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ABSTRACT

. CAREER DATA AS INDICATORS

FOR CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT IN THEOLOGICAL EDUCATION -

by

Duane H. Elmer

Graduates of theological schools in North America may provide

invaluable information for their training institutions. A follow-up

study was conducted to learn about the career experiences of 2070

graduates of five graduate theological schools from the Reformed and

Presbyterian tradition. The major purpose of the research was to

provide information to assist these five cOOperating institutions in

curriculum decisiondmaking toward the goal of increasing the effec-

tiveness of their training programs.

To supply the necessary information, representatives from the five

schools met on three separate occasions with representatives from the

church and the researcher to build and refine a questionnaire. The

questionnaires were then sent to all North American alumni who had

graduated from these seminaries between 1955 and 1978 with either a

Bachelor of Divinity or Master of Divinity degree.

The data provided information about graduates, institutions and

trends. Five sets of graduates were identified: (1) pastors (N-814);

(2) ex-pastors in ministry (N-128); (3) ex-pastors in secular employment

(N-SO); (4) never pastor in non-pastoral ministry (N‘lBO); (5) never

pastor in secular employment (N-75). The data was also computed so
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that each institution could learn what its own graduates were saying.

In order to determine trends, graduates were clustered into five

sets: graduates of 1955-'58, l959-‘63, 1964-‘68, l969-‘73 and l974-‘78.

Formerly, pastors and ex-pastors attended seminary to train for

the pastorate building primarily an undergraduate majors of either

humanities or theology/religion/Bible. However, in the last five

years, fewer have entered seminary with a clear vocational choice, and

more were doing their undergraduate work in natural science and social

science. In thirteen pastoral activities, pastors and ex-pastors

rated themselves quite effective in preaching, teaching and pastoral

visitation but indicated need for more skills in peOple-building

activities and in personal development and discipline. Ex-pastors in

secular employment generally rated themselves lower in the above items.

They also indicated they had experienced less supportive relationships

while in the pastorate.

Pastors and ex-pastors enjoyed the "freedom to preach and act as

they saw fit" while in the pastorate, but rated as least satisfactory

"members' willingness to carry out their Christian witness in the world"

and "members' willingness to study and be trained."

Of the twenty-five potential reasons listed for leaving the

pastorate, those currently ex-pastors but still in ministry indicated

they were drawn away from the pastorate by such things as attractive work

Opportunities. Ex-pastors in secular employment had left more out of

frustration, citing such things as personal inadequacy in the role of

church leader. Attractive financial benefits did not influence eithers'

decision for career change.
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Graduates who never entered the pastorate were generally less

certain about vocational choices when entering seminary. Those who

chose ministry employment expressed satisfaction with their training

but those who chose secular employment were relatively dissatisfied.

The five institutions were more similar than dissimilar. .At three

of the schools, however, most of the graduates had applied in order to

train for the pastorate; but over one-half of the applicants accepted

at the other two schools came for other reasons. At all of than

private study was considered the most valued part of the training.

With an increasing number of entering seminarians having no clear

vocational choice, it may be necessary to place greater emphasis on

career counseling to help these people clarify their career goals.

To respond to the needs indicated by pastors and ex-pastors for more

help in peOple-building skills and personal development and discipline,

the seminaries should increase or add courses in personal discipline

and interpersonal relationships. In addition, field education should

incorporate these as goals for in-service training. Further, the use

of andragogical methods in the c1assroom.would enable modeling of

closer relationships between faculty and seminarians.

It is also suggested that the five seminaries form a cOOperative

program of continuing education for their graduates. By such joint

efforts they may be able to meet more effectively the needs of those

in the pastorate and promote closer relationships between seminary

and church.



DEDICATED

Wife, Muriel . . . . . . . . _who understood and

helped me understand

Sons, Scott and Marc . . . . who waited and

helped me to wait

Mother and Dad . . . . . . . who taught me and

helped me teach

Friends and Colleagues . . . who listened and

helped me hear

Future Seminarians . . . . . who may be benefited and

benefit others



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

.Mcst research projects of any size and substance are usually the

result of cocperative efforts. This research is no different.

Five seminaries participated in the project and deserve special

reccgnition for the generous sharing of their personnel and resources.

The cooPerative attitude and dedication to the task by the representatives

of each school made the research not only more enjoyable but more valid

and more relevant. I sincerely hope the continuing fruit may be

commensurate with their fine efforts.

The guidance of Ted Ward along with the assistance of committee

:members 8. J. Levine, B. A. Bohnhorst and L. E. Sarbaugh was most

appreciated. Their overriding concern for peeple and warm commitment

to this researcher brought a human element to the study, an important

value in its own right.

As a colleague and fellow researcher Sam Rowen offered valuable help

at important points in the research. He is also to be credited for being

part of the group which conceptualized the worthiness of the study.

Those who participated in the typing and preparation of the graphs

were Mary Jo Samples, Faye Thomas and Pam Chissus. Their patience and

endurance were not small factors in the completion of the manuscript.

Claire Mellis was responsible for the fine editorial work which brought

greater clarity and consistency to the thesis. Mary Danielson provided

timely and valuable help in scoring the questionnaires.

Appreciation is expressed to Men in Action of Miami, Florida, for

their concern and commitment to the develOpment of theological education.

Without their interest the study could not have been accomplished. This

H
a



research is part of a larger Men in Action project for the advancement

of quality theological education. I trust that the insights from this

study will contribute toward that quality and to the success of the

larger seminary project.

The ARVIDA Foundation, also of Miami, Florida, provided generous

financial support for the research. People who commit themselves to a

vision in this way always serve as special encouragement.

Others helped too, directly and indirectly. God bless all who

helped.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page

1 STAMNT OF THE PROBIEM . O O O O O O O O 0 O O O O O 1

Importance of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l

Context of the Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Focus of the Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

Research Questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

Definition of Terms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Limitations of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

2 LITERAmRE m D C O C O O O O O O O O O O C O O C 2 2

Trends in Ministerial Training . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

mama Studies 0 C O O I O O O O C O O O O O O O O O 25

smry O O O O O O O O . O O O I O O O O O O O O O O O 38

3 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY . . . . . . . . . . . 40

Description of Participants . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

Description of Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

Validity Concerns . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42

Reliability Concerns . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

Role of Research Team . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

Operation of Research Team . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

Training of Scorers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

Content Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

Questionnaire Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

Summary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54

4 FINDImS O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O S6

Pastors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56

Ex-Pastors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68

Never Pastors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98

Institutions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102

Trends in Rte-Seminary Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139



Chapter

5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . . . . .

Background Experiences . . . . . . . . . .

Training Experiences . . . . . . . . . . .

Ministerial Experiences . . . . . . . . . .

Institutional Perspectives . . . . . . . .

Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations

APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B

APPENDIX C

BIBLIOGRAPHY

ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE . . . . . . .

GUIDE FOR SCORING QUESTIONNAIRE . .

PASTORS' AND EX-PASTORS' OPINIONS':

EFFECTIVENESS IN’PASTORATE SHOWING

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN

GRwPS O O O O C O C 0 O O O O O 0

iv

Page

143

143

147

152

158

165

169

184

199

202



Table

93.1

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

LIST OF TABLES -

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRE BY INSTITUTION

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRE BY INSTITUTION AND

GRADUATING CLASS

PASTORS' REASONS FOR ATTENDING SEMINAR!

PASTORS' OPINIONS: SEMINAR! SHOULD INCREASE

EMPHASIS--FOUR LEADING ITEMS

RANK ORDERING AND PERCENTAGE OF PASTORS RESPONDING

"MUCH" OR ”VERY MUCH" WHEN ASKED "TO WHAT DEGREE

MIGHT THE FOLLOWING REASONS CAUSE YOU TO LEAVE

THE PASTORATE

FIVE PASTORAL ACTIVITIES WITH LARGEST DISCREPANCIES

BETWEEN IMPORTANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS BY STATUS

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PASTORS AND EX-PASTORS

ON,EFFECTIVENESS IN THIRTEEN PASTORAL ACTIVITIES

RANK ORDERING OF SUPPORTIVE RELATIONSHIPS DURING

PASTORATE

COMAPRISON OF PASTORS AND EX-PASTORS ON SUPPORTIVE

RELATIONSHIPS

PASTORS' AND EX-PASTORS' RESPONSES ON "WHAT MIGHT

OR DID CAUSE YOU TO LEAVE THE PASTORATE" SHOWING

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES ACROSS GROUPS AND

RANK ORDERING BY GROUP

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PASTORS AND EXwPASTORS

ON FOUR FACTORS: RELATION TO GOD, OTHERS, SELF AND HOME

PRE-SEMINARY FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT

Page

54

54

57

63

65

74

78

79

80

83

97

101



Table

4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

PRE-SEMINARY EMPLOYMENT BY INSTITUTION AND BETWEEN

INSTITUTION SIGNIFICANCE

EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS IN PASTORAL ACTIVITIES BY

INSTITUTION SHOWING RANK ORDERING AND SIGNIFICANCE

OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN INSTITUTIONS

DEGREE FACTORS WOULD OR DID CAUSE DEPATURE FROM

THE PASTORATE BY INSTITUTION SHOWING RANK ORDERING

AND BETWEEN INSTITUTION SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

PRE-SEMINARY FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT ACROSS TIME

SHOWING SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE

COLLEGE MAJORS 0F SEMINARY GRADUATES ACROSS TIME

vi

Page

107

116

122

135

136



Figures

4.1

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

LIST OF FIGURES

Level of Satisfaction with Seminary Training by

Status

Pastors' Opinions: Value of Instructional Factors

Pastors? Perceptions: Importance and Effectiveness

in Pastoral Activites

Pastors' Opinion: Seminary Should Increase Emphasis

College Majors of Seminary Graduates

Graduates: Reasons for Attending Seminary

Pastors' and Ex-Pastors Opinions on Pastoral Activities:

Importance and Effectiveness

Ex-Pastors’ Opinions: Seminary Should Increase Emphasis

Pastors' and Ex-Pastors': Satisfaction on Aspects of

Pastoral Ministry

Length of Time in Pastorate before Leaving

Pastors' and Ex-Pastors' Responses: Relation to God,

Others, Self and Home

Institution by Present Status

Reasons for Attending Seminary by Institution

Value of Major Instructional Factors by Institution

Value of Minor Instructional Factors by Institution also

Showing General Satisfaction Rating

Personal Help from Seminary Personnel by Institution

Institutions—-Pastors' and Ex—Pastors' Opinions:

Seminary Should Increase Emphasis

Page

58

60

61

64

69

71

73

77

81

95

96

103

105

108

110

112

113



Figures Page

4.18 Pastors” and Ex-Pastors' Perceptions: Relation to

God, Others, Self and Home by Institution 132

4.19 Reasons for Attending Seminary Across Time 138

viii



I

swam OF THE PROBLEM

Theological graduate schools exist primarily to train individuals

for careers in the professional ministry. Educational training

programs however need systematic and reliable feedback from time to

time to continue to be relevant to the current ministerial demands.

Graduates of these institutions-the most direct beneficiaries of the

training programs-are in a position to provide helpful information

to those who make curricular decisions. The research therefore is a

follow-up study of 2,070 alumni of five cooperating theological

seminaries. It has as its goal the improving of curriculum design

for theological education.

MOMOPTEESTUDY

This particular follow-up research reflects large scale concern

for contemporary theological education. Numerous Questions are being

raised by those related to the field of ministerial training.

Robbins may have discerned a key problem area. He cites a recent

ngcholggy Today article in which clergy are rated seventeenth in

”respected and desirable professions”- just below manufacturing

foreman and just above power station operators. Robbins remarks:

”However, the ministers of Eennepin County may be pointing

out a far greater dilemma. Is it possible that the inner

ear of John Q. Public as noted in the Psychology Todgy

listings has picked up the discordant overtones of an

ambivalent and frustrated profession...a profession that

has not resolved the mismatch of perceiving, desiring

and preparing for one kind of ministry and accepting and

implementing something else?" (1979:122).



It would appear that part of the ambiguity about theological

education and the ministry lies in the debate over what constitutes

excellence. Not a few are pleading for a shift from the historic

narrow understandings to a new definition of this term excellence

(Conn, 1979: Adams, 1979; Friere, 1980, 1973; Nacipil, 1975). Most

argue for some form of theological praxis to underlie curriculum

development. A variety of expressions are used, but the goal is

similar. Nacipil says the seminary must also strive for "excellence

in participation in the struggle for life be it in the Church or

elsewhere" (1975:57). Niebuhr, Williams and Gustafson believe

"The greatest defect in theological education today

is that it is too much an affair of piecemeal trans-

mission of knowledge and skills, and that, in conference,

it offers too little challenge to the student to develop

his own resources and to become an independent, lifelong

inquirer, growing constantly while he is engaged in the

work of the ministry" (1957:209).

When Gustafson wrote earlier, in 197U, he believed that theme was already

in quest. It appears that this quest continues today.

CONTEXT OF THE PROBLEM

One of the more pressing realities facing the North American Church

is that it can no longer continue to be so parochial in its understanding

of what constitutes good theological education. Padilla argues force—

fully that the vitality of non-western Christianity has much to offer

in assisting theological eduCation to reflect Christian value more

accurately.

"American culture-Christianity should not be allowed to

deprive us of the possibility that we all-~whatever our

race, nationality, language or culture--as equal members

in the one body of Christ, 'attain the unity of the

faith and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to mature

manhood, to the measure of the stature of the fullness

of Christ' (Eph. 4:13)" (1975:52).



Werld Perspective. Increasingly articulate voices from the

Third Werld are advising_the North American Church and its supporting

theological institutions to re-examine their programs. Thus, Amirthan

makes a four-fold call for a new style of learning, a new style of

ministry, a new style of living and a new style of spirituality

(1979:1209127). Coe confesses that Third Werld Christians not only

failed to question the suitability of the western model of theological

education but were committed to advance it (1973:235).

Third World perspectives are shared by many Nerth American

educators. Ward and Rowen (1972) suggest that exporting Western

models overseas may not provide the most effective base for ministerial

training. Savage speaks to the fact that the educational models used

by the missionaries to train Latin pastors simply are not developing

ministers who serve effectively in their world. He then quotes from

”an open letter to mission executives from key Asian leaders" which

says, "Many of our seminaries and Bible schools are stereotypes of

Western models and are curriculum-examination oriented rather than

training men practically for pastoral ministry in Asia" (1972:28).

Kinsler (n.d.), who was instrumental in developing an extension

model of theological education in Guatemala in the early 1960's, goes

even further. He extends his concern for the limited effectiveness

of ministerial graduates in the Third Werld to the values embedded

within the educational'model employed. He believes that the traditional

schooling model with all its accompanying values must be radically'

critiqued and brought under the judgment of Scripture.

From his Latin America perspective Kinsler charges that the school-

ing model has so dominated the training institution that its ”programs



are imperialistic, consciously or unconsciously, for they maintain

the privileges and power of an elite and impose an attitudeof

dependence“ (1972:43). Moreover, structures which feed off the

schooling atmosphere produce hierarchy in relationships and allow

the elite to maintain their status, privilege and power.

A different model, built more from a theological rather than a

cultural base, will provide guidelines for the redesign of theological

education and discourage the potentially negative fall out. Or, to

state it positively, a critical look at the past can provide freedom

to look creatively at the future. The wisdom of the non-western

church can help.

Leadership Development. Closely linked to a world perspective

is the image of leadership which exists within theological education.

Third World spokesmen are helping to sharpen and even redefine the

image. Since the leadership under consideration here is also the

leadership of the church, the issue becomes theological and finds

its ultimate definition in Scripture. The definition of Church

leadership therefore is important because it relates so closely to

the controlling purpose of theological schools. At this point leader-

ship development becomes a compelling curriculum concern.

In 1974 Christian leaders from around the world gathered in

Lausanne, Switzerland to forge a collective sense of the meaning of

Church leadership development in today% world. From it came the

Lausanne Covenant. Article II of the Covenant united theological

education and leadership develOpment. It called for a new style of

leadership among national leaders and for appr0priate responses from

theological schools. The Covenant reads in part,



We are committed to . . . and long that every church will

have national leaders who manifest a Christian style of

leadership in terms not of denomination but of service.

We recognize that there is a great need to improve theo-

logical education especially for church leaders (Douglas

197537).

Building on the_Lausanne Covenant, Jonathan Chao offers a forth-

right if not biting critique of western leadership styles. He speaks

of de-westernizing (therefore de-secularizing) the present.models of

ministerial leadership, and considers it the ”initial and most crucial

task before us” (1976:198). It will bring reformation to theological

education. Existing models reflect a Roman administrative heirarchy

spawning an elitist class which often abuses its power by oppression

and exploitation, says Chao.

Ward assesses most management.models of leadership as attempts to

control people by inducing, motivating and congratulating (1977:34).

This contrasts with the biblical concept of leadership which is best

captured by the word “servanthood”. The servant possesses no authority

or power to decide what another ought to do. The servant does not

selectively reward desirable behavior and punish undesirable behavior.

The servant's role is much closer to accepting people where they are,

sharing insights and resources‘with them and growing together (1977:34).

Nature of the Church and Ministry. An understanding of leadership

development:must find its definitional context in the nature of the

church and ministry. Winter insists that "the question of the forms

of training cannot be separated from the forms of ministry” (1969:70) .

A holistic approach to theological education demands that some basic

attention be given to the nature of church and.ministry. The fact is

that approaches to training spring, at least in part, from an under-

standing of church and ministry.



Bromiley (1959) says the church is a people related to God.

The people are in turn related to each other, in both local and

universal fellowships. In addition they are related to the world

by the charge to incarnate the words and deeds of Jesus Christ, the

Head of the Church. In all three relationships the people of God

are called to serve or minister. ‘The nature of that.mdnistry is

somewhat determined by psychological and sociological factors but

at the bottom line it is determined by the individual and the diverse

gifts bestowed sovereignly by God upon each of His people-through

the Holy Spirit. Thus, it is.a “charismatic community" (Covell,

1971:17). All members of this community, the church, are charged

to serve through the discovery, nurture and development of their gifts.

In this sense, everyone is called to minister in a manner consistent

with the suffering servant.

Prom out of the community of ministers emerge those gifted for

leadership roles (Goodykoontz, 1963). Over time and in a variety of

experiences.the members of.a local church recognize a few people who

have the capacity to serve by equipping others. The biblical model

suggests certain qualifications for these-people (I Timothy 3) but

warns againstrecognizing anyone too quickly (verse 6). It must be

emphasized that the role of leadership.does not imply one person over

another. Quite the contrary, a person provides leadership in such

things as serving, esteeming the other greater than oneself, in humility,

1 learning and mutual respect. Goodykoontz calls servanthood the "fundamental

concept'~of’ministry (1963:17).

The servant image contrasts with the historical image of the church
  *4-“ . ___ _-- - —-—-—.—.r‘e-..
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leader as the omni-ccmpetent, spiritual dynamo who stands as a lone

giant above every one else in apostolic authority, spiritual knowledge



and all-encompassing competence. And these characteristics are pre-

sumably dispatdhed with electrifying proficiency.

Kinsler states the point:

A pastor is expected to have above all a deep sense of

call, a self-image that places him in a unique sphere

of service, dedication, and sacrifice. His integrity and

authority should not be questioned. He is the spiritual

leader of his congregation, the axis around which the life

of the church.revolves. The people cannot grow spiritually

beyond the level of their pastor. He is the prime mover,

orientor, and advisor for all the programs of the church.

He is the preaching-teaching elder, who must expound God's

revelation, maintain discipline, and lead the congregation

(n.d. :93).

If the church leader looks like the above--a kind of ecclesiastical

superman-and if he is the axis around which the ministry revolves,

then he is best trained in one kind of educational environment. If

on the other hand the church leader views the ministry of the church

to be shared by every member and views leadership not in terms of

hierarchy, but as dialogue and reciprocal ministry, then a different

type of training environment may be more appropriate.

Definition of church and ministry is the context for development

of training programs. Training programs communicate certain images

of the church and ministry. ‘Those trained by an institution for

example tend to embody the image of that instiution and thus reinforce

its definition of church and ministry. Churches and theological

schools should share their respective images of church and ministry.

If a discrepancy exists, they need to work together toward a program

of training which reflects a more similar image of church and.ministry.

Or, as Savage says, "The urgent task of the seminary today is to sit

down with the church and discover afresh the type of training that will

lead to an effective ministry--a ministry that will lead the church on

in real growth“ (1972:29).



Factors in Human Learning. Several topics, while not all-inclusive

are germane to the discussion and conveniently fall under this rubric.

The topics are pedagogy and andragogy, schooling and education, and

knowing and doing.

Pedagogy ‘Pedagogy literally means the ”loading of children".

and '

Andragogy Most definitions have omitted the child aspect so that

pedagogy has come to mean ”the art and science of

teaching” (Webster). The fact remains that most educational systems

are still child and youth oriented. One educator suggests that the

bulk of schooling at the college and graduate levels still draws

primarily from pedagogical principles. Thus, most adults are taught

the same way children are taught (Knowles 1970).

Andragogy is the term recently coined for the teaching of adults

(Knowles, 1970). As a new technology, andragogy is causing many to

re-examine much of the prevaling thought about the teaching of adults.

The adult is more than a grown child. Therefore, the principles and

technology of educating children are neither equally effective nor

are they appropriate for the education of adults.

The schooling of children has been primarily concerned with the

transmission of knowledge (facts, content). The notable skills required

are listening, remembering, writing and repeating. But the adult has

developed many additional abilities that must be capitalized on by

the wise educator. For example, adults can interact around a body of

information or a concept for extended periods of time; they can

pgrticipate in a larger group in both sharing and clarifying insights;

they can synthesize varying pieces of information to form a unified

whole: they can analyze pieces of a whole individually, in relation to

other pieces and to the whole; they can discover resources to extend



their learning; they can speculate on implications of what they are

learning for application to life: they can enter the real world,

reflect on their experiences, make value judgments and re-order their

lives to respond differently the next time, if they so choose.

In pedagogy a learner's need is determined by someone other than

himself. Adult education seeks to respond to the self-defined needs, _

interests and concerns of the learner. The role of a teacher in the

pedagogical system is essentially that of an expert, his chief function

being to ”deposit" his/her knowledge in the minds of the pupils. Thus

learning is primarily passive.

In adult education, however, terms like ”facilitator”,."coordinator”

or “resource person“ more accurately describe the role of one who

teaches adults. Learning here is primarily active. The adult learner

can and should assume a more significant role in pursuing the educational

process.

Theological education concerns itself with adults and, therefore,

expects to take advantage of the additional conceptual and psychomotor

skills adults bring with them. Knowles makes an observation about

education of adults in general which may have application to the

theological scene as well: ”Indeed, in my estimation the main reason

why adult education has not achieved the impact on our civilization

is that most teachers of adults have only known how to teach adults as

if they were children” (1970:39).

Schooling Einstein said, ”education is that which-remains after

and .

Education you have forgotten what you learned in school”. Although

Western society has equated schooling and education, they

are not synonymous. In fact, Walter Doyle (1976) wonders how schooling
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ever captured the field of education. Schooling is only one means

toward education; many argue that it may not even be the most effective

means.

Educators, parents, employees and students are becoming increasingly

frustrated with the results of schooling. For example, the skills

required to be a good student in school are not the same skills necessary

to be a good spouse, parent, missionary, pastor, administrator, etc.

Hence the question: does schooling prepare one adequately for life?

  

SKILLS REQUIRED AND REINFORCED ADDITIONAL SKILLS FOR EFFECTIVE

IN SCHOOL LIVING/MINISTRY

Listening Decision making

Writing . Observetion/hypothesizing

Remembering Application of knowledge

Repeating Discernment

Inquizv

Communication

Self-understanding

Inter-personal relationships

Coping with stress

Self-education

and so on

Because theological institutions are beginning to capitalize on

the adult skills of its participants, they have been able to break the

grip of an exclusively schooling model. Recognition of the validity of

extensive field education, off campus seminars and overseas study/travel

have indicated that some rethinking and restructuring is underway.

However, further reflection on the weaknesses of the "schooling" model

as the only or major model of education reveals that continued rethinking

and realignment is necessary.

The schooling model is not to be discarded but should be put in

perspective in order that it may more effectively serve the educational

program of the church.
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The lessons are clear. . .for establishing standards of

excellence in theological education. we need to be

liberated in the church from seeing schooling at the

very center of theological-education, recognizing it

(despite its defects) as 223 of many valid approaches

to education. That liberation must of necessity affect

the school oriented traditions behind ordination require-

ments, formed in the west and adopted in non-schooling

cultures. In the west it had resulted in too many ecclesi-

astical doors shut to gifted men who do not meet the

requirements.' And, in the third world, it has created

the large disparity between the many who perform functionally

as ministers (without schooling) and the few whose gifts

the church may recognize because they have the necessary

academic degrees. (Conn 1979:347-81.

Knowing Educators are continually challenged to find ways of

and

Doing closing the dichotomy between knowing and doing,

rhetoric and behavior, reflection and experience, theory

and practice, cognitive and psychomotor, truth.and action, witness

and life. But, "in spite of mountains of evidence to the contrary,

we have continued to operate on the assumption that to know the good

is to do the good” (Carr 1979:149).

The Greeks were primarily concerned with clarification-especial1y

in the sense of the verbal and conceptual processes of cognitive

reasoning. The ability to clarify and repeat information in a form

similar to the one in which it was received represents the primary

concern of Greek education. Content mastery was judged largely by

cognitive testing procedure. The goal of Greek education was cognitive

excellence.

Theological education aims for obedience-especially in the.sense

of one being willing to ag£.on his or her understanding of.biblical

authority. For the Christian, obedience has "its origins in the Triune

God who has spoken, and its effectuation in Man‘s response to that word

in the world of history that belongs to God" (Conn 1979:3601. To be



considered Christian, then, education requires a priority concern

for the appropriate relationship between knowing and doing within the

whole person. Ministerial excellence, often equated.with academic

excellence, must be redefined more in terms of a dialectical interaction

between reflection and action (Freire: 1970). The debate about which

is best-theory or practice-—is useless and misleading. "Theory must

inform and direct practice, and practice must in turn aid in the

critical evaluation and improvement of theory“ (Fielding 1966:11).

Conn puts it in a more theological reference:

. ”The word of the covenant given by God forbids us

from isolating covenant witness from covenant life,

thought from action, truth from practice. Truth

is the practice of the will of the covenant God...

Education as the pursuit of "sound doctrine"

(Titus 1:9) is not the suggestion of an academic

exercise but...the exPression of covenant faith-

fulness in a Godecentered way of living. (1979:360-

361).

Holtrop (1977) also argues that Greek ontological categories

suggest that sound doctrine is primarily the pursuit of precise

theological definitions and statements. However, truth is not

contained solely in propositions.

“If I tell the 'truth' apart from love and piety,

I am.not doing the 'truth' at all, and consequently

I am not telling the truth, according to the

Scripture...I can be very 'orthodox', indeed, and

very unbiblical at precisely the same activity"

(1977:10).”

The theological curriculum must find more dynamic interdependence

between knowing and doing before that kind of education can fulfill

the Hebrew ideas that surround "covenant”, “sound doctrine" and "truth".

‘giew of People. Educators are redefining curriculum from its
 

focus on content to a focus on peeple. Some are saying, in effect,

curriculum is people (Macdonald 1975). Regardless of whether that

statement finds acceptance in all circles, it forces curriculum
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developers to look at various ways of viewing pe0ple. An assumption

about people creates a certain type of "soil" in which ”grows" a

certain type of curriculum.

Kline (1976) asserts that the teacher's basic assumptions about

students are the most crucial elements in teaching. She lists four

views of students which essentially dictate the teacher‘s classroom

behavior. That each view implies a type of curriculum is readily

apparent.

The Aristotelian view assumes rational man and is chiefly

concerned with truthful and logical presentation. The

Freudian strategy assumes man reared in delusion and is

concerned with dispelling fantasies and prejudices. The

Pavlovian strategy assumes conditionable man and uses

various stimuli to elicit desirable responses...the'

Rogerian strategy...rests on the assumption that man

holds to his beliefs despite logic, truth, and conditioning

when changing these beliefs threatens his identity and

integrity' (1976:30-31).

Philosophical debate may be offered on the above four views, but the

point remains that one's view of peoPle is a controlling influence in

how curriculum is perceived, structured and operationalized. The

readings edited by De Graeff and Olthius (1978), especially one chapter

entitled ”The Greek versus the Hebrew View of Man: has a foundation

for a biblical view of man from which curriculum can draw its shaping

influence. Biblical anthropology of course is not the only category

of biblical theology which bears on curriculum development, but it is

one of the most basic.

Freire (1970) too has some notions about learners. He believes

that learners are often viewed as "containers" or ”receptacles” to be

"filled“ by the teacher. Education then becomes the act of depositing

this material into the repository of the learner's mind; and the

learner's task becomes one of receiving, memorizing and repeating it.
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This "banking" concept of education never allows the learner to

develop a critical consciousness from interaction with the world

in order to become a transformer of the world. Banking education

establishes a false dichotomy between the teacher who only teaches

and student who is only taught: the teacher knows, thinks, talks,

and chooses and the student does not know, is thought about, listens,

and complies. The student is treated, albeit unconsciously, as an

object. Creativity, independent critical thinking, reciprocal learn-

ing and intervention with reality are unwittingly discouraged (1970:

57—68).

Carr summarizes. '

"Hence they will resist learning situations in which

they are not treated with respect, in which they are

pressured to be dependent. Moreover, adults bring much °

more and varied experience to learning, and that experience

is very much a part of who they are. Teaching which

fails to value and utilize that experience clearly de-

values them as persons (1979:148).

FOCUS OF THE PROBLEN

The study involves the alumni of five graduate level theological

schools of the Reformed and Presbyterian tradition. In particular,

the subjects of the research are those who graduated from the basic

Bachelor of Divinity or Master of Divinity program between 1955 and

1978 and who presently reside in North.America.

Circumstances became favorable recently for a cross-institutional

study of these graduates for curriculum.improvement purposes. In

November, 1978, presidents and representatives of theological schools

of the National Association of Presbyterian and Reformed Churches met

in Philadelphia to share their thoughts and express concerns about

ways to train more effectively for the ministry. Some means of

eliciting responsesfrom the alumni seemed the logical place to start.
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The presidents and representatives stated four areas of interest:

(1) certain information about the life and.ministry of pastors to

help refine training decisions; (2) the precipitating causes for some

graduates choosing to leave the parish ministry for another type of

vocation; (3)‘the similarities and differences between those who

never entered the pastorate and the other graduates; and (4) a

comparison of institutions as a basis for a further sharing of

resources for mutual benefit. A fifth area was added: the emergence

of any trends during the twenty-four years since graduation. The

five areas are to be explored in greater detail for curriculum

implications .

Pastors. The most constructive advice to seminaries comes from

those who have entered the pastorate and have continued in it. Having

labored in the profession, they are able to give some perspective on

where their training has been most helpful and where further emphasis

should be given. In general, they are given opportunity to reflect on

the preparation their seminary gave them for the parish ministry.

One of the more important parts of the study relates to thirteen

pastoral activities on which pastors and former pastors rate them-

selves. For example, how important do they perceive each.activity to

be and how effective are they in it? Existing discrepancies immediately-

identify curriculum issues. Pastors and former pastors are also

compared in areas they believe the seminary should increase its emphasis.

In addition,the study allows the pastor and former pastor to

rate their level of satisfaction in various aspects of the local church.

ministry. A last series of items addressed to both pastors and former

pastors relates to the value of supportive relationships during their

pastoral experiences. Aspects of local church ministry and supportive
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relationships both have implications for curriculum development but

particularly for continuing education. Knowing where stress exists

and how it may interface with one's network of relationships can be

useful in profiling a curricular response to meet those needs.

Ex-Pastors. The majority of seminary graduates enter the parish

ministry. Some chose to leave. Knowing how many left and why they

left constitutes a major concern for seminary faculty and administration.

Usually graduates who enter a pastorate do so with the public declaration

that they believe God has called them to this particular vocation.

That calling also involves a corporate affirmation of an examining

process called orientation. Actual requirements vary among denominations

in that some require an internship; but all include an oral examination

by a counsel as to the beliefs held by the candidate. With three years

of concentrated graduate work, a possible internship, an oral

examination and public declaration of divine calling, it is normal to

assume that the graduate has entered a longeterm,if not lifetime

vocation. A career change, then, can be traumatic and often raises

questions.

How many actually leave the pastorate? Under what circumstances

do they.leave? How should the seminary respond? These are questions

for which the study provides helpful data.

It would also be valuable to know if there are critical time

periods when these people are prone to leave the pastorate. If so,

extra supports tdght be provided by the school, denominational

structures, local church and/or peers to neutralize those forces that

otherwise pressure the pastor to resign. In some cases, where there

may not have been total clarity in the first place as to an individual's
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call to the parish ministry, perhaps he should consider another

vocation. In this case, these same support groups can function to

clarify, guide and even heal.

What happens to these former pastors when they leave the parish

ministry? Many enter other forms of the Christian ministry. But how

many? Some enter a vocation totally unrelated to their theological

training. So-called secular work is distinguished from professional

ministerial forms of work. How do those who have moved from the

pastorate differ from those who continued? How do the two sub-sets

of ex-pastors differ from each other? '

Pertinent curriculum questions surface once information is

attained. Knowing what causes were instrumental for those leaving

the pastorate can assist in identifying where the curriculum.may need

review. It could mean adding or restructuring classes; it could mean

more, or a different kind of, field education: it could mean continuing

education in the form of a ministerial development program: it could

mean changes in the curriculum model: it could mean all of the above;

it could mean more or less than the above. But, at least data is

available to provide an institution with some basis for making changes

that constitutes more than a "shot in the dark".

Never a Pastor. Only a minority (17%) of seminary graduates never

enter enter the pastorate, choosing instead either some non-pastoral

form of ministry or secular employment. No stigma is attached to

people making other career choices. At the same time it must be

recognized that seminaries exist primarily for pastoral training.

”Never pastors” seem ignored as a group of people. The current

study particularly notes their reasons for attending seminary, their
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satisfaction with training, their educational history, and their pre-

seminary employment experiences. How do the ones who have never been

pastors compare with their counterparts who have had pastoral experience?

In a way, seminaries do not directly serve the purposes of the

"never pastors”. But they do provide a theological foundation for

those who wish it. Furthermore, the "never pastors” may have been

open to considering the pastorate upon entering seminary. At any rate,

the data provide insights about that group which.can help a seminary

administration in advising and counseling seminary applicants.

Institution sharing. Institutional sharing has long been a

practice and an aspiration for these theological schools. All five

of these seminaries are more similar than different in philosophy,

world view, presuppositions and historical traditions. Under such

circumstances, sharing of resources is advantageous.

The study shows where the respective institutions are strong,

where there is need of improvement and.where there are similarities

in various aspects of their existing programs. An institution seeking

greater strength in an area can know which of the others may be of

most help. Since teaching personnel are among the greatest resources

of the schools, sharing extensively at that level would likely prove

the most helpful. A perceived weakness may not always imply a need for

improvement however, a school may decide to offer a program without

emphasizing it since it may be considered tangential rather than central

to its overall thrust. Nonetheless, an information base can be

expecially helpful in identifying and strengthening specific segments

of the curriculum.

Trends. Each educational institution operates on certain assumptions

about its students. If the assumptions are faulty, curriculum development
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and planning will likewise be faulty. Discernment of trends provides

for a more accurate perception of reality thus allowing for assumptions

to be more valid. For example, if applicants to a seminary exhibit a ;

trend away from attending to train for the pastorate, that seminary

will need to seriously reconsider its present program, and its long-

range planning as well.

The alumni in this study had graduated between 1955 and 1978.

The twenty-three year time span allowed for comparisons on a number

of variables. Were there significant changes over the years in the

college majors that seminary applicants had chosen? Did recent .

graduates attend seminary for the same.reasons as earlier graduates?

Were there any changes in how graduates reflect on their seminary

training? The data provided feedback for these questions.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The above discussion on peOple, institutions and trends is now

more specifically identified by five research questions.

1. What can be learned from pastors about their pre—seminary

career data, their perceptions of the seminary training

program and their experiences after graduation that can be

fed back into the educational system for purposes of

improvement?

2. For what reasons did some who entered the pastorate leave

and how do they compare with their peers on career variables?

3. Of those who never entered the pastorate, are there any

career indicators that would help the seminary be sensitive

to this type of person for such things as screening, advising

and career planning?

4. Where are the participating institutions similar and where

different which can provide a basis for cOOperative

development?

5. What trends are evident from the alumni which would offer

insight into short and longer range curriculum planning?
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

A working knowledge of the following terms will facilitate an

understanding of important nomenclature used in the study.

Seminaries: Institutions providing graduate level theological

education for the primary but not exclusive

purpose of training people for church parish

ministry. '

Curriculum: The series of planned events under the auspices

of the school that are intended to have instructional/

educational consequences for the participants

(Eisner 1979).

Pastors: Those presently serving full-time, or essentially

fulltime, in a parish pastorate.

Ex-Pastors in Ministry Employment: Those who once served in a

parish pastorate but whose present employment is

religious in nature, and therefore an extension

of the church, but not pastoral per se (e.g.,

chaplains, religious education teachers, para-

church organizations).

Ex-Pastors in Secular Employment: Those who once served in a

parish pastorate but whose present employment

cannot be considered religious or an extension of

the ministry of the church.

Non-Pastoral Ministry: Those who never served in a parish

pastorate but whose present employment is religious

in nature or an extension of the ministry of the

church.

Secular Employment: Those who have never served in a parish

pastorate and whoSe present employment cannot be

considered religious or an extension of the ministry

of the church.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The study is limited to the perceptions of alumni about their own

life experiences before, during and following their seminary training.

'The perceptions, particularly those related to parish ministry, need

to be correlated with the perceptions of parish members.

Results are generalizable to the participating institutions and,

to a lesser degree, to other schools within the Reformed and Presbyterian
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heritage. Where the results of the study affirm results of similar

studies, the stronger body of knowledge allows for increased

generalization.

The exploratory nature of the study also suggests a limitation.

It is descriptive in nature and does not purport to identify cause

and effect relationships. Furthermore, the instrument was designed

specifically for the population of people concerned with the study.

SUMMAR!

The research is a follow-up study of graduates from five theological

schools. The cooperative project reflects a large scale concern for

improvement in theological education. However, curriculum decisions

must also consider concomitant topics such as the contribution of the

non-western church, the nature of ministry, styles of leadership, _

and educational factors in human development.

The purpose of the study is to secure information from five

sub-sets of graduates in order to gain insights about their career

experiences. The graduates' responses are used to help guide the I

institutions to improve the seminary training for current and future

students. The study also provides for institutional comparisons and

discernment of trends.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

This research is designed to provide a means of listening to

those who have trained for the ministerial profession as their vocation

and who (1) have decided at some point to leave, (2) have continued in

their profession, (3) or have never entered the parish ministry. Their

advice coupled with evidence from their career experiences are needed

in order to feed back into the educational system information helpful

for improvement. A look at related literature will provide a wider

base of understanding for what this study attempts to do.

Recent literature focuses on the person in ministry with some

writers trying to build linkages to educational institutions. Earlier

literature had emphasized the functional aspects more than the

relational aspects of the minister.

TRENDS IN MINISTERIAL TRAINING

A major shift in emphasis occured about the mid-Sixties. Until

that time most writers had concentrated on role expectations, distinctives

and organizational functions of the minister‘s life (Cavert 1960:61;

Bentz 1968; Blizzard 1958). Much attention was directed toward

identifying and building the appropriate ”image" of the "good" minister

(Spangenberg 1966; Whitlock 1963; Blizzard 1956).

Toward the latter part of the 1960's the literature suggested that

some re-thinking was being done. Hard questions were being asked. No

22
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longer were the few voices crying in the wilderness alone (Fichter 1968;

Hadden 1969). .In Roman Catholic circles the turning point is easily

identified with Vatican II. Roche, mingling the sociology of the violent

Sixties with his own futuristics, calls for a redefinition of the

clergy and organizational structures to allow for the "interplay of

people within a community" as a wholesome display of "deeper love of

God and neighbor" (1968:XVIII). The shift from role performance toward

what Fletcher (1975) calls religious authenticity was to gather momentum

into the Seventies. Weber states that "theology...began to rediscover

the centrality of the human person" (1971:116).

Snyder (1975) suggests that church structures should give way to

new forms which will be more conducive to close interpersonal relation-

ships, fellowship and the person as an end not a means. Later (1977) be

defined more carefully the nature of the church as community and the

minister as a person in process with other peeple.

From a more recent perspective Mead epitomizes the trend. In a

brief monograph which highlights the minister as a person, he states

that "The person of the pastor is a key tool of the trade. The pastor's

ability to be deeply and personally involved with the peeple in the

parish or community directly affects the quality of what happens to them

in pastoral care" (l977:3). Thus, it is not surprising that most of the

present emphasis in the literature is on intra- and inter—personal growth

and development.

Schuller (et. a1. 1975:7lff) also identifies the Sixties as a time

when clergy were rapidly reinterpreting their philosOphy of ministry.

The laity "felt angered and betrayed by clergy who rejected the traditional

role of exemplar and chief supporter and interpreter of community values."
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The clergy, however, saw themselves as "prophetic witness against

community norms that had become insensitive to broader human need

and protective of privilege for a few" (1975:71). He further states,

"there is almost total unanimity among-ex-pastors that their seminaries

did not train them prOperly for their parish ministry" (1975:19). A

major complaint registered by ex-pastors was that "seminaries and local

churches are out of phase. Many seminary professors are simply unaware

of what goes on in the local church and the pressures under which the

pastor exists" (1975:19). But ex-pastors were not alone in this charge.

Apparently pastors continuing in the ministry also believed that the

seminaries were out of touch with the realities of the pastorate (Schuller

1975:23; Wilson 1971; Howe 1964; Fielding 1966).

In a self-described "bold experiment in theological education"

Hahn (1977) describes a training program where the classroom was the

local church. The design of the experiment is summarized as on-the-job,

in-the-problem, congregationally—based theological education. Its

primary strength is in reducing the distance between traditional minister-

ial graduate schools and the parish community by "providing a way for

theological deveIOpment to take place in closer relationship to the

culture, as reflected in congregational life" (1977:293).

A compromise between the traditional training program and the experi-

mental one described by Hahn was generated in Guatemala, Central America

(Winter 1969). Most clearly articulated by Kinsler (n.d.) and called

theological education by extension, it has spread throughout the world.

In this case, most of the frustrations regarding the inadequacy of the

training were voiced by faculty after evaluating the "fruit" of their
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training program. The program consists of three basic inter-related

elements: (1) self-study materials to be mastered by the learners

during the week, (2) ongoing involvement in employment, community, and

church and (3) a periodic (usually once a week) seminar with an "instru-

ctor". The instructor's primary responsibility is to facilitate reflec-

tive discussion which will encourage the participants to integrate their

cognitive learning with their ongoing life experiences. In Freire's

(1970) terms, the facilitator tries to create an atmosphere for praxis.

An overview of trends in theological education suggests that con-

siderable diversity exists in the approach to training for the pastorate.

For the most part, however, the trend of seeing the pastor as a person

has continued. Information from the research studies will provide more

specific insights.

RESEARCH STUDIES

Macdonald (1975) suggests that curriculum can be viewed in terms

of people. The graduates of a school are one such clustering of peOple

who can provide insights for curriculum development.

Follow-up studies of institutional alumni has been rather common.

Babcock did one of the most ambitious follow-up studies in 1942. It

included alumni of all the colleges and universities in the United States.

Mills' (1969) study involved several theological schools within one

denomination. The Hennipin County study, reported by Robbins (1979), took

a different approach to follow-up research by studying theological

graduates who were located in a geographical region.

This researcher's project is also a follow-up study. The studies

reported below provided insights and direction for the preparation of

the current study.
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Jud, Millsand Burch. The study entitled Ex-Pastors by Jud, Mills

and Burch (1970), goes beyond those who have left the parish ministry.

Considerable time is spent on the comparison of ex-pastors and pastors

from the United Church of Christ. Thus, it is highly relevant to the

current study.

The data was collected at three levels: written questionnaire,

private interviews and weekend conferences. The interviews were con-

ducted during four regional weekend conferences. A total of 231 usable

replies came from the 370 ex—pastors within the United Church of Christ

who received questionnaires; then at a regional conference where 149

attended, 131 usable one-hour interviews were obtained. Active ministers

of the denomination received comparable questionnaires but at a later date.

Jud, Mills and Burch report that pastors and ex-pastors differ very

little on most variables. Second, ex-pastors do not consider they have

left the ministry. Indeed, some expressed greater opportunity for ministry

outside of the pastorate.. The same feeling surfaced among the active

pastors who describe themselves as "permanently in the ministry but not

committed to staying in the pastorate" (1970:39). In fact, less than

40% indicated they planned to continue in the pastorate. A Gallup poll

stating that "322 of all Protestant ministers have considered leaving their

religious vocation" supports Jud's findings (Routh 1979:103).

A few pre-parish ministry career items in Jud, Mills and Burch's study

were noteworthy. While age at ordination was similar (28 for ex-pastors

and 27.4 for pastors), pastors ages tended to cluster in the 25-29 year

bracket while ex-pastors ages were more broadly distributed between 22-34.

Full-time work experience prior to seminary seemed unrelated since about

one-quarter of each group had such experience. One clearly relevant
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factor involved the reason for attending seminary. For example, a signif-

icant minority of ex-pastors were either "seeking a faith" (7.82) or

"seeking a vocation" (20.4%). At the same time only 58% of them were

clear about their vocation and attending seminary as preparation. Among

pastors, however, only 4.4% were "seeking a faith" and 142 "seeking a

vocation" while 78.4% were clear about their vocation when they entered

seminary (1970:184).

In ministry tasks, pastors and ex-pastors possess more similarities

than differences. Both_agree that preaching and counseling are the

‘more enjoyable parts of the ministry while conducting meetings, program

planning and denominational responsibilities were the least favored tasks.

But a few clear differences were also evident. While not defining terms,

Jud, Mills and Burch say that "pastors enjoy most of the role tasks more

than ex-pastors" (1970:41). A second difference focused on the kinds of

tasks for which each group had strong preferences. Ex-pastors entered

and enjoyed community activities (57.3%) more than pastors (44.8%).

Pastors, on the other hand, found great enjoyment in helping people toward

Christian commitment (67.62). This compares with 51.9% of exépastors who

indicated similar enjoyment. Other findings clustered around tasks of

preaching (pastors, 73.22, ex-pastors 58.02) and general pastoral calling

where-46.42 of the pastors expressed enjoyment compared to 33.6% of the

ex-pastors (1970:73).

When asked to rate their satisfaction on ten "aspects of ministry",

again a number of similarities appeared. Both pastors and ex-pastors

were very dissatisfied with "members' willingness to study and be trained"

and "members' willingness to carry out their Christian witness in the

world". Only 24.4% of the two respective groups were very satisfied with

_the degree to which lay peOple are willing to share leadership tasks.
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Some sharp differences were noted between pastors and ex-pastors.

Among pastors, 73.6% said they were very satisfied with their own

"freedom to preach and act as you saw fit" compared to 44.31 of the

ex-pastors. When measured as to the "degree to which the work utilizes

your strengths rather than your weaknesses as a minister" 38.82 of the

pastors said they were very satisfied while 23.72 of the ex-pastors

indicated similarly (1970:42). These statistics are disappointing;

but, they are well supported by other studies (Blizzard 1956; Bustanoby.

1977; Robbins 1979).

When the mean length of each ministerial position was calculated,

it was found that pastors averaged 4.6 years in one place, this was

one-third longer than the 3.3 years for ex-pastors. .Jud, Mills and Burch

cite a 1969 study by Mills which shows a similar tendency of ex-pastors

to be less stationary in pastorates. Finding that 46.6% of the ex-pastors

held positions for two years of less and comparing this with 29.42 for

the pastors, Jud, Mills and Burch suggest that it becomes impossible to

establish strong roots and win the peOples' confidence in so short a

time.’ The high job mobility may be symptomatic of underlying problems ,

(1970:48, 177). .

Why do people leave the parish ministry? This question was given

.considerable attention by Jud, Mills and Burch. Twenty-four possible

reasons were listed, though no single item received a majority response.

The dominant reason given for leaving was disillusionment with the church's

relevance to problems of the modern world" with 43.52 rating it high in

importance. Next in importance was the Opportunity to do "Specialized

work or training" (38.9%) followed by "very attractive type of work

offered" (32.8%). Four areas stood out as having 22 importance for
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leaving the pastorate: "health problems", 81.7%; "more desirable region

or community", 79.4%; "unable to relocate in ministry when move became

necessary", 66.4%; "serious conflict with colleague(s)", 65.71 (1970:180).

When asked about supportive relationships, pastors and ex-pastors

had similar feelings of being highly supported in all but three of

seven categories. Whereas 56.3% of the pastors believed they were

highly supported by the lay leaders in their congregation, only 42.42

of the ex-pastors thought so. The differences were also marked in feeling

isolated. Feeling highly isolated from a "denominational executive

who knew their work best" was mentioned by 8.22 of the pastors while

13.71 of the ex-pastors felt that way. Ex-pastors (15.62) felt highly

isolated from lay leaders as opposed to 3.22 of the pastors who shared

that feeling. A pronounced difference existed in feeling isolated from

"others on your church staff (if any)" where only 2.8% of the pastors

felt highly isolated compared with 10.32 of the ex-pastors (1970:182).

Some preliminary evidence from the researchof Jud, Mills and Burch

suggested that families of ex-pastors benefit from a departure from the

parish ministry. Over 3SZ.said they had severe family problems or just

family problems which improved after leaving. Another-27.52 said they

did not have family problems but that the family was happier after

leaving. Slightly over 52 said the family was less happy and nearly 202

reported no change.

iii-Bi: 'Mills, (1969) of the Jud, Mills and Burch ,. team, has made

a significant contribution to the field of career change among prot-

estant ministers. He studied four groups within the United Presbyterian

denomination: (1) Secular workers who had once been in the pastorate

but their present employment was not under the aegis of a religious
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organization; (2) Graduate Students who had several years in a full-time

parish ministry prior to further study; (3) Executives who moved from the

pastorate to some executive position either within the denomination or

a council of churches; and (4) Pastors who moved from one pastorate

to another. He selected fifteen peOple at random for each group with a

total of sixty participants from the.l96 presbyteries. Randomness had

to be sacrificed, however, when seven refused to participate and thirty-two

more were either ineligible or logistically unavailable. Assistant and

associate ministers were excluded from the study.

Career moves did not correlate in a statistically significant way

with any pre—seminary variables such as college major, pre-seminary

full-time employment, early occupational intentions, family devoutness

or profession selected as the second choice to ministry. During seminary

years several factors revealed no significant relationship to career

changes: the school attended or its denomination, the certainty_of

vocational plans upon entering semdnary or the reasons for choosing the

pastorate. -

Field education during seminary did appear to have an effect on

later ministry. While only 432 of the Seculars said they benefited by

new skills/knowledge or benefited personally, 93% of those in the

pastorate responded affirmatively. The figures were 69% and 64% for.

Graduates Students and Executives respectively. b

Other areas where prominent differences surfaced were: salary, mean

length of years in pastorate, attendance at worship and increase in worship

attendance of 102 during pastorate. Seculars averaged $1,000 per year

less at the time of leaving the pastorate than did executives when they

left. The mean length of a pastorate was 3.4 years for Seculars and 5.9



31

years for Executives. Average attendance at worship for Seculars was

152 with 46.72 reporting that worship attendance increased by at least

10% while they were there. Statistics for Executives at the time of

career change was 225 in attendance at worship. Social class or race

of church members, size or type of community, history of church conflicts,

characteristics of personal family, and health were not indicators for

predicting career change or its direction.

Seculars tended to be employed full-time before seminary with college

interest centering in the scientific or technical fields and with recent

service in church which could be described as conflict-prone. Throughout

the categories Pastors and Executives showed numerous similarities.

The mean age of the sixty participants was 33.6 with Executives

averaging over 36, and Seculars just over 33 and Graduate Students were

youngest at 30.7. Mills noted that the age of Seculars was quite evenly

distributed (the oldest being 45) when the transition was made. He points

out that the move to secular employment was neither a youthful nor a

mature decision but a phenomenon stretching across the first twenty years

of ministerial service. However, in job stability there was a significant

difference (.05) between Seculars and the others. Seculars averaged 2.5

years in pastorate compared with 4.5 for Executivesand Pastors and 3.1

for Graduate Students. Furthermore, when pastorate lengths were calculated,

602 of the Seculars had lasted two years or less in their pastorates

compared with 242 for Pastors and Executives. In looking at the sequence

of moves, Mills found that 872 of the Seculars had had either one or a

series of short pastorates prior to leaving the parish ministry. Only

two of the fifteen were judged to have had long pastorates. The same

tendency held true for those in graduate studies. The sequence pattern
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for the overwhelming majority of Executives and Pastors is either short-

long or long-long.

In his study of the influence of relationships upon career decision-

making, Mills introduces a matrix which considers ministerial peer

relationships and congregational relationships. Pastors who rated them-

selves as having friends among peers and congregation were said to

be accepted. Those having no close friends in either group were considered

alienated. yHaving close friends in one of the two groups constituted

- fringe relationships. The results were clear. Seculars were the most

alienated (least accepted). Particularly striking was the degree to

which Seculars were alienated from congregational relationships. Mills

concludes that lack of congregational and peer relationship influence

career changes. '

Seculars indicated the largest number of "unwelcome surprises" in

their first pastorate suggesting a larger discrepancy between expectations

and reality. They also had the lowest level of satisfaction with ministerial

role tasks which related to organizing and pastoral functions. Further,

they were least satisfied with leadership Opportunities and the results

of the leadership they gave. It follows then that Seculars felt the

least overall satisfaction. Executives, on the other hand, reported the

least unwelcome surprises indicating a more realistic image of the ministry.

Executives and Pastors consistently ranked first and second respectively

in all areas where Seculars were low. Again, Mills concludes, "direction of

ministerial career change is thus systematically related to perceived goodness

of fit between the minister and his parish position" (1969:13).

When it :55; to stated reasons (plural) for leaving the pastorate

Seculars gave "conflicts" and "hapelessness" as the dominant ones, with
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"long-range plan" as the reason least mentioned. When asked for the

dominant theme or reason (singular) for entering secular employment

five said "conflicts" (in the church) and four each listed "hopelessness"

and "marital crisis". Executives and Pastors gave as dominant reasons

(plural) for'their career shifts "attractive work” and "restlessness".

The dominant theme (singular) for Executives was "attractive work" and

for Pastors "restlessness". Graduate Students had three dominant reasons:

"attractive work", "conflicts" and "long-range plan" in that order. When

asked to pick only one theme six said "long-range plan" and six said

"conflicts". Interestingly, not one of the fifteen in the group of

Seculars mentioned "long-range plan", "attractive work", "unable to

relocate" or "restlessness" as the dominant reason for his career change.

Similarly, none of the forty-five Pastors, Executives or Graduate Students

listed "marital crisis" or "unable to relocate" as reasons for change.

Bustanoby. Few statistics exist on the numbers of pastors leaving

the parish ministry but Bustanoby (1977) "ballparks" it at one in four

for priests and one in eight for the 200,000 Protestant pastors. Routh

(1979) reports that the Southern Baptist Convention has a ministerial

drop-out rate of 3% per year. Brown reported as long ago as 1934 that of

the 6,000 alumni from eleven leading seminaries, 102 had left the pastorate

shortly after graduating and this percentage increased to a total of 20%

between the years 1920-1925.

Bustanoby cites Jud, Mills and Burch in identifying the three crisis

periods in the life of a parish minister. The first is three to five years

after seminary "when a healthy dose of reality shatters many seminary-days

ideals". The second comes at about age 40 when the "pastor realizes he has

not reached the goals he set for himself". The third crisis period comes
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when he looks ahead a few years to face the encroaching "insecurity of

retirement years" (1977:14). ‘Mills and Koval (1971) report the peak

stress periods to be 1-5, 8—12 and 20 or more years after ordination.

In keeping with the findings of others, Bustanoby suggests that

churches could reduce the percentage of those leaving the pastorate by

providing them with a network of supportive relationships. Johnson's

(1975) study found that supervised pastors judged themselves more

satisfied and more effective than their unsupervised counterparts. They

also valued their work more. This would suggest that even designed

relationships can be positive.

However, there is the problem of the pastoral image. A pastor is

expected, by virtue of his vocation, to have fewer problems. Because

of his position he cannot talk to just anyone about his problems since

not everyone would understand the peculiar pressures and frustrations

of the pastorate. Many are unwilling to go to their denominational

leaders because it could jeopardize their future ministry Opportunities.

Thus, pastors face a dilemma. They need supportive relationships to

survive. But potential misunderstanding or fear are strong limiting

forces.

Knowles makes an important observation about the realtionship of

corporate and individual behavior.

One of the misconceptions in our cultural heritage is

the notion that organizations exist purely to get things

done. This is only one of their purposes; it is their

work purpose. nut every organization is a social system

that serves as an instrumentality for helping-peOple meet

human needs and achieve human goals. In fact, this is

the primary purpose for which peOple take part in organ-

izations-to meet their needs and achieve their goals-—

and when-an organization does not serve this purpose for

them they tend to withdraw from it. -So organizations also

have a human purpose. (1970:59).
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Bustanoby also reports role conflicts, particularly the fact that

pastors spend too much time an administration, much of it smoothing

"ruffled feathers" and not enough exercising their spiritual gifts.

Pastors' priorities are inverted by the demands of reality. Blizzard

(1956) and others suggest that this is not only an Old problem but also

a universal one in the parish ministry (see also RepOrt 1976). Perhaps

part of the reason lies in the high level of frustration over the slower

pace of the lay leadership. The pastor simply finds it.easier to do

things himself. An irony exists at this point since those who talk about

the Church in the 80's seem to agree with the growing emphasis in develOping

lay leadership (Wright 1979). Much pastoral responsibility includes

equipping the laity to discover the full implications of their priesthood

including gifts to do the ministry of the church. 'But, by the pastors'

own rating, and here the irony is compounded, these are very important

skills which they have not been able to do very well (1979:15).

Cardwell and Hunt. Using the Theological School Inventory, Cardwell

and Hunt (1979) researched the variable of persistence in both seminary

and ministry. Persistence in seminary was defined as persevering toward

successful graduation. Persistence in ministry meant not leaving that

ministry for a period of fifteen years. For the latter, the researchers

used only two categories: ministry and secular employment. Of the valid

population (N-538) 67.3: were still in mininstry (persisters) with 7.82

in secular work (nonpersisters). The status of 22.32-was unknown.

Several factors were highlighted as important when referring to per-

sistence in ministry. The clarity of vocational choice and clear sense

of purpose for one's being in seminary was ranked first. The second most
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important factor had to do with relationships, particularly where a wife

was concerned. Her stated preference that her husband he in seminary

and her willingness to be supportive of whatever he wanted to do correlated

positively with persistence in ministry.

Other faetors correlating highly with persistence in ministry were

role models and job satisfaction. A father active in church and/or

aminister as a role model were positive factors for remaining in ministry.

Job satisfaction--a sense of "fit" where one's interests and abilities

meshed with the requirements of the job-dwas also necessary factor for

persistence..

Robbins. Robbins (1979) reports the results of a survey done by the

Minneapolis Star newspaper of 301 pastors and priests in Hennipin County.

The study showed that 812 of those interviewed said administration and

committee work consumed the "most actual time expenditure" or the "next

largest time expenditure". However, only 82 actually preferred to be

spending so much time in that activity. More revealing was the fact

that the pastors and priests interviewed felt their training had pre-

pared them least for those particular tasks. Time management was ranked

second in the least prepared category. Third place went to dealing with

conflict. On a scale of 1-5, where one represents "least prepared" and

five "most prepared", the three respective means were 2.5, 2.6 and 2.8

(1980:120-1).

Pastors and priests felt most prepared in teaching (4.5) followed

closely by spiritual leadership (4.5) and public speaking (4.3).

Counseling (3.7) stood in the center.suggesting a modest sense of

preparedness.
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The Hennipin County study included questions about what produced

frequent or occasional stress in their jobs. Problems with parishoners

led the list of stress producers. This was true for 912 Of those inter-

viewed. Mills and Koval (1971) reported exactly the same. Local church.

problems were mentioned by 852 and feelings of futility followed with 812.

Conflicts in the congregation came fourth (792) followed by loneliness or

isolation (672). Lowest stress producing factors were personal faith or

unbelief (242) and marital problems (262).

‘Qghggg. Other studies gave relevent though less information. Bridston

and Culver (1965) with a Lilly Foundation grant surveyed 12,329 Bachelor

of Divinity and Bachelor of Systematic Theology seminarians. .A good part

of the study focused on marriage and family. 0f the 652 who were married

duringseminary years, 282 had been wed less than two years and 442 from

2-5 years. Nearly 402 of the married had children. Of incidental note

was the fact that 92 of the total pOpulation had fathers who were clergyman.

These studies also show that Of those who had pastoral experience

before entering seminary over 402 said they did not regret this; in fact,

it helped make seminary studies more meaningful. Further, 372 even rec-

ommended pastoral work before seminary graduation. Although 142 said

pastoral work interferred with their studies, only 72 said pastoral work

should be postponed if possible until after graduation. A meager 22 found

it difficult to relate pastoral. work to their seminary training as the

two proceeded simultaneously (1965:233).

Hartley (1978) studied marital satisfaction among 500 clergy wives;

representing six denominations. She concludes that ministers"wives are

as happy or happier than most other married women. 'LOVe, affection,
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sexual satisfaction and the ability to communicate were given very

positive ratings. Size of income was one factor that correlated most

positively with marital satisfaction.

SUMMARY

The concept of ministry underwent a change in the mid-Sixties from

emphasis on role to emphasis on person. While role was not excluded

in the transition, it had to be redefined to meet the criteria of

individual personhood. To some degree a ministerial identity crisis

resulted. Theological schools were frustrated and have been experi-

menting, some boldly and some less aggressively. The only major philo-

sOphical change has come through the theological education by extension

movement. Its use emerged through field education as an attempt to bridge

academic and functional competence. For the most part, however, changes

in theological education are merely refinements or rearrangements of the

same curriculum blocks.

Review of the literature suggested that pastors and ex-pastors were

more similar than different. However, dividing ex-pastor into two sub-

sets, ex—pastor in ministry and ex-pastor in secular employment, made the

differences sharper. The ex-pastor in secular employment tended to reflect

less positively On seminary training, less enjoyment of pastoral roles and

generally had fewer at Sunday morning worship. They also tended to be more

alienated from support groups and seemed to have more unrealistic expec-

tations of the pastorate.

When asked why they left the pastorate, ex-pastors in secular employment

gave "conflicts", "hopelessness", and "marital crisis" as the primary

reasons. Ex-pastors in ministry were drawn from the pastorate by attractive
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work Opportunities though an underlying restlessness also seemed prevalent.

Pastors and ex-pastors were most dissatisfied with "members' willing-

ness to study and be trained" and "members' willingness to carry out their

Christian witness in the world". PeOple-building skills, such as are needed

in develOping lay leadership, seemed to be in short supply. Preaching and

counseling were listed among the most enjoyable tasks but administrative

and organizational tasks were least favored.

Robbins (1979) closes his report on the study by summarizing parts of

the comparative data with other professions. He concludes that "very few

professionals...consistently enjoy great challenges, the highest levels of

satisfaction, and an Opportunity to finish each day with a sense Of accom-

plishment” more than ministers do (1980:119).

This positive note needs more emphasis since studies tend to give

more attention to problems or concerns which give an overall negative

orientation. While the role and person of the pastor are in an unsettled

state and because theological education has all too often received harsh

judgment, credit and honor should be given as quickly and liberally as the

criticism. In few professions do peOple work so hard and serve so faith-

fully as do those in the religious domain. This study was not undertaken

to heap scorn on the profession, but to portray honestly the areas where

improvement is needed in theological training.
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The chapter contains a description of the research design and

methodology. .Included are a description of the participants, a

description of the population, validity concerns, reliability concerns,

role of the participants, training of the scorers, content analysis,

questionnaire results and a summary of the chapter.

DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPANTS

Five theological schools engaged in this project, all Of them members

of the National Association of Presbyterian and Reformed Churches consor-

tium. Each school and its representatives shared a similar theological

perspective. Their likeness provided a unique Opportunity for these

institutions to participate in cOOperative research and to benefit mutually

from the-results.

An attempt was made at the outset to include two other types of

institutions-churches and para-church organizations. While church

representatives did participate at various points, only one was involved

for the entire project. Since meetings were held at three different

locations at three different times, it was difficult for church repre-

sentatives to attend consistently. However, their contribution was in-

.valuable at the levels of planning. interpreting and implementing.

Two para-church institutions* were involved: Men in Action and

Missionary Internship. The former assisted in an advisory and financial

 

*Organizations which exist to assist in carrying out a particular aspect(s)

_of the overall purpose of the Church, which are Christian in nature but

more specialized in task.

40'
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capacity. The latter was the employer not only of this researcher but

also an additional researcher assisting in this project who is working

on a related study with the same theological schools. Thus, this project

is in a real sense a joint effort of church, school and para-church

organizations: ’

Each of the five schools were requested to provide two persons to

assist in the design, implementation, and interpretation of the research,

one from an administrative level and one from.the faculty-teaching level.

The arrangement provided input during each phase of the research on both

policy and implementation.

DESCRIPTION or POPULATION '

The population represented in this study consisted of the 2,070 North

American alumni of the five cooperating theological institutions who

graduated between 1955 and 1978 from the basic degree program called

either the Bachelor of Divinity or the Master of Divinity. Some persons

were found to have both degrees but from different schools. Two attempts

were made to minimize this potential duplication. First, each seminary,

in preparing its alumni mailing list, tried to factor out those who had

graduated from its basic B.D. or M; Div. program. Second, institutional

scorers were alerted to detect the problem.when scoring the returned

questionnaires.

For the purpose of analysis, alumni were placed in three categories

or states. The Pastor status refers to those presently in pastoral service

in a parish context. The largest number of graduates fall in this category.

The second status, Ex-Pastor, refers tO those once in the pastorate

but who have changed vocations. Two sub-sets exist within the ex—pastor
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status, each identified by the career choice made upon departure from the

pastorate. The two sub-sets are titled "Ex-Pastor in Ministry" and "Ex-

Pastor in Secular Employment".

The third status, Never Pastor designates people who have never

served in the‘pastorate. Again, two sub-sets are useful for analytical

purposes. Graduates who entered a non-church ministry are said to be in

"Non-Pastoral Ministry" and those who accepted employment unrelated to

the purposes Of the Church are said to be in "Secular Employment". Thus,

the respective statistical breakdown of all the graduates (based on 1211

respondents) may be summarized as follows:

Pastor (N-814:.67.9%) ,

Ex-Pastor (Ncl78: 14.9%)

Ex-Pastor in Ministry (H.128; 10.72)

Ex-Pastor in Secular Employment (N-SO; 4.22)

Never Pastor (N-206; 172) .

Non-Pastoral Ministry (NelBO; 10.72)

Secular Employment (N‘76; 6.32).

The word "status" hereafter will refer to one or more of the above groups

of people.

For purposes of comparison, the graduating classes were separated into

the following categories: Class I represents graduates from 1974-1978;

Class II: 1969-1973; Class III: 1964-1968; Class IV: 1959-1963 and

Class V: 1955-1958. The categories breakdown was to prove useful in

comparing perceptions Of recent graduates with those more distant from their

training (see Table 3.2).

VALIDITY CONCERNS

Since the research project was a cooperative effort from the beginn-

ing, the questionnaire was prepared by those who would administer it,

in most cases the former professors of those who would fill out the

questionnaire. Because the group shared a common theological tradition



43

there was a real sense in which the data gathering instrument would be

designed particularly for this group. It was important that their values

be respected throughout the research. The group design did not jeOpardize

validity, however, since all who participated had been or still were

educators, most holding earned doctorates. In addition, the committee

chairman and three other educators from Michigan State University (includ-

ing the researcher) were involved in the design; and an experienced survey

researcher from the American Automobile Association of Michigan reviewed it.

The fact that the group was not only homagenous but shared a history

with the population served the purposes of validity. In the choices of

categories, items and vocabulary the group took great care to select

words which would effectively elicit the response most directly related

to the question. The potential for designers and respondents sharing the

same image from any given word seemed most favorable in this kind of

environment. The three researchers with help from the Office of Research

Consultation at Michigan State University were then able to use the items

and wording tO put the instrument into a form for valid and reliable

measurement. 6

Each seminary was given two cOpies of the first draft of the instru-

ment tO review thoroughly with other administrators and faculty. A one

day meeting was then arranged to make final revisions. It should be

noted that the instrument was not entirely original. About 202 came from

research that one or more of the institutions had done at an earlier time

and another 202 came from Jud, Mills and Burch (1970). A few slight

wording changes were made.in the borrowed material to increase clarity

for the intended pOpulation.
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Face validity was thus established by cOOperative efforts of institu-

tional representatives and the three researchers concerned with the

project. The next step was to pre-test the instrument for reliability.

RsmeurY CONCERNS

Seven subjects were pre-tested. Five of these subjects were graduates

from the participating schools. Each test was administered individually

so the respondent could be Observed. The researcher shared the content

of a covering letter which was to accompany the mailed questionnaires.

Respondents were asked to indicate in the margins of their questionnaires

where they had questions, noted ambiguities or wished to comment.

When the respondent had completed the instrument the researcher

asked for voluntary comments which were recorded on tape cassette. Most

comments focused on slight wording ambiguities. When the researcher

asked how they interpreted the ambiguity in order to respond, each time

their response was consistent with the image intended by the group and

the researcher. Only twice did two respondents mention the same ambiguity

at which point more precise wording was chosen. That only minimal problems

occurred in pre-testing is a credit to the working vocabulary shared by

the Presbyterian and Reformed traditions.

Following the voluntary comments, the researcher posed four questions.

Was there at any point a lack of clarity about the subject being con-

sidered or about individual items within that subject? What were your feel-

ings toward the instrument at the beginning and at the end? To what degree

did the instrument cause reflection? Were any areas/tapics omitted towhich

you would have wished to respond? The first question sent them thumbing
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through the instrument to refresh their thinking but only produced

repetition of earlier comments. The second question brought ambivalent

response as they began the questionnaire but positive response afterwards.

When "pushed".to state their honest feelings, the worst expressed was

one "positive-to-neutral" attitude. The question of reflectiOn proved

interesting since five said it really caused them to reflect and three

of thOse said they were challenged to realign some priorities as a result.

No positive response came from the fourth question. The researcher was

satisfied that both the procedure for instrument design and the pre-test

had provided for reasonable reliability.

ROLE OF RESEARCH TEAM

From the beginning of the project there was an attempt to engage the

representatives of the schools, the church and the para-church organizations

in participation at four levels: the design level, the administration of

the questionnaire, the interpretation of the findings and, finally, the

application of the results. It was hoped that each level of participation

would enhance the sense of sharing, ownership and effectiveness.

I Farmington Meeting, The first meeting was held in Farmington, Michigan,

May lO-12, 1979. Sixteen peOple attended. About two weeks prior to the

meeting each participant received a packet of selected reading on theo-

logical education and follow-up studies related to the field. Each was

assigned one paper for which he would be the primary reporter to the group

and a second paper for which he would be a secondary reporter to the group.

The participants had also been encouraged to bringmultiple cOpies of any

studies done for or by their institutions relevant to the project. Several

were brought, summarized and distributed.
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Sharing of reports on the readings and subsequent discussion

consummed the first evening. As a result a larger context was emerging

where specific insights from former studies gave focus and direction

for the task ahead.

Since most of those present had not attended the presidents' meeting,

the next order of business was to give clear definition to the project.

Some time was required since several images existed as to the purpose

of being there. In the process of clarification, the group began to '

work on goals relating to a follow-up study Of the alumni which would

provide the information most helpful for improving theological education.

A question was posed to the group. Each person was asked to write as

many answers as possible: "What kinds of information could the alumni

of your school provide which would help you make better curricular

decisions for the future?" When the group members had completed their

individual lists, they were asked to share the tOp five or six items.

A composite of the priority items was shared and recorded on an overhead

transparency. From this composite list the group attempted to cluster

related items.into natural categories. A number were suggested and after

some discussion the word "relation" seemed to be central. Thus, categories

related to church, God, home, self and others were chosen. In addition,

the participants wanted demographic and career information.

Given these categories, the group was divided into task forces with

the assignment of generating items, as many and as specific as possible,

which would logically fall under each tOpic category.. Since the

categories were not totally discreet, the exercise helped sharpen the

definitions. From the task forces emerged the basic items for each
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category. A good part of the foundation had been laid for the construction

of the questionnaire. See Appendix A for the final draft of the question-

naire.

The group asked the researcher to continue building the instrument

which would best insure validity and reliability. Also requested was a

format that would be attractive to the graduates receiving the instrument.

The format was to include a sense of warmth, personal "touch", and in-

formality. By unanimous voice the group rejected a questionnaire with a

clinical detached approach. Further, it was hOped that the questionnaire

would encourage reflection on the part of each alumnus responding thereby

being of some reciprocal benefit. One method employed to achieve a warm,

personal tone was the consistent use of the personal pronoun "you" and

"your" whenever apprOpriate.' Also, the print was not reduced nor was it

put in booklet form. Another attempt at informality failed when permission

to use several cartoon strips was denied.

In summary, the first meeting met four objectives.

1. Sharing insights about trends in the ministry of the church.

Participants submitted studies and follow-up work their

institutions had done which related to the group's concerns.

Participants had been given pre-meeting reading assignments

thereby broadening the expertise they brought to the meeting.

2. DevelOping criteria.

Out Of knowledge of what had been done grew the concern to

specify what needs tO be done and how to formulate that

concern into specific criteria.

3. Designing a procedure to collect information.

From the resources accumulated by the participants and from

those brought by this researcher, the format Of a survey

questionnaire was designed in draft form.
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A second meeting was scheduled to review the more complete

design Of the questionnaire, refine where necessary and

make final plans for the mailing and processing of the

questionnaires.

Pittsburgh Meeting. Using the information supplied from the

”Farmington meeting, a working draft of a questionnaire was prepared.

Based on discussions with the researcher's advisor and others with

questionnaire building experience, changes were made until it took a

form worthy of critical review. As was noted earlier, two weeks prior

to the Pittsburgh meeting each seminary received multiple copies of the

instrument for wider faculty and administrative review.

The Pittsburgh meeting had five Objectives: complete the question-

naire, pose questions they most wanted answered from the data output,

finalize dates and procedures for mailing Of the questionnaires, make

preliminary arrangements for scoring Of returned questionnaires and set

dates for a final meeting where familiarization with the computer print-

out would be the primary Objective. The nine people attending worked

on refinement Of the questionnaire first. Focus was primarily on wording

but this took considerable time. Small groups workedover lunch to pose

questions they most wanted answered from the data to provide clearer

direction for the writing of the computer program. Late September-was

(

judged the best time to mail the questionnaires to the alumni. Self-

addressed and stamped return envelopes would be enclosed along with an

explanatory/encouragement letter from each respective president.

November 19-21 were the dates selected for the familiarization process.

The final plans had been made. Now it was time to do it.



Grand Rapids Meeting, In early November all the completed scoring

sheets to date were returned for key punching-a total of 747 subjects.

The programs were run and the print-outs readied for the November 19-21

meeting in Grand Rapids.

Ten peOple were present for all or most of those three days. The

familiarization with the print-out data included six objectives: a

description of the four steps of evaluation; an introduction to the

reading of a computer print-out; a working relationship with inferential

statistics; the use of graphs in portraying statistics; the preparation

of a report to their respective institutions; and, any final computer

program refinements before the last run.

The four steps of evaluation presented to the group were observation,,

measurement, assessment and evaluation. It was noted that the first two

had been done through the questionnaire and the data each possessed.

The task now was to assess the measurements and apply values to those

assessments as the final step in evaluation. The role of the researcher

was to assist in developing the skills for assessment, graphing and,

to a lesser degree, helping clarify values. The statistical information

was presented in three segments with relevant work assignments following

each segment. The researcher, with a fellow researcher present, "floated"

around to render assistance as needed.

For example, one session was used to introduce standard deviation.

The basic concept of the bell-shaped curve, the meaning and plotting of

standard deviation was explained and illustrated using several pieces

of the data. The participants then broke into small groups to work with

data using this skill.
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The final morning was given over to reports from the participants.

Findings were shared by use of graphs and charts. It immediately became

clear that valuable material was being shared and arrangements were

made to duplicate each report for the others.

In the process of*working with the data, the participants.discovered

that some parts were not useful in their present forms. Also, needs for

additional information surfaced. Discussion determined the relative

value of such information and where there was group consensus the

researcher noted the requested changes. The amount of information the

group chose to delete about equalled the amount requested so there was

little change in actual volume. However, the value of the data was

increased considerably by the changes.

The seminary representatives now possessed the basic skills to continue

the project in which they had participatory ownership from the beginning.

Their roles had been significant but the journey was only half over. More

comprehensive study of the data and implementation of its meaning remained.

But it had been a good beginning.

OPERATION OF THE RESEARCH TEAM‘

The research team, composed of representatives from the five

theological schools, and the author, shared Operational responsibilities.

Each of the five institutions xeroxed their own cOpies of the questionnaire

and mailed them to their graduates. The mailing had a self-addressed stamped

envelope enclosed in which the completed questionnaire could be returned.

Also enclosed was a covering letter from the present president of the

respective institution. The letters were similar in content and request

but reflected the style and personality of each president. Thus, each
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alumnus received a letter, a stamped (first class) envelope and a

questionnaire. Each was to return the questionnaire to the institution

from which he had graduated. Each institution sent out two-three

reminder post cards to encourage completion and return of the question-

naire.

All of the completed questionnaires were to be returned to the

respective institutions for scoring. Each response on the questionnaire

was given a numeriCal value which the scorers transferred to mark sense

scoring sheets. The scorers had specially marked questionnaries with

periodic check-points to insure maximum accuracy (see Appendix B).

The mark sense scoring-sheets were returned to the researcher who

had the information transferred from the scoring sheets to data cards

in preparation for the computer programming. The researcher, in con-

junction with the Office of Research Consultation, wrote the computer

programs for the processing of the data. Other particulars regarding

the functioning of the research team are detailed in the section "Role

of the Research Team".

TRAINING OF SCORERS

Transferring the data from the returned questionnaires to scoring

sheets compatible with the computer was a major undertaking. Estimating

15-20 minutes to score one questionnaire, each seminary set aside the

necessary personnel. The researcher made a trip to each school for a

one-half day training session in the procedure for transferring the data.

Special scoring guides were constructed with built in check points

for greater potential for accuracy. (See Appendix B.)

After walk-through, with critical points noted verbally and marked

on each scorers guide, each scorer scored at least two additional



questionnaires each representing different states/categories of alumni

The crucial decision focused on which status (e.g., pastor, ex-pastor,

etc.) to assign each subject. Because the assignment of status was an

interpretative decision taken from the data on page five of the quention-

naire (see Appendix A), each session included special drilling on all the '

possible options so understanding was reasonably assured. However, a

file folder labeled "problems" was left with each scorer. The problems

were returned to the researcher for a final decision. These were minimal

since the scorers worked under the supervision of the respective

seminary representatives who usually had the background to resolve the

problems.

CONTENT ANALYSIS

The seminary representatives together with the researcher determined

the appropriate categories for necessary information. Three basic

categoreis were used for purposes of analysis: status which included

five sub-sets of peOple called pastor, ex-pastor in ministry, ex-pastor

in secular employment, non-pastoral_ministry and secular employment;

institution which included five participating theological schools; and

"classes" which referred to the five clusters of graduating classes,

1955-1958, 1959-1963, 1964-1968, 1969-1973, and 1974-1978.

The seminary representatives and the researcher also determined

the items for which percentage tests for significance would be most

useful. At the three-day Grand Rapids meeting (reported earlier in

the chapter) there was opportunity to review the content analysis

results. Several changes were recommended after corporate investigation

of the data revealed some gaps and some overlap. It was after seeing
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the data, for example, that the ex-pastor category was sub-divided

into ex-pastor in ministry and ex-pastor in secular employment. The

computer program changes were made to insure that the final print-out

would be even more compatible with the goals of the project.

Several statistical procedures were used in the analysis of the

content. The chi-square was used for obtaining frequency counts and

measuring significant difference. Analysis of variance was used to

determine any significant difference between two or more groups on a

particular variable. Multi-analysis of variance was employed as a

test for interaction effect between two or more groups and two or more

variables to determine the presence of main effect (therefore: general-

izability), or the presence of interaction effect (therefore: a group

by group interpretation).

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

Considering the length of the questionnaire, fourteen pages, the

results were encouraging. The use of postage paid return envelOpes

and two or three reminder post cards were helpful. A covering letter

from the president of each respective institution added a measure of

stature and high level importance to the questionnaire. The results

are summarized below with breakdowns by institution (Table 2.1) and

graduating classes (Table 2.2)

Questionnaires returned by the post office as undeliverable numbered

about eighteen. Approximately ten questionnaires were returned blank

by unidentified respondents. Neither of the figures were counted in

the total response of 1211. (Approximate totals based on estimates

are reported because not all institutional offices kept these records.)
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Table 3.1 RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRE BY INSTITUTION

~ V Total valid Total valid ’

Institution Alumni Responses Percentage

A 755 494 65.4

B 333 179‘ 53.8

c ‘ 82 55 68.8

D 295 156 52.9

E 605 326 53.9

Totals 2LO7O 1.211 58.50

Table 3.2

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRE BY INSTITUTION AND GRADUATING CLASSES

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graduating Classes

Institution '55-'58 '59-'63 '64-'68 '69-'73 '74-'78

A 77 73 103 134 107 494

B 12 16 23 48 80 179

C 12 12 6 7 19 56

D 4 O 2 36 114 156

 

 
    

 
 

SUMMARY .

 

 

The research design and methodology was a cOOperative effort between

people who understood the problem and peOple who understood research, and

who had access to resources that would allow for responsible gathering of

information. The blending of the skills of these resource people generated
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an instrument which was to provide the five institutions with information

from their alumni thereby helping them make informed curricular decisions

for the future. The involvement of those who eXpect to use the information

has been central to the project.



IV

FINDINGS

The study seeks to listen to those who have experienced graduate

theological training and have had from one to twenty-four years employ-

ment experience following graduation. There are two ways to listen.

One way is to identify significant sub-sets of graduates and discover

what each is saying. Another way is to identify significant themes

which can become a basis for comparison across institutions and across

time. Both methods are used in describing the findings. The latter

method illustrates areas in which cross-institutional sharing could be

helpful along with the identification of trends in pre-seminary

experiences of graduates.

Five major points are included in Chapter IV. What are pastors

saying to the seminary; what are ear-pastors saying; and, what are the

graduates who have gggg£_been in a parish saying? The data will be

drawn from three different periods in the career developments of the

alumni population: pre-seminary, in-seminary and post-seminary. The

last two major points include trends in theological education and

areas where the five participating institutions differ and are similar

as a basis for sharing resources.

PASTORS

The primary purpose for each institution is the training of people

for the parish ministry. Those who presently serve in that capacity

hold a unique position inasmuch as they are the practitioners, the

engineers, who translate their training into life situations. Therefore,

they are a most important feedback channel into the institutions for

56
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purposes of affirmation and challenge.

Reason for Attending Sem_i_nary. Why had pastors entered seminary?

Over 72% went primarily to prepare for pastoral ministry (Table 4.1).

Nearly one of five (19.4%) attended for the general purpose of preparing

for “whatever service” toward which they may feel directed. Very few

(2.1%) anticipated a teaching career and less than lifattended seminary

as a basis for further graduate work, for resolution of problems with

their personal faith or for "other“ reasons.

Table 4.1

PASTORS' REASON FOR ATTENDING SEMINAR!

 

To Enter Pastorate 72.1t N-580

Missionary Service 3.9% Ni 31

Teaching (seminary, college, high school) 2.1t N- 17

Whatever Service 19.4% N-156

Basis for further Graduate work .9‘ N- 7

Resolution of Problems with Personal Faith .9% N- 7

Other * .7% N- 6

 

Total 100% N-804    
Satisfaction with Seminary Training.’ Reflecting upon their seminary

training, pastors expressed a relatively high level of satisfaction but

not as high.as those in non-pastoral ministry (Figure 4.1). While there was

not a great degree of discrepancy between the states, (i=3.30-3.73), the

pastors' mean.was second (3.60) behind non-pastoral ministries (3.73)

but with a slightly lower standard deviation (.95). When the total

population was asked to register its general level of satisfaction with

seminary training, it indicated modest satisfaction (i=3.50) but the 1.0

standard deviation suggests considerable dispersion of opinion.

The reader may note that the numbers on the vertical axis of the

figures do not always begin and end with the lowest and highest possible
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Pastors = Pastors (N=814)

Ex-P-M = fix-pastors in ministry employment (N=128)

Ex-P-S = Ex-pastors in secular em loyment (N=50)

NPM = Non-pastoral ministries N2130)

SEC = Secular employment (N=76)

   

Scale 0 — 5 Very Dissatisfied - Very Satisfied
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Figure 4.1 LEVEL OF SATISEACTION WITH SEMINARY TRAINING BY STATUS
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numbers on the respective scales. Further, standard deviations are given

as often as possible since they indicate the degree of homogeneity.

Value of Instructional Factors. Figure 4.2 represents the Opinion

of the total population of graduates. The data are included in the

pastors' section since no breakdown by status was available. Since

pastors represent nearly seven of ten respondents, their perceptions prevail

on any total population measurement.

Figure 4.2 indicates the high value (§=4.l) which graduates assigned

to private study. That instructional factor also had the lowest standard

deviation (.88). Field experience (§=3.8), classroom lectures (i=3.8)

and student interaction/relationships (i=3.7) also ranked high but.with

considerable dispersion of opinion. Of modest value were classroom

discussions (i=3.2) and instructor interaction/relationships (x-3.l).

Chapel and faculty guided study ranked low but even lower were special

days and student prayer meetings.

The category "other” is disregarded because it was designed for

write-ins not listed. About one in ten wrote in the space provided.

Pastoral Activities: Importance and Effectiveness. Pastors were

asked to rate thirteen pastoral activities on importance and effectiveness.

Figure 4.3 reflects the pastors' perceptions. Where the words "very

effective" or "very important” are used, they refer to the two highest

values on the scale. For example, on a scale of 0-5, anyone marking a

"4” or "5" were judging themselves very effective or judging the item

very important.

Three items received very high importance: ratings on preaching

with 95.9% of the pastors rating it a 4 or 5, (scale 0-5):'deve10ping

lay leadership (95.3%); and, developing and disciplining oneself

personally (95.1%). Of the three, only preaching importance received



Figure 4.2 PASTORS' OPINIONS: VALUE OF INSTRUCI‘IONAL FACTORS
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comparatively high ratings in effectiveness. Nearly 84% of the pastors

rated themselves very effective in preaching. In fact, of the thirteen

items, preaching was given the highest effectiveness rating, 6.6 per-

centage points over teaching, the next nearest item.

Teaching‘was rated very important by 91.7% of the pastors and 77.3%

also said that they were very effective in that activity. However,

while 88% said discipling peOple was very important, only 36.1% said

they were very effective, a discrepancy of 51.9 percentage points.

A larger discrepancy (56.0) exists in develOping lay leadership.

Developing and disciplining oneself had the third largest point discrepancy

(48.2) followed by setting and achieving goals (44.3) and conflict

utilization (41.1) .

Pastoral evangelizing received the lowest percentage for effective-

ness (30.4) and was second lowest in importance even though 66.4% of the

respondents said it was very important.” Second lowest in effectiveness

rating was building community relationships (30.8%) but it should be

noted that the item also rated lowest in importance with only one-half

of the pastors marking it very important. Administering and organizing

ranked about.mdddle in everything: seventh in point discrepancy

(35.7%),tied for eighth in importance (77.5%) and sixth in effectiveness

(41.8%).

The widest point discrepancies between importance and effectiveness

are in order as follows: developing lay leadership, discipling people,

developing and discipling oneself, setting and achieving goals and

conflict utilization. Preaching, teaching and building community

relationships had the lowest point discrepancy suggesting pastors were

closer to achieving their aspirations in those areas.
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Seminary78hould Increase Emphasis. When asked where the seminary

should increase its emphasis in the thirteen pastoral activities, I

the pastors scored highest the items which had the largest point dis-

crepancy between importance and effectiveness (see Table 4.2). The

largest mandate for increased emphasis were: developing lay leadership,

discipling people, developing and disciplining oneself and conflict

 

 

 

 

 
 

        
 

utilization.

Table 4.2

PASTORS' OPINIONS: SEMINAR! SHOULD IMPORTANCE EFFECTIVENESS

INCREASE EMPHASIS-FOUR LEADING ITEMS POINT DISCREPANCY

Pastoral Activity ' Mean SD Rank Rank Point Discrepancy

Developing Lay Leadership 4.20 1.00 l 1 56.0

Discipling People 4.02 1.12 2 2 51.9

Developing & Dis. Oneslef 3.91 1.22 3 3 48.2

Conflict Utilization 3.82 1.16 4 4 41.1

Scale 0-5 Not at all—-Very Much (From Figure 4.3)

Agreement exists on the major items which should receive increased

emphasis in the seminary training program, but Figure 4.4 also reveals

that preaching and teaching skills are to be given continued importance

even though pastors say they are most effective in those two areas. 0n

the Opposite side of the scale, counseling and effecting change ranked

ninth and tenth respectively in importance and are ranked eleventh and

twelfth by pastors on where the seminaries should increase their emphasis.

Reasons Might Leave Pastorate. Pastors responded to a list of

twenty-five items assigning a relative weight to each item indicating

how much it would influence them to leave the pastorate. At this point
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a rank ordering of the tOp one-third and bottom one-third will reveal

which factors were most influential and which least influential

(Table 4.3). The full list will appear later in the chapter when

pastors are compared with ex-pastors in ministry and with ex-pastors

in secular employment.

Table 4.3 RANK ORDERING AND PERCENTAGE OF PASTORS RESPONDING "MUCH"

OR "VERY MUCH" WHEN ASKED ”TO WHAT DEGREE MIGHT THE

FOLLOWING REASONS CAUSE YOU TO LEAVE THE PASTORATE"

 

 

 

REASONS Rank % N=

Personal Inadequacy as a church leader 1 54.8 421

Involvement in flagrant sin 2 52.5 385

Wife or family unhappy 3 51.0 383

Crisis in personal life 4 42.1 316

Uncertain of vocation to ministry 5 41.7 314

Health problems 6 40.0 302

Personal faith changed 7 38.7 282

Leadership not taken seriously 8 35.9 273

Disillusioned with church's relevance 18 16.5 123

Conflict with colleagues 19 16.2 123

Trouble with parishners 20 .15.? 119

Attractive type of work offered 21 15.6 118

Change coerced by denomination 22 14.1 105

Inadequate salary/living arrangements 23 10.4 81

More desirable region/community 24 9.4 71

Higher salary/benefits 25 4.0 30      
Only three items received a majority response indicating the relative

seriousness pastors give to them in considering a departure from the

pastorate. A sense of personal inadequacy as church leader received the

highest rating. On this point pastors appear very realistic about what

would precipitate their departure from the pastorate since ex-pastors in

secular employment and ex-pastors in ministry also rated it very high

(see Table 4.8). Involvement in flagrant sin would drive 52.5% from
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the pastorate. An unhappy wife or family also received a majority

response indicating the sensitivity of pastors to the home environment.

Of the eight leading reasons which might cause pastors to leave

the parish ministry, seven are mostly personal or family in nature. Only

"leadership not taken seriously" might be considered external to the

pastor's person or family. By contrast, the eight least influential

reasons are primarily external or interpersonal. Conflict, with

colleagues, parishioner troubles and denominational coercion do not

figure as likely reasons for leaving the pastorate. Pastors also say

that attractive work offers and financial or regional/community benefits

are unlikely to draw him from his present vocation.

Related Pastoral Findings. Over 42% of the pastors had a humanities

undergraduate major followed by those with theology/religion/Bible (18.2%)

and social science (11.9%), Figure 4.5. Several categories receiving very

low responses and the category “other" were combined to form one category--

”all others".

Once in the parish ministry, pastors tended not to move back into

formal education or, if they do, only superfacially. Over 45% indicated

they had not pursued further formal training since seminary. Nearly

half of those who took additional training did so in theology/religion/

Bible (25.7%). About 52% of the pastors who had pursued formal training,

256 (47.7%) had less than the equivalent of one full-time semester and

an additional 130 (24.2%) had less than the equivalent of one year of

full-time study. Combined, 71.9% of the present pastors had less than

one year of post-seminary full-time study. Less than 6% had three or

more years of full-time study. Yet, one in five (21.3%) had earned a

master's degree and about one in twelve (8.6%) a doctorate.
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The pastors cluster towards suburban parishes (43.3%) but 22.9%

serve in urban pastorates and 16.3% and 13.6% in village and rural churches

respectively. Only 3.9% serve in an inner-city parish.

About six out of ten pastors were married prior to entering seminary

with 26.6% having married during seminary. Thus, over 85% were married

before or during their seminary training. Further, nearly 84% of the

pastors worked during seminary. One-third worked for twenty—one or

more hours per week and about 45% between eleven and twenty hours per

week.

Slightly over 12% married after seminary and 2.7% never married.

Of those who married after seminary, 42.3% never entered the pastorate

or entered and then left (N=129). Separation and divorce do not appear

to be major issues with only..7% (N=6) indicating such marital status.

SUMMARY

The typical pastor entered seminary to train for the pastorate

and indicated relatively high satisfaction with that training. His

private study proved the most valuable part of his seminary education

but field education coupled with instructor and student interactions/

relationships were also valued.

Pastors stated they were most effective in preaching and teaching.

They indicated a great need for further skills in people building

(lay leadership development and discipling) and personal development

and discipline. It was consistent then, that they rated these three

areas most necessary for the seminary to increase its emphasis. Personal

inadequacy as a church leader supported by additional "personal" factors

would be most influential in causing him to leave the pastorate.

External factors such as finances, job offers and people conflicts were

judged least influential.
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The most popular college major for pastors was humanities.

However, once they had entered the pastorate, they found it difficult

to return to any fermal education. MOst were married for some or all

of their seminary training and most worked more than ten hours per

week. There was a strong tendency among those who married after

seminary or neVer married never to enter or to leave the pastorate.

Finally, the most popular parish pastorates were seen as being located

in suburban areas.

Some features of the pastoral pattern are best seen in comparison

with those who have left or never entered the pastorate. Thus, they

are treated later in the materials on ex—pastors and never pastors.

EXFPASTORS

The term "ex-pastors" tends to elicit images of a person who has

been disgraced or coerced from the pastorate. Pity, dishonor, dis-

appointment and other pejoratives usually accompany the occasion. Is

the image warranted? Are pastors who leave for a different kind of

ministry different from those who leave for secular employment? How

do they differ, if at all, from pastors who remained in the parish

ministry?' The information from their career patterns should help

build a profile of ex—pastors. As was noted earlier, information about

.pastors is also included in the section for comparative purposes. The

information should prove useful in curricular decisions and planning.

College Major. The college major is part of the background

experience that seminary applicants bring with them to theological

graduate school. Figure h.S shows the college majors of graduates

according to status. The largest percentage (35.h%) of graduates



  

 

P
a
s
t
o
r
s

(
N
=
8
1
h
)

E
x
-
p
a
s
t
o
r
s

i
n
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
y

e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t

(
N
=
1
2
8
)

E
x
-
p
a
s
t
o
r
s

i
n

s
e
c
u
l
a
r

e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t

(
N
=
5
0
)

”
N
o
n
-
p
a
s
t
o
r
a
l

m
i
n
i
s
t
r
i
e
s

(
N
=
1
3
0
)

S
e
c
u
l
a
r

e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t

(
N
=
7
6
)

P
a
s
t
o
r
s

E
x
-
P
-
M

E
x
-
P
-
S

N
P
M

S
E
C

 
 
 

_
P
E
R
C
E
N
T

5
0

4
5

H
U
M
A
N
I
T
I
E
S

n
o

T
H
E
O
L
O
G
Y
/

:
7

'
R
E
L
I
G
I
O
N
/

3
5

o
;

B
I
B
L
E

3
0

m
w
e

2
5

fi
g

5
%

2
0

1
5

1
0 5

Law

[99;

14%

rats

3%

 

Fr BI

[3'02

[PSI

{'91

11:41

LZ'BI

O'AI

9!.I

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

S
T
A
T
U
S

OHS

WIN

S-d-Xfl

N-d-XE

sxoqseg

DES

NdN

S-d-Xfl

N‘d-XE

SIOlSEg

S'd-xfl

N‘d‘xfl

sxoisag

DES

“EN

69

  

F
i
g
u
r
e

4
.
5

C
O
L
L
E
G
E

M
A
J
O
R
S

0
F

S
E
M
I
N
A
R
Y

G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E
S



IU

entered seminary with humanities as a college major. That was true for

all five states of graduates. The second most popular major was theology/

religion/Bible followed by social science and natural science. Social work,

counseling, education and the category "other" were merged into the "all

others" column in Figure 4.6 since the raw scores were so low.

Nearly three in ten of the eat-pastors had a college major in theology/

religion/Bible whereas only one in five of the continuing pastors did.

A larger proportion .of graduates who had natural science and social science

majors never entered the pastorate than did. Of those who did enter the

pastorate, the ones with a social science major were more likely to continue

in the pastorate.

Reasons for Attending Seminary. When comparing reasons for attending

seminary, Figure ’45 reveals that ex—pastors (min)* are similar to ex—pastors

(sec)* and that both in turn are similar to pastors. The large majority

of all three groups intended to enter the pastorate when they began '

graduate theological education. The second leading reason for attending

seminary was to prepare for "whatever service" might be theirs. Roughly

one in five from each of the three states of graduates were unsure of a

specific vocational direction. Very few pastors, eat-pastors (min) or

ex-pastors (sec) attended seminary to prepare primarily for missionary

service, school teaching, later graduate work in another area or for

resolution of problems with their faith. (The remaining data in Figure 4.6

is considered later in the section entitled "Never Pastor".)

 

* In Chapter IV "ex-pastor in ministry employment" is often abbreviated to

"ex-pastor (min) and "ex-pastor in secular employment is often abbreviated

to "ex-pastors (sec)".
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Satisfaction with Seminary Training. Figure 4.1 indicates that

ex-pastors (sec) were least satisfied of all the alumni with their

mflmqtmhhgfifldh mwumm(MMwuemmsunfiw

(§-3.42), but pastors expressed a still higher level of satisfaction

(E—3.60). Pastors also had the lowest standard deviation (.95). Grad-

.uates indicated overall satisfaction with their seminary training though

the standard deviations suggest some were dissatisfied while others A

were very satisfied. (Again, the remaining data in Figure 4.1 is

considered later in the section entitled "Never a Pastor".)

Pastoral Activities: Importance and Effectiveness. What do

pastors and ex-pastors believe are the most important pastoral

activities? How effective are they? Where are the gaps between

importance and effectiveness the greatest? Answers to these questions

should provide guidance for curriculum development and may also offer

some preliminary insights into the reasons why ex-pastors left the

profession. A

Figure 4.7 represents the findings of pastors‘ and ex-pastors'

opinions in thirteen pastoral activities-importance and effectiveness.

The percentages represent the number of those who scored a "4" or "5"

on an item indicating "very important" or "very effective". The

numbers in the clear space of a bar represent the percentage of those

who indicated a given pastoral activity was "very important". The

numbers in the shaded space show the percentage who rated themselves

'vererffective" on a given pastoral activity. The "D" represents

the point discrepancy between ratings in importance and effectiveness.

Figure 4.7 reveals that in most pastoral activities, ex-pastors

(sec) generally scored items lower in importance and themselves lower
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in effectiveness than either pastors or ex—pastors (min). The three

. exceptions in importance rating were "counseling", "pastoral evangelizing"

and "conflict utilization". In effectiveness, ex-pastors (sec) rated

themselves higher than pastors in "administering and organizing",

"community relationships" and "pastoral evangelizing“.

Overall, ex-pastors (sec) assessed themselves less effective in

the pastorate than their colleagues. Their lowest level of effectiveness

in the thirteen pastoral activities was scored in "setting and achieving

goals". Less than 20% of the ex-pastors (sec) indicated they were

"very effective", in this activity, 26 percentage points less than

ex-pastors (min). Ex-pastors (sec) rated themselves only slightly

better in "conflict utilization" with 23.2% believing they were very

effective. The low rating in the above two factors among others may

have been influential in ex-pastors (sec) choosing secular employment

over ministry related employment. Table 4.4 gives expanded information.

Table 4.4 FIVE PASTORAL ACTIVITIES WITH LARGEST DISCREPANCIES

BETWEEN IMPORTANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS BY STATUS

 

 

Point

Status Discrepancy Pastoral Activity

Ex—Pastor (See) 57.2 Conflict Utilization

Ex—Pastor (Sec) 56.6 Setting and Achieving Goals

Pastor ' 56.0 Developing Lay Leadership

“Ex-Pastor (Sec) 54.4 Developing & Disciplining oneself

Ex—Pastor (Sec) 52.9‘ ’Developing Lay Leadership

     
Four of the five pastoral activities with the greatest point dis-

crepancy belonged to ex-pastors (sec). The activity with the highest

point discrepancy was ”conflict utilization" with "setting and achieving

goals" a close second. Ex—pastors (sec) also specified "developing and

disciplining oneself" and "develoPing lay leadership" as difficult
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performance areas. The other activity with a large point discrepancy

for ex-pastors (sec) was “discipling people" (49.4).

Ex-pastors (sec) rated themselves more effective than pastors in

"administering and organizing", ”community relationships" and "pastoral

evangelizing". But ex-pastors (sec) never exceeded ex-pastors (min)

in effectiveness in any of the thirteen pastoral activities.

On any given pastoral activity effectiveness ratings tended to

cluster low, medium or high across groups. But in "pastoral visiting",

ex-pastors (sec) scored over 20 percentage points less in effectiveness

than either counterpart. That may account in part for the large point

discrepancy in ”developing lay leadership" and "discipling people”.

Like their pastoral colleagues, ex—pastors (sec) were most effective

in preaching and teaching though still 11—13 points below their

colleagues.

Pastors and ex—pastors (min) tended to give similar rankings of

importance to the thirteen pastoral activities—dwithin one to five

percentage points of each other. The one exception was building

community relationships. Over 62% of the ex-pastors (min) said it

was very important compared to 50.7% of the pastors. A similar pattern

held in ranking effectiveness, again, the exception being building

community relationships.

Ex-pastors (min) tended to rate themselves more effective in

pastoral activities than pastors. A 6—8 percentage point difference

existed in "counseling", ”developing and discipling oneself",

”discipling peOple", and "setting and achieving goals”. Only in

“preaching“ and “conflict utilization" did more pastors rate themselves

"very effective" than ex-pastors (min).
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Ex-pastors (min) showed the greatest importance-effectiveness

point discrepancy in "conflict utilization” (50.5) and ”developing

lay leadership" (49.0). In addition to preaching and teaching, perceived

that they were also relatively effective in "pastoral visiting",

”effecting change", "counseling" and "building community relationships".

Ex-pastors (min) rated themselves generally more effective but it

cannot be concluded that they would have assessed themselves similarly

when they actually were in the pastorate. The distance of time may

have altered their perceptions. A

Each pastoral activity was tested for significant difference between

groups. Complete tables are located in Appendix C but Table 4.5

summarizes the results. There is a significant difference between

groups-pastors, exipastors (min) and exepastors (sec)-on all pastoral

activities except developing and disciplining oneself.

Table 4.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

BETWEEN PASTORS AND EX—PASTORS ON EFFECTIVENESS

IN THIRTEEN PASTORAL ACTIVITIES

 

 

Pastoral Activity ' P-

Administering and Organizing .0070

Building Community Relationships .0153

Counseling .0000

Developing and Disciplining Oneself .1243

Developing Lay Leadership .0470

Discipling PeOple .0000

Effecting Change .0000

Pastoral Evangelizing .0000

Pastoral Visiting .0000

Preaching .0002

Setting and Achieving Goals .0000

Teaching - .0000

Utilizing Conflict .0000  
 

Seminary Should Increase itstmphasis. Figure 4.8 included pastors

for comparison purposes but the reporting is primarily on the ex-pastor

population. Ex-pastors (min) indicated four areas where the seminary
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should most increase its emphasis. "Developing lay leadership”

received the highest mean score (Ei4.02) but "developing and disciplining

oneself personally” came a close second (i=3.94). Ex-pastors (sec)

expressed similar views though in a slightly different order. They

ranked "setting and achieving goals" fourth (i=3.76).

Exrpastors (min) intimated several pastoral activities in which

the seminary may not need to increase its emphasis. The low scores on

”pastoral visiting" (§-3.37) and “building community relationships”

(i=3.39) indicated little or no need here for increased emphasis. The

same two pastoral activities had a low importance-effectiveness discrepancy

(Figure 4.7). Pastoral evangelizing ranked third with.a mean of 3.43

but the importance-effectiveness discrepancy was higher-though.not

among the highest.

To the above list ex-pastors (sec) added "counseling" and "preaching”

as not needing much or any increase in emphasis. While the third

largest importance-effectiveness discrepancy (Table 4.4) for ex-pastors

(sec) was "developing and disciplining oneself", it received only

moderately high rating for increase emphasis (i=3.70).

"Developing lay leadership" received the highest mean scores with

the lowest standard deviations. "Developing and disciplining oneself"

and "utilizing conflict” were close behind followed by ”discipling people”

and ”setting and achieving goals". The same five keep appearing as

prominent.

(Bath.pastoral activity was tested for significant difference.between

groups. Complete tables are located in Appendix C but Table 4.5

summarizes the results. There is a significant difference between

groups-~pastors, ex-pastors (min) and exspastors (sec)-on all pastoral

activities except developing and disciplining oneself.
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Sppportive Relationships. Nine categories of people were identified

as potentially offering supportive relationships to a person in the

pastorate.

influence of the nine categories are displayed in Table 4.6.

Using the mean and rank ordering the strength and relative

computing the total mean broken down by status, it was determined if

any significant differences existed between pastors, ex—pastors (min)

and ex-pastors (sec) (Table 4.7).

Table 4.6

RANK ORDERING OF SUPPORTIVE RELATIONSHIPS DURING PASTORATE

 

 

Relationship Rania Mean so

Spouse 1 4.47 .86

Lay Leaders in Congregation 2 3.70 1.09

Close Friend(s) (not included in list) 3 3.41 1.43

Fellow Pastors within Denomination 4 3.35 1.39

0ther(s) on Church Staff 5 2.73 1.73

Fellow Pastors in Reformed Tradition 6 2.66 1.48

Pastors not in Denomination or Reformed Tradition 7 2.14 1155

Denominational Executives/Leaders 8 2.02 1.53

Seminary Faculty or Staff 9 1.97 1.47     
Using a scale of 0-5, pastors and ex-pastors ranked their spouse

as the most supportive person among all the relationships listed. The

relatively low standard deviation .( .86) suggests a good consensus. Lay

leaders were ranked second indicating reasonably good relations with

parish membership but fellow-pastors in the denomination ranked fourth.

Seminary faculty and staff and denominational leadership were perceived

as providing the least support during the pastorate. High standard

deviations indicated that considerable dispersion of opinion existed

on most items.



Table 4.7 shows the comparison of pastor, ex—pastors (min) and

exhpastors (sec) on “support". The mean is drawn from the combined

sums of the nine categories listed on Table 4.6. Table 4.7 reveals

a statistically significant difference between groups on supportive

relationships during the pastorate.

‘The ex-pastor who went into another ministry felt the most support

from the various groups of people. Pastors felt slightly less support.

The exepastor who went into secular work was considerably lower.

Table 4.7

MARISON OF PASTORS AND EX-PASTORS

ON SUPPORTIVE RELATIONSHIPS

 

 

 

 

4 Status Ream SD P:

Pastor 2.59 .78

Ex-Pastor (min) 1 2.67 .82 .012

Eerastor (sec) 2.22 .99

       

.A significant difference exists (.012) ruling out the likelihood of

chance accounting for the difference between groups.

SatiSfaction on Aspects of Pastoral Ministry. When pastors and

exfipastors were asked about their satisfaction on eleven different

aspects of the parish ministry, their “freedom to preach and act as

they saw fit” was rated as most satisfying (i=4.10) (Figure 4.9).

They were least satisfied with "members' willingness to carry out their

Christian witness in the world".(;:2.64). "Members' willingness to

study and be trained" was item which scored next to the lowest (x=2.78).

The concern with members' involvement in the ministry of the church may

account for the earlier mandate for seminaries to increase their emphasis

in leadership development and discipling people skills. Utilizing
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conflict also relates to the concern.

Third lowest on level of satisfaction was "amount of time for

family and private life" followed by "opportunity to provide creative

leadership in the church". Nonetheless, pastors and ex—pastors

believe the congregations appreciated their work and believed they

were making a significant contribution to the vitality and mission of

the church.

Reasons for Leaving the Pastorate. Pastors and ex-pastors were

asked "what might or did cause you to leave the pastorate". Twenty-five

potential reasons were listed and the respondents were asked to indicate

the degree to which each might or actually did contribute to leaving

the parish ministry. Table 4.8 lists the twenty-five potential reasons

computed by status. Raw scores, percentages and significance of differences

are also given.

A rank ordering was determined by combining the percentage figures

in the "much" and “very much” columns for each of the three states.

Because of the large number of items (25) only four received a majority

percentage from combining the "much", "very much". The ranking with

respective percentages served to portray more accurately the weight

attributed to each factor.

"Personal inadequacy as a church leader" ranked as the leading

reason for ex—pastors (sec) leaving the pastorate, even though less than

four of ten said it figured "much" or "very much" in their decision.

When considering the comparative ineffectiveness (Figure 4.7) of the

ex-pastor (sec) the inadequacy factor is further underscored. Ex-pastors

(sec) ranked second a sense of "uncertainty about the pastorate as a

vocation" shedding further light on the sense of personal inadequacy.

A four way tie for third included "did not enjoy the work of the
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pastorate", "conflict.with laymen", ”crisis in personal life" and

“inadequate salary and/or living arrangements”.

Feelings of inadequacy were not Confined to the ex-pastor (sec).

The pastor also believed that ”personal inadequacy as a church leader"

would be the leading reason for his leaving the pastorate. It was

one of the two factors to receive a majority percentage from pastors.

However ex-pastors (min), were not quite so strong about the inadequacy

factor, ranking it sixth. When computing raw scores across all three

groups, the only factor which received an overall majority percentage

vote in the "much” and “very much” columns was personal inadequacy as

a church leader (50.8%). The comparatively large number of pastors no

doubt accounted for that high percentage.

Pastors also identified with ex-pastors in "personal life crisis"

(ranked fourth) but ex-pastors (min) indicated it was not that influential

in their decision to leave (ranked fifteenth). 0n the other hand,

”conflict with laymen" was a concern expressed by ex-pastors (min)

(ranked seventh) but not by pastors (ranked fourteenth). While

”inadequate salary and living arrangements" was a leading concern for

ex-pastors (sec), neither pastors nor ex-pastors said it was or would

be significant in their thinking, ranking it twenty-third and twenty-

first respectively.

All three groups listed an "unhappy wife or family" as something

that did or would cause them to leave the pastorate. Again, when raw

scores were combined to form an overall percentage, an unhappy wife or

family rated second as a cause (or potential cause) for leaving the

pastOrate (47.8%).

Several factors were of minimal influence in ex—pastors (sec)

deciding to leave the pastorate. On a ranking scale of 1-17 (several
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ties), "involvement in flagrant sin" and the offer of higher salary

and fringe benefits" were lowest respectively. In other words, they

tended to be neither forced out of the pastorate by Sin nor drawn

from the pastorate by increased rewards.

Ex-pastors (sec) ranked twelfth the "opportunity for specialized

work Dr training” and fifteenth“"attractive type of work offered".

Ex-pastors (min) appeared to be marching to a different "drummer“

since they ranked the same two factors first and third respectively.

Ex-pastors (min) had been wooed from the pastorate by attractive

ministry opportunities which were not, it appears, available to those

who left for secular employment. Pastors judged that attractive

opportunities would play only a modest if not minor, role in a decision

to leave the pastorate.

All three groups agreed that the ”offer of higher salary and

fringe benefits" was or would be a very minor cause in leaving the

pastorate.* Pastors said that flagrant sin would be very influential in

a decision to leave but only 6.8% of ex-pastors (sec) said it contributed

”much" or "very much" in their decision. The figure rose to 18.5%

for ex-pastors (min) indicating that involvement in flagrant sin was

part of the decision-making in about One of five who entered another

type of ministry and one in four of all ex-pastors.

Ex-pastors (min) indicated rather strongly (ranked fourth) that

the career change to non-pastoral ministry was part of a long-range

career plan. They also displayed more optimism about the church.

"Disillusionment with-the church's relevance to the world‘s problems"

ranked seventeenth and ”hopeless to improve the church" ranked twentieth.

Pastors generally agreed. But ex-pastor (sec) saw it differently, ranking

 

*One may question whether finances were under-rated in influence for career

decisions. The data are taken at face value since the denominations

represented provide above average ministerial salaries.
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the factors tenth and ninth respectively. The more positive mood of

ex-pastors (min) compares favorably with the fact that they rated

themselves higher on 11 of 13 pastoral activities (Figure 4.8).

Length of Time_in Pastorate Before Leaving. Nearly 15% of all
 

who entered the pastorate eventually made a vocational change and

entered a non-pastoral ministry or secular employment (Figure 4.10). The

largest exodus from the pastorate occurred in the first four years when Over

half (50.8%) left. Almost 26% of the ex-pastors left in the first

two years and an additional 24.7% in the second two years. Years

five and six saw the figure drop to 16.9%. But, of all who left the

pastorate, over two-thirds do so in the first six years (67.4%).

During the next six years only 22.5% of the ex-pastors left.

Relation to God, Othggs. Self and Home. A number of items were

clustered into categories which were labled relation to God, relation

to self, relation to others and relation to home. Figure 4.11 shows

. that pastors' rated themselves highest on relation to God i=3.92 and

lowest on relation to others (i=3.62). Ex-pastors (sec) scored themselves

highest on relation to self (i=3.52) and, like the others, lowest on

relation to others (;=3.20).

The low ratings on relation to others gives further emphasis to

pastoral activities such as developing lay leadership, discipling

people on utilizing conflict constructively. In all categories except

relation to home, pastors scored slightly higher than ex-pastors (min)

and both scored noticably higher than ex-pastors (sec).

inulti-analysis of variance tests revealed significant difference

(.05) between grouper-pastors, ex-pastors (min) and ex-pastors (sec)--

on three of the four factors (Table 4.9). Relation to God was not

significant at .094.



Figure 4.10 LENGTH OF TIME IN PASTORATE BEFORE LEAVING
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Figure 4.11 PASTORS ' AND FIX-PASTORS ' RESPONSES:

IN REIATION T0 GOD, OTHERS, SELF AND HOME
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Table 4. 9

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PASTORS AND EX-PASTORS

ON FOUR FACTORS: RELATION TO GOD, OTHERS, SELF AND HOME

 

 

    

‘Factor P=

Relation to God .09371

Relation to others .02811

Relation to Self .00751

Relation to Home .00088

§ggm§£y, The two types_of ex-pastOrs were quite different from

each other. Ex-pastors who continued in some kind of ministry more

closely resembled pastors than their peers who left the pastorate for

secular employment. The differences began in college and carried

through to the decision to leave the parish ministry.

Ex-pastors (min) entered seminary for the purpose of training

for the pastorate building off an undergraduate major in either humanities

or theology/religion/Bible. They expressed a moderately high degree of

satisfaction with their seminary training and reflect very positively

on their experience in the pastorate. The ex-pastor (min) judged himself

quite effective in his pastoral activities and by comparison, was more

consistently successful than his peers. His considerably higher

effectiveness rating on "personal development and discipline" may have

had a positive influence on his overall performance. Added to this

was his general feeling of being suPported by a variety of groups during

his pastoral experience.

The ex—pastor (min) tended to be drawn away from the pastorate by

attractive opportunities offering a larger scoPe of ministry. Coercion
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did not seem to play a part in most decisions to leave.

Ex-pastors (sec) were similar to pastors and ex-pastor (min)

on some factors but stood alone on many. While attending seminary

for purposes of entering the pastorate, ex-pastors (sec) reflected

less satisfaction with their seminary training. Perhaps there is

some sense of blame projected on the seminary for not preparing them

more adequately for the pastorate or for their present situation.

They rated themselves generally lower on effectiveness in pastoral

activities, and seemed to be especially ineffective in skills relating

to self-discipline and interpersonal relationships. Feelings of

inadequacy and uncertainty about their call to the pastorate as a

vocation were major factors in his decision to change professions.

They tended to have fewer supportive relationships and rated themselves

much lower on relation to God, self, other and home.

It appeared that ex-pastors (min) sensed a general “fit" in the

pastorate but were drawn from it by other attractive ministry Opportunities.

Bx-pastors, on the other hand, displayed a general lack of "fit" in

the pastorate and tended to be pushed from the parish ministry by internal

and external pressures.

Pastors and ex-pastors (min) tended to be quite similar. Ex-pastors

(sec) were usually different from their counterparts.

NEVER PASTOR

A minority, 17% , who graduate from seminary never enter a parish

ministry. No stigma is attached to peOple who make other career choices

but seminaries exist primarily to train for pastoral service. Most

entering theological training are interested in Some form of Christian
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service but not all feel directed toward parish ministry. Seminary

graduates who have never entered a pastorate are called non-pastors

or never pastors for purposes Of this section.

H Never-peators af; of-two types. Those who entered some form of

ministry but nOt a pastorate are said to be non:pastoral ministries.

The other type is those who are presently in seeular‘ggployment.

Never-pastors obviously will not be able to speak from.pastoral experience

but can Speak from their life situation. However, information is consid-

erably more limited since they, by design, filled out only one-half the

questionnaire. 1

Reason for Attending_seminary. Figure 4.6 demonstrates that over

402 of the never-pastors attended seminary for "whatever service". Only

202 of those in non-pastoral ministries and about 142 in secular employment

entered to train for the pastorate. Nearly 202 Of the non-pastoral ministry

graduates saw seminary as a graduate education base for a teaching career

and another 11.81 for a missionary career. About 102 in secular employment

had teaching in mind, getting a basis for further graduate work or something

"other". The group also had the highest percentage entering semdnary for

"resolution of problems with their faith" (6.71).

Satisfaction with Seminary Trainigg, Figure 4.1 revealed something

of an irony. Even though the seminary program.is designed primarily for

those planning to enter the pastorate, it was the graduate who went into

non-pastoral ministries who expressed the highest level of satisfaction

(x-3.73) with his training the standard deviation was .97. Graduates

entering secular employment felt less satisfaction ranking second lowest
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of the five groups. Nevertheless, their 3.37 mean (scale O-S) stilll

indicated more satisfaction than dissatisfaction but the high standard

deviation (1.22) indicated a wide range Of opinion.

Educational History. Like pastors and ex-pastors, the majority of

”never exrpastors" had college majors in the humanities or theOlogy/religion/

Bible. However, about 272 had natural science or social science majors

compared to 182 for pastors and ex-pastors suggesting a slight tendency

for the never-pastors to have under graduate programs in natural science

or social science.

Non-pastoral ministry and ex-pastor (min) have taken the most post--

seminary formal education with 612 having one year or more of full-time

study as contrasted to only 282 of the pastors who have had one or more

years of full time study since seminary (see Figure 4.12). Both never-

pastor groups did their further study in either the humanities (122 each of

theology/religion/Bible (non-pastoral mdnistry peOple, 302; secular employment

peOple, 122). ‘

Type of Pre-Seminarygfimplgyment. Those who had pre-seminary full-time

employment were asked whether it was secular employment, Christian employ-

ment or both. The results are recorded in Table 4.10. The large majority

of graduates who had pre-seminary full-time employment worked in secular

jobs. Those presently in secular employment were slightly more likely to

have had secular work experience and less Christian work experience than

other groups. The inter-group significance was .0827 indicating no

significant difference between groups.



Table 4.10
PRE-SEMINARX FULL-TIME

EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES BY STATUS

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

Secular Christian Both

Pastors N9 307 55 1 33

1 2. 77.7 13.9 8.4

Ex-P-M N- 43 13 3

2 72.9 22.0 ‘ 5.1

Ex-P-S fl- l7 4 1 ,

X 77.3 18.2 4.5

NPM # N- 39 16 2

z 68.4. 28.1 3.5

SEC N- 37 4 l

2 88.1 9.5 2.4

ExeP-M - Ex-Pastors in Ministry Employment

Ex-P-S - Ex-Pastors in Secular Employment

NPM - Non-Pastoral Ministry

SEC - Secular Employment

.Summary. The never-pastor graduates, about 152 of the total population,

had been unclear about vocational preference when entering the seminary and

were not drawn to the pastorate as a result of their seminary experience. The

satisfaction with seminary depended upon their ultimate vocational choice.

Those entering some form of ministry employment were very satisfied while

those choosing secular employment were relatively dissatisfied.

Never-pastors tended to take more additional graduate work. The data

revealed that those who went into secular employment from seminary had a
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much stronger secular employment experience base prior to seminary than

did those who chose a from of ministry employment.

Since the study focuses largely on those who have had some pastoral

experience, little data was gathered on those who did not fit that

criterion. However, the data provided will help in advising those who

apply to seminary with.the above characteristics.

INSTITUTIONS

The five institutions soaperating in the project are part of a

consortium sharing the goal of strengthening theological education. A

common objective is the sharing of resources for mutual benefit. Some

has been done in the past. ‘Thus, means and channels exist but are in the

process of further development. Access to assessment data can allow the

respective institutions to make value judgments about relative strengths

and weaknesses in the training program. Sharing should resutl in im*.

provement. Improvement comes when strength is matched with weakness, the

blending of resources and needs.

Figure 4,12 shows that the majority of the graduates from each

institution are presently in the pastorate though there is a disparity of

about twenty-five percentage points. Institutions 8 and E, which have a

lesser prOportion of graduates in the pastorate, have comparably more who

entered the pastorate but are in non-pastoral ministry or secular employment.

Reasons for Attending,8emina§y. The seminary program serves basically

to train for the parish ministry. Thus, it follows that the majority of

entering students would share that purpose. Overall, 61.72 of the

graduating alumni enter seminary to prepare for the pastorate. However,

the institutions do not cluster closely around that average.
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About 782 of the graduates from Institution A indicated that their

primary purpose for theological training was to prepare for the pastorate;

but,'only 44.32 from Institution 8 gave that as the primary reason. Insti-

tutions C and D had over 602 who intended to train for the pastorate.

Institution E was second lowest with 462. For Institutions 8, D and E,

about one-third of their students entered without any clear vocational

choice, coming for "whatever service". But only one of eight attending

Institution A seemed uncertain about career choice.

Teaching was a distant third highest reason for attending seminary

followed by missionary service. Very few, the highest being 3.42, came to

find resolution to their problems of faith.

It would appear that once in the seminary program, some students were

attracted to the pastorate. While 782 of Institution A's students intended

to train for the pastorate, nearly 892 actually entered, though presently

73.92 are pastors. For Institution B, the figures are more marked. Over

442 came to train for parish ministry but 73.52 actually entered pastorate.

Presently 55.62 are pastors. The pattern holds true for the other institu-

tions (compare Figures 4.12 and 4.13).

Institutions were very comparable in the percentage of pastors who had

entered another ministry career, i.e. ex-pastors in ministry (Figure 4.12).

Institution D was an exception with only 6.52 of its pastors entering a

different ministry. It was also relatively low on ex-pastors who have

entered secular employment.

Institution B had a considerably higher percentage of ex-pastors

who entered secular employment. It also had the highest percentage who

never entered the pastorate (26.42). The high figure corresponded with

the fact that the institution had the highest percentage of people entering
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for reasons other than pastoral training. A similar pattern-held true for

'Institution E.

Equally as striking as the differences were the similarities. All

had the majority of their graduates in the pastorate. Most who left the

pastorate entered another form of ministry. With the exception of one

institution, most who never entered the pastorate did become involved in

some non-pastoral ministry. Of these never—pastor graduates, about one in

eight, at the highest, and one in forty, at the lowest, were presently in

secular employment.

Figures 4.6 and 4.12 indicate that the more clearly one had identified

his vocational choice in keeping with the purposes of the seminary, the

greater the likelihood of entering and remaining in the pastorate. Where

screening prodecures were not so rigid, larger numbers of graduates left

the pastorate or never entered.

It was, of course, the seminary's perogative to be as flexible or as

rigid in its screening as it wished. It was also helpful to know the out-

comes of those decisions as a basis for making future choices.

' Pre-Seminary Employment. Table 4.11 provided a simple breakdown Of

the numbers and percentages of graduates who did and did not have pre-

seminary full-time employment. Exactly half the respondents to that item

had full-time employment before seminary and half did not. But, when

comparing institutions, a significant difference occurs. Institution A had

the least (45.6%) who had pre-seminary full-time employment, over fifteen

percentage points less than Institution D. The difference is significant

(.0026). Institution B was also quite high (59.22) but E quite low. Little

more can be said until other comparisons are made.
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Table 4.11 PRE-SEMINARY EMPLOYMENT BY INSTITUTION

AND BETWEEN INSTITUTION SIGNIFICANCE

 

 

 

 

 

 

     
 

Institution Full-time - No Full-time

A N- 223 267

2 45.6 54.6

B 'N- 103 I .71

x 59.2 I 40.8

c u- 27 28

2 49.1 50.9

D u- 92 58

2 60.9 38.4

E N- r 152 ' 173

z 4608 ° _ 53.2

I

p- .0026

Value of Instructional Factors. Figure 4.14 represents the rating of

graduates on "value of instructional factors" computed by institution. On

a scale of 0-5, rarely did any institution's scores fall below 3.0

which indicates general satisfaction. In fact, the majority of the scores

were 3.5 or better. Again, with the exception of field experience, the

institutions were quite similar on how they were rated by their graduates.

They tended to be low, moderate or high on the same instructional factors.

Private study was valued most and that was true for all but one of the

institutions. The dispersion of Opinions (standard deviation range .83-.93)

was also the smallest on that factor. Field experience ranked high for
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graduates of Institutions A, C and D and relatively low for Institutions

B and E. The results would suggest that the latter either did not have a

field experience education program or that it was not yet well developed.

The lecture, a basic method of content transfer, received generally higher

scores than student interaction/relationships. Institution 8 received the

highest rating on both of the above.

Class discussion and instructor interaction/relationships ranked

lowest of the six major instructional factors. While the scores of four of

the institutions clustered, Institution E ranked considerably lower on

class discussion and Institution A on instructor interaction/relationships.

The very areas of least effectiveness in the pastorate, developing lay

leadership and discipling peOple, were similar to the instructiOnal factors

rated least valuable, the interaction of faculty and students.

Figure 4.15 graphs the relative value of four minor instructional

factors. They are minor not by importance'pgrigglas much as in.amount

of time given, frequency of occurrence in the schedule or degree of emphasis

by the institution. Considerable discrepancy exists between the institutions

on the four factors. Chapel received a relatively high rating but with .

sharp contrasts across institutions. The graduates of Institution C rated

faculty guided study higher than other graduates rated their respective

institutions.. Student prayer meetings and special days overall ranked

lowest in instructional value.

The average in general satisfaction with seminary training ranged from

3.3 to 3.9. Considering that the means included the minor instructional

factors, which were ranked consistently lower, the graduates seemed to

be registering a general vote of confidence in their seminary instruction;

at the same time deficiencies were registered and they were different for

each institution.
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Personal Help from Seminary_Personnel.. Whereas graduates expressed

general satisfaction with their seminary training they were leSs positive

about relationships to seminary faculty and administration. Graduates

were asked how much personal help they received from various seminary peOple

during their training. The results were recorded in Figure 4.16.

Again, considerable discrepancy exists across seminaries. Faculty “

members were consistently ranked the highest in offering personal help to

Seminarians and faculty advisors lowest. Since faculty advisors were usually

arbitrarily assigned, it would suggest that students chose where they songht

personal help. The amount of personal help an adminstrative person could

offer students in training appeared to be related to the size of the

institution. The smaller the school the more administrators built personal

relationships with students. Personal involvement with students decreases

as student body size increases.

Seminaries Should Increase Emphasis. Pastors' and ex-pastors'

responses on thirteen pastoral activities were computed according to

institution. Reapondents were asked where their institution should increase

its emphasis.

’Figure 4.17 indicates that Institution C's alumni responded lower on

nearly all items. The alumni of Institutions 8 and D responded higher on

most items. However, with a few exceptions, all institutions seemed to

rise and fall at similar points suggesting overall agreement on emphasis.

The same five pastoral activities which rose into high profile earlier

were stressed again in Figure 4.17. The five activities were: deveIOping

and disciplining oneself, deveIOping lay leadership, discipling peOple,

setting and achieving goals and utilizing conflict constructively. On
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the other side of the scale, building community relationships was rated

low by all alumni. Pastoral evangelizing also ranked low, though

institutions D and E did stand apart from the others.

In addition to the general ratings noted above, graduates also

indicated the specific activities in which their respective institutions

should give particular emphasis. For example, Institution A's graduates

called for more emphasis on preaching and, to a lesser degree, teaching.

Institutions E's respondents made their voices most forceful on

develOping lay leadership and discipling people, but gave relatively less

exphasis to counseling. Institutions 8 and D were similar to Institution

E; but their graduates also rated high deveIOping and discipling oneself.

Graduates of Institution A rated utilizing conflict constructively

disproportionately high. The graduates of Institution C, usually scoring

lower, rated disproportionately high teaching, preaching, and counseling,

suggesting increased emphasis in those areas;

Effectiveness in Pastoral Activities. Table 4.12 shows that respondents

ranked teaching and preaching as their most effective pastoral activities

with pastoral visiting a near unanimous third. But, the agreement on rank-

ing was not agreement on measure of perceived effectiveness. The signif—

icant difference results between institutions were as follows: teaching .0025,

preaching .0538, and pastoral visiting .0070. The similarity in ranking

but statistically significant difference in two of the above is accounted

for by the wide dispersion in percentages. Thus, even when institutional

rankings may be similar, it does not follow that graduates rated themselves

equally effective or ineffective on a given factor.
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Table 4.12 EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS IN PASTORAL ACTIVITIES

BY INSTITUTION SHOWING RANK ORDERING AND

ISIGNIFICANCE 0F DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INSTITUTIONS

Not Very Very

Insti- Effective Effective

Factor tution 0 1 2 3 4 5 Rank,

1 16 55 149 143 46 ,4 4

. A .2 3.9 13.4 36.4 35.0 11,g_ u

Administering 0 9 16 48 44 10 :4 6

and B o 7.1 12.6 37.8 34.6 7.9 53

Organizing 0 4 ll 13 13 6 Ln 5

c 0 8.5 23.4 27.7 27.7 12.8 4

2 6 18 54 49 6

D 1.5 4.4 13.3 40.0 36.3 4.4 5

4 17 30 93 65 24 ' 7

E, 1.7 7.3 12.9 39.9 27.9 10.3

N- 2 23 82 148 118 49 8

A z .5 5.5 19.5 35.1 28.0 11.6 '3

N- 1 13 32 51 21 9 b 13

Building B 2 .8 10.2 25.2 “LAP-5 7.1 o

Local N- 0 5 12 17 12 1 8 9

Community 0 z 0 10.6 25.5 36.2 25.5 2%1j

Relation- N- 4 9 24 51 35 12 10

ships D 2 3.0 6.7 17.8 37.8 25.9 8.9

N- 11 24 58 81 44 17 2

E z 4.7 10.2 24.7 34.5 18.7 7.2

N- 0 2 45 153 154 55 4

A z 0 .5! 11.0 37.5 37.7 13.5 ~s

Counseling N- 4 2 1 14 44 56 5 " 4

B 2 3.2 1.6 i 11.2 fi§5.2 44.8 4.0 E:

N-. o 3 12 16 10 6 8 7

c z 0 6.4 25.5 34.0 21.3 12.8 m‘

N- 0 7 21 44 51 12

D 2 0 5.2 15.6 32.6 37.8 8.9 4

N- 2 7 23 78 89 35 -

E z .9 3.0 9.8 33.3 38.0 15.0 m 4 ,

N:TT' 0 6 43 172 164 34 .14 5

A z 0 1.4 10.3 41.1 39.2 8.1

DevelOping N- 0 3 12 59 48 6 l: 7

and B 2 0 2.3 9.4 46.1 37.5 4.7 °

Disciplining N3 0 l 7 18 15 5 ,9 4

Oneself c z o 2.2 15.2 39.1 32.6 10.9 An

Personally N- 0 2 14 50 56 13

D 2 0 1.5 10.4 37.0 41.5 9.6 3
Na 1 4 24 87 97 22 5

E z .4 1.7 10.2 37.0 41.3 9.4

*Rank ordering is based on the sum of columns "4" and "S".

Cont'd...
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Not Very Very

Insti- Effective Effective R k

Factor tution 0 ['1 2 3 4 5 a“ '

N= 1 ' 8 66 179 144 27

A 2 .2 1.9 15.6 42.2 33.9 6.4 T’ 7

DevelOping N= 1 2 12 58 42 10 .[ 9

Lay B 2 .8 1.5 13.1 44.6 32.3 7.7 '34

Leadership N= 0 1 10 17 '12 6 U‘ 6

> c z 0 2.2 21.7 37.0 26.1 13.0 ,1

N= 0 7 26 49 48 5 1 3

D 2 0 5.2 19.3 36.3 35.6 3.7

N= 1 15 36 94 66 21 10

E z .4 6.4 15.5 40.3 28.3 9.0

N= 4 8 68 189 124 25

A z 1.0 1.9 16.3 45.3 29.7 6.0 1’ 10

N= 3 6 22 53 39 6 . 11

Discipling B 7: 2.3 4.7 17.1 41.1 30.2 4.; a

People N: 0 l 8 19 14 4 It: 6
c z 0 2.2 17.4 41.3 30.4 8.7

N= 1 6 24 51 45 8 9

D z .7 4.4 17.8 37.8 33.3 5.9

N= 0 16 33 97 74 13 '1;

_. E z 0 6.9 14.2 , 41.6 31.8 5.6

N= 2 9 49 175 160 25 I E;

A 2 .5 2.1 11.7 41.8 38.1 6.0 ".F

Effecting N= 1 7 19 46 47 8 .

Change 8 z .8 5.5 14.8 35.9 36.7 6.32%: 5

N= 0 2 5 25 11 3 ES 8

C 2 0 4.3 10.9 54.3 23.9 6.5

N= 1 4 21 59 38 11 11

D z .7 3.0 15.7 44.0 28.4 8.2

N= 0 13 33 91 73 23

E z 0 5.6 14.2 39.1 31.3 9.9 6

N= 6 23 70 159 114 38

A z 1.5 5.6 17.1 38.8 27.9 9.3 fi’ 9
Pastoral N= 2 9 33 52 30 3 .

Evangel- B 2 1.6 7.0 25.6 40.3 23.3 2.3 :3 12

izing N= 0 4 13 22 6 1 S 12
c z 0 8.7 28.3 47.8 13.0 2.2 *

N= 0 0 0 3 1 1 6

D 2 0 0 0 60.0 20.0 20.0

N= 5 17 58 94 45 16 4 12

E z 2.1 7.2 24.7 40.0 19.1 6.8   
Cont'd...
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Not Very Very

Insti- Effective Effective

Factor tution o 1 2 3 4 5 Rank

N= 1 5 25 108 205 80 3

A z .2 1.2 5.9 25.4 48.5 18.9-a ;

Pastoral N= 3 9 ll 38 47 20 " 3 f

Visiting B z 2.3 7.0 8.6 29.7 36.7 15.6 t. 5

Na 0 0 7 16 17 6 ‘3' "Ii

c z 0 0 15.2 34.8 37.0 13.00

N= 1 5 12 44 52 21 2

D 2 .7 3.7 8.9 32.6 38.5 15.6

N= 0 7 23 75 89 39 3

E z o 3.0 9.9 32.2 38.2 16.7

N= 0 0 1 58 219 137 4 ‘1

A z 0 0 .2 14.0 52.9 33.1 g, 1 ;

N= 0 2 1 28 63 32 ": 2 ;

Preaching B z 0 1.6 .8 22.2 50.0 25.4 ;4 g

N= 0 1 0 12 22 11 3% 2 1

c 1 o 2.2 0 26.1 47.8 23.9 “h 1

N= 0 2 2 26 72 33 i z

D a o 1.5 1.5. 19.3 53.3 24.4 1 :

N= 0 o 5 33 125 72 l 2 :

E z 0 0 2.1 14.0 53.2 30.6 g_j

= 1 10 52 225 120 16 11*]

A z .2 2.4 12.3 53.2 28.3 3.8’m; '

Setting = 1 5 17 54 44 8 '4 8

and B 2 .8 3.9 13.2 41.9 34.1 6.2 L.

Achieving N= 1 2 9 23 8 3 “c3. 11

Goals c 1 2.2 4.3 19.6 50.0 17.4 6.5 ‘3

N= 2 4 19 63 36 11 9

D 2 1.5 3.0 14.1 46.7 26.7 8.1

= 4 7 42 97 69 16 11

E z 1.7 3.0 17.9 41.3 29.4 6.8

4 N= 1 o 21 103 221 77 2

A 1 .2 0 5.0 24.4 52.3 18.2 7.

Teaching = 0 l 2 20 68 37 . 1

B 7:. o .8 1.6 15.6 53.1 28.98

N= 0 0 1 9 22 14 a

c z o 0 2.2 19.6 47.8 30.4 ‘= 1

' N: 0 0 3 27 60 45 3 1

D 2 o 0 2.2 20.0 44.4 33.3 !

N= 0 0 7 27 119 82 1

E z 0 0 3.0 11.5 50.6 34.9 ' 1    

Cont'd...
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l l_fot Very Very

Ihsti- Effective Effective

Factor tution O l 2 3 4 5

u- 1 10 72 181 134‘ 23

A Z _4; 2.4, 1]il_ 543,1 31-9 5

Utilizing N- l 7 19 52. 37 - 10

Conflict B 7. 38 516 15-L_él._3__22.4___l.9.

Constructive! N- 1 4 7 22 9 2.

1y C 1 L2 8,9 L5 6 48.1 9030 4,4. 3

N' 2 5 15 58 41 12

D 2 51.5 3-8 11.3 43.6 30.8 9

___—1f- 3 6 29 105 72 16

E 2 1.3 2.6 12.6 45.5 31.2 6.9 
 

 



Pastoral evangelizing, utilizing conflict constructively, discipling

peOple and setting and achieving goals were ranked relatively low.

Futhermore, none were statistically significant (at .05). The combination

of factors would suggest two things. One, most respondents did not

judge themselves very effective on the above three pastoral activities.

Two, none of the institutions were significantly more or less effective

on the above factors.

Developing and disciplining oneself personally, deve10ping lay

leadership, effecting change, and administering and organizing all ranked

toward the middle suggesting modest effectiveness. None were statistically

significant further indicating that no institution stands apart from the

others in those factors.

Earlier in the chapter it was noted that pastors and ex-pastors

ranked themselves most effective on some activities which were then ranked

as modestly effective when computed by institution. The reason was that

earlier the importance factor was considered. Some activities may have

been done well but were not perceived as relatively important. Another

activity may be performed equally well, but when measured against its

greater importance the level of effectiveness was judged prOportionately

1......

Reasons Might or Did Leave the Pastorate. The majority of the

twenty-five listed reasons for leaving the pastorate showed no

significant difference between institutions, indicating that a good deal

of commonality exists on what would and would not precipitate a departure

from the parish ministry (Table 4.13). Further evidence of commonality

is the fact that rankings tended to be quite similar with some exceptions.



Personal inadequacy as a church leader was the unanimous choice

as the leading cause which might or did precipitate departure from

the pastorate. Furthermore, there was no significant difference

between institutions (.3181). Ranked second by all but one institution

(which ranked it third) was an unhappy wife or family.

Involvement in flagrant sin was next in overall ranking as a likely

reason one would decide to leave the pastorate. Even though the rank-

ing was similar, a statistical difference of .0096 was recorded in-

dicating the institutions disagreed on the intensity of their scoring.

A crisis in personal life, uncertainty of vocation, and the church not

taking their leadership seriously followed in ranking.

Finances emphatically would or did not play a part in their decision

to leave the pastorate. Higher salary or fringe benefits and inadequatev

salary and living arrangements ranked last and near last. Disillusion-

ment with the church's relevance to the problems of the modern world

and a change coerced by denominational leadership along with a more

desirable region or community were also ranked low.

Some ranking discrepancies occured between institutions. Institution

C ranked "serious conflict with colleague(s)" seventh, but the next

closest ranking by the other four institutions was sixteenth. A

similar pattern was recorded for "change coerced by denominational

leadership" and "church coerced move". Institution A was out of step

on "health problems" as Institution B was on "change a planned step

in long-range career plan".
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gelation to GodLthhers, Self and Home. Several items on the
 

questionnaire were clustered into categories called "relation to God,

other, self and home". Pastors and ex-pastors rated themselves on the

items and their responses were computed by respective institutions

(Figure 4.18; compare Figure 4.11).

Pastors and ex-pastors in ministry were very similar across

institutions. They tended to score themselves moderately hign on all

four variables--3.6-3.9 (scale O-S). The ex-pastors in ministry from

Institution C consistently rated themselves lower than others of that

status whereas the same group from Institution D usually rated them-

selves higher.

Pastors were virtually identical on all variables except relation

to home. Graduates from Institutions B and C rated themselves lower

in that variable.

Ex-pastors in secular employment, with the exception of those from

Institution C, tended to rate themselves lower and sometimes considerably

lower than their Counterparts. However, the ex-pastors in secular employ-

ment from Institution C consistently scored themselves highest on all four

variables. Those from Institution B rated themselves lowest on all except

relation to God.

Summa z. The following statements summarize the findings in respect

to institutions.

1. Most graduates took theological training either to enter the

pastorate or for "whatever service" might be theirs. Institutions

were dissimilar on the percentage of graduates who came for either

reason .
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2. The number of graduates who had pre-seminary employment

differed significantly across institutions.

3. Private study was the most valued instructional factor for

graduates of each institution and special days were general-

ly the least valued. Overall satisfaction with the seminary

training program was moderate to good.

4. Each institution's faculty gave the most help to students

during their training -- more so than administrators or

faculty advisors.

5. The graduates of each institution rated themselves relatively

effective in preaching, teaching, and pastoral visiting.

They indicated further help coUld be used in people-building

skills and in personal development and discipline skills.

6. Institutions were similar in that their respective graduates

cited personal inadequacy as a church leader and an unhappy

wife or family as leading factors which did or would cause

departure from the pastorate. Finances ranked lowest in in-

fluence for a career change.

7. 0n the variables relation to God, others, self and home, the

pastors and ex-pastors in ministry from all five institutions

rated themselves moderately.high. Ex-pastors in secular employ-

ment tended to rate themsleves considerably lower with the

exception of those from Institution C.

TRENDS IN PRE-SEMINARY FACTORS

Discernment of trends is another way of talking about perceptions

of reality. But trends go further by implying a concept of direction.



Some perception about past and present realities coupled with the

notion of direction are useful pieces of information not only for

curriculum refinements but also for long-range curriculum planning.

The data provide information which will sharpen the image of

reality and reveal some directions which arerelevant to curriculum

develOpment. The study covered twenty-four years which was broken into

five clusters of graduates--l955-l958, 1959-1963, 1964-1968, 1969-1973,

and 1974-1978. Computing the data by clusters provides a series of

images about points in time. Comparing the images across time can reveal

any trends.

Pre-Seminagy Full-Time Employment. What experiences do seminary
 

students bring with them? Are most coming straight from college? Table 4.14

suggests that more students are attending seminary with full-time work

experience than ever before. Over ten percent more of the 1974-1978

graduates had pre-seminary full-time employment than did the 1955-1958

graduates. The least number of graduates with pre-seminary employments

was recorded between 1969-1973 when the percentage dropped to 40.52.

Perhaps the Viet Nam War accounts for part of that drOp. A significant

difference existed (.0041) between the five time periods.
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Table 4.14

PRE-SEMINARY FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT ACROSS TIME

SHOWING SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN GRADUATES

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Graduates Full-Time No Full-Time

Employment Employment

1955-1958 N = 62 N - 69

Z - 47.3 Z - 52.7

1959-1963 N - 74 N - 68

Z - 52.1 2 - 47.9

P-.004l

1964-1968 N - 91 N - 96

Z - 48.7 Z I 51.3

1969-1973 N - 122 N - 179

Z - 40.5 2 - 5949

1974-1978 N - 249 N - 185

Z . 57.4 Z - 42.6
 

While there has been an overall increase in graduates having pre—

seminary full-time employment, it is difficult to call it a trend since

fifteen years (1959-1973) of decline was followed by a large spurt--Up

16.92 in 1974-1978. There may be a trend, but all that can be said

from the data is that there has been a recent tendency for more

graduates to have pre-seminary full-time employment.

College Major. Since a college major indicates the area of study for

about four years, it provides help in knowing what peOple bring with

them upon entering seminary. Table 4.15 indicates that greater

numbers of seminary applicants have natural Science and social science

backgrounds while fewer have a humanities or theology/religion/Bible

base.
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Within the last ten years the percentage of natural science majors

nearly doubled from 5.32 to 10%. The trend in social science was more

gradual with a low among the 1959-1963 graduates of 5.7% to a present

high of 16.82. The shift in the humanities was both sudden and recent.

Graduates from‘l9SS-l973 averaged roughly 41-462 of its graduates

from a humanities background, but 1974-1978 graduates drOpped to 342

even though the actual numbers continued to increase.

Nearly 302 of the 1955-1958 graduates had a theology/religion/Bible

undergraduate emphasis; but the 1974-1978 graduates had almost half as

many (15.92). The decline was gradual until 1969-1973 when it suddenly

drOpped over eight percentage points. Other majors were recorded but

the numbers responding were very small. The "other" column (write-ins)

remained relatively stable.

The trend is clear. Fewer, but still one in three, are coming from

a humanities background, and fewer still, 15.9%, have a theology/religion/

Bible base. The two majors still account for 50% of the college majors

of seminarians but that is a decline from over 702 of twenty-three years

ago. Natural science and social science now account for nearly 272 of

the undergraduate majors, double the 13% of the 1955-1958 graduates.

Rgasons for Attending#8eminary;_ Changes have occured over time as to

why graduates had attended seminary (Figure 4.19). About 721 of the

1955-1958 and 1959-1963 graduates indicated it was to train for the

pastorate. The percentage drOpped to 582 and 662 respectively for

graduates of 1964-1968 and 1969-1973. The percentage of those who

came to seminary intending to enter the pastorate dropped still!

further for the 1974-1978 graduates, to 54%.
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At the same time the "whatever service" category ballooned from a low

of 17.1% (1959-1963 graduates) to a high of 29.6% (1974-1978 graduates).

One third of those who came between 1974 and 1978 had no clear vocational

direction.

While conSiderable less numbers are involved, there has been a

sharp decline in peOple attending seminary in preparation for missionary

service. Since 1968 there has been a 60% drop, from 8.62 to 3.4%.

Those coming to prepare for a teaching career have remained steady at

5.42. There has been a very slight increase in the number of peOple

seeing seminary as a foundation for doing graduate work. Roughly the

same holds true for those who attended seminary as an attempt to resalve

problems with their faith.

Summary. Over one-half of the recent 1974-1978 graduates had full-time

pre-seminary work experience Compared to 40.52 of the 1969-1973 graduates.

This represented a shift, but not necessarily a trend. Humanities and

theology/religion/Bible as college majors decreased in popularity

for seminary graduates over the years. Only 501 of the 1974-1978

graduates majored in those fields, down from over 721 for the 1959-1963

graduates. The majority (54%) of the graduates entered seminary to

train for the pastorate, but that was down 11.72 from the 1969-1973

graduates, and down 18.12 from the 1959-1963 graduates.

SUMMARY

The study was designed to be a means of learning about the career

experiences of graduates from five theological graduate schools. Five

sub-sets of graduates were identified:

(1) Pastors

(2) Ex-pastors in ministry
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(3) Ex-pastors in secular employment

(4) Non-pastoral ministry (never a pastor)

(5) Secular employment (never a pastor)

In addition the data was computed so that the five institutions could

learn what their own graduates were saying on a variety of factors.

Finally, the study included graduates from 1955-1978. In order to deter-

mine any trends, graduates were clustered into the following five sets:

graduates of 1955-1958, 1959-1963, 1964-1968, 1969-1973, and 1974—1978.

Thus, the findings were reported according to status (pastor, ex-pastor,

etc.), institutions, and trends.

Pastors, ex-pastors in ministry, and ex-pastors in secular em-

ployment were similar on several factors. All attended seminary primarily

to train for the pastorate building off an undergraduate major of either

humanities or theology/religion/Bible. Pastors and ex-pastors were

reasonably satisfied with their-seminary training, but ex-pastors in

secular employment registered much lower satisfaction.

In rating thirteen pastoral activities, pastors and ex-pastors

indicated they were quite effective in preaching, teaching, and

pastoral visiting. They also indicated that they needed more skills in

developing lay leadership, develOping and disciplining oneself, discipling

peOple, conflict utilization and setting and achieving goals. Ex-

pastors in secular emplOyment generally rated themselves lower on the

above than did pastors or ex-pastors in ministry. Ex-pastors in secular

employment also ranked significantly lower in sUpportative relationships.

Pastors and ex-pastors enjoyed the "freedom to preach and act as

they saw fit" in the pastorate, but were least satisfied with "members'

willingness to carry out their Christian witness in the world" and
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"members' willingness to study and be trained".

Of the twenty-five potential reasons for leaving the pastorate as

a vocation, ex-pastors in ministry were drawn away from the pastorate

by such things as attractive ministry Opportunities. Ex-pastors in

secular employment left more out of frustration citing such things as

personal inadequacy as a church leader. Attractive financial benefits

were least influential in departure from the pastorate.

Graduates who had never been pastors constituted about 15% of the

population. They were less certain about a vocational choice when

entering seminary. Those who entered a ministry employment were satis-

fied with their seminary training, but those who entered secular employ-

ment were more dissatisfied. Never pastors tended to take more graduate

work and to have more pre-seminary secular employment.

Institutions were more similar than disimilar.. Most of their

graduates came to train for the pastorate, but Institutions B and E

accepted over half of their graduates who came for other reasons. Private

study was the most valuable part of the training for graduates of all five

institutions with Special days valued least. Graduates from all institu-

tions indicated they were reasonably effective in preaching, teaching,

and pastoral visiting, but needed more skills in personal discipline and

develOpment and in peOple building.

Feelings of inadequacy as a church leader and an unhappy wife or

family were the leading factors in considering a change or in actually

changing vocations. Financial benefits were not influential.

The last five years (1974-1978) has seen a 17% increase in the

number of graduates who had pre-seminary full-time employment. Humanities
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and theology/religion/Bible as college majors have seen a 22% decrease

since 1963 but still account for one-half of the seminarians college

majors. Social science majors and natural science majors have increased

11.1% and 5% respectively during that same period. The majority (54%)

of the most reCent (1974-1978) graduates entered seminary to train for the

pastorate; but that was down 11.7% from the 1969-1973 graduates and

down 18.1% from the 1959-1963 graduates.



V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Theological seminaries seek to prepare their students for careers

in various forms of ministry but primarily for the pastorate. These

theological institutions frequently evaluate their curriculum and

training in order to prepare students more effectively for their

chosen careers. The present research is a follow-up study of 2,070

graduates of five such seminaries of like doctrinal tradition. The

major purpose of the study therefore was to assist these five cooperat-

ing institutions in curriculum decision-making toward the goal of

greater effectiveness. Data was supplied by the graduates' responses

to a questionnaire.

The data provided information about graduates, institutions and

trends. There were five sets of graduates: (l) pastors, (2) ex-pastors

who entered a different form of ministry employment, (3) ex-pastors

who took secular employment following the pastorate, (4) non-pastors

who were in ministry-related employment but never in the pastorate and

(5) non-pastors who were in secular employment with no pastoral

experience. Data on the graduates is divided into three sections

entitled "background experiences", "training experiences" and "ministerial

experiences.” A fourth section deals with institutional perspectives.

BACKGROUND EXPERIENCES

What were the college majors of these seminary graduates? What

reasons did they have for attending seminary? Could trends be deduced

from this information? Knowledge about these background experiences

was essential to discussion on implications and recommendations.

143
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College Major. Most of the seminary graduates studied had under-
 

graduate degrees in either the humanities or theology/religion/Bible.

One might expect that an undergraduate program in theology/religion/

Bible would constitute a more adequate base for continuing parish

ministry, but'this was not the case. Those who had a degree in the

humanities were more prone to continue in the pastorate.

Graduates who had earned degrees in natural science or social

science tended §2£_to enter the pastorate; they were slightly more

prone toward secular employment. Those who had a natural science

degree and entered the pastorate tended to leave for secular employment.

Those who entered the pastorate with a social science degree were more

likely to continue in the pastorate than those with a natural science

degree.

Reasons for Attending Seminary. Most pastors and ex-pastors had

attended seminary expecting to enter the pastorate and usually did.

About 1 in 5 graduates stated "whatever service" as the reason for

attending, and among these, there was a strong tendency to leave the

pastorate.

The graduates who did not specify the pastorate as a career choice

when entering seminary were unlikely to choose it as a vocation upon

leaving. Evidently peOple who attend seminary for reasons other than

preparation for the pastorate probably do not become pastors. If they

do, they probably do not remain in the pastorate. Over 70% of those

who came to seminary to prepare for some form of Christian ministry

other than the pastorate, did in fact enter some form of ministry

employment.

Trends. The college majors chosen by seminary students seems to have

shifted, with a gradual decline in theology/religion/Bible and a more
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recent decline in humanities. Recent increases were noted in social

science and natural science majors. Only 1 in 6 now enters seminary

with a theology/religion/Bible college major and l in 3 with a humanities

major.

At the same time there has been a vacillating but generally growing

trend for seminary applicants to have no Specific vocational direction.

Nearly one-third of the '74-'78 graduates fell in the category of

"whatever service". Other reasons for attending seminary such as "to

enter missionary service" and "to enter pastorate", have had proportion-

ate decreases.

Discussion. Knowledge about the background experiences of entering
 

students can assist in making the curriculum refinements that will most

effectively prepare the learner for ministry. One might question, for

example, the greater degree of stability in the pastorate of those who

had a humanities undergraduate major versus the theology/religion/Bible

major. In what ways are seminary applicants likely to differ depending

upon their college major? How might those differences influence course

content, teaching methods, types of field education experiences, faculty

guided study and career counseling? Answers to the above questions

cannot be generalized since institutions vary in the types of and trends

in college majors the graduates had. However, the questions should be

asked.

Seminaries exist primarily to prepare people for pastoral service

and the majority of students come for that purpose: but a significant

minority (33%) attend seminary for some ministry other than the pastorate

and usually ends up in that alternate type of employment. The trend

toward "whatever service" given as the major reason for attending
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seminary will likely result in fewer graduates entering the pastorate.

The seminary will need to assess how that trend will influence the

types of courses offered and also the degree of ”fit" between the

seminary's purposes in training and the applicant's purposes for

attending.

The background experiences of seminary applicants and the trends

indicated by those experiences have direct bearing on curriculum

decision making. Allowing for institutional differences, some recommend-

ations are suggested. With the increase in seminary applicants having

college majors in social science or natural science and fewer in the

humanities, seminaries may wish to include elective courses in english,

literature and history perhaps in conjunction with a local college or

university. Survey courses in Bible and theology could be offered to

compensate for the decline in theology/religion/Bible majors.

Career counseling appears increasingly important especially since

more are attending seminary to discover their vocational choice and

need help in making career decisions. Furthermore, although natural

science majors have doubled in the last fifteen years,graduates with

that background tend not to enter the pastorate or they leave after

they have entered. Again, the need for career counseling as underscored.

Summary of Comparative Conclusions.-

1. Most of the seminary graduates had undergraduate degrees in

the humanities or theology/religion/Bible, with a greater

measure of stability in the pastorate associated with the

former. Natural science and social science majors were more

inclined to enter non-pastoral or secular employment.

2. The majority of the graduates attended seminary to train for

-the pastorate. Those who attended for other reasons were less
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inclined to choose the pastorate upon graduation from

seminary.

3. Seminary students who had natural science and social science

college majors have nearly doubled in the last ten years.

Fewer.have humanities and theology/religion/Bible majors

(down 11% and 8% respectively from ten years ago.). .

4. Fewer students (down 12% from five years ago) are entering

seminary to train for the pastorate while more (up 10% from

five years ago) are attending for "whatever service" might

be theirs.

5. Career counseling becomes an increasing necessity in the seminary

curriculum to cope both with the changes in students' under-

graduate majors and their reasons for attending seminary.

TRAINING EXPERIENCES .

Shuller (1975) reported that most pastors and ex-pastors believed

that their seminary training was inadequate in preparing them for the

parish ministry. Others (Wilson 1971: Howe 1964; Fielding 1966)

charge that seminary training is out of touch with the realities of

the pastorate.

The findings in the present study, however, do not indicate such

general dissatisfaction. Rather, graduates indicated specific areas

of dissatisfaction and specific areas of satisfaction.

Satisfaction with Seminarerraining. Those presently in secular

employment generally registered low satisfaction, although some

indicated moderate dissatisfaction. The latter group, which accounts

for only 1 in 10 graduates, may have been better counseled prior to

entering seminary so they could have chosen other options. It is
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evident that students entering seminary with no clear vocational prefer-

ence tended not to enter the pastorate. Of those who did, about two-

thirds left (Figure 4.5). On the other hand, those who entered seminary

with a sense of call to pastoral service did indeed enter the pastorate

and generally-reflected positively upon their seminary training. Thus,

a clear sense of vocational choice upon entering seminary was a factor

influencing the level of perceived satisfaction with the training.

Value of Instructional Factors. Private study was valued more,
 

and with a relatively high degree of consensus, than was any other

instructional factor. Field education and classroom lectures had about
 

equal value. The three constitute a potential environment for praxis--

a kind of learning which mingles cognitive competence with functional

competence, reflection with action, covenant witness with covenant life

and knowing theology with doing theology. Two instructional factors

which rated moderate in value were classroom discussion and instructor

interaction/relationships. More interaction of students and instructor

on implications of classroom content vis a vis the realities of the

pastorate would increase the reflective dimension of praxis which would

in turn increase the level of perceived relevance of the classroom

content. In addition, field education experiences need to be coordinated

with and debriefed in light of classroom content.

Chapel, special days, prayer meetings and faculty-guided study all

rate 12! in value. One reason for this may be in the relatively small

amount of time each is given in the’curriculum. Another reason may be

that their themes do not relate to the sequential flow of classroom

or field experiences. Or, they may not be valuable.

Seminary Should Increase Its Emphasis. Pastors and ex-pastors also

agreed that the seminary ought to give greater curricular emphasis to
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people-building skills. That these are in high demand was expressed in

the two activities, "developing lay leadership" and "discipling people".

Next in demand came personal discipline skills as expressed in

"personal development and discipline” and also in "setting and achieving

goals”. The last strong request was for an increased emphasis in

utilizing conflict constructively. All of the above were rated by

graduates as important leadership activities within the church.

Discussion. In reflecting on responses to training experiences

as a whole, it is evident that a closer relationship between the church

and the seminary is desirable. MacDonald expresses concern that seminaries

may be "training scholars rather than shepherds" and "developing mental

wizards who are relational dwarfs" (l977:4). Improvement in people

building skills may begin with greater course emphasis on interpersonal

communication and foundations in human relationships. Existing

psychological classes could focus more on personal development and

discipline.

Leadership development for the church may begin with a knowledge

base, but the Hebrew idea of sound doctrine suggests that it not end

there. Orthodoxy must be wedded to orthopraxis without the option of

divorce. Again, church experience is a necessary climate in which

emerging leaders can develop. It is also evident that many who leave

the pastorate may have discovered their lack of "fit" during training if

the relationship to the church had been closer.

The church itself may be the additional curriculum factor that can

provide for personal and interpersonal development which cannot be

completely accomplished within the present seminary training structure.

The importance of the church's role in its relationship to a seminary
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training program is summarized in the following statements.

1. If the leader is to serve effectively the community of

faith, it may be unproductive or even unhealthy to isolate

that person from church and community involvement for

three or more years.

2. If ministry is reciprocal (i.e., all people gifted to minister

to each other) then it follows that active involvement in the

local church by the emerging leader can be one of the more

positive environments for balanced nurture and growth.

3. If the local church has any role in the identification of

those whom God has gifted for leadership and if the local

church is to be involved in the develOpment of that gift,

a substantial amount of time and a variety of shared

experiences is required.

4. If the call to leadership goes beyond the subjective

(individual) call to include a corporate affirmation, the

person must be known by the local church and have been observed

as to the presence or absence of biblical qualifications.

5. If the emerging leader is to incarnate Christ before the world,

his presence in the world requires more than brief excursions.

In addition to some course changes, and a closer working relation-

ship with the church, the seminary can also consider ways to encourage

greater instructor-student (learner-learner) interaction. The largely

conceptual approach to classroom time must pay more attention not only

to the eventual realities of the pastorate but to the more immediate

realities of field education experiences. Instructors could join

students in select field education experiences.
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Considering that seminary applicants are college graduates, and

the majority of them have had one or more years of full-time work

experience, androgogical methods (Knowles 1970) can be more effectively

utilized in a seminary program. Learners should be treated as adults

with skills and insights rather than repositories for information.

The use of androgogical methods may also enhance instructor-student

relationships thereby modeling the people-building skills necessary

for effective service.

Summary of Comparative Conclusions. The following statements

summarize the conclusions regarding the graduates' training eXperiences.

1. Pastors and ex-pastors in ministry were moderately satisfied

with their seminary training whereas ex-pastors who entered

secular employment registered low satisfaction with their

training experiences.

2. Of the instructional factors listed, private study was

judged most valuable for pastoral preparation with field

education and classroom lectures next in value. Special

days and student prayer meetings were least valuable.

3. Pastors and ex-pastors suggest that seminaries increase

their emphasis on peOple-building skills and On personal

develOpment and discipline skills.

4. A closer working relationship with the church can contribute

toward identifying emerging leaders and helping them develop

people-building skills for effective ministry.

S. A greater concern for functional excellence will help strengthen

academic excellence and encourage praxis.

6. Seminaries need to include courses relating to interpersonal

skills, and personal discipline and development skills.
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7. Employment of more androgogical methods can further strengthen

student-faculty discussion and/or relationships.

MINISTERIAL EXPERIENCES

In the last decade many writers have noted a swing away from

role orientation to a more interpersonal orientation of pastors. Roche

(1968), for example, believes that pastors are becoming people within

the community. Snyder (1975) states that pastors must see people as

ends not means. Mead (1977) is more forceful in saying that the pastor

as a person is the key factor in his ability to relate personally and

deeply with parishners.

Pastoral Activities: 41mportance and Effectiveness. Pastors and

ex-pastors were given opportunity to express areas of perceived effect-

iveness and ineffectiveness in thirteen pastoral activities. They

believe that they need to be more "peOple oriented" but lack the skills.

They also indicate a need to develop themselves as people. The former

relates to helping others and the later to their own development as

individuals.

When the discrepancy between what is important and the ability to

perform widens too far, it becomes intolerable to continue in a vocation.

The incompatability between the pastor's ability and the job requirements

creates a role conflict. The lack of perceived "fit" pushes the pastor

to look elsewhere for more suitable employment. Personal and professional

inadequacy this lack of "fit", was one of the significant factors in

career change decisions--i.e., for pastors to seek secular employment.

Pastors who continue in parish ministry said they also struggle with the

same problem but not to the same degree.

Supportive Relationships. Jud, Mills and Burch (1970) reported
 

that ex-pastors felt less supported and more isolated from lay leaders,
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fellow pastors and denominational executives than did pastors. However,

the research team did not determine the nature of the career choices

(secular or ministry) beyond departure from the pastorate. Mills (1969),

however, did differentiate career choices following the pastorate. He

found that these who chose secular employment were those who had felt

the least accepted (most alienated) in the pastorate. Mills' results

thus compare favorably with those in the current study.

In the list of nine specified relationships pastors and ex-pastors

in ministry expressed an overall moderate satisfaction with the support

level they received. Ex-pastors who entered secular employment registered

significantly lower satisfaction (P=.012). Supportive relationship is a

factor influencing both stability in the pastorate and the vocational

choice of those who leave the pastorate.

Satisfaction on Aspects of Pastoral Ministry. Results indicate that

pastors and ex-pastors are least satisfied with parishioners on two

counts: "the parishioners' willingness to carry out their Christian

witness in the worldfiand'the parishioners' willingness to study and be

trained". Pastors and ex-pastors also rated low their satisfaction

with the amount of private and family time. Results from the study of

Jud, Mills and Burch (1970) were identical to those in the current study.

Pastors and ex-pastors were very satisfied with the freedom to

preach and act as they saw fit. They felt moderately high satisfaction

on the congregations' appreciation of their work and on their ability

to make a significant contribution to the church.

Reasons Might or Did Leave the Pastorate. Most career changes

result from multiple influences. But the influences tend to differ

depending upon the vocational choice following the pastorate. Ex-

pastors in secular employment left for three basic reasons: personal
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inadequacy, professional inadequacy and wife/family reasons. Usually

they lacked options for further ministry employment. Jud's findings

were similar. Reasons lgggt influential were finances, more attractive

opportunities and flagrant sin.

Ex-pastors in ministgy left the pastorate largely because of the

attractive ministry opportunities available elsewhere. Many felt that

the change was part of a long range plan indicating a growing tendency

to move away from the pastorate but they did not feel pushed by external

forces. Their general effectiveness in the pastorate may have brought

opportunities to continue in non-pastoral ministry.

Although pastors were to hypothesize what might cause them to

leave the pastorate, their responses do reflect their present perceptions.

They believed personal inadequacy to be the most influential factor were

they to consider leaving the pastorate. Flagrant sin, perhaps a

sub-set of personal inadequacy, also rated high along with unhappiness of

wife or family. Pastors said external forces such as finances, location

or other job Opportunities would not weigh as heavily in their decision

to leave.

Length of Time in Pastorate Before Leaving. Jud, Mills and Burch
 

(1970) reported that the mean length of stay in the pastorate for ex-

pastors was 3.3 years but that the majority left within five years.

Mills (1969) found that those who went into secular employment had a

mean length of stay in the pastorate of 3.4 years; but he found that

ex-pastors who went into some other ministry averaged 5.9 years in the

pastorate before leaving. This researcher found comparable statistics.

Fifty percent left the pastorate during the first four years and an

additional 20% by the end of the sixth year.
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It is difficult to build supportive relationships and a sense of

oneness with the people if within the first few years of ministry

there are overwhelming urgings to leave. Since 1 of 4 of them left

within the first two years, many must have seen almost immediately

that their paStorate was going to be short-term. Bustanoby (1977)

says that even institutionalized relationships--for example with a

denominational supervisor--produce higher levels of satisfaction and

effectiveness in ministry than no relationships at all.

Discussion. Perceptions of the ministry by pastors and ex-pastors

may provide the most helpful information for the seminary, particularly

since the seminary program is concerned largely with preparation for

the pastorate, and because the pastors and ex-pastors have spoken about

their experiences in that role.

Seminaries can make a significant contribution to effectiveness

in the pastorate by giving more curriculum attention to interpersonal

skill development (people-building skills) and intrapersonal skill

develOpment (personal development and discipline). How the two content

areas are specifically curricularized will be the decision of each

institution but several starting points are offered. One, encourage

each faculty member to articulate the implications of his respective

discipline for the above two areas. It could be done at the department

level as well. Second, involve pastors, students and faculty in dialogue

on how intra- and inter-personal skills may be more adequately developed

in the seminary program. Third, include field education and/or the local

church as contexts in which the skills can be nurtured. Pastors and

field education coordinators should give special assistance to skill

development that relates to the student as a person and in his

relationships.
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Since a pastor's sense of support aids his continuity in the

pastorate, it seems doubly important during the early stages of his

pastoral experiences- Several sectors within the seminary and church

may provide the pastor's need for support. First, the building of

mutually suppOrtive relationships during seminary can provide a base

for continuing those skills in the pastorate. Observation and

assistance during field education is another means of discussing a

potential pastor's capacity to develop the kind of relations which

will offer the sustaining support of others. Each of the seminaries

cooperating in the research serves one or more denominations. All

have some kind of oversight structure (i.e., presbyteries, consistories)

for pastors. Special care and attention by these oversight groups of

the new pastor provides a third approach. Alerting lay church leaders

to the value of their supportive role can be helpful. Lastly, a

fraternity of pastors may provide the needed peer support and interaction

that encourages positive development.

The above suggestions are valid not only for the pastor whose

dedication to his pastoral vocation is growing, but also for the pastor

who discovers that for whatever reason another vocation may be more

compatible. Moreover, the pastor in career transition also needs support

from one or more caring groups to make his transition smoothly.

The need for people-building skills is evident from the pastors'

and ex-pastors' low level of satisfaction with their parishioners'

willingness to be trained, and to take their witness into the world.

Additional skill develOpment may be one answer to the dissatisfaction.

But what about the perceptual vantage point? Do role expectations of

the pastor and congregation match, or clash? The closer the match the

more likely both will be satisfied, and vice versa. Care is needed at
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the pastorate and of the congregation which they convey to the students.

Churches and pastors do well to explore early, even before actual

employment, their respective images of the pastorate and role expectations.

Summary of Comparative Conclusions.

1. Pastors and ex-pastors indicate need for greater skills in

interpersonal relationships and personal discipline but are

reasonably comfortable with their performance in preaching,

teaching and pastoral visitation.

Pastors who do not receive support in the ministry or who

are unable to build supportive relationships tend to shift

to a secular vocation. Pastors who sense support in the

ministry or who have been successful in building supportive

relationships tend to stay in the pastorate; or, if they

leave, seek employment in another form of ministry.

Pastors and ex-pastors express greatest dissatisfaction with

parishioners' willingness to study and be trained for effective

Christian witness. On the other hand, greatest satisfaction

is expressed about freedom to act and preach as they see fit.

Ex-pastors now in secular employment tended to leave the

pastorate out of a sense of personal and professional inadequacy.

Ex-pastors who take other ministry employment are more likely

to be drawn away from the pastorate by attractive ministry

opportunities elsewhere.

The decision to leave the pastorate comes early in a career,

the first or second year for many, but before the sixth year

for most.
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6. Pastors, students and seminary personnel need to bring their

combined resources to bear on more effective training in

peOple-building skills and personal discipline skills for

seminarians.

7. The seminary, working with oversight groups, lay leaders in

the church and a fraternity of pastors, can work to provide a

stronger support base for the new pastor, the continuing

pastor and also for those who choose to leave the profession.

8. Affiliated persons need to be involved in clarifying any

existing role discrepancy between pastor and congregation.

INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVES

Conclusions and recommendations are considered at three stages of

experience: pre-seminary, in-seminary and post-seminary. Some statements

can be generalized for all five institutions while others must be

particularized for the appropriate institution.

Pre-Seminary Experiences. The pattern of college majors for those
 

entering the five seminaries was considerably dissimilar. The majority

at Institution A, for example, had a humanities background. Institution

C had less than 18% with that major, but had twice the percentage of

people from natural science/mathematics backgrounds than did any of the

other institutions.

Mills (1969) did not find any statistically significant correlation

with college major and career decisions. But institutions should be

alert to the undergraduate majors of its entering students, for four

years of college work at least partially forms the frame of reference

of the entering seminarian.
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The large majority (61-78%) of students who attended Institutions

A, C or D did so to train for the pastorate whereas less than half who

attended Institutions 8 or E did so for that reason. The latter two

institutions also have prOportionately fewer graduates presently in

the pastorate. The two institutions were possibly viewed by applicants

as schools having a wider range of students than those drawn to the

pastorate. .Whatever the reason, those who did not enter seminary for

pastoral training tended not to be drawn to pastoral service as a

career. However, the two institutions did not tend to have a higher

percentage of ex-pastors, which suggests that the diversity of purpose

for studying at seminary does not affect the stability of those who do

enter the pastorate. '

Institutions 8 and E also had significantly larger numbers of

their students come with pre-seminary full-time employment. The same

two institutions registered considerably higher percentages of graduates

who never entered the pastorate. Those who worked full-time prior to

seminary and entered seminary with no clear intention of entering the

.pastorate tended not to enter the pastorate. On the other hand, across

all five institutions, those who came to train for the pastorate

tended to enter that vocation.

In-Seminary Experiences. Private study was judged by graduates as the

most valuable part of each institution's program. In addition the graduates

rated moderately valuable the student interaction/relationships and gave a

moderate value to faculty guided study. Thus, according to the ratings of

their respective graduates, the institutions performed similarly on the

above three instructional variables.

Institution A's graduates indicated that the instructor inter-

action/relationship with Students was less valuable but rated high



160

the field education.

Lecturing was seen as valuable but at Institution B field education

was rated lower. Institution C's graduates suggest that faculty-guided

study was relatively valuable but they rank general satisfaction

relatively low. Lectures and particular events (chapel, special days,

student prayer meetings) were rated "high" by Institution D's graduates

but they rated its faculty-guided study program "low". At Institution E

general satisfaction was rated highest in value and classroom,

discussion and field education were rated "low".

On personal help received from seminary personnel the responses

were similar in agreeing that "some" to ”quite-a-bit" of help was

received from faculty members though less help had been received from

faculty advisors. A big difference occurred in responses to administrative

officers. The smaller the institution the more personal help had been

received by the student from administrators. The larger the school

the more difficult it was for the administrative personnel to give

adequate personal help.

Ppst-Seminary Experience. The institutions were most similar when

the effectiveness of their graduates in the pastorate was compared.

While percentages varied, the rankings and lack of statistical differences

suggest that all five institutions appeared equally effective in teach-

ing, preaching and pastoral visiting. Using the discrepancy rating

between importance and effectiveness, the five institutions were judged

least effective in the following areas: setting and achieving goals,

discipling people, utilizing conflict and develOping lay leadership.

Since no statistical difference occurred in any of the above four areas,

it suggests that none of the institutions are doing significantly

better or worse than any other in those pastoral activities.
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Institutions were rated similarly by their pastors and ex-pastors

. respectively when it came to the various factors which would or did

cause them to leave the pastorate. There was unanimous agreement that

a sense of inadequacy would cause departure from the pastorate and

near unanimity on the second most influential factor, an unhappy wife

or family. A case of flagrant sin, too, would cause a career change.

Finances and geographic location were not considered influential in

changing careers.

When computed on an institutional basis, relation to God, self,

other and home had an interaction effect and therefore interpretation

must be done institution by institution. Generally speaking, pastors

and ex-pastors in ministry were very similar in all four variables,

the main difference existing with ex-pastors in secular employment.

Setting Institution C aside, the ex-pastors in secular employment scored

considerably lower than their counterparts in'relation to God, self,

and other." In "relation to home" they were also lowest except for

Institutions C and E.

Institution C revealed no substantial difference between the three

groups of graduates and frequently ex-pastors in secular employment

rated themselves higher in the variables in contrast to the same group

in the other institutions. Institution C graduates who left the pastorate

fer secular employment had better scores in all four variables than

their fellow graduates and far better scores than the same pOpulation in

other institutions. The reason for the difference was not discernable

from the data.

Ex-pastors in secular employment had proportionately lower scores

on the variable "relation to God” suggesting that their present employment
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may be regarded as a failure on their part and that leaving the pastorate

resulted in a degree of alienation from God on that account. Institution

B's ex-pastors in secular employment ranked low or lowest in all four

variables suggesting that they were feeling some alienation in each case.

Again, the cause was not discernable.

Discussion. The data has shown the importance of discerning the

seminary applicant's reason for entering seminary. Those who enter

seminary without a clear vocational choice tend to register less

satisfaction with the seminary program suggesting that it did not meet

their needs or expectations. That is not surprising considering the

pastoral orientation of the training. Rather frank counseling with

applicants about their career preferences and their expectations from

the school can help clarify from the beginning whether the three year

program will be mutually beneficial.

Graduates were’basically agreed on whether the institutions were

effective or ineffective for the pastorate, on the real or potential

causes for leaving the pastoral ministry, and on relation to God, self,

other and home. Relation to God, self and others warrants further

discussion. Seminaries usually have no direct relationship with ex-

pastors who have moved to secular employment, yet, it is these people

who appear to need the most help. Generally, they indicate more

alienation from God, others, self and home. Seminaries can help.

By talking to graduates who left the pastorate for secular work they

could possibly ascertain reasons for any sense of alienation. These

reasons could be shared in such classes as pastoral theology. Seminaries

could also alert oversight groups, peer groups and lay leaders to the

problems, encouraging them to provide extra support and care for the

departing pastor, particularly if he plans to enter secular work.
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Earlier suggestions about interpersonal skills development and supportive

groups no doubt apply here as well.

The data indicates more similarity than difference for the five

institutions. With strengths in common, they could perhaps enter into

a mutual sharing that.would minimize overlap and duplication, and lead

to pursuing together the resolution of common problems. Where differences

exist, the data indicates which institution may be strong in an area

where another is weaker. Institution E, for example, could seek the

assistance of Institution A to increase the effectiveness of its field

education program. Such sharing allows for the benefit of a reciprocal

ministry between institutions.

Summary of Comparative Conclusions.
 

l. Institutions differ on the types of college majors the

seminary applicants bring with them but most are from the

humanities and theology/religion/Bible.

2. Those who attend seminary with the purpose of training for

‘the pastorate tend to enter the pastorate. Those who attend

seminary for other reasons tend to enter non-pastoral

ministry or secular employment.

3. The seminarians valued private study more than any other

instructional factor. Institutions differed on the relative

strength and weakness of other instructional factors.

4. Seminarians received the most personal help from faculty

members, least from faculty advisors and either more or less

help from administrative personnel depending upon the size

of the school.

5. Graduates across institutions shared similarities in areas

where they were most effective (preaching, teaching and
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pastoral visiting) and where they needed more skills for

additional effectiveness (discipling people, developing lay

leadership, setting and achieving goals and utilizing conflict).

Institutions did not differ on their graduates' potential

or real causes for leaving the pastorate. Most would or did

leave if a sense of inadequacy became too great or if their wife

and/or family were unhappy.

Pastors and ex-pastors in ministry were similar across institutions

in the variables "relation to God, self, other" and "home". With

the exception of Institution C, ex-pastors in secular employment

tended to rate themselves lower on the four variables across

institutions.

Administrative personnel from each of the five institutions

may wish to express appreciation to the faculty for the

personal help they give seminarians and encourage them to

continue. They may also wish to plan additional ways to

serve the personal needs of the students. Thus, initiating

and nurturing relationships can be modeled in seminary.

Cross-instutional sharing of resources can strengthen the

respective training programs. For example, the institutions

are rated by their graduates on instructional factors. Each

institution is able to determine where it is in need of improvement

and seek assistance from another institution which is rated

stronger.

Institutions should begin a cooperative program of continuing

education. Graduates of all five institutions indicated a

need for developing lay leadership and other such peOple-

building skills. Each institution need not develop its own
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private program to meet this need. Together they could

determine the best person to do a workshop, e.g., on develop-

ing lay leadership. The workshop would be offered to all

graduates at strategic geographic locations. Another workshop

could be held six months later with another person and

another topic.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Below is a summary list of conclusions which have been detailed

earlier in the chapter followed by a summary of recommendations for

the respective institutions to consider in building appropriate curricular

responses from the conclusions.

Summary of Conclusions. While most seminarians attended graduate
 

theological school to train for the pastorate, in recent years an

increasing number were attending with no clear vocational choice.

A growing number of graduates--but still a minority--had a social

science or natural science undergraduate major. A declining proportion

had majored in humanities or theology/religion/Bible. However,

differences existed across institutions.

Most who entered seminary to train for the pastorate did enter

the pastorate. Those who had no clear vocational choice when entering

tended not to enter the pastorate. An increasing number had no clear

vocational choice when entering seminary.

Most pastors and ex-pastors in ministry employment were moderately

satisfied with their seminary training but their experiences in the

pastorate revealed felt needs for greater emphasis on peOple-building

skills and on personal discipline and develOpment skills. They felt

best equipped for teaching, preaching and pastoral visiting. Agreement

existed across institutions.
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Supportive relationships during a pastorate were important for

those continuing in the pastorate or in another form of ministry.

The ones who lacked supportive relationships tended to enter secular

employment following the pastorate.

Pastors and ex-pastors were in agreement that the greatest

satisfaction for them in the pastorate was their freedom to preach

and act as they saw fit. Their greatest dissatisfaction came in relation

to the degree to which parishioners' were willing to be equipped or to

participate in the ministry of the church.

Seventy percent of those who left the pastorate did so in the

first six years, but for different reasons. Ex-pastors who entered

secular employment left out of a sense of personal and professional

inadequacy. Agreement existed across institutions.

Spmmary of Recommendations. From the summary list of conclusions

a number of recommendations can be offered. They are not intended to

be exhaustive but are suggestive and directional.

Seminaries need to assess the background experiences that applicants

bring with them and be alert to any shifts that may be occurring within

those backgrounds. Certain assumptions are made about the entering

class regarding their undergraduate training as well as their purpose

for being in seminary. Seminaries should re-examine their assumptions

and adjust course content and procedures accordingly.

Uncertainty of vocational choice is increasing among entering

seminarians. Thus, more career counseling may be necessary to help

these people clarify their goals. The data show that those who had

no vocational choice when entering seminary and then chose the pastorate,

tended to leave the pastorate in greater proportion than those who had

the pastorate in mind when in training. The seminary environment should
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not put pressure, implicit or explicit, on these people to enter the

pastorate. It may even be appropriate to gently try to diasuade them

so that if seminarians chose the pastorate as a vocation it will be a ~

clear, definitive choice of their own.

Graduates of all institutions expressed the need for people-building

skills as well as personal discipline and develOpment skills. Supportive

relationships were also seen to be important.

The seminary may respond at several levels. It may need to expand

its offering of courses in the areas of personal and interpersonal

development. Use of andragogical methods will allow for greater modeling

of interpersonal relationships enhancing classroom effectiveness of that

content. Field education should have some goals that relate to inter-

personal relationship skills and personal discipline skills. Local

pastors who have seminarians in their churches can provide role models

by building cloSer relationships with these seminarians. Seminary

personnel may also plan ways to relate more personally with students.

Continuing education opportunities can provide, at least in some

measure, treatment of topics that relate to the pastor as a person

and to the pastor in relationship to his parish. Improvement at these

two levels would tend to relieve some of the frustration the pastor

feels when the congregation does not fulfill his expectations of their

role in the ministry of the church.

The early years in the pastorate are the most crucial. Denominational

leaders, oversight groups (presbyteries, consistories), peers and lay

leaders need to be encouraged to provide a network of supportive

relationships for the new pastor. Personal and professional inadequacy

problems, faced early by the new pastor, are best resolved in the midst
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of support groups. The same support groups may also help those not

gifted for the pastorate to make the transition out of that ministry

with minimum disruption for all concerned.

Where institutions are similar they can look for shared ways to

maximize their similar strengths or overcome their similar weaknesses.

One concrete way of responding to shared weaknesses is to develop a

cooperative program of continuing education. Where seminaries are

different they can look to one another to develop and build from the

wisdom of each other as each has need.

In addition, all must be sensitive to the church which they seek

to serve. Seminaries exist to provide leadership for the church and

the church exists to fulfill the purposes of God. Church and school,

therefore, must maintain dialogue in an atmosphere of mutual trust and

openness so both can carryout their purposes most effectively. Both

bodies must realize that -

Even in its specific task, which is also its primary task,

of preparing men and women for ministry in our church, we

are involved in a quest for the mind of Christ for our day.

And this does not divide us but unites us, for this is the

role of the total Christian community: lay, ordained

ministers, scholars of the college. No element of our

constituency is rendered superflous by that quest, nor given

a secondary role by that quest. We need each other . . .

For this quest is a community affair. (Hay 1979:127-128).

This research study aspired to further the quest.
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ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE

warm. This questionnaire is an opportunity for you to help your seminary do a

better job of preparing men to be pastors. Please be frank and clear in answering

the questions. We will share with you the findings of this project.

I. roan PERSONAL HISTORY

l.

2.

3.

4.

Year of birth
 

Near?

The basic degree you received from seminary was a D B.D.

a N. Div.

:3 NJ.

[:1 Diploma

:3 Other

I: Did not

graduate

 

 

Nationality-at time you received degree a North American: [:1 Other

Native language B English D Other

Your college major was in

D Natural science, math :3 Engineering, technical

:3 Social science (psychology: sociologyID Social work, counseling

3 Humanities (e.g. language, history) E Education ’

D Theology/Religion/Bible D Other
 

(please specify)

Major field (s) you have pursued since seminary in a serious way . . .

a No formal education beyond seminary :3 Engineering 5 technical

D Natural science a math mSocial work, counseling

D Social science (psychology, sociology): Education

CZ! Humanities (e.g. language, history) D Other

D Theology/Religion/Bible (please specify)

D None

Your formal education (if any) beyond seminary would be equivalent to

 

5 Less than one full-time semester of study

a One semester to one year of full-time study -

a One to three years of full-time study

a More than three years

Any advanced degree (a) you have earned Degree Date

Church you serve in or attend regularly can be described as

D Rural: C: Village: D Suburban: D Urban: G Inner-City: 3 Not Attending

Church Regularly

C3 “110 D Female

D I never married D I married during seminary

D I married prior to seminary :3 I married after “II-1n“?
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12. Iamnow =3Not Married DSeparated

D Married D Divorced

:3 Widowed D lie-married

13. Hy father's occupation was/is D Minister

D Other

(please specify)

As best you recall, what were your major concerns while you were in seminary?

that are your major concerns now that you are out of seminary?

Ne all desire to be faithful in the ministry to which God has called us.

Iould you briefly define what you mean by faithful ministry?

Please give us an example of where you have beenparticularly effective in

ministry in the past year. _
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Ias your pre—saninary full-time employment similar to employment you had during

saintly (i.e., the same professional field)?

I: Yes D No D Not Applicable, No pro-seminary full-time employment

flas your pre-seminary full-time employment similar to employment you have had since

sninary (i.e., the same professional field)?

D Yes :3 No D Not'hpplicahle. No pro-seminary full-time employment

he your employment during seminary similar to employment you have had since

seminary (i.e., same professional field)?

D Yes I: No D Not Applicable

Serra SEMINAR?
 

Note the example below. After graduating from seminary, Smith's first empth

was in "secular" work for about one year, followed by full-time doctoral study

for two years. (Note: The formal education box is checked and "two years doctoral

study“ written on the appropriate line.) The second employment was on a pastoral

staff for two years. By following the arrows you eventually come to the present

employment, a church where Smith has served for six years thus far. After noting

the example, continue to next page.

 

Pasromarr NON-PASTORAL MINISTRIES 'SECDLAR' theck 1:

(Including Pastoral (Such as Missions, (Agency does not formal

Staff) Chaplaincy, Non- exist primarily Education

ministerial Church to serve church pursued

Staff) comunity)

Years Years Years a

First Non-Pastoral

helm-em: Church llinistry Secular I
 

earsW [2]
Second ' W Non-Pastoral

Ninistry Secular

nird , Ion-Pastoral

Wt Church Ministry I Secular

fourth Non-Pastoral

uployment Church 4 ninistry Secular

fifth Ion-Pastoral

bployment Church 6 ministry Secular    



BEFORE SEMINAR?
“.—
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mywmmmugpmxc

Nature of full-time employment. was it with a Number of

Sumter only work is 39:. considered Secular or Years

full-time. (e.g. teacher, drafts- Christian

men, etc. If no full time employ- organization?

ment before seminary write ”none") . (Specify)

 

 

 

wuss SEMINAR! A. Please describe your seminary employment. full or part-time.

Note: this item refers to employment/work not required by the

seminary. The next item deals with seminary field education/

Qiristian work requirements and should not be included here.

Please indicate the nature Secular or Approximate

of your work Christian numbers of hours

organization per week

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D. Seminary Field Education/Christian work experiences (required

and voluntary) . . . Describe below.

(:1 Religious Service
 

(please specify the nature of the service)

 

 

a Social Service
 

(please specify the nature of the service)

 

 

Wation Received a Yes a No a In part

Considering the sum total of your work/employment/service experience during seminary,

how many hours a week (averaged across your seminary career) were spent in activities

which related to helping you prepare for ministry.

 

(Average hours per week during seminary)



P ease Read Carefull

On this page please chart your full-time work opportunities since suinary using the

same method of arrows and numbers in the appropriate spaces.

full year (e.g., 2 years and 6 months becomes 2 years: 2 years and 7 months becomes 3

years).
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Round off to the nearest

If you considered the pastorate as the focus of your work experience even

though part of your salary may have come from elsewhere to subsidize your pastoral

ministry, check the “pastorate" column.

 
 

sasronars NON-PASTORAL MINISTRIES 'SECDLAR" (mock if

(Including parish/ (Such as non-ministerial (Agency does not formal

ministerial staff) . church Staff , Hissions, exist primarily education

Chaplaincy) to serve church pursued

connunity)

Years Years Years

first . Non-Pastoral

hployment Church Ninistry Secular

Second Non-Pastoral

Employment Church Ministry Secular

Third Non-Pastoral

Imployment Church Ministry Secular

Fourth Non-Pastoral

hployment Church _ Ministry Secular

Fifth Non-Pastoral

f-ployment Church Hinistry Secular

Sixth . Non-Pastoral

quoyment Church Ninistry Secular

Seventh Non-Pastoral

hployment Church Ministry Secular   
If more space is needed, use additional sheet
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11W

Ihich of the purposes listed below most nearly represented your principal

reason for attending seminary? (Check one)

prepare for the pastorate

prepare for missionary service

prepare for seminary teaching

prepare for college teaching

prepare for high school teaching

obtain theological training for whatever service might be mine

obtain theological training as a basis or background for further

graduate work in a field other than theology

To seek the resolution of problems confronting my own Christian faith

Other (please specify)

 

3
3
3
8
‘
?
?
?

 

 

Ihile in seminary the degree to which various people helped you with personal

matters: (check one space for each item - leave blank if none applicable)

V28! HUGE QUIT! A BIT SOME V23! LITTLE

President, Dean or

Administrative Officer

faculty/Professor (other

than adviser)

Psychiatrist, Psychologist

or Physician

Secretary or clerk at Seminary

Other employee at Seminary

Other adult living in town, not

II
I

l
l
l
l
l
l
l
l

I
I

II
I

I
I
I
I
H
H

I
I

II
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I

II
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I

Other (specify)
 

Number of faculty members I felt I knew personally:

O: l: 2: 3: 4 5: 6 or more.
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From the list below circle the number which represents the degree of helpfulness

that item has been in your development.

 

V!!!

LITTLE VALDABLE

VALUE TO ME TO ME

Classroom Lectures O l 2 3 ' 4 . 5

Classroom Discussions 0 l 2 3 4 S

Instructor Interaction/Relationships O l 2 3 I 4 5

Student Interaction/Relationships O l 2 3 4 5

Private Personal Study 0 1 2 3 4 5

(studying for classes)

Field Experience/Christian Service 0 l 2 3 4 5

Chapel 0 l 2 3 .4 5

Special Days ' O l 2 3 4 5

Student Prayer Meetings 0 l 2 3 4 5

Faculty Guided Study 0 l 2 3 4 5

Other 0 l 2 3 4 5

please specify

VERY V33!

DISSATISFIED SATISFIED

My general level of satisfaction

with my seminary training 0 l- 2 3 4 S
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111 XDnB_AIIIIUD£§_AHD_ACII¥IIIES

On the following items circle the number that best represents the way you see

yourself.

murmurs warms

ores 09”!

.I sense God has called me to my present

station in life 0 l 2 . 3 4 5

Personal study of the Scriptures is a

part of my daily activity 0 l 2 3 4 5

Private prayer is a daily practice 0 l 2 3 4 S

I meet regularly with God's peOple for

worship and prayer 0 l 2 3 4 5

I have close personal friends in the

congregation O l 2 3 4 5

Daily I am conscious of bringing my life

into obedience with the Scriptures O l 2 3 4 5

1 I am pleased with my efforts to share

the gospel with others 0 l 2 3 4 5

God's care in my life gives me a sense

of freedom from panic or despair O l 2 3 4 5

fly relationship with God has been pro-

gressively closer over the years 0 l 2 3 4 5

I am satisfied with the vocation to _

which God has called me O l 2 3 4 5

florid mission-mindedness is one of my

strengths 0 l 2 3 4 5

I exercise good stewardship in . . .

. . . Nyspiritual gifts 0 l 2 3 4 5

eeem‘gmc” O 1 2 3 ‘ 5

.Oeequ' 0 1 2 3 ‘ 5

J . ..fly lifestyle as a whole 0 l 2 3 4 5

. . . The priorities I demonstrate A O l 2 3 4 5
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On the following items circle the number that best represents the way you see yourself.

I make friends easily

I feel supported by others in my vocation

I am more firmly committed to the historic

Biblical faith than ever before

ly present ministry/vocation gives me

fulfillment/satisfaction

I feel that I am continuing to grow and

devolop as a person

fly skills and competencies as a professional

are increasing

I would enjoy further educational opportunities

I need to evaluate my own limitations more

realistically

Daily I am aware that my life is to be one

of service to my Creator

I am.a good listener

I am able to handle conflict constructively

Hy relationship to the church lay leaders

is friendship, fellowship, and cooperation

I am a good enabler - help others to

discover and exercise their gifts

I work on initiating relationships with

non-Christians

I feel confident and adequate for my task

(omit any of the following if non-applicable)

My marriage glorifies God

At least one 3-4 hour block of time a week is

spent specifically in family activity

Ny spouse is satisfied with the degree to

which I meet her (his) personal needs

Conflicts with my spouse are recognized and

resolved

Our family regularly shares together in the

scripture and in prayer

I have good rapport with my children

0

.Vll! UNTIUE_

0! H3

0 1

O 1

O 1

0 1

O 1

0 1.

O 1

0 1

0 1

O 1

0 1

O 1

O 1

O 1

O 1

1

was:

an

4 5

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4 s

4. s

4 5
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You are coming down the home stretch. Your

patient help will benefit future generations

of seminary students in preparation for ministry.

PASTORS AND FORMER PASTORS READ THIS.

.If you are serving or at one time served in a

church pastorate or on a ministerial staff

(meaning you wrote in the “pastorate” column

at least once on page 5) please fill out the.

pegges marked in the upper right hand corner as

PASTORS I: FORMER PASTORS

they include pages ll-ld.

NEVER IN THE PASTORATE? READ THIS.

If you have never served in a church pastorate

or on a ministerial staff (meaning you did not

write in the “pastorate" column on page 5)

please skip to the last page (page 15) and

respond to the remaining questions.



 

. PASTORS nun

“9 ' _roamsa PASTORS

the following list of skills and activities for pastoral ministry is repeated three

times. You are first asked to rate according to importance, secondly, according to

your personal effectiveness and, finally, according to needed change.

In this first list indicate by circling the apprOpriate number how important these

items are for effective pastoral ministry.

DDT VERY V28!

IMPORIANT IMPORIANT

Administering and Organizing ' O l 2 3 4 5

Building local community relationships 0 l 2 3 4 5

Counseling * 0 l 2 3 4 5

Developing and disciplining oneself personally O l 2 3 4 5

Developing lay leadership 0 l 2 3 4 S

Discipling people 0 1 2 3 4 s

Bffecting change 0 l 2 3 4 S

Pastoral evangelizing 0 l 2 3 4 S

.Pestoral visiting 0 l 2 3 4 5

Preaching 0 l 2 3 4 5

Setting and achieving goals 0 l 2 3 4 5

Teaching 0 l ' 2 3 4 S

Utilising conflict constructively . 0- l 2 3 4 5

This same list is repeated below. we would like for you to indicate your effectiveness

in these areas from your experience in the pastorate.

EDT V23! V23!

EFFECTIVE IIPECTIVB

main. and organizing o 1 2 3 4 5

Building local community relationships 0 l 2 3 4 5

Counseling 0 l 2 3 4 5

Developing and disciplining oneself personally O l 2 3 4 5

Developing lay leadership 0 1° 2 3 4 5

Discipling people 0 l 2 3 4 S

lffecting change 0 l 2 3 4 5

Pastoral evangelizing O l 2 3 4 5
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18° . FORMER PASTORS

Pastoral visiting O l 2 3 4 5

Preaching ,0 1 2 3 4 5

Setting and achieving goals 0 1 2 3 4 5

Teaching 0 1 2 3 4 5

Utilizing conflict constructively O 1 2 3 4 5

Considering the contemporary society and needs in the church, the seminary should

increase its emphasis on the following.

IO! AT V33!

ALL MUCH

Administering and Organizing O l 2 3 4 5

Building local community relationships 0 l 2 3 4 5

Counseling 0 l 2 3 4 5

Developing and disciplining oneself personally O l 2 3 4 5

Developing lay leadership 0 l 2 3 4 5

Discipling people 0 l 2 3 4 5

Bffecting change. 0 l 2 3 4 5

Pastoral evangelizing 0 l 2 3 4 S

Pastoral visiting . O . l 2 3 4 5

Preaching . 0 l 2 3 4 5

Setting and achieving goals 0 l 2 3 4 5

Teaching 0 l 2 3 4 5

Utilizing conflict constructively o ‘l 2 3 4 S



 

?ASTORS AND

ml FORMER PASTORS
  

As a present or former pastor, please indicate your level of satisfaction on the

following items ‘

VVER! . V28!

DISSATISFIED SATISPIZD

lembersf willingness to study and be trained a l 2 3 4 s

Preedom to preach and act as you see fit 0 l 2 3 4 5

The amount of time you have for family and

private life - O l 2 3 4 S

The congregation's appreciation of your work 0 l 2 3 4 S

. Your progress toward life goals 0 l 2 3 4 5

Possibility that you can make a significant

contribution to the vitality and mission of '

the church 0 l 2 3 4 5

Your salary and living arrangements 0 l 2 3 4 5

Members' willingness to carry out their

Christian witness in the world 0 l 2 3 4 S

The opportunity to provide creative leader-

ship in the church 0 l 2 3 . 4 5

The degree to which the work utilizes your

strengths rather than your weaknesses as

a minister 0 l 2 3 4 5

members willingness to enter into meaningful

Biblical worship 0 l 2 3 4 5

Among the following, who helped you, gave you support and encouraged you the most

during your pastoral experience

LEAST HOST

. SUPPORTIVE SUPPORTIVE

Fellow Pastor(s) within your denomination O l 2 3 4 5

Pellow Pastor(s) in the Reformed tradition 0 l ,2 3 4 5

Pastor(s) outside your denomination and not -

in the Reformed tradition O l 2 3 4 5

Your denominational executive(s) or leader(s) 0 l 2 3 4 5

Your spouse 0 l 2 3 4 5

Lay leader(s) in your congregation 0 l ' 2 3 4 5

Other(s) on your church staff (if any) 0 l 2 3 4 5

Close friend(s) not included above 0 l 2 3 4 5

Seminary faculty or staff 0 l 2 3 4 5
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you to leave the pastorate?

 

PASTORS AND

FORMER PASTORS

To what degree might the following factors cause you to leave the pastorate or dis c.

 

 

 

1. Inadggggte salary or living arrangements

(Check.ona hos for each its-l?”m

#

LITTLE 50H! MUCH “MUCfi

 

2. Serious conflict with colleague(s) over job

respgnsibilities or other matters.
 

3.- Opportunity arose to do specialized work or

training.

 

4° life or family unhappy.

 

S. Pelt.personal inadequacy as church leader.

 

6. Unable to relocate in ministry when move became

._L__JIS£IIEIVL
 

7. family would greatly benefit by move.

 

a, serious conflict with laymen over how to conduct

church affairs.
 

 

9. crisis in personal life made a move necessary;

 

lo. Uncertain of own vocation to ministry.

 

ll. Higher salary or fringe benefits offered.

 

l2. Disillusioned with the church's relevance to

.....prnblams.of_mode=n unxld

 

13. lealth problems made a change necessary.

 

14. Church coerced move by making things ”too hot"

for you.
 

ls. Opportunity arose for larger ministry with

 

ll. Change coerced by denominational leadership. ~

 

17. Change was a planned step in a long-range

g.=g.z nlan-
 

ll. “ore-desirable region or community.

 

19. Trouble among parishioners interfered with

 

20. To improve that church (or organization) seemed

.h___l_hflifllflfls tRSR-
 

21. Tour own personal faith changed.

 

22. Church did-not take your leadership seriously.

 

23. Didn't enjoy the work of the pastorate.

 

24. very attractive type of work offered.

 

25. Hy involvement in flagarant sin.

 

2‘. Other (please specify)
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Would you please respond to a few open-ended questions?

In recent years, which two publications (books or periodicals)_haye been

most influential in shaping your thgglggiggl views?

(1)
 

(2)
 

which two publications (books or periodicals) have been most influential

in shaping your views of public affairs?

C1)
 

(2)
 

iflhich two authors or lecturers have most influenced your own ideas?

(1)
 

(2)
 

from the standpoint of your career what do you recall from your seminary

training as having been: . ‘ .

Most beneficial?

Least useful?’

In one sentence, what would you like to tell students presently in seminary?

Share any additional comments you may have.

THINK YOU.

"Items l-24 on page 14 have been reprinted with permission from Ex-Pastors:

Men Leave the Parish Ministry by Gerald J. Jud et al. (New York:

Press, .1970) .' Copyright©1970 United Church Press.

Wh

The Pilgrim
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR SCORING QUESTIONNAIRE

Use only No. 2 lead pencil.

Substantially blacken circles but do not become obsessed.

Do not fold, bend or tear scoring sheet.

Generally, if a question is not answered leave it blank on the

scoring sheet. Some exceptions are noted on the first five pages.

Note that in each column on the scoring sheet, the first number is

I! H

a 0 .

Anytime 3 date is given (e.g. 1950) only the last two digits will

will be recorded; i.e. blacken the "S" and "0" in the respective

columns.

Only 1 (one) space/circle is ever to be blackened in any given

column, never two spaces. A column may be left blank, i.e. none

of the spaces blackened.

If you cannot solve a problem, paper clip the scoring sheet to the

questionnaire and keep it separate for special attention.

The first several pages have some tricky spots so use extra care.

After you catch on it will go more smoothly.

Work quickly but carefully. By observing all the check points

errors will be discovered at the earliest possible time.

You are now ready to begin with Step 1 on the upper left part of

your questionnaire which is your guide in scoring all the question-

naires returned.
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SCORERS GUIDE

Steps

1. Your seminary number is . Blacken this number in columns 1,

81, 161.

The subject (respondent) number is located in the upper right hand

corner. If none is there, find the last to be numbered and continue

the sequence. Put the subject number (4 digits) in columns 2-5,

82-85 and 162-165.

In column 80 blacken the "1".

In column 160 blacken the "2".

In column 230 blacken the "3".

Leave column "6" blank on the scoring sheet.

Now begin with item #1 on the questionnaire. When a year is given,

record only the last two digits. For example, the year 1963 would

be recorded as a "6" in the approPriate column and a ”3" in the

next column.

When boxes (or blanks) are checked, each box is given a numerical

value beginning with the number "1". If the boxes are vertical on

the page they are numbered from top to bottom with the tOp box

given the number "1". When boxes appear horizontal they are numbered

from left to right.

Note item 7 on page 1 of the questionnaire. Score as follows:

1=A masters degree ( of any kind)

2=A doctoratal degree (of any kind)

3=Any other degree

=no response

Note item 13. This item should be scored in column 24. Check for

any errors at this point. The balance of page 2 is not to be scored.

Column 25 l=Fu11-time

2=No Full-time

l=Secu1ar

2=Christian

3=Both

Column 27-28 Use actual numbers given-if more than one, add and

record the total (remember that a number less than ten must

be recorded as 03, OS, 08, etc.)

Column 29 1=Worked

2=Not worked
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Column 30 l=Secu1ar

2=Christian

3=Both

Column 31. 1: Less than 10 hours

2= ll-20 hours

3= 2l or more hours

(Record average if more than one employment recorded)

10. Column 38 should be blacked for the third item on page 4. Check

for any error. Proceed to page 5 when ready.

11. For Page 5.

Determine status of respondent and score as follows:

1: Pastorate: present employment is pastorate (disregard

any previous employment)

 

2= Ex-Pastor in Ministry: had once served in the pastorate

but presently in non-pastoral ministry.

3= Ex—Pastor in Secular Employment: Had once served in the
 

pastorate but presently in secular employment.

4= Non-Pastoral Ministry: never served in a pastorate and

present employment is non-pastoral ministry.

u
: II Secular: never served in a pastorate and present em-

ployment is secular.

Column 40 1= Formal Education

2= No Formal Education

Column 41—42 Record actual number of employments

Column 43-44 Record total number of employment years

(Add together if necessary)

12. For page 6 Record as follows:

l= Very Little

2= Some

3: Quite a Bit

4= Very Much

The last item on page 6 should correspond to column 59.

Check for any errors.

13. Score pages 7-10 according to the numbers actually circled by the

respondent.



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
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Only pastors and ex-pastors scored pages 11-13. If they are a

pastor or ex—pastor (by the criteria on page 5) continue scoring.

If they do not qualify as a pastor or ex-pastor but completed pages

11-14 anyway ignore their responses. The scoring for the question-

naire is completed. Usually only pastors and ex—pastors will score

pages ll-l4. Record their responses as given.

Score pages 11-13 according to the actual numbers circled by the

respondent.

The last item on page 11 should correspond to Column 135.

The last item on page 12 should correspond to Column 153.

The last item on page 13 should correspond to Column 179.

Check for any errors.

Score page 14 as follows:

O=None

l-Little

2=Some

3=Much

4=Very Much

Item 25 on page 14 should correspond to Column 204. Check for any

error.

Check Colunn 39. If the "2" or "3" were not blackened the scoring for

the questionnaire is complete. If the "2" or "3" were blackened

(indicating the respondent was an ex—pastor either in ministry or

secular employment) turn to page S of the questionnaire. Total the

number of employment years in the church and record in Columns 205 and

206. Remember to use "04" or "09" if the number of years is less than

ten.

 

Recheck. Make sure all respective circles are completely blackened.

Thank you for your valuable assistance.
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PASTORS' AND EX-PASTORS' OPINIONS:

IN PASTORATE SHOWING SIGNIFICANCE OF D

BETWEEN GROUPS

EFFECTIVENESS

IFFERENCES

 

 

 

 

 

          
 

 

 

 

          
 

 

 

 

          
 

 

 

 

          

 

Ineffective Some Effect Very Effective

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 s 3?

Administering Pastor N= 6 35 108 307 254 74

and 8 4.5 13.8 39.2 32.4 9.4 .

Organizing Ex-Pastor N= 0 8 14 43 45 14 8

Ministry % O 6.5 11.3 34.7 36.3 11.3 ‘4

Ex-Pastor Na 1 9 8 7 15 4

Secular % 2.3 20.5 18.2 15.9 34.1 9.1

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5

Pastor N= 15 62 186 290 179 67 3?
Local
Community % 1.9 7.8 23.3 36.3 22.4 8.4

, , Ex—Pastor N= 1 6 16 42 42 14 p

Ralammsmps Ministry 4 .8 5.0 13.2 34.7 34.7 11.6 B

Ex-Pastor N= 2 6 6 16 9 7 t,”

Secular % 4.3 13.0 13.0 34.8 19.6 15.2

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5 ,

pastor N= 2 16 92 286 304 84 1?

% .3 2.0 11.7 36.5 38.8 10.7

Counseling Ex-Pastor N= 1 3 13 35 47 22 E:

Ministry% .8 2.5 10.7 28.9 38.8 18.2 S

Ex-Pastor N= 3 2 10 14 9 7 U

Secular % 6.7 4.4 22.2 31.1 20.0 15.6

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5 '6

Developing Pastor N8 1 12 82 326 309 63 n

and % .1 1.5 10.3 41.1 39.0 7.9

Disciplining Ex-Pastor N= 0 1 11 41 56 15 :23

Oneself Ministry % 0 .8 8.9 33.1 45.2 12.1 4s

Ex-Pastor Na 0 3 7 19 15 2 w

Secular % O 6.5 15.2 41.3 32.6 4.3

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Developing Pastor N= 1 25 124 334 258 56 H

Lay % .l 3.1 15.5 41.9 32.3 7.0

Leadership ax-Pastor Na 1 4 19 47 45 8 'g

Minis % .8 3.2 15.3 37.9 36.3 6.5 51

Ex-Pastor N= 1 4 12 16 9 5

Secular % 2.1 8.5 25.5 34.0 19.1 10.6

 

 

 

 

           



189

 

 

 

 

 

         
 

 

 

 

          
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

           
 

 
 

 

 

Cont'd...

Ineffective Some Effect Very Effective

Scale 0 l 2 3 4 5 H

Pastor N= 3 23 128 354 239 48 .

Discipling Z .4 2.9 16. 44. 30.1 6.0 8

People Ex-Pastor N= 2 7 16 45 46 5, 8

Ministry Z 1.7 5.8 13. 37. 38.0 4.1

Ex-Pastor N= 3 7 ll 10 ll 3

Secular Z 6.7 15.6 24. 22. 24.4 637

Scale 0 l 2 3 4 5 'F

Pastor N= 3 24 103 333 266 63

Effecting Z .4 3.0 13. 42. 33.6 8.0 2:

Change Ex-Pastor N= 0 3 ll 52 51 6 :3

Ministry 2 o 2.4 8. 42. 41.5 4.9 8

Ex-Pastor N= 1 8 13 ll 12 l

Secular Z 2.2 17.4 28. 23. 26.1 2.2

Scale 0 l 2 3 4 5 .U

Pastoral Pastor N= 5 38 145 274 153 49 "

Evangelizing Z .8 5.7 21. 41. 23.0 7.4 .

Ex-Pastor N= 3 8 20 46 32 7 8

Ministry % 2.6 6.9 17. 39. 27.6 6.0 8

Ex-Pastor N= 5 7 9 10 11 3

Secular Z 11.1 15.6 20. 22. 24.4 6.7

Scale 0 l 2 3 4 5 _U

Pastoral Pastor N= 2 17 65 231 346 136 N

Visiting Z .3 2.1 8. 29. 43.4 17.1 .

Ex-Pastor N= 1 2 9 36 53 23 8

Ministry Z .8 1.6 7. 29. 42.7 18.5 8

Ex-Pastor N= 2 7 4 14 ll 7

Secular Z 4.4 15.6 8. 31. 24.4 15.6

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5

Pastor N= 0 3 4 120 425 234 T.”

Preaching Z 0 .4 . 15. 24.1 29.8

Ex—Pastor N= 0 0 '4 24 58 38 E>

Ministr 7. o o 3. 19. 46.8 30.6 8

Ex—Pastor N=- 0 2 1 13 18 13 "’

Secular Z 0 4.3 2. 27. 38.3 27.7          
Cont'd...
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Cont'd...

Ineffective Some Effect Very Effective

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5 "n?

. Pastor N= 4 21 118 391 220 46

Seumg 7. .5 2.6 14.8 48.9 27.5 5.7 'o

and , Ex-Pastor N= 1 3 13 50 50 6 8

AChievmg Ministg z .8 2.4 10.6 40.7 40.7 4.9 o

Goals Ex-Pastor N= 4 4 8 21 7 2

Secular Z 8.7 8.7 17.4 45.7 15.2 4.3

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5

Pastor N= 0 1 22 159 408 209 T.’

Teaching 2 o .1 2.8 19r9_ 51.1 26.2

Ex-Pastor N= 0 0 6 18 63 36 a,

Ministr 7. 0 o 4.9 14.6 51.2 29.3 8

Ex-Pastor N= 1 O 6 9 19 10 C:

Secular z 2.2 0 13.3 20.0 42.2 22.2

Scale 0 1 2 3 4 5 __

Pastor N= 5 18 107 351 253 56 'f

1 .6 2.3 13.5 44.4 32.0 7.1

Utilizing Ex-Pastor = 0 6 23 57 31 6 8

Conflict Ministry 2 o 4.9 18.7 46.3 25.2 4.9 <2

Ex—Pastor N= 3 8 12 10 9 1

Secular z 7.5 18.6 27.9 23.3 20.9 2.3    
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