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ABSTRACT
THE PERCEPTIONS OF THREE GROUPS--
PASTORS, PRINCIPALS, AND TEACHERS--
REGARDING THE AUTHORITY/RESPONSIBILITY

OF PASTORS AND PRINCIPALS IN
LUTHERAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

By

Arthur Frederick Nell

Problem

The problem addressed by the researcher was the
determination of the perceptions of three groups--pastors,
principals, and teachers--regarding the authority/
responsibility of pastors and principals in elementary
schools of the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod. It
was perceived by the researcher that commonly held per-
ceptions relative to the relationship of these two posi-

tions did not exist.

Procedure

Utilizing a survey instrument, the perceptions of
33 pastors, 33 principals, and 81 teachers--all working in
churches of the Michigan District of the Wisconsin Synod

which operate Lutheran elementary schools--were gathered
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in an attempt to assess these individuals' perceptions of

the authority/respvonsibility of pastors and principals in
Wisconsin Synod Lutheran elementary schools. The specific
categories and hypotheses tested related to both the pastor's
and the principal's authority/responsibility in the follow-
ing seven areas: curriculum, supervision of teachers,
supervision of students, dealing with student offenses,
supervision of the non-teaching staff, fiscal affairs, and
scheduling.

The instrument, which employed a Likert-type scale,
was developed and field tested by the researcher. Data
from returned opinionnaires were tested utilizing ANOVA
statistical procedures with a .05 level of significance
established. The Scheffé technique was used as a post hoc
test. Information was also gathered relative to the
respondents' perceptions of the real and ideal hierarchy
of authority, in or for his school. Categorical responses
of each referent group were compared to categorical

responses of all other referent groups on each category.

Findings

In only one instance was a significant difference
obtained, and this occurred between the pastoral group and
the teacher group in their perceptions of the principal's
authority/responsibility in curriculum. In all other
instances, no significant differences were found. Although

significant differences did not occur often, analysis of
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the data on an item by item basis revealed trends. The
trend demonstrated that pastors tended to assign themselves
more authority/responsibility than did either of the other
two groups. The principals tended to assign a lesser amount
of authority/responsibility to the pastor's position.
Regarding the principal's position, the principals did not
always assign themselves more authority/responsibility

than did the other two groups assign the principal. It
might be expected that the principal would rate himself
higher, but this did not occur. Trends were readily ap-
parent when the pastor's authority/responsibility was
discussed, but trends were not as readily apparent in the
discussion of the principal's authority/responsibility.
Little agreement also existed as to the real or ideal hier-
archy of authority when the board of education, church

council, congregation, pastor, and principal were considered.

Conclusions

Based on these findings, a major conclusion drawn
was that although significant differences did not generally
occur, trends did demonstrate a lack of consensus regarding
the relationship of the pastor's and the principal's
authority/responsibility in the operation of a Lutheran
elementary school. Additional conclusions drawn from the
investigation wexrie the following: 1) A variety of respon-
sibilities and duties were identified as being inherent to
the position of principal. 2) Time needs to be provided

the principal so that he can become more active in the
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administration of the school. 3) The pastors feel the
principal should perform a more active role in the admini-
stration of the school. 4) Conflict is likely to increase
if the pastor and the principal cannot concur on the rules
of the organization. 5) Confusion relative to the prin-
cipal's role in the school damages his credibility as the
congregation's educational leader. 6) The three groups
demonstrated very little agreement as to the hierarchy of
authority in the school when the relationships of the

board of education, church council, congregation, pastor,

and principal were considered.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Good administration, as defined by various writers
(Leavitt, 1951; Getzels and Guba, 1954; Simon, 1957; Etzicni,
1964; Knezevich, 1969; Sergiovanni and Carver, 1973)1,
includes the requirement that there should be clear and com-
monly shared understandings of the roles and relationships of
those employed in the institution's work. In the congrega-
tional schools of the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod,
hereafter the Wisconsin Synod, it has become increasingly
apparent that the understandings are often not clear and com-
mon within the institution. In part this seems to be related
to the increased and specialized training of many of the newer

teachers and principals.

lH. J. Leavitt, "Some Effects of Certain Communication
Patterns on Group Performance," in Organization Theory, ed.
D. S. Pugh, (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin
Education, 1971), p. 92; J. W. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Role,
Role Conflict, and Effectiveness: An Empirical Study,"

American Sociological Review 19 (April 1954): 165; Herbert
A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (New York: The Free Press,

1957), pp. 103-108; Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964),
p. 44; Stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Educa-
tion (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1969), p. 106;
Thomas J. Sergiovanni and Fred D. Carver, The New School
Executive: A Theory of Administration (New York: Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1973), pp. 180-182.




2
The problem addressed by this researcher was to dis-
cover the extent of agreement among three groups--pastors,
principals, and teachers--as to the nature and degree of au-
thority and responsibility the pastor and principal each has
in the operation of a Wisconsin Synod Lutheran elementary
school, and how these three groups feel the authority and re-

sponsibility should be allocated.

The Problem

The problem addressed by this researcher was to dis-
cover the extent of agreement among three groups--pastors,
principals, and teachers--as to the nature and degree of au-
thority and responsibility the pastor and principal each has
in the operation of a Wisconsin Synod Lutheran elementary
school, and how these three groups feel the authority and
responsibility should be allocated.

After numerous discussions with individuals know-
ledgeable about education in Wisconsin Synod elementary
schools, the researcher was led to suspect that the following
hypotheses might be true:

I. The pastors will not agree with the principals re-
garding the degree of authority/responsibility the pastor
has in each of the following areas:

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences
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e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal Affairs

g) Scheduling
II. The pastors will not agree with the teachers regar-
ding the degree of authority/responsibility the pastor
has in each of the following areas:

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal Affairs

g) Scheduling
III. The principals will agree with the teachers regar-
ding the degree of authority/responsibility the pastor
has in each of the following areas:

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal Affairs

g) Scheduling
IV. The pastors will not agree with the principals re-
garding the degree of authority/responsibility the prin-

cipal has in each of the following areas:

a) Curriculum



4

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal Affairs

g) Scheduling
V. The pastors will not agree with the teachers regar-
ding the degree of authority/responsibility the prin-
cipal has in each of the following areas:

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal Affairs

g) Séheduling
VI. The principals will agree with the teachers regar-
ding the degree of authority/responsibility the principal
has in each of the following areas:

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Piscal Affairs

g) Scheduling
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VII. All groups--pastors, principals, and teachers--
will not agree on a hierarchy model for identifying the
ideal structure of authority/responsibility in a Lutheran
elementary school; and they will not agree on a hierarchy
model for identifying what each perceives as the real
structure of authority/responsibility functioning in their
respective schools.

For the statistical aspect of this research, the above

listed hypotheses were restated in the null form as follows:

I. There will be no significant difference between the
pastors' perceptions and the principals' perceptions of
the degree of authority/responsibility the pastor has in
each of the following areas:

a) . Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal Affairs

g) Scheduling
II. There will be no significant difference between the
pastors' perceptions and the teachers' perceptions of the
degree of authority/responsibility the pastor has in each
of the following areas:

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

¢c) Supervision of Students



d)
e)
£)

g)
III.

6
Dealing with Student Offences
Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff
Fiscal Affairs

Scheduling

There will be no significant difference between the

principals' perceptions and the teachers' perceptions of

the degree of authority/responsibility the pastor has in

each of the following areas:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

g9)

Curriculum

Supervision of Teachers

Supervision of Students

Dealing with Student Offences
Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff
Fiscal Affairs

Scheduling

IV. There will be no significant difference between the

pastors' perceptions and the principals' perceptions of

the degree of authority/responsibility the principal has

in each of the following areas:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
£f)

gl

Curriculum

Supervision of Teachers

Supervision of Students

Dealing with Student Offences
Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff
Fiscal Affairs

Scheduling
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V. There will be no significant difference between the
pastors' perceptions and the teachers' perceptions of the
degree of authority/responsibility the principal has in
each of the following areas:

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal affairs

g) Scheduling
VI. There will be no significant difference between the
principals' perceptions and the teachers' perceptions of
the degree of authority/responsibility the principal has
in each of the following areas: |

a) Curriculum

b) Supervision of Teachers

c) Supervision of Students

d) Dealing with Student Offences

e) Supervision of the Non-Teaching Staff

f) Fiscal Affairs

g) Scheduling
VII. There will be no significant difference among the
three groups--pastors, principals, and teachers--as to
how they perceive the hierarchy model for identifying the
ideal structure of authority/responsibility in a Lutheran

elementary school; and there will be no significant
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difference in how these three groups perceive the hierar-
chy model for identifying the real structure of authority/

responsibility functioning in their respective schools.

Operational Definitions

l. Wisconsin Synod - The Wisconsin Synod, officially

the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod, is an association

of Christian congregations united by the bonds of a common
creed for the purposes of helping‘one another and of achieving
certain purposes which the congregations could not achieve

individually.

2. Missouri Synod - The Missouri Synod, officially

the Lutheran Church=--Missouri Synod, is similar to the Wis-
consin Synod in purpose, but yet is an entity. The Missouri
Synod is older than the Wisconsin Synod and at one time was
joined with the Wisconsin Synod. However, since 1961 the two

have been split over doctrinal matters.

3. Pastor - The pastor is the spiritual shepherd of
the congregation and is highly theologically trained to serve

the spiritual needs of the congregation.

4. Principal - The principal is generally a teacher
charged by the congregation with the responsibility for the
daily operation of the school. Much of the literature for

this study used teacher and principal interchangeably.

5. Public Ministry - Jesus Christ has commissioned

His church to proclaim the Law and Gecspel, and administer the
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sacraments. He has given this command to all members of the
church. But, that all things may be done decently and in
order, certain trained individuals, such as pastors and
teachers, are charged by individual congregations to exercise
publicly in.their behalf the functions belonging to the indi-
vidual members; functions which the members originally have

authority to do themselves.

6. The Call - The Call is the Godly act of supplying
men to perform the public ministry. These men are trained for
their calling and are led to various positions by the prayer-
ful inviting of the congregation, which is acting through the
belief that God is directing their judgements regarding which
individuals they are to invite to their congregation. The
Call states the obligations of the individual and the obliga-
tions of the congregation regarding that individual. The
notion of a contract for pastors and teachers is foreign to

the churches of the Wisconsin Synod.

7. Conflict - Conflict is the strong differences be-
tween individuals or groups which can lead to restrictions of
communication, disruption of work flow, hard feelings, etc.
It is generally, but not always, negatively valued by the or-

ganization.

8. Role Conflict - Role conflict is experienced by

an individual when he receives mutually contradictory expec-

tations for what he is to do while in the role.
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9. Role Ambiguity - Role ambiguity is not so much a

conflict situation, but rather is more of a confused situa-
tion. The individual in the role either does not know what to
do while in the role, or does not know what others think of

him while in the role.

Population to be Studied

The population of this study was all teachers, prin-
cipals, and pastors of the concregations in the Michigan
District of the Wisconsin Synod which operate their own elemen-
tary school, and in which a teacher functions as the principal.
Not included are those few congregations in which the pastor
functions also as principal. Part-time teachers are also
included in this study if they teach in kindergarten or the
grades, and spend at least half of each day in the classroom.
Congregations meeting these criteria, and included in the
Michigan District, are found in the states of Connecticut,
Michigan, Ohio and Virginia. All eligible congregations are
included in the test population. The totals for the various

test groups are as follows:

Pastors - N = 41
Principals - N = 38
Teachers - N = 103

Limitations of the Study

Results of this study will have direct application

only to those congregations which are members of the Michigan
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District of the Wisconsin Synod, and which operate elementary
schools. Eliminated are congregations without an elementary
school of their own, even though they may be assisting in the
support of a sister congregation's school. The Lutheran high
schools of the Michigan District are also excluded. Finally,
schools of the District in which the pastor is also function-
ing as the principal are excluded.

The results of this study will pertain to the three
groups tested--pastors, principals, and teachers--and will
not be categorized by individual congregations. The many un-
controllable variables on the individual congregation level
preclude the eliciting of significant results. The emphasis
is on group perceptions, not the perceptions of individuals.
The desired perceptions are centered about the involvement of
the pastor and the principal in school administration, specif-
ically concerning the following seven areas: curriculum,
supervision of teachers, supervision of students, dealing with
student offences, supervision of the non-teaching staff, fiscal
affairs, and scheduling. The researcher was not concerned
with any other area of congregational involvement where
pastor and principal coexist. Additional relationships not
covered by this study are those of pastor-teacher relationships
and pastor-principal-school board relationships.

No effort was made to investigate or propose any
methods of conflict resolution. 1In this study the author was
attempting to identify areas where significant differences in
group perceptions exist. The findings may, however, be useful

in pointing out situations of potential conflict.
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Study Significance

As one peruses the literature in education and educa-
tional administration, it becomes quite apparent that the
private school sector has been relatively neglected. Bidwell
makes a similar, but more general, observation:

The author has deliberately chosen ... to consider
only public and elementary school systems. In part,
this choice was forced by the almost complete absence
of empifical research dealing with any other kind of
school.

In focusing attention more directly on the Wisconsin
and Missouri Synods, the observation still holds true. But,
although little has been written, one topic which has been
considered in some depth is that of the Lutheran teacher and
why he is leaving the teaching ministry (Mueller, 1964;
Schmidt, 1972; Kirchhoff, 1976).3

Stephen Schmidt, in reference to Walter S. Merz, con-
cluded that

Some leavers [people who left the teaching ranks of
the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod] reacted to the

relationship with their pastor with apparent bitter-
ness and resentment. Comments such as 'pastoral

2Charles E. Bidwell, "The School as a Formal Organi-
zation," in Handbook of Organizations, ed. James G. March
(Chicago: Rand McNally College Publishing Company, 1965),
p. 972.

3arnold c. Mueller, The Ministry of the Lutheran
Teacher: A Study to Determine the Position of the Lutheran
Parish School Teacher Within the Public Ministry of the Church
(St. Louis, Missouri: Concordia Publishing House, 1964);
Stephen A. Schmidt, Powerless Pedagogues (River Forest,
Illinois:. Lutheran Education Association, 1972); W. James
Kirchhoff, "A Comparison of Teacher Perceptions of the
Leader Behavior of Principals in Operating Lutheran Elemen-
tary Schools with Principals in Recently Closed Lutheran
Elementary Schools," (E4d. D. Dissertation, Northern Illinois
University, 1976).
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hypocrisy,' 'driven from the system by a pastor,'
pastor 'set out to close' the school, pastor consider-
ed schools a 'necessary evil,' 'lack of support from
pastor,' and the pastor was a 'complete ass,' appeared
frequently enough to be considered more than just a
reaction of a few soreheads.

Examples could also be cited where the pastor left a
particular congregation because of the lack of a harmonious
relationship with the principal or the other teachers.

In personal correspondence with Dr. Bernard Lall, pro-
fessor of educational administration at Andrews University,
Berrien Springs, Michigan, he indicated the following:

I served as a consultant to five [Seventh-day Adventist]
church school districts for a period of five years. One
of the major problems these schools faced was the con-
flict between the church pastor and the church school
principal.?

In considering the situation in the Wisconsin Synod, Krueger
writes:

The relationship between pastors and teachers is a sensi-
tive and provocative subject. There is no Solomon in our
midst who can with a few words and a sharp command split
the problem child asunder to expose the fraud and give
each his due. That does not give us leave, however, to
avoid the issue or skirt the field where the arrows fly.
Neither can the settlement of the problem be left to the
law of the jungle. The issue must be attacked directly,
and the firing line must be faced out in the open. Noth-
ing will be accomplished by hiding behind the bush of
platitudes or ducking around the corner of generalities.
A frontal attack with bared emotions and exposed egos is

dwalter s. Merz, "A Study of Dogmatism, Values, and
Demographic Variables as They Affect Attrition of Male
Teachers in Lutheran Elementary and Secondary Schools,” (Ed.
D. Dissertation, George Peabody College for Teachers, 1969),
pPp. 80-8l, cited by Stephen A. Schmidt, Powerless Pedagogues
(River Forest, Illinois: Lutheran Education Association,
1972), p. 123.

SLetter from Dr. Bernard Lall, Andrews University,
Berrien Springs, Michigan, 15 February 1977.
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the only kind of approach that can bring positive, con-
structive, wholesome results.... Such a spirit can help
to cure professional myopia so that all concerned can see
more clearly that in their calling there is no difference
between pastors and teachers.®

For all too long in the Wisconsin Synod, the issue of
this relationship has been avoided, hidden behind the "bush of
platitudes,” and placed "around the corner of generalities."
The bulk of the literature in this area comes in the form of
conference papers, papers generally written by pastors. There
are two sides to the issue, but seemingly, one side has rarely
been heard. Concerning the present study, reactions from
teachers in the Wisconsin Synod have been similar to the fol-
lowing: "You have taken up a good topic," or "I think you are
making an interesting study which should be of benefit to our
Synod's schools."7 Reactions from pastors have been only
spoken, and have been mixed to negative.

In a 1960 conference paper, William A. Kramer trum-
peted the need for a clarification of the relationship between
pastor and teacher when he wrote: "Since the pastor occupies
a central position of leadership, and the teacher likewise a
position of leadership, the relationship between the pastor

n8

and the teacher must be defined. Lassanske echoed the

6bwilliam Krueger, "The Basis for a Properly Balanced
Relationship Between Pastors and Teachers," Unpublished Paper,
p. 1.

7Letters from Henry Krenz, St. Paul's Lutheran School,
New Ulm, Minnesota, 13 June 1977, and from Arthur J. Meier,
em., Phoenix, Arizona, 19 July 1977.

8Wwilliam A. Kramer, "The Lutheran Teacher as an Educa-
tional Leader," paper presented at Southern Nebraska District
Teachers' Conference, 14 September 1960, William A. Kramer



15

notion by indicating that a "clarification of the role and
function of the Lutheran elementary school principal is
necessary...."

Broadening the scope to any parochial school system,
Lall has indicated that "[he does] not know of any study done
in this specific area [role of pastors and principals in the
church school]l]. 1In fact, you [the researcher] might provide
valuable service to church school systems throughout North
America."lo He concludes his letter by saying, "I am person-
ally going to look forward to see the results of your study,
for your study should provide significant help to churches
operating schools throughout North America."ll

There is no doubt of the significance a study of this
nature holds for the congregations of the Wisconsin Synod.
On a broader scale it could provide insight for all parochial
schools. The topic is of necessity rather broad. This is
the initial step. It is the researcher's expectation that
the insights gained herein will provide a point of departure

for future research.

Papers, Box 1, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis,
Missouri. (Typewritten)

9Roland R. Lassanske, "A Comparative Study of the
Ideal Role and the Actual Role of the Lutheran Elementary
Principal in Southern California," (Ph. D. dissertation,
Claremont Graduate School, 1970), pp. 15-16.

loLall, Personal letter.

1l1pig.
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Summar

The chapter began with an introduction stating the
problem. Seven hypotheses were stated, followed by the seven
research hypotheses in the null form. Following this was a
list of nine pertinent definitions. The population of the
study was considered, and it was indicated that the N of the
three groups will be as follows: Pastors, N = 41; Principals,

103.

N = 38; Teachers, N
Limitations of the study were indicated, followed by
the study significance. The study was indicated to be quite
significant for the Wisconsin Synod, as this concerns a situa-
tion which is rarely considered. As regards the Synod, the
situation is also being approached in a novel manfier. Dr.
Bernard Lall has given his opinion that this topic is capable

of providing useful information to all parochial schools, not

merely Lutheran schools.



CHAPTER II
BACKGROUND

Roles of Pastors and Teachers
in the Early Lutheran Churches

There have been Lutheran churches in the United States
since the mid-seventeenth century. Many of these churches
also had schools. Historically, when the churches were begun,
the pastor was expected to do everything. As congregations
grew, the pastors needed help. Sometimes this assistance came
in the form of individuals who taught in the church schools,
thus relieving the pastor of also being a teacher. By the
nineteenth century, more and more non-pastors were filling the

classrooms of the Lutheran schools.l

During these earlier
days, the pastor was considered the authority in all spiritual
matters; laymen made all material decisions. By contrast, the
role of the teacher was not clearly defined.

Schools of the Missouri Synod, and thus indirectly
schools of the Wisconsin Synod, trace their origins to the
middle 1800's. In these churches, as in the Lutheran churches

of an earlier era, the teaching and direct supervision of all

educational agencies of the congregation was delegated to the

lgarhardt Schultz, "The Teacher's Divine Call--Its
Limitations and/or Scope," paper presented at Michigan Dis-
trict Teachers' Conference, St. Joseph, Michigan, 11 October
1973, p. 8. (Typewritten)
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pastor. This supervisory role was assumed on behalf of the
congregation, authority by transfer. As more and more teach-
ers entered the congregation's schools, this situation tended
to place the pastor in a position of dominance over the
teacher, especially in matters regarding the school. Stephen
Schmidt comments that this "... was the seedbed for discontent
and teacher-pastor strife."?

Not all pastors of the Missouri Synod were relieved of
their responsibilities, for as late as 1897 there were still
894 pastors included in the total teaching force of 1,675.

The pattern still held that the pastor was responsible for the
supervision of the school and thus the supervision of the
teacher. This was even true though trained teachers were
being employed in the school. The first volume of the pro-
fessional journal of the schools of the Missouri Synod clari-
fied this position as early as 1864, when the editor, Dr. J.
P. C. Lindemann stated:

em Pastor gebﬂhrt eine Oberaufsicht uber die ganze Schule,

uber Alles w@s in der Schule gelehrt und getrieben wird,

nicht bloss uber einzelne Theile des Unterrichts.3

(The pastor is responsible for the supervision of the

entire school, of everything that is taught and done

in the school, not just isolated parts of the program of
instruction.)

2Stephen A. Schmidt, Powerless Pedagogues (River
Forest, Illinois: Lutheran Education Association, 1973),
pp. 50-51.

3Roland R.Lassanske, "A Comparative Study of the
Ideal Role and the Actual Role of the Lutheran Elementary
Principal in Southern California," (Ph. D. dissertation,
Claremont Graduate School, 1970), pp. 15-16.
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This position was reaffirmed in a paper presented to a
teachers' conference of the Missouri Synod. This conference
was held on August 5 and 6, 1868, at Addison, Illinois. The
essayist stated his position in ten statements. One statement
of significance is statement III, which reads:
Weil dem Predlger das offenliche Predigtamt an allen
Seelen seinen Gemeinde, also auch an denen der Kinder,
von Gott anvertraut ist, so liegt zuvorderst ihm auch
die Sorge fur christliche Schulen.
(Because the preacher has been ordained by God to dis-
charge the public ministry for all of his congregation,
including the children, he also has responsibility for
Christian schools.)

To this, Lassanske comments:
While the position stated here was generally the accepted
position of the Missouri Synod regarding the role of the
pastor in a school, there were many individuals who did
not agree with this position. This resulted in cons%der-
able conflict and has remained so through the years.

In the early decades of the church, there was no ques-
tion about the teaching role of the pastor. Most calls insis-
ted that the pastor teach as well as preach until a qualified
schoolteacher could come to the parish. When teachers were
appointed, the pastor then became the superintendent of the
school. This role was adopted from the German fathers. The
pastor was responsible for supervision of doctrine in the
church and in the school. The teachers were examined by the

pastor and employed only with the approval of the pastor.6

In these early years, as well as in the present time,

41bid., pp. 16-17.
S1bid.

6Schmidt, Powerless Pedagogues, p. 32.
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there was a lack of theological clarity concerning the status
of teachers. Seemingly, teachers were "almost clergy, yet al-
most laymen." Schmidt speaks strongly that "... this lack of
clarity ... was intentional for it tended to keep teachers in
their places, auxiliary to the ordained clergy."7

C. F. W. Walther, an early president of the Missouri
Synod, tried to introduce some clarity when he indicated that
he saw no difference between the teaching of secular and reli-
gious subjects. Walther did not elevate the parish pastorate
above the role of the parish teacher, nor did he view the
teachers of secular subjects as subordinate to the teachers of
theology. However, this view was not held by all members of
the Missouri Synod clergy. Evidence seems to indicate that
teaching hecame subordinate to preaching.

In an article by J. C. W. Lindemann, it is indicated
that some pastors were threatened when they thought of al-
lowing teachers to become members of the congregational min-
istry. In other words, teachers must remain beneath the
pastor. Rev. Lindemann further implied that a movement was
started to separate the parish schools from the congregations
so as to allow the schools more independence. Lindemann's
response to the members of this movement is that

All this cry for emancipation of the school from church,
this public or private protesting against the inspection
of the school by the pastor is nothing else than a varia-

tion of the theme: WE DON'T DESIRE TO HAVE CHRIST RULE
OVER US.8 (Emphasis in text)

T1pid., p. 5.

81bid., p. 51
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Regarding the above comment, Schmidt would have his readers
note the powerful use of theology to assert the position of
the pastor in the parish. To resist the supervision of the
pastor or parish was equated with resisting Christ--no doubt
a great burden for the conscience of any parish teacher.

Concerning the position of teachers, the polity of
the Synod produced an interesting compromise between "lay
power" and "clergy power." C. F. W. Walther developed the
following balance compromise: Only the clergy and laymen
could vote, each group having the same number of votes. The
teachers became advisory personnel, being neither lay nor
clergy. The teachers remained silent, their silence symbol-
ized by a lack of voting privilege.? A. C. Mueller indicates
the existence of documentary evidence indicating that teach-
ers in Germany were classified as members of the clergy. In
the writings of Luther and others, pastors and teachers are
often placed side by side as "spiritual fathers."10

The German Lutherans who emigrated to the United
States brought with them their system of schooling. This
system was developed in Germany, over a span of many years.
The schools were supervised by the local pastor who assumed
authority as the representative of the state. The pastor was

responsible for examining the teachers and inspecting the

91bid., p. 5.

loArnold C. Mueller, The Ministry of the Lutheran
Teacher (St. Louis, Missouri: Concordia Publishing House,

1964), p. 122.
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heavily religious curriculum. Reflecting on the nineteenth
century schools in Germany, Martin Schmidt indicates that

Had the church made its supervision of the schools a

brotherly council; had the pastors restricted themselves

to the supervision of the Christian doctrine, and allowed

the teachers their independence in professional matters

and methods; had the pastor met the teacher as a brother,

and not as his foreman,--many a teacher would have been

preserved for the Church.ll

A goodly amount of literature is preserved which
documents some of the experiences of German Lutherans and
other religious groups during their early years in Pennsyl-
vania. These early German Lutherans developed an extensive
system of parish schools. Often there were more schools than
churches. The teachers of these schools were, following the
European tradition, licensed to teach. The licensing was
done by the pastor. The early teachers were considered min-
isters, or servants of the entire congregation. The teacher
performed more duties than mere teaching, however, but what-
ever he did was under the direct supervision of the pastor.
The schools of these churches were handicapped by the

lack of control by a central organization. Initially the
administration of the schools was controlled by the congrega-
tion, with the pastor-usually functioning as a supervisor.
Generally, the pastor had complete charge of the teachers.

In the event a teacher was unsatisfactory, the pastor advised

the church council to remove him. Because the pastor was

llMartin Schmidt, "Kirche und Schule, Pfarrer und
Lehrer" (Church and School, Pastor and Teacher), Translator
Unknown, Berlin, 21 May 1949, Stellhorn Papers, Box 46, Folder
4, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis, Missouri.
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responsible for the education of the children, he frequently
gave examinations to monitor the progress of the students. 1In
school matters as well as church matters, the pastor was the
director.l2?

The administration of the schools in Pennsylvania was
comparatively simple since most congregations had one school
and one teacher. The pastors, based on their academic train-
ing, were delegated the supervision of the school, as they
were deemed better fitted for the work. At one time the
training teachers received was the same that the pastors re-
ceived. However, eventually the curriculum for teachers was
curtailed, and Stephen Schmidt would indicate that this was
intentionally dcne to elevate the pastor and thus "demote"

the teacher.13

As early as 1760, the school regulations of
the Reformed Church in Philadelphia indicated that the "...
schoolmaster should regard the pastor as the principal super-

nld The rules of this same school

intendent of the school.
provided that the pastor and two members of the vestry should
visit the school "on the first Monday of each month for the
purpose of supervision.”ls
Regarding the role of the pastor as supervisor of the

school, Martin Schmidt comments on the German experience.

1l2charles L. Maurer, Early Lutheran Education in Penn-
sylvania (Philadelphia: Dorrance and Company, Inc., 1932),
p. 256.

135chmidt, Powerless Pedagogues, p. 5.

l4Maurer, Early Lutheran Education in Pennsylvania,

P. 257.

151pid., pp. 257-258.
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It is a fact that the relationship between pastors and
Christian teachers has become better, healthier, and
more brotherly since the abolition, in 1919, of pastoral
supervision of the schools.16
The objection to pastoral supervision arises because of the
seeming emphasis this places upon rank. It is interesting
that among the evils which Martin Luther attacked concerning
the Catholic Church was the church polity of the pope. As
early as 1520, Martin Luther wrcte:
It is an invention that pope, bishops, priests, monastery
folks are called the spiritual order, princes, lords,
artisans, and peasants the worldly station, which is in-
deed a fine comment and show. And yet no one should on
that account be intimidated, and for this reason: all
Christians are truly of the spiritual order, and there is
no difference among them but on account of the office
alone, as St. Paul says I Cor. 12:12 ff, that we are al-
together one body, and yet every member has its own func-
tion, wherewith it serves the cther.

An underlying principle of the churches in the Mis-
souri and Wisconsin Synods is that of congregational autonomy.
This autonomy is carefully guarded and is at the same time
both advantageous and detrimental. It is advantageous in that
each congregation is free to conduct its affairs as it sees
fit, without concerning itself with the affairs of other con-
gregations. But, from the church wcrker's perspective it can
be viewed as detrimental in that situations change as church
workers move from one congregation to another. It also be-

comes most difficult to draw any generalizations on

168chmidt, "Kirche und Schule, Pfarrer und Lehrer."

17paul E. Kretzmann, Church Government and Church
Offices in a Lutheran Congregation, Translation of doctrinal
essay read before the meeting of the South Dakota District,
1928, st. Louis, Missouri, p. 7.
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congregational practices as each congregation probably dif-
fers slightly.

In the early 1900's, most Lutheran school were one-
teacher schools. These schools had no need for an individual
to occupy the position of "principal”" as we know the term to-
day. As some of these schools grew to multiple-teacher in-
stitutions, the congregation often appointed the uppergrade
teacher as "head teacher." There was early resistance to the
idea of a strong "principalship." It was commonly held that
among Christians no staff member should be above any other in
authority.18 Yet, this seems to conflict with the notion of
pastoral supervision which had been, and at this time still
was, in vogue.

For the schools of the Missouri and Wisconsin Synods,
it was not until after World War I that the idea of establish-
ing the office of principal gained any impetus. But, with the
institution of the principalship, concern was expressed
that this individual really be a leader, a guiding influence,
as well as being the official representative of the school.

At no time was the principal intended to be a dictator who
gloried in giving orders and then insisted that others carry
them out.

Again the notion of rank comes to the fore. Dr.
Sihler, an individual not otherwise identified, is referred

to by A. C. Stllhorn as saying that he (Sihler) denounced

18Edward'J. Keuer, "The Lutheran Elementary School
Principal," Board for Parish Education Bulletin #303 (Rev.),
(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1965), p. 4.
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the idea of ranking and expressed his gratitude over the fact
that in our Synod we did not practice ranking.19 A. C.

Mueller in The Ministry of the Lutheran Teacher stated that

"Our church repudiates all domination in a hierarchial

20 But, the paradox should be obvious. The Synod

sense.
wishes to give no hint of ranking or hierarchial ordering, but
yet to accomplish anything where individuals must work to-
gether as a group, someone must be responsible and at the
lead.

This condition was apparently recognized as early as
1840, when in an unidentified church in St. Louis, "... it
was resolved to make the pastor the supervisor of the

"2l 1t was then quickly added that in a congregation

school.
served by a pastor and one or more teachers, the pastor is

primus inter pares (first among equals). This was true for

two reasons: the scope of the pastor's call was deemed
broader than that of the teacher's call, and in the early
years of the Synod, the pastor was better trained academically

than the teacher. A difficulty in this area today is that

19August C. Stellhorn, "The Lutheran Teacher's Posi-
tion in the Ministry of the Congregation," Paper delivered to
Educational Conference, Seward, Nebraska, 7-8 July 1949,
Stellhorn Papers, Box 46, Folder 4, Concordia Historical In-
stitute, St. Louis, p. 4.

20
148-149.

Mueller, The Ministry of the Lutheran Teacher, pp.

21August C. Stellhorn, Schools of the Lutheran
Church--Missouri Synod (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1963), p. 85.
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many principals hold graduate degrees, or at least possess
some graduate training. Seemingly, then, the pastor is no
longer better trained to administer the school. Often the
principal's training is in the area of school administration.
Compared to the Synod as a whole, this is even more true of
the schools in the state of Michigan because requirements for
certification demand a certain amount of graduate training for
all teachers in the Wisconsin Synod.

Further complicating the area of supervision in a
Lutheran elementary school is the fact that each congregation
elects a board of education for the purpose of school super-
vision. Such a board is elected because it is impossible for
the entire congregation to function directly in supervision.
In his personal correspondence, Stellhorn indicates that
schools are supervised by a board of education and the pas-
tor.22 An anonymous monograph from the Missouri Synod indi-
cates that regarding the board of education, the pastor is
always a member and is generally the chairman of the group.23

William Kramer would indicate that both the pastor and
the principal are advisory members of the board of education.
More specifically, the principal functions as the school's
executive officer and the educational leader of the school and

the congregation. He is the official representative of the

22August C. Stellhorn, letter to Victor Cronk, La-
Grange, Illinois, 17 June 1930, Stellhorn Papers, Box 2, File
24, #1064, Concordia Historical Institute, St. Louis.

23nThe Christian Day-School of the Lutheran Church."
(No publisher, author, or date), pamphlet, Concordia Histor-
ical Institute, St. Louis, p. 4.
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school and staff to the board, congregation, parents, public
schools, and the general public. By contrast, the pastor is
the overall spiritual leader of the congregation and
school.?4 Seemingly, Kramer is advocating a split in school
operation between spiritual matters and matters of a secular
nature. The major complication with the board of education
arises from the fact that there is rarely any clear-cut agree-
ment as to how the lines of authority and cooperation should
be drawn. It must be remembered that since each congregation
is autonomous, the Synod cannot enter into the situation in
any more than an advisory capacity.

Much confusion exists: A number of writers stress
that the principal is directly responsible to the board of
education and ultimately to the voters of the congregation
(an example of such a writer is Martin Luebke, 1953). A
chart of lines of authority and information which was devel-
oped by Krause (1963), places the pastor in a line of infor-
mation and advisory contact with the principal, rather than
in a line of authority over the principal. In contrast, Dr.
A. L. Miller (1951) places the principal in a line of author-

ity under the pastor.25

In a conference paper delivered by
Pastor Gerald Free, he implied that a hierarchial setting

exists whereby the teacher falls under the direct supervision

24William A. Kramer, "Lutheran Schools," Board for
Parish Education Bulletin #301 (St. Louis: Concordia Publish-
ing House, 1969), p. 6.

25Lassanske, "A Comparative Study of the Ideal Role
and the Actual Role of the Lutheran Elementary Principal in
Southern California," p. 19.
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28 15 Free's conception, a principal is not

of the pastor.
even specifically mentioned.

When considering the lines of authority in a school,
it must be remembered that the ultimate authority for the
church school resides in the congregation's voting assembly.
When calling pastors, principals, or teachers to serve the
congregation, the congregation does not relinquish its
priestly rights as given the congregation in the Ministry of
the Keys. Pastors, principals, and teachers remain servants
whom the congregation has called to exercise publicly on be-
half of the congregation, the functions which belong to the
congregation, the members of the body of Jesus Christ.

Since the ministry belongs to the members of the con-
gregation, the congregation defines the functions of the
pastor's position, the principal's position, and the teacher's
position, respectively, when they call these persons. Thus,
regarding the relationship between pastors and principals,
specifically, the question is not where the responsibility of
one ends and the other begins. Rather, it must be recognized
that the congregation details the responsibilities each is to
carry out in the congregation's work, and that many times the
responsibilities of each may overlap. It must also be remem-
bered that the talents of the individuals will vary.27

In many ways the pastor and principal are

26gerald Pree, "The Pastor's Role in Regard to the
Christian Day School," (Typewritten)

27William A. Kramer, "The Ethics of the Lutheran
Teacher," Board for Parish Education Bulletin #109, (St.
Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1963), p. 5.
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co-responsible, and must therefore complement each other in
their work. Generally the pastor will have a more thorough
theological background and the principal a more thorough ed-
ucational background. Each has different training because

each has different tasks to perform.

The Concept of the Ministry

Each called worker--pastor, principal, or teacher--
is working for the Church. Christ has given the Church but
one work to do, and that is to preach the gospel. This is
recorded in Matthew 28:19-20 (KJV), "Go ye therefore, and
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: Teaching them to ob-
serve all things whatsoever I have commanded you:". This
work of preaching the gospel is referred to by the Church as

an office or ministry. This particular office has been given

to the Church, therefore to all Christians. Yet, from the
beginning, God has appointed certain men to discharge publicly
the duties of the ministry. These men are the pastors and
male teachers.

Early in the history of the Missouri Synod, President
C. F. W. Walther, when speaking of the concept of "the minis-
try," indicated that "The ministry is the highest office in
the Church, from which as its stem, all other offices of the

Church issue."28 Much confusion has resulted from this

28yilliam Krueger, "The Basis for a Properly Balanced
Relationship Between Pastors and Teachers," Part II, p. 1l.
(Typewritten)
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statement. Krueger summarizes the confusion with the fol-
lowing:

If Walther meant that the ministry ... embraces the entire
ministry as long as there is only a pastor serving a con-
gregation and that all other offices as they are added

are a part of this same ministry which the pastor once
fulfilled alone, there can be no argument with him. If

he spoke of the ministry ... as the public ministry in
general according to the great commission given to the
Holy Christian Church, his statement is sound. However,
if he meant, as his statement is frequently interpreted,
to equate ministry and pastorate, as seems to be indicated
by his reference to 'other offices' and the impression
given in other theses ('The holy ministry, or the pas-
toral office is ...') of the same treatise, he would make
the teacher's office a subsidiary or subordinate ...
dependent upon the pastorate. This interpretation is
misleading. The truth of the matter is that both the
pastorate and thggteacher's office stem from the general
public ministry.

Mueller indicates that the confusion concerning the
ministry was the result of holding two views of the ministry
which are mutually exclusive.

According to one view, the pastorate is the one divinely
instituted office; all other positions in the ministry
are auxiliary offices to the pastorate. According to the
other view, which I believe is the Biblical one, God has
instituted the office of the all-embracing public minis-
try, that is, He has commissioned His church to proclaim
the Law and the Gospel and administer the sacraments, but
He has not prescribed the forms in which the church is to
carry out the commission. All forms of the ministry, in-
cluding the pastorate, stem from the one divinely insti-
tuted and all-embracing office of the ministry.3

Following is a statement by Dr. Wolbrecht, then a
professor at a Missouri Synod teachers' college. This state-

ment was recorded in One Hundred Years of Christian Education.

There were some who said that the school was the teacher's
business, and the teacher's business only. But the church

291pid.

30arno1d c. Mueller, "For or Against Ordination: A
Reaction," Lutheran Education 104 (September 1968): 17-18.
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... never agreed to that, but always said that the con-
gregation, particularly through the pastor, had a vital
interest in what was going on in the schoolroom.... The
principle was frequently enunciated ... that the school-
teacher in a congregation really cannot take any other
position than helper to the pastor.31l

Merkens reports that "The male Christian day-school teacher

in the Missouri Synod is regarded as a minister of religion,

w32

assistant to the pastor. In a particularly bitter expose

of this topic, Stephen Schmidt indicates:

Consistently teachers have been reminded that they were
‘auxiliary' members of the ministry. Their ministry was
an extension of the pastor's office--always optional.

The clerics repeated that rhetoric over and over, some-
times adding comfort for the lowly teacher: 'May God
give and maintain for His Church teachers who are content
with their office.

The incessant reminders from the clergy that their office
was 'lower', 'less than', 'under', 'auxiliary to' the
pastor's 'more holy office', 'highest office', could only
undermine the professional dignity of the teacher. As a
group within the church, teachers did, in fact, develop
the professional inferiority complex so often mentioned
in the literature.
As late as 1945, a president of a Missouri Synod teacher
training college "issued a statement clearly defining the
office of the teaeher as 'auxiliary' to the pastorate. The
teacher was not a clergyman, but rather a 'minister of

religion'."34

31Lassanske, "A Comparative Study of the Ideal Role
and the Actual Role of the Lutheran Elementary Principal in
Southern California," p. 17.

32a1bert G. Merkens, "The Policies of the Evangelical
Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States with Re-
gard to Elementary Education by Means of Christian Day-
Schools,” (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1935), p. 40.

33schmidt, Powerless Pedagoques, p. 61.

341pid.
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A. C. Stellhorn indicates that the Missouri Synod
classifies teachers in Washington as "Ministers of Religion,"
but yet the Synod objects to the use of the term in such
documents as the Diploma of Vocation, that document which in-
cludes the teacher's call. Nonetheless, the Missouri Synod
indicates that it has called its male teachers "Ministers of
Religion" not only in times of war, but even as far back as

1897.35 In 1897, Speckhard quotes the Synodalhandbuck Seite

as saying, "In our Synod we certainly do not want secular

school-teachers, but our teachers shall be ministers of the
"36

church who devote all their efforts solely to the church.
(Emphasis in text)

During times of compulsory military training, the
United States government officially recognized two colleges
of the Missouri Synod as theological institutions because
these schools prepared teachers, and the male teacher was
preparing to assume a part of the ministry of the church.
The Missouri Synod concurs with the United States government
in granting that distinction to its male teachers. Likewise
the Wisconsin Synod indicates that it, too, recognizes its
male teachers as "regular ministers of religion."

Of this issue Elmer Foelber concludes,

To speak of one kind of ministry within the all-embracing
office of the public ministry as the theologically

35Stellhorn, "The Lutheran Teacher's Position in the
Ministry of the Congregation," p. 3.

36y, E. Homann, et. al., "Preliminary Report of Com-
mittee on Status of Parochial School Teacher," Stellhorn
Papers, Box 34, Folder 14, Concordia Historical Institute,
St. Louis, p. 2.
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highest forces one to think of the other kinds as lower,

still lower, lowest, and creates a caste situation for

which there is no Scriptural warrant. Perhaps the term

highest may be necessary from the administrative point of

view, but even here the Biblical stress on humility and

equality would suggest nonuse of it.3

In essence, there is only one public ministry which
God has instituted. It must be recognized, however, that this
ministry may assume various forms as the circumstance de-
mands. The statement was made that "The 'office of the min-
istry', the incumbent of which is known as 'pastor,' is di-
vinely instituted."38 To this Stellhorn indicated that the
"office of the ministry" was given to the Church. The
Church calls the pastor to publicly proclaim the office in
the Church's stead. The pastorate "is not divinely insti-
tuted."3? 1In another publication, Stellhorn says, "It is
clear from the Holy Scriptures that the Lord had established
the public ministry, but it is also clear that this ministry
embraces more than the pastorate."40
If one were attempting in any way to define the pas-

torate, Stellhorn would indicate that the following should
be avoided:

1) [The error] that all other church positions or of-

fices stem from the pastorate, and are 'auxiliary offices'
of the pastorate. The fact is that all church offices

37Mueller, "For or Against Ordination: A Reaction,"
p. 19.

38Homann, et. al., "Preliminary Report of Committee
on Status of Parochial School Teacher," p. 1.

391pid.

40Stellhorn, Schools of the Lutheran Church--Missouri
Synod, p. 461.
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stem from, and flow out of, the commission of Christ to
teach and preach the Word.

2) That the pastor's supervision of the teacher is pre-
scribed in Scripture, and is more than a natural of the
pastorate or a provision of his and the teacher's call.
3] That the pastor holds the whole office of the con-
gregation's public ministry, and that all other offices
created by the coggiegation are 'only auxiliary offices
of the pastorate.

The teacher's office, and therefore the principal's
office also, is a branch of the public ministry, but is not
another pastorate. Neither is it a part of the pastorate.
It, just like the pastorate, is a part of the ministry. It
is a separate part which like the pastorate is responsible
to the congregation. Since the pastor and the teacher do not
serve the same functions in the congregation, their offices
are not interchangeable. Historically both functions were
performed by one person, and even today there is certain
overlapping of functions. But, they are separate nonetheless,
with each still serving as a minister of the gospel.

To visualize the foregoing, the picture of a tree may
be used.42 At the base of the tree is the public ministry
as given to the congregation through the Ministry of the Keys.
Various branches represent various parts or divisions in the
public ministry. One branch might be labeled "pastorate,"

a second branch labeled "teachers," a third "Synod," etc.

(See Figure 1)

41Stellhorn, "The Lutheran Teacher's Position in the
Ministry of the Congregation," pp. 11-12.

42Mueller, The Ministry of the Lutheran Teacher, pp.

9-10 .
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N \ SYNOD

PASTORATE TEACHERS
PUBLIC
MINISTRY
FIGURE 1. The Public Ministry

The manner in which the public ministry is carried
out and the offices which are instituted to implement the
Great Commission are arbitrary. The church may discontinue
the position of professor, or teacher, or Sunday school
superintendent, etc. But, it may also discontinue the posi-
tion of the pastor. The only thing which cannot be discon-
tinued is the preaching and teaching of the Word. The exter-
nal forms the church wishes to use have been left to the dis-
cretion of the congregations.

In writing the book, The Ministry of the Lutheran

Teacher, the ministry of the Lutheran teacher is addressed by

one who in his career has been both a teacher and a pastor.
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Due to holding both positions during his active church-
working career, A. C. Mueller provides an account colored by
some of the biases innate to both groups. In speaking of his

book, Mueller indicates:

The burden of my book is that the pastorate is not the
highest office in the church. The highest office is
the preaching and teaching of the Word; all who receive
a call frgm the church participate in this highest
function.43

David Toven, in referring to Mueller's book, indicates that

the book

... Clearly placed the ministry of the teacher in its
proper perspective as one facet of the total public
ministry. It offered Scriptural and historical support
for the concept that the office of the teacher is sup-
plemental and not subordinate to the office of pastor.
Above all, it underscored the fact that both pastors and
teachers are servants called by congregations to exercise
publicly in their behalf the functions belonging to the
members, functions which they originally have authority
to do themselves.44

In regard to the status of the called male teacher,
Richard Osing is of the opinion that "the status of the
called male teacher in many congregations is dependent on the
pastor's attitude toward him as reflected in the opportunities
for ministry that the pastor opens up to him."453 Many
teachers give a great deal of time to such church activities

as Sunday school, representative boards, and the like; but

43Myeller, "For or Against Ordination: A Reaction,”
p. 20.

44Rich.ard P. Sauer, et. al., "The Changing Status of
the Lutheran Teacher," Lutheran Education 103 (January 1968):
232,

45Richard a. Osing, "The Case for Ordination,"
Lutheran Education 103 (March 1968): 350.
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yet Osing contends that "when the teacher functions in these
other areas he is frequently considered to be and is treated
as a 1ayma.n."46

Thus, it should be obvious that a complete and up-
to-date statement on the status of the teacher is in order.
In addition to the above, it is also the case that old docu-
ments which did treat the subject are not easily accessible,

and that the thinking of some regarding this topic has become

confused.

The Concept of Ordination

When considering the relations between pastors and
teachers, the question of ordination often arises. It is
often asserted that the ordination of a pastor is an adia-
phoron, something which is customary in the church, however
not commanded by Scripture. Therefore, ordination in the
Lutheran church can only be considered as a solemn confirma-
tion of the call. Yet, many laymen seem to have the impres-
sion that ordination is somehow special and more meaningful
than the call. Ordination is not commanded, nor is any par-
ticular form of induction into this office prescribed by
Scriptures.

Historically it seems that the notion of ordination
originated in the United States with the German Lutherans.
It is understandable that when the German Lutherans came to

the United States, they brought with them their German

461pi4., p. 34s.
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experiences, one of which involved ordination. In Europe
only the bishop could ordain. Since the time of the Refor-
mation, "schoolmasters" were considered members of the clergy,
but were not ordained. This distinction was carried into the
pattern of the Missouri Synod, where the pastor was thought
of as having the one highest office of the public ministry.
It thus followed that the office of the teacher, or any other
office other than pastor, was only an auxiliary or branch of
the one highest office--the pastorate. With this view, it
was understandable that only the pastor was ordained.

Osing indicates that the official position of the
Missouri Synod does not claim divine institution for ordi-
nation.4”7 The Wisconsin Synod is in agreement with the Mis-
souri Synod regarding ordination. Ordination is not a di-
vine institution or ordinance, but a church rite. It is re-
ferred to in the Bible, but is not commanded by Scripture.
Ordination, therefore, is classed among adiaphora. It is the
call, not ordination, which makes a person a minister
(Laetsch, 1947; Mueller, 1955; Schuetze and Habeck, 1974) .48

A. C. Mueller touches on the subject of ordination in
his book and indicates his belief that ordination is an
adiaphoron. He also indicates that since ordination is an

adiaphoron, then male teachers as well as pastors could be

471pid., p. 346.

48Theodore Laetsch, ed., The Abiding Word, Vol.2.,
(St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1947), pp. 489-492;
John T. Mueller, Christian Dogmatics (St. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1955), pp. 574-576; Armin Schuetze and
Irwin Habeck, The Shepherd Under Christ, (Milwaukee: North-
western Publishing House, 1974), pp. 49-50.
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ordained. Before the final revision of his book, Mueller
made available a basic outline of his book. This outline was
in the form of an essay. Each recipient of a copy of the
essay was requested to "'criticize and, if possible, refute
[Mueller's] thesis by citing Scripture to the contrary.'"49
Of this Mueller indicates the following: "In compliance with
my request, a number of pastors and teachers submitted crit-
icisms [0of Mueller's stance on ordination], but no one was
able to furnish Scriptural evidence 'to the contrary'."50

Mentioned above was the fact that the United Statés
government views teachers as ministers of the gospel. An
obvious paradox exists in that the government views a min-
ister of the gospel as an ordained person. But teachers,
ministers of the gospel, are not ordained. If the Lutheran
church did not recognize the truth that a teacher's first
installation is tantamount to ordination, the church would
simply have been deceiving the government.

The ordination of male teachers is not commanded in

Scriptures--but neither is the ordination of pastors. How-

ever, neither ordination is anti-Scriptural. The Convention

Yearbook of the 1973 Convention of the Lutheran Church-
Missouri Synod, held in New Orleans, contains the following
relative to the ordination of male teachers:

Since called male teachers in the Lutheran Church--
Missouri Synod are called to perform certain functions

49Mueller, "For or Against Ordination: A Reaction,"
p. 17.

501bid.
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of the Ministry, and are considered clergy, and since,
moreoyer, ordination is an adiaphoron, that is, a custom
of the church not divinely commanded, there are no
Biblical or theological reasons why teachers could not be
ordained to perform that function of the Ministry to
which they are called.>1

The "Call"

To this point the teachers have been referred to as
being "called." This is a reference to the method by which
male teachers, as well as pastors, are employed by the vari-
ous congregations. Male teachers of the Lutheran church are
not simply employed by a congregation, they are extended a
"call." A call is extended by a congregation of Christians
in the firm belief that they are doing the Lord's will by
trying to place church workers into the location in which God
wants them to work. It is firmly believed in the Lutheran
church that the concept of the "call" is entirely in harmony
with Scripture. The first recorded instance of a teacher re-
ceiving a call was in 1840. The teacher's call is not nearly
as broad as that of the pastor, yet the teacher, too, is a
public "pastor" or shepherd of God's congregation in the true
sense of the word.

As indicated above, the congregation is the possessor
of the Ministry of the Keys, and it is left to the discretion

of the congregation how it wishes to execute the

51a1 H. Senske, "Ordination of Teachers: Anti-
Scriptural?" Board for Parish Education Bulletins 331-332,
St. Louis, 1975, p. 31, citing "The Ministry in Its Relation
to the Christian Church,™ Convention Yearbook, 1973 Conven-
tion of the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod, New Orleans,
Louisiana.
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responsibilities and priyileges of the Ministry of the Keys.
It then follows that when a congregation calls a teacher, it
determines the responsibilities of the new teacher and also
commits a part of the parish ministry to the teacher.

The pastor, meanwhile, continues to serve as pastor,
performing what we commonly understand to be pastoral func-
tions. But the male teacher also classifies as a servant of
the Word. If he is a servant of the Word, he, too, bears a
responsibility toward the entire congregation, not solely
toward the children under his spiritual care or the children
and their parents. This does not mean that the teacher per-
forms functions belonging to the pastor's ministry, or vice
versa.

The Uncertainty of the
Pastor-Principal Relationship52

The uncertainty of the relationship between the posi-
tions of pastor and principal has caused many people to do
some serious thinking. Some have even indicated that this
lack of clarity has led to numerous instances of open con-
flict between the pastor and the principal. Others indicate
that this lack of clarity has led the laity to look toward

principals as being less than the pastor in the work of the

521t should be remembered that much of the literature
uses Teacher and Principal interchangeably. Hereafter in
this chapter, attention will focus upon the principal as op-
posed to the teacher, and whenever the term teacher is used,
the notion of the principal should be carried with it.
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church.

Early in the history of the Wisconsin Synod, there
were significant differences in the academic preparation of
pastors and teachers. At one time teachers were permitted
to teach after completing only two years of training. With
this being the case, one could hardly expect the teacher to
have equal status with the clergy in the eyes of the laity or
the clergy. Today, however, there no longer exists a poorly
trained teaching force. The teachers, and thus the princi-
pals, of today have a bachelor's degree, and, with the strin-
gent certification requirements imposed upon teachers in the
state of Michigan, many teachers in the State of Michigan
either have or are in the process of acquiring a graduate
degree.

Speaking directly of the relationship between pastors
and principals, the question needs to be raised as to whether
the uncertainty of situations involving the status of prin-
cipals and the elements of authority/responsibility in a
Lutheran school may be causing the principals to question
their profession. Dr. Martin Schmidt, a professor of Church
History at the Kirchliche Hochschule, Berlin-Zehlendorf,
gives it as his considered opinion that during the nineteenth
century, ill treatment of teachers by the church in Germany
first alienated the teachers, then deprived youth of Chris-

tian instruction in the schools.>3

53Ste11horn, "The Lutheran Teacher's Position in the
Ministry of the Congregation," p. 2.
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Research into the attrition of male teachers in the
Missouri Synod was conducted by Walter Merz. Of this re-
search, Merz indicates the following:

Some leavers [people who left the teaching ranks of the
Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod] reacted to the relation-
ship with their pastor with apparent bitterness and re-
sentment. Comments such as 'pastoral hypocrisy,' 'driven
from the system by a pastor,' pastor 'set out to close'
the school, pastor considered schools a 'necessary evil,'
'lack of support from pastor,' and the pastor was a 'com-
plete ass,' appeared frequently enough to be ggnsidered
more than just a reaction of a few soreheads.

In a paper of unkncwn date delivered by William
Krueger, he indicates his perception that a problem does in-
deed exist between pastors and teachers (principals). Of the
relationship between pastors and teachers, Krueger says the
following:

The relationship between pastors and teachers is a sensi-
tive and provocative subject. There is no Solomon in our
midst who can with a few words and a sharp command split
the problem child asunder to expose the fraud and give
each his due. That does not give us leave, however, to
avoid the issue or skirt the field where the arrows fly.
Neither can the settlement of the problem be left to the
law of the jungle. The issue must be attacked directly,
and the firing line must be faced out in the open.
Nothing will be accomplished by hiding behind the bush

of platitudes or ducking arcund the corner of generali-
ties. A frcntal attack with bared emotions and exposed
egos is the only kind cf approach that can bring pos-
itive, constructive, wholesome results.

Such a spirit can hLelp to cure professional mycpia so
that all concerned can see more clearly that in their

S4walter S. Merz, "A Study of Dogmatism, Values, and
Demographic Variables as They Affect Attrition of Male
Teachers in Lutheran Elementary and Secondary Schools," (Ed.
D. Dissertation, George Peabody College for Teachers, 1969),
pp. 80-8l1, cited by Stephen A. Schmidt, Powerless Pedagogues
(River Porest, Illinois: Lutheran Education Associaticn,
1972), p. 123.




45

calling there is no difference between pastors and
teachers.

Regarding the relationship between pastors and prin-
cipals, the stance must be taken that since both Lutheran
principals and Luvtheran pastors are "called servants of the
Word," there is a shared responsibility wherever pastors and
principals are brought together in the work of a given con-
gregation. It is necessary for the congregations to define
the several tasks or responsibilities of the pastor and
principal, allow these individuals to perform their respcn-
sibilities, and support them in their performance of these
assigned functions.

Defining the roles of pastors and principals seems
to be a situation which causes grief in more situations than
just the Lutheran church. Dr. Bernard Lall of Andrews
University indicated that the problem existed in his church,
the Seventh-day Adventist Chuxch, when he said:

I served as a consultant to five church school districts
for a period of five years. One of the major problems

these schools faced was the conflict between the church
pastor and the church school principal.

§gmma£x

The intent of this chapter was to provide sufficient
background to the situation under discussion. The early
history of the Missouri Synod was considered first. The

history of the Missouri Synod is significant because of the

s5Krueger,,"The Basis for a Properly Balanced Re-
lationship Between Pastors and Teachers," Part I, p. 1.

56Bernard Lall, personal letter, 15 February 1977.
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close association of the Wisconsin and Missouri Synoés grior
te 1961, and the realization that the Missouri Syned pro-
vided leadership to the Wisconsin Synod until that time. The
problems and concerns cof the Missouri Synod are very similar
to those of the Wisconsin Syncd. Certain aspécts of congre-
gational structure were discussed with emphasis being placed
on the concept of the office of the ministry and auxiliary
offices. The ordination of male teachers was considered, as
was the doctrine of the "call." 1In the final portion of the
chapter, the author spoke .of the relationship between pastors
and principals. It was pointed out that the situation ex-
isting in the Wisconsin Synod is similar to that in the
Missouri Synod as well as to denominations other than

Lutheran.



CHAPTER III

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Organization Theory

Whenever it is necessary to coordinate the efforts
of a group of people so as to effect certain predetermined
goals, some form of organization is required. Of necessity,
then, organizations have a structure whereby one member's
tasks and/or responsibilities are related to another's.
Coordination is to be provided by management, which, too, is
a necessary activity within any organization. With human
beings being what they are, it would be hard for one to
conceive of any organization being totally free of conflict.

The literature in which is discussed the field of
management contains much concerning hierarchial role con-
flicts, but, unfortunately, very little involving conflicts
between two or more organization members equal in authority.
Also, there is little information discussing the conflicts
which can result when one worker is responsible to two or
more superiors. One possible explanation for this lack of
information might lie in the emphasis which has traditionally
been placed upon the bureaucratic structure as an organiza-
tional structure. Cartwright offers a summary of the bureau-

cratic system as put forth by Weber, Fayol, and others, when

47
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he writes:

Theorists writing in this tradition assume that an or-
ganization has a primary objective.... To reach this
objective, subgoals must be established and specific
means chosen for their attainment. This, in turn, re-
quires a differentiation into specialized tasks which
must be carried out dependably in a coordinated manner.
Tasks are combined into positions ... and individuals are
assigned to these. Each position has a formal or infor-
mal job description which specifies what the occupant of
the position is supposed to do and how he is supposed to
do it. To give further assurance that the system will
work properly, rules, regulations, and policies are pro-
mulgated as guides to the behavior of the participants.
Finally, a control mechanism is established whereby the
various positions are linked together by a chain of com-
mand so that the authority and responsibility of each
position is unambiguous.l

Massie introduces the possibility of conflict within
the bureaucratic structure when he indicates that "unless
clear limits to jobs are defined and enforced, members will
tend to be confused and to trespass on the domains of oth-
ers."?

Knezevich contends that virtually no organization can

3 The heart of

function without some hierarchy of authority.
the classical theory contains the idea of hierarchy. 1In the
theory, this is often referred to as the scalar principle

(Knezevich, 1969; Massie, 1958). This concept gives a ver-

tical dimension to an organization in that it suggests that

every organization consists of gradations of authority.

lporwin Cartwright, "Influencs, Leadership, Control,"
in Handbook of Organizations, ed. James G. March (Chicago:
Rand McNally College Publishing Company, 1965), pp. 1-2.

2Joseph L. Massie, "Management Theory," in Handbook
of Organizations, ed. James G. March (Chicago: Rand McNally
College Publishing Company, 1965), p. 405.

3Stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Ed-
ucation, (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1969), p.
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Massie states this same principle in a slightly different
manner when he indicates that "Authority and responsibility
should flow in a clear unbroken line from the highest exec-
utive to the lowest operative."4

It is well known that Max Weber did extensive work
in the area of bureaucracies, or what is otherwise known as
the classical theory of organizing. 1In addition to Weber,
the work of Henri Fayol ought not to be overlooked. Fayol
believed there were administrative functions common to all
types of organizations. He classified the five elements as
planning, organization, command, coordination, and control.

In addition to these five elements of administration,
Fayol identified fourteen (14) principles of management.
Knezevich summarized these fourteen principles, and some of
the germane principles are summarized as follows:

1) Authority

2) Unity of Command - An employee should receive orders
from one superior only.

3) Unity of Direction - One leader and one plan for a
given group of objectives.

4) Scalar _Chain - A line of command or flow of
authority.5

Regarding this study, Fayol's Unity of Command prin-
ciple deserves special consideration. Massie indicates that
the original version of this principle was stated simply and

without qualification; "No member of an organization should

4Massie, "Management Theory," p. 396.

5Knezevi:ch, Administration of Public Education, p.
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n6 In small, un-

receiye orders from more than one syperior.
complicated erganizations this idea appeals to common sense.
Obyiously, it wouyld tend to prevent confusion in the minds

of subordinates. However, regardless of organizational size,
it 1s quite apparent that influences are going to be exerted
from many quarters. Scientific managers, those who stress
specialization, lend assistance over this hump when they add
the notion that no member of an organization should report

to more than one superior on any single function.

This restatement provides for specialization, but
does not provide an answer when confusion results from two
functional superiors giving a worker conflicting instructions.
A further qualification would add that there should always be
a designated single position, the orders from which the sub-
ordinate is expected to obey under all circumstances. It
can readily be seen that an elaborate organizational struc-
ture is being designed if the above is to be implemented.

Quite possibly one of the reasons Fayol stressed the
unity of command was in direct response to Frederick W.
Taylor's idea of functional foremanship. Taylor would have
each employee be supervised by as many as eight different
foremen, each foreman holding specific, distinct responsi-
bilities. As a critic of Taylor, Fayol believed the func-
tional foremanship concept flagrantly violated the idea that
a worker should receive orders from one superior. However,

referring to the hybrid theory which combined eiements from

6Massie, "Management Theory." p. 397.



51
the scientific managers with those from the classicists, if
the command is topic specific, or relevant to only one fun-
tion, then Taylor and Fayol really did not disagree.

In the present age of specialization, joint command
or dual supervision need not pose insurmountable problems.
In education it can readily be seen, in that often a teacher
will look to a department head for technical assistance in
the specific field, but look to the principal for all other
general administrative direction.

Another frequently discussed concept in classical
literature is the idea of the span of control for any man-
ager. Several sources (Knezevich, 1969; Massie, 1958) in-
dicate that the number of subordinates reporting to a supe-
ior should be limited. The rule could be stated that the
more workers reporting to a superior, the less likely is the
superior going to be able to supervise them effectively.
Knezevich reports six factors influencing the optimum num-
ber of subordinates reporting to a superior while still al-
lowing the manager to maintain proper supervision. Two of
these factors are germane here:

l) Time available by the executive for supervision.
2) Other duties of the executive.’
A summary of the classical theory should not con-
clude without considering some of the advantages of the
theory. Bell writes:

The advantages of bureaucracies far outweigh their dis-
advantages. Moreover, no other presently known form of

7Knezevich, Administration of Public Education, p. 46.
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social organization is capable of coordinating and in-
tegrating the high degree of specialization required to
support our way of life.

Also, Owens indicates four advantages:

When functioning properly, a bureaucracy gives us four
advantages:

1) Bureaucracy is efficient. Service is systematic and
uniform.

2) Bureaucracy is predictable. Rules are written and
explicit. The hierarchical status of roles, and their
authority, is clear.

3) Bureaucracy is impersonal. Rules and procedures are
applied in an unbiased and fair way.

4) Bureaucracy is fast. Uniform rules are imgartially
applied to process thousands of cases quickly.

One further consideration important to this research
would be March and Simon's observation that "communication
is easy along the lines of the formal hierarchy."10

There also exist major weaknesses of the bureau-
cratic system. Massie indicates that these major weaknesses
involve the scalar principle. The criticisms engendered by
this concentrate on the problems which develop when hierar-
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