specific teachings and stories).  Then come six passages at the middle of the chiasm (turn around/repent, turn things upside down, keep going to Jerusalem).  These are followed by the eight passages that comprise the second half of the main body of the chiasm.  The final three passages conclude the chiasm (Jesus heads out to Jerusalem, the need to become child-like, meaning of Jesus’ actions is hidden).  Our focus in this paper will be on the 16 passages that constitute of the main body of the chiasm.


What makes Luke’s “Journey Narrative” puzzling for scholars is that it does not describe a geographical journey to Jerusalem.  The passages in the narrative are not arranged in an order that correspond with moving closer to the actual city of Jerusalem.  It seems that Luke was paying attention to an organizing device other than geography when he choose in what order to present the passages in his chiastic Journey Narrative. So this prompts the question, why did Luke arrange the passages in the particular order he chose?  Biblical scholars have not come up with a convincing answer to this question.  What we can only know for certain is that this arrangement is a peculiarly Lukan design and therefore probably a key indicator of his overall intent. It is in reflecting on this puzzle through the lens of the four-phase organizational learning model that we stumbled on a possible explanation for this problem.

Hypothesis


We hypothesize that the order and content of the passages that comprise Luke’s Journey Narrative chiasm have an important story to tell.  In particular, we suggest that the order of the passages in the main body corresponds to the order of the four phases of the organizational learning process.
  We hypothesize that Luke’s readers sequentially proceed through the four-phase organizational learning cycle two times in the eight steps in the first half of the body of the chiasm, and then sequentially proceed through the four phase organizational learning cycle two further times (but in the opposite direction) in the second half of the chiasm.  As depicted in Table 1, the two cycles in the first half of the body proceed from Integration ( Elaboration ( Ideation ( Normalization, and the two cycles in the second half of the body go from Normalization ( Ideation ( Elaboration ( Integration.  


Some readers may note that our hypothesis suggests that: a) Luke’s learning cycle starts with Integration rather than the typical start with Ideation; and b) the learning cycle goes through the four phases “backwards” the first two times.  Although it has been the custom in the organizational learning to “start” the model at the ideation phase, we note that the iterative and cyclical nature of the model suggests there the process can “start” in any one of the four phases.  In this case, Luke may have preferred to start with the third phase (Integration) because the Journey Narrative as a whole constitutes the third section in the Gospel (which deals with issues related to integration), and because Luke wanted to draw attention to the idea of Integration being central in the discernment process.  Also, although the fact that the model goes backwards and forwards may simply be an artifact of the chiastic structure, it does raise the intriguing question about whether an important part of community discernment involves thinking backwards to how we got to the present.  We will return to these issues in the Discussion of our paper. 

METHOD


To examine our hypothesis we used a Q-sort methodology, a method that is quite versatile and especially well-suited to studies like ours, where the existence of concepts has not been established (e.g., there is no common consensus that the four phases of learning are evident in the Journey Narrative) (Ekinci & Riley, 1999).   The Q-sort method seeks to combine the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative research traditions (Dennis & Goldberg, 1996).  It was invented in 1935 by William Stephenson, a British physicist-psychologist, who sought to develop a method that could measure things like aesthetic judgment and poetic interpretation, which were difficult in other methods (Brown, 1996). In a typical example of the Q-sort methodology, a deck of cards with statements written on them is provided to individuals who are asked to sort the cards according to some criterion, and researchers look for patterns in how the cards were sorted. There are at least two general approaches to in how the Q-sort method is used.  In one approach, participants are asked to sort the series of statements along some continuum, such as, from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.”  In the second approach, often used in scale development, participants are asked to sort the cards into different “themes” or “categories.”  These themes may be may be developed inductively by participants (an “unstructured Q-sort”), or the themes may provided beforehand to raters by the researcher (called a “structured Q-sort”).  


A well-known study that uses a method similar to ours is in Hinkin and Schriesheim (1989), who used a variation of a structured Q-sort method to develop conceptually consistent and psychometrically sound scales to measure French and Raven’s (1959) five theoretical bases of social power: reward, coercive, legitimate, expert and referent power.  After reviewing the literature and agreeing on a short definition of each of the five types of power, they developed a list of items that might be used to measure each of the five types of power.  A total of 53 such potential scale items were developed.  They then recruited two independent panels of raters (37 raters in the first panel, 42 raters in the second).  The raters were presented with the definitions of each of the five types of power, and then asked to classify each of the 53 items into one or more of the five types of power.  Any item that was sorted into the “correct” type of power more than 60 percent of the time by both panels of judges was retained for use in future research (this resulted in a total of 42 items being retained, which was 79 percent of the original 62 items). (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989).

Our study used a variation of a structured Q-sort method, where raters sorted a series of statements (the 16 passages that constitute the main body of Luke’s Journey Narrative) into pre-defined theoretically-derived categories (four themes corresponding to the four phases of learning).  Although our study is not a traditional scale development study per se, it does share some important characteristics that support such a use of the Q-sort method.  In particular, we wanted to test whether certain descriptors (in our cases, specific passages from Luke’s “Journey Narrative”) are consistent with specific overarching concepts or constructs (in our case, drawn from the four phases of the organizational learning). According to Ekinci and Riley (1999), the Q-sort is particularly appropriate (a) when researchers are armed with only a suspicion and a few observations that a subjective entity exists (in our case, whether the four phases of learning are evident in Luke’s journey narrative) and (b) when the subjective entity itself could be described in a variety of ways (in our case, each one of the four phases could be described in a variety of ways).  A strength of the Q-sort method is that it allows researchers to prove a cognitive pattern or “reliable schematic” (Thomas & Baas, 1992), thus providing the foundation for subsequent research.  It is particularly relevant when the object of the research—in our case, the specific four phases of the learning model—are not in the consciousness of the subjects (in our cases, readers of the biblical text).  

Our Study


We recruited twenty-four participants, mostly senior university students, to participate in our study.  Such a sample size is not unusual using this method (Ekinci & Riley, 1999).  We deliberately recruited students from various programs of study (e.g., religious studies, business, and peace studies) and various levels in the studies (from undergraduate to doctoral level).  We also wanted people with varying familiarity with the Lukan passages, and representation from both genders and various ages.


Of the 24 participants, 15 were male and 9 female.  Nine participants indicated that they recognized most of the passages and had studied some passages in depth, ten indicated that they recognized most of the passages, three indicated that they recognized some of the passages, and one participant indicated that some of the passages were vaguely familiar.


Each participant was provided with twenty separate “cards” (each printed on an 8.5- x 11-inch sheet of paper).   The first four cards contained one of the four Theme statements related to each of the four phases of the learning model (shown in Table 2).  The content of these Theme statements was based on the organizational learning literature, input from other scholars, and several rounds of pilot tests with family and friends.  The remaining sixteen cards contained each of the sixteen passages drawn from the body of Luke’s chiastic Journey Narrative.  These passages were numbered in a random order (i.e., they were not presented in the order as they appear in Luke and they were stripped of chapter and verse references).  The raters were asked to sort each passage into one of the four Themes, and instructed that at the end of the exercise each Theme should have four passages related to it.  We wanted to see how often passages were sorted into the Theme as we had hypothesized.

-----------------------------------

insert Table 2 about here

-----------------------------------


During pilot tests we noticed that raters would often circle words/phrases and make notes in the margins of the cards that contained the Lukan passages.  With that in mind, and to help speed up the sorting process, we provided each rater with four different-colored highlighters (one for each of the four phases of the learning model) to use during the exercise. Along the same lines, we also provide a one-page “training sheet” that contained the four themes and four short passages from other parts of the bible, and used colored coding to show how each passage might be assigned to each of the four themes.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS


The data, provided in Table 3, provide good support for our hypothesis.  If there were no relationship between passage and Theme, then we would expect that each passage to be sorted into the hypothesized Theme an average of 25 percent of the time.  As shown in Figure 3a, on average each passage was sorted into the correct Theme 70 percent of the time (range from 46 percent to 96 percent).  Similarly, if there were no relationship between passage and Theme, we would expect on average a student would sort 4 of 16 passages correctly.  We found that on average students sorted 11 of the 16 passages in the hypothesized Theme (70 percent). 

------------------------------------

insert Table 3 about here

------------------------------------


We used several nonparametric tests to examine the statistical significance of our results. First, in Table 3a we present how we analyzed the data regarding how each one of the 16 passages was sorted by the 24 raters. We used a variation of the Cochran Q test to examine the null hypothesis that there would be no difference for any passage in terms of which Theme it was sorted into (see Siegel, 1956: 165). As expected, our analysis allowed us to reject the null hypothesis for each one of the 16 passages (p=.001).  This provides statistical support for our contention that passages are more likely to be sorted into particular Themes, rather than being sorted into all Themes about equally.
 


We also wanted to determine whether there were consistencies among the four passages assigned to each of the four Themes.  Put differently, did the four passages assigned to a particular Theme seem to belong together in the way we hypothesized?  In terms of descriptive statistics, the passages grouped together very well, on the whole easily surpassing break-points suggested by earlier scholars.  As shown in Table 3b (see column “% correct”), on average the four passages expected to be associated with Ideation were sorted into that Theme 75 percent of the time, the four passages expected to be associated with Elaboration were sorted into that Theme 67 percent of the time, the four Integration passages were sorted into that Theme 74 percent of the time, and the four Normalization passages were sorted into that Theme 64 percent of the time. 


Finally, we used a variation of the Friedman test to test whether the groups of passages within each Theme belonged together (Siegel, 1956: 167).  This entailed counting and then ranking the number of responses by Theme for each passage, and then summing the ranks for each group of four passages that correspond to each one of the four Themes.  The resulting rankings are presented in Table 3b.  For an example on how to read the Table 3b, consider the passage labeled “Integ-1” (Lk. 9:52 – 10:24).  Because this passage was most often sorted into the Integration Theme, its Integration rank = 4).  Because this passage was second-most often sorted into the Ideation Theme, its Ideation rank = 3).  In the same way, the passage was sorted in Normalization third-most often (rank = 2) and into Integration least often (rank = 1).  
Consistent with our argument, for each one of the four Themes associated with the four phases of the learning process, our results allowed us to reject the null hypothesis that the four passages had been sorted into their corresponding Theme randomly (three at the p=.05 level, one at p=.10).  This provides statistical support for our contention that the four groups of passages placed under each of the four Themes belong there.

Corroborating Evidence  

While our analysis of the passages in the Journey Narrative provide statistical support for our argument, the confidence in our argument would also be bolstered if we were to find evidence of the same four-phase model in other parts of Luke’s writing.  While a comprehensive study of Luke (and Acts) clearly goes beyond the scope of this paper, we do note that such support seems evident when looking at two linchpin passages in the Gospel of Luke:  the Beatitudes (Luke 6: 20-30) and the Lord’s Prayer (Luke 11: 2-4).  Both of these passages are important not only because they have served as “the message of the gospels in a nutshell” and a succinct expression of followers’ relationship to God, but also because Luke seems to have deliberately changed their content from Matthew’s earlier Gospel. Thus, where Matthew has seven beatitudes, Luke has a shortened list of four.  Where Matthew’s version of the Lord’s prayer can be divided into seven parts, Luke has a shortened version that can be seen to have four parts.  The relationships between: a) the four phases of learning, b) the four beatitudes, and c) the four parts of the Lord’s prayer are highlighted in Table 4.  Further corroborating evidence comes from our earlier observation that the entire Gospel of Luke could be seen structured in four parts that are not inconsistent with the four phases of learning.

----------------------------------

insert Table 4 about here

----------------------------------
DISCUSSION


This study examined the Gospel of Luke through the lens of organizational learning theory.  Our analyses of the 16 passages that constitute the main body of the chiastic Journey Narrative lend strong support to our contention that the four-phase organizational learning model, or something akin to it, is evident in Luke’s Gospel.  Moreover, other keystone passages in the Gospel also seem to reflect this four-phase model.  In the remainder of our paper we will describe some implications of our study for both organization and biblical studies.  

Implications for Organization Studies


Our findings lend further support to the observation that the four-phase organizational learning model is evident in many different settings.  To find evidence of it dating back two millennia suggests that the model may have some timeless dimensions.  This lends support to the generalizability, validity and reliability of the model, and should encourage its continued study to further develop and refine organizational learning theory. The model seems robust and relevant.


Pushing this historical angle a bit further, our findings also lend some support to the speculation that the four-phase learning model may be related to Classical Greek rhetoric.  This further points to possible linkages between the organizational learning theory and the larger literature on communication.  Perhaps communicators can increase their persuasiveness by paying deliberate attention to sequentially helping listeners through each of the four phases of the organizational learning model.  Moreover, this link between communication and facilitating group learning also draws attention to the multi-directional nature of communication.  Just as organizational learning does not happen in a top-down manner, but rather takes place in the context of a trusting community, so also communication may be enhanced when everyone participates in mutual sending and receiving of messages.  This draws attention to the fact that communication, at its best, is not simply about one person getting his or her message across to others, but rather that for communication to result in change in a group demands the sending and receiving of many messages involving all participants.  


An intriguing feature of our findings is that the Journey Narrative takes reader through the four-phase learning model both “backward” and “forward.”  While this may simply be an artifact of the chiastic forms (the parallelism of this literary device would not permit forward movement in both halves of the main body), it also points to a possible extension of organizational learning theory.  Perhaps deliberately reflecting backward through the four-phase learning process in order to explain how we got to the present can subsequently help us to better understand and manage where we want to go in the future.  For example, future research might want to examine whether there is a relationship between a) managers’ ability to think backward through the model to describe current situations and b) the level of organizational learning evident in the units that they manage.


Our findings also clear have implications for scholars interested in drawing out implications of such sacred writings for contemporary management theory and practice.  This is evident at both a general and at a specific level.  Generally, rather than follow the common practice of focusing on one or a few single sayings or stories, our analysis points to the merit of examining the subtexts that underpin much longer sections and taking into account the larger context when drawing lessons from sacred writings.  In our case specifically, the “Journey Narrative” itself is almost 10,000 words long (the equivalent of about 40 pages of double-spaced text).
  Once we recognize how the four phases of the learning model are associated with the specific teachings and stories within the Journey Narrative, we can focus more closely on how those specific passages and teachings help to describe the phases in the learning model that they correspond to.


In this specific regard, our analysis will be of particular interest for scholars who wish to examine what The Gospel of Luke says about organizational learning.  While Luke’s lessons may be of special interest for those who are interested in social learning processes in Christian organizational settings, they may also be of interest beyond that setting.  Just as scholars develop theory and practice by examining contemporary organizational systems and leaders in specific organizations, so also they may be able to learn by studying sacred writings and descriptions of historical religious leaders that have had a lot of influence over the years.  The 16 passages we have identified in the Journey Narrative beg further examination to draw out the implications for our understanding of organizational learning theory and practice.  Our study enables and facilitates such future research.  For some scholars this may lead to research that is descriptive in nature (e.g., examining the Journey Narrative to describe how learning could or does unfold), while for others it may be more prescriptive (e.g., examining the Journey Narrative to determine how learning should unfold).  In any case, our analysis provides a strong foundation for future research in the “Management, Spirituality and Religion” area.


For example, along these lines our analysis also points to the importance of examining sacred writings with an open-mindedness to see underlying processes to find “truth,” rather than to seek “truth” in some absolute and final form.  Put differently, rather than focus on a timeless letter of the law in sacred writings, there is merit in focusing on the underlying spirit of the law.  In the case of the Gospel of Luke, the third part of the Gospel (the part that focuses on how to put the teachings of Jesus into everyday practice) is structured in such a way as to point to the importance of the four phases of learning in community.  Readers can find guiding principles, but the underpinning lesson is that they should learn together in community.  Our findings suggest that Luke is saying that the best way to put Jesus’ teachings into practice is for the church, as a discerning community, to go repeatedly through the four phase learning process and mutually help one another.  From Luke’s perspective, putting Jesus’ teachings into practice is not something that should be imposed top-down.  Managers can play an important role in guiding and moving the learning process, but the process itself must remain grounded in groups of people.  Learning is something that happens in community; it is not something that can be willed or imposed by one person.  


In this light, Luke’s description also has implications for how we think about how the learning process is being managed.  Rather than a model based on persuasive rhetoric (where one person has the right answer and wishes to convince others), perhaps the implicit model is one of an invitational rhetoric (Foss & Griffin, 1993).  Recall that, for Luke, Jesus was no less than the Son of God.  If there ever was someone who had the authority to impose their teachings top-down, Jesus would seem to qualify.  From this perspective, it is striking that Luke did not invoke a prescriptive list of “Ten New-and-Improved Commandments” to describe how readers should integrate Jesus’ teachings into their everyday live.  But instead of imposing such a list top-down and persuading people to follow cast-in-stone commandments, Luke’s text contains a somewhat hidden four-phase process that draws attention to community discernment.  Along these same lines, modern-day scholars and practitioners would be wise to consider not only “persuasive” organizational learning theory—where top-down managers seek to impose their agenda—but also to deliberately develop “invitational” organizational learning theory and practice—where every member of the community is treated with dignity. 

Implications for Biblical Studies


Organizational scholars engage in interdisciplinary work not only to enhance their own field of study, but also to contribute to other fields.  Perhaps the most valuable contribution the current study offers the biblical studies literature is our suggestion that the order of passages in chiasms may point to underlying process models.  That is, chiasms are not simply elaborate narrative plans that speak of a sophisticated literary author at work, but rather our study suggests that the content and sequence of the constituent parts of chiasm may point to an underlying message or subtext. By contrast, the vast majority of research in chiasms (biblical ore otherwise) is quite static in nature.  Scholars have not gone far beyond simply identifying chiasms, and pointing to the importance of identifying and attending to the opening/closing/center frame in order to inform the interpretations of the passages within each chiasm.  


In our case, the opening and closing “frames” of Luke’s Journey Narrative suggest the  reader should become aware of “hidden” messages.  It does not seem so far-fetched to suggest that Luke may also be providing a clue that there is a “hidden” message in his chiasm.  The middle of the Journey Narrative chiasm talks about the need to repent (literally to turn around 180 degrees).  That is exactly what happens to the direction readers are going through the four-phase process between the first and second half of the chiasm.  They turn around, having first traveled through the process “backwards” (perhaps to better understand or unlearn the past), and then proceed forwards toward the future.


The key focal point of the Journey Narrative, apparent in its introduction, middle and conclusion, is that this is a description of a journey to Jerusalem.  However, as scholars have been noted long ago, this is not a physical/geographical journey.  Rather, our analysis suggests that it is a symbolic journey of learning together in community.  And this timeless four-phase process may be relevant to any reader on their journey to a metaphorical Jerusalem (literally, the “City of Peace.”)  Perhaps the hidden key to living peacefully with others (in organizations and cities) is to learn from one another in community.
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TABLE 2

Four Phases of Organizational Learning and Four Related “Themes” used in this Study

	Description of four phases from organizational learning literature
	Description of Theme as printed on the cards that raters used to sort the 16 passages from Luke’s Journey Narrative

	IDEATION PHASE. Members’ new ideas are borne from belonging to a trusting community and from practicing disciplinary knowledge.
	These passages point to the ultimate source of understanding, which comes from persistent, yet humble prayer, and lasting commitment to intimate relationships.  People who strive for God’s Kingdom need not worry or resort to force to live according to Kingdom ways.

	ELABORATION PHASE. Members elaborate and fine-tune new ideas in order to identify core principles that contribute to their shared endeavors.
	These passages elaborate key principles that describe how inheriting lasting riches is characterized by sharing your wealth with others, rather than by accumulating treasures and feasting without regard for hungry neighbors.

	INTEGRATION PHASE.  Members integrate and combine new insights into their everyday activities in a mutually supportive way.
	These passages describe how new ways of seeing can bring to light big and important changes required in everyday actions and rules. But woe to those who refuse to follow or fail to see, or who try to hinder others from seeing and following, and thus cause them to stumble.

	NORMALIZATION PHASE:  The new practices become institutionalized and second-nature to members, which serves to distinguish members from non-members.
	These passages describe what happens after people actually implement, or fail to implement, faithful ways of living.  In particular, the passages describe competing loyalties, the need to be prepared for judgment, and possible condemnation at the end times.


	                                                      TABLE 3:  Findings

	Part A.  Analysis of individual passages within each of the four cycles

	
	
	   Results from Q-sort (N=24)
	
	

	Text
	Hypoth
	Integ
	Elab
	Idea
	Norm
	% ‘correct’
	Cochran Q  signif

	Lk 9:52-10:24
	Integ-1
	17
	0
	5
	2
	  71%
	522
	0.001

	Lk 10:25-42
	Elab-1
	5
	12
	6
	1
	50
	186
	0.001

	Lk 11:1-13
	Idea-1
	0
	4
	20
	0
	83
	816
	0.001

	Lk 11:14-32
	Norm-1
	4
	0
	2
	18
	75
	600
	0.001

	Lk 11:33-12:12
	Integ-2
	23
	0
	0
	1
	96
	1158
	0.001

	Lk 12:13-21
	Elab-2
	0
	21
	0
	3
	88
	918
	0.001

	Lk 12:22-34
	Idea-2
	0
	4
	20
	0
	83
	816
	0.001

	Lk 12:35-48
	Norm-2
	3
	2
	1
	18
	75
	582
	0.001

	Lk 16:1-15
	Norm-3
	1
	9
	2
	13
	54
	333
	0.001

	Lk 16:16-18
	Idea-3
	1
	1
	15
	6
	63
	357
	0.001

	Lk 16:19-31
	Elab-3
	2
	11
	0
	11
	46
	306
	0.001

	Lk 17:1-10
	Integ-3
	20
	0
	2
	2
	83
	792
	0.001

	Lk 17:11-37
	Norm-4
	9
	1
	2
	12
	50
	258
	0.001

	Lk 18:1-14
	Idea-4
	0
	1
	17
	6
	71
	546
	0.001

	Lk 18:18-30
	Elab-4
	0
	20
	4
	0
	83
	816
	0.001

	Lk 18:35-19:27
	Integ-4
	11
	10
	0
	3
	46
	258
	0.001

	Part B.  Analysis of passages within the same phase
	Friedman
	Signif

	Lk 9:52-10:24
	Integ-1
	4
	1
	3
	2
	  71%
	
	

	Lk 11:33-12:12
	Integ-2
	4
	1.5
	1.5
	3
	96
	
	 

	Lk 17:1-10
	Integ-3
	4
	1
	2.5
	2.5
	83
	
	

	Lk 18:35-19:27
	Integ-4
	4
	3
	1
	2
	46
	
	

	
	
	16
	6.5
	8
	9.5
	74
	7.875
	0.05

	Lk 10:25-42
	Elab-1
	2
	4
	3
	1
	50
	
	

	Lk 12:13-21
	Elab-2
	1.5
	4
	1.5
	3
	88
	
	

	Lk 16:19-31
	Elab-3
	2
	3.5
	1
	3.5
	46
	
	

	Lk 18:18-30
	Elab-4
	1.5
	4
	3
	1.5
	83
	
	

	
	
	7
	15.5
	8.5
	9
	67
	6.375
	0.1

	Lk 11:1-13
	Idea-1
	1.5
	3
	4
	1.5
	83
	
	

	Lk 12:22-34
	Idea-2
	1.5
	3
	4
	1.5
	83
	
	

	Lk 16:16-18
	Idea-3
	1.5
	1.5
	4
	3
	63
	
	

	Lk 18:1-14
	Idea-4
	1
	2
	4
	3
	71
	
	

	
	
	5.5
	9.5
	16
	9
	75
	8.625
	0.05

	Lk 11:14-32
	Norm-1
	3
	1
	2
	4
	75
	
	

	Lk 12:35-48
	Norm-2
	3
	2
	1
	4
	75
	
	

	Lk 16:1-15
	Norm-3
	1
	3
	2
	4
	54
	
	

	Lk 17:11-37
	Norm-4
	3
	1
	2
	4
	50
	
	

	
	
	10
	7
	7
	16
	64
	8.1
	0.05


TABLE 4

Corroborating Evidence of the Four Phases in the Gospel of Luke


	Themes
	Lord’s prayer

Lk 11:2b-4
	Four Beatitudes

Lk 6:20-22

	Ideation Theme: These passages point to the ultimate source of understanding, which comes from persistent, yet humble prayer, and lasting commitment to intimate relationships.  People who strive for God’s Kingdom, need not worry or resort to force to live according to Kingdom ways.
	Father, hallowed be your name. Your kingdom come.

	Blessed are you who are poor [in spirit], for yours is the kingdom of God.


	Elaboration Theme: These passages elaborate key principles that describe how inheriting lasting riches is characterized by sharing your wealth with others, rather than by accumulating treasures and feasting without regard for hungry neighbors.
	Give us [i.e., everyone in the world] each day our daily bread.

	Blessed are you who are hungry now, for you will be filled.



	Integration Theme: These passages describe how new ways of seeing can bring to light big and important changes required in everyday actions and rules. But woe to those who refuse to follow or fail to see, or who try to hinder others from seeing and following, and thus cause them to stumble.
	And forgive us our sins, for we ourselves forgive everyone indebted to us.
	Blessed are you who weep now, for you will laugh.



	Normalization Theme: These passages describe what happens after people actually implement, or fail to implement, faithful ways of living.  In particular, the passages describe competing loyalties, the need to be prepared for judgment, and possible condemnation at the end times.

	And do not bring us to the time of trial.

	Blessed are you when people hate you, and when they exclude you, revile you, and defame you on account of the Son of Man. 
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INTEGRATION PHASE:  Members integrate and combine new insights into their everyday activities in a mutually supportive way.





NORMALIZATION PHASE:  New practices become institutionalized and second-nature to members, which serves to distinguish members from non-members.





ELABORATION PHASE: Members elaborate and fine-tune the new ideas in order to identify core principles that contribute to their shared endeavors.





IDEATION PHASE:  Members’ new ideas are borne from belonging to a trusting community and from practicing disciplinary knowledge.











� A shortened version of this paper was published as:  Dyck, B. and L. Broadhurst (2008). “Applying four-phase organization learning theory to the Gospel of Luke: An interdisciplinary study.” In George T. Solomon (Ed.) Proceedings of the Sixty-Sixth Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management (CD), ISSN, 1543-8643.  Presented at the Academy of Management, Management, Spirituality and Religion, Anaheim, California.





� To be clear, it is not our intention in this paper to identify all the instances of the four-phase learning model in Luke, nor is it to argue that our interpretation of Luke is better than others, nor is it to argue that Luke deliberately wrote his book with this four-phase model in mind.  Rather, our focus is much more modest than that.  We simply seek to examine whether there is evidence of the four phase learning model in the order to the passages in Luke’s “Journey Narrative.”


� We also tested the same null hypothesis using a variation of the Friedman test, where we rank-ordered each student’s individual response for each passage.  This also provided strong statistical support for our argument, because we were able to reject the null hypothesis for fourteen of the sixteen passages (p=.05).


� The Journey Narrative is 9,819 words long according to the New Revised Standard Version.  We sometimes forget how long the Bible is, because it is usually printed in a small font on thin paper in narrow columns.
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