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The purpose of the study was to investigate the judgmental policies of 

campus ministry held by C<llllpus ministers at state-supported universities 
: .:, i -� '·" hr:s ,,., At ,1- "" '"1 ·"". ,_;., • •• 

t;;,11 .� � 7-.if � �t {l ,1· I . i , � '" J ,1 � 

when the campus ministers were grouped ac'cordirig "to the'"campus"minister's 

ministry group, years of personal campus ministry experience, size of 
, 

. , ., ·:: : i\, ,; '-�'?, f 
� ,,f""� (".· •� t,�; _r,, 

the student body, campus minister's position at the ''school, and the 

campus minister's age by decade of birth, The ultimate goal of the 

research was to provide both clergy and laity with a clearer understand­

ing of the role of campus ministry at state-supported universities. 
'}1 :· ·';ftf·l ist·f'l'.�'lr 1rt�} 

The questionnaire used in the study was developed using the critical 

incident technique. Supervisors of campus ministry were asked to list 

the three most important ministry' gbais' gr ''rol: 'tun6tions or campus 

ministry at state-supported universities, The responses were tabulated 

and a 17-item questionnaire was formed, In order to determine reliability, 

a pilot test of the questionnaire was conducted, The subjects (N • 276)

who participated in tho study be· 'responding ·,to, the questionnaire were 

campus minister, in ten minietry group affiliations at etate-aupported 

universities during 1982; ,.: 'l'hey rated ·17, goals of campus :minietry and 

gave a rating to a program of campus ministry that would have the 17

goals as principal objective■, The Judgment Analysis technique was 

uuad and the campua ministers were found to be cluatered in six 

judgnMlntal aroae related to ministry group. 
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The 1969 Wesley Foundation study found that clarification of 

ministerial roles and the search for self-image were among the 

greatest concerns of campus ministers (Underwood, 1969). Campus 

ministry has been in existence long enough to have a very large 

professional staff and a physical presence on hundreds of campuses 

(Johnson, 1979). Although this specialized ministry has produced 

several generations of practitioners and many generations of clients, 

it is still unable to define its role (Hammond, 1979), 

Lanagan (1979) suggested that both the university and the church 

are involved in determining.the role campus ministry plans on campus. 

The university sees campus ministry as an academic or student life 

force and asks what preparation the campus minister should have to 
• 

i, 

serve and assist the college or university in achieving its goals, 

'l'he religious organization with which the campus minister is affiliated 

sees tho campus ministry as a component which fosters a religious 

atmosphere in the University. 

Tho purpoee of thi• research wae to dovolop purpose ■tatemonts 

that could be identified by campus minister■ a■ bein9 relevant to 

campuu mini11try and analyze the pur1>oeo etatomonte accordinCJ to the 

campu9 minister'■ miniltry affiliation, eize of atudont body, and 

co1mpus mln.lster's a,Je. The aots of purpose statements can be 

utilized to provide both clergymen and laity with a clearer understanding 

of the role of campus ministry at state-supported universities and to

provide educational organizations affiliated with campus ministry 
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& 
with direction in planning continuing educational opportunities for 

campus ministers. 

Procedures 

The critical incident technique (Flanag�, 1954) was used to 

develop the instrument used in this study, one-hundred seventy-one 

supervisors of campus ministry were asked to state what they considered 

to be the three most important goals of a viable campus ministry. The 

responses of the supervisors were tabulated and the most frequent 
,, 

responses were used as items (goals) on the insturment' (see Table 1). 
' ' , .' ( •, � ' ;, I '' ' .: J,, i, � i 

Table 1 

Goals of Campus Ministr/':l 
,' ' 'i• ' ,, , 

' '• '  
,, " 

Number 'sf�t��nt' of ;Golil•\l!!i..'f; Short. Title 

l,** ''f·"�$.�!t1f:·1 •,,','�/n;:f''} •td., if';: J,"'-·(,'A,l"" P •, 
To assist .students in 'developing . .. . . Biblically based lite
Biblically 'based life, 9oala ,and ii\ th• , , goals/ 
integration of. these, into" the vocation , 

2,** 

3,** 

of their, choice, . , ... ,1 ,, 

To provide opportunitie• for 
fellowship, 

To provide worship opportunitie•
on campus,

4, * To devolot, student leadership, 

S,*** To lead student■ and faculty to 
become involved in the local 
church, 

u,*** To nurture atudenta who are 
considering the religious pro­
feaaion as a vocation, 

7,* To expand tho vision of students 
to invest their lives in meeting 
the needs of a hurting world, 
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Fellowship, 

worship, 

student leadership,

Involved in th• local 
church, 

�ligious vocation. 

Invest in hurting 
world. 



Number Statement of Goal 

B. * To organize groups for study and 
action upon special concerns and 
problems raised in the university. 

9.** To assist persons in their search 
for religious identity. 

10.** To provide opportunities for study 
in doctrine, religious beliefs, 
and church (denominational) policy. 

11.* To provide students with 
opportunities for personal 
ministry. 

12.* To nurture students and faculty 
in faith development. 

13. * To create an environment 
(organizational structure) in 
which'students can grow in 
their faith. 

14.* To develop a visible community 
of faith on campus. 

15.** To provide pastoral counseling. 

16.* To help students and faculty 
relate their work in academia 
and in the larger world beyond 
tho campus. 

17,* To enable tho faith community on 
campus to be ablo to share their 
faith wit.h others on campus while 
respecting tho boliots, values, 
and lifoMtylea of those othor 
peoplo, 

10. J\a■uming that all the foregoing
are r,rincipal objectivua tor a
campus miniatry program, how
valid would you judge the overall
goal ot that ministry- to be?

Short Title 

Organize for study 
and action. 

Religious identity. 

Study of religious 
topics. 

Personal minstry, 

Faith development, 

Environment for 
growth. 

Visible community of 
faith. 

Pastoral counseling. 

Relate faith, 

Sharing of faith. 

overall rating of 
goals, 

• Factor 11 Developmental Role of Campus Ministry
•• Factor 21 Supportive RolA of Campus Ministry
••• Factor 31 Denominational Identity Role of Campus Ministry
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Each item on the instrument was scored from one to five. An item , ,� "". , " ..• ,.a.' ��.".',.'': 

r�ceiv�d,� score of 5 if the dimension w�;''•��c�i;d• as i�ing very 
,,;. , .... ,,- � <,t.ft•"' :· �,,' ' 

important to campus ministry, 4 if the dimension ·was scored as being 
!• '',:,::·•:-'/·::I�};),;•.\•,;.,,�,'..:. of more than average importance, 3 if the dimension was scored as 

being of average importance, 2 if the dimen1'.fo�;;;�:t�·•��r�d a; being 
-�,(:si ;� • ·:; .':]tii!f :�·'\: .::: t�-of less than average importance, and 1 if the dimension was scored

as being of little or no importance, 
.�{;., I .� '.;. -�1Y:t�fl'�hl�> 

Construct validity of the instrument was �;��ifi:g'ci:t�d 
.. Hi•' • , , • �; Ii, I ··�···,i.).;�.;'. ,,\;i\�:}'i•Ylt,u-h:'j;?'iT factor analysis, Three factors (constr.ue;t,�l,...,�tr�,.1�1?,Un�

1.
to

Identity Role of Campus Ministry, 

using 
• 

exist and

?.1t '..ftlJ�"\,111J:/) i.1·1/ • \ 
The ins.�rwnents were then mailed to s9q �··]!n�C?,ll!lY selected campus 

were ■elected 

mailing lhts 

from 3,427 campus minhter• .. ��O,!!!,,n�� ,ppeared on 
, J 'hf ··J ;, ��rt�-; 1·/·i ·;v:..,,· :· 

obtained frcm the headquart��•,o�.l'.l•�ional Campue 

Miniatry groups, 
�_(,".''.f:'[;t(\' 1 '\ I 

There were 276 ueable reepon••• and Table 2 ahowa 
·' , , . , , ,, ,I ' ,, ' ·i:· ,., ; ,'!.t 

the ton grouping• by miniatry affiliation, 

Th• aampl• conaiated of 226 males and SO female• and were 

di■tributed among four age categorie■ (1oe Table 2), Almost 64\ of 

the campu■ mini■tera were leas than 43 year■ of age, Th• 1amplo wa■ 

further categorized by the aize of the atudent body at the in■titution 

where the campus ministry was located (1ee Table 2), Over 65\ of 

the campus ministries were located at campuses having more than 

9,000 students, 
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Table 2 

Profile of cam12us Ministers 

Ministr:i:: GrOU,E! 

Jewish Student Union 

Southern Baptist Campus Ministry 

Campus Crusade for Christ 

The Navigators 

Catholic Campus Ministry 

Lutheran Campus Ministry 

Presbyterian Campus Ministry 

United Methodist Campus Ministry 

Interdenominational 

Episcopal Campus Ministry 

Losa than 33 

33 to 42 

43 to 52 

Creater than 52 

�tudent Body Size 

Less than 2,500 students 

2,500 to 0,999 students 

9,000 or more students 

Number 

19 

54 

34 

13 

36 

21 

13 

29 

34 

23 

87 

89 

66 

34 

35 

61 

180 

Percent 

6,9 

19,6 

12,3 

4.7 

13.0 

7,6 

4.7 

10,5 

12.3 

8,3 

31,5 

32, 3 

23.9 

12,3 

12.7 

22.1 

65,2 

--------. -----------------------------------------------------
--------

TOTAL 276 100.0 



Judgment Analysis (JAN) was utilized to identify the patterns by 
.�:.�'. .j:\.,' ' 

which campus ministers make decisions about goals. The patterns were 
,:,: , ' .. , .. ��:<?!:'·:�::'..-L::! • 

identified through the formulation of an .associat_ic:,_11.1:J�tw�en the 

items on the instrument and an overall item. The strength of this 
-----·-·--···--··-·--·-·--·-- -------- • , 

association is reflected in the value of the multiple correlation 
,·•••··-·----:---,-.. , ·-•-.. �---�-.. ----

coefficient (R). In this case the ove,rall item _repre��nt�d. an

evaluation of all the goals which were_presented_ to the .campus

ministers (Table 1). The JAN procedure gave •an R2. (multiple 'R 
,. -, .. , -::, -

coefficient squared) for each individual grouping ofcampus ministers 
• 1 ••• 

and an overall B_ for the initial stage ;�f ,the procedure. ·t -:Tl'\e initial
I �, ' , ' --

stage consisted of all the groupings 'when··each one ·is treated as an 
�-- -�-----�---...., �--· ,, ' � ._..,...,....,. _ _..,,_, ·',,(..'·«> ;-�-.,.•· 

individual system. Two judgmental groups ��!...��en selected by the 
·-·-·-.. ---· 

procedure and·combined on the basis.of the homogeneity of.their
• ,.- .,,, ;,,.,", +- "' ., ,, •. ,. �►'-�- -� ,, 

prediction equations, This resulted in the l�_ast loes in predictive
!,', t 

efficiency of tho procedure, The. lose. in predictive efficiency was 
i:C',• ,f. ' j 

2 moaaured by the drop in! betwee� the.two atagea. The grouping

continued until all of the grouping• wore combined into a aingle 

cluster. 

A determination of the number of different judgmental groups 

2 
th4t are present can be made on the bade of the drop in ,B at tho 

different atagoa of the JAN procedure. Ward (1962) and Ward and 

Hook (1963) suggested that a drop greater than .os between auccoaaive 

stages represented too great a lose in predictability. 

Reaulta 

Mean responses of tho 276 campus ministers are shown in Table 3. 

Goals which were rated as most important were number 7 (invest in 



---- -

� RES?ONS£ sec� FOJt GOAL STAn:MENTs• 

Goal sute-nu 

C•tei()rl' 1 2 l 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

KiniSU')"' �rc-5: 

1 .. Jewish 2.7 4.3 4.0 �-3 2.5 2.6 4.0 3.5 4.6 4.0 2.8 J.7 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.0 3.2 4.2 

2. Sc:;theru IIAptirt C.8 C.3 3.7 4.3 4.3 3.9 4.4 3.0 4.0 3.6 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.3 3.9 4.4 4.5. 4.6

l. c_,,.. Cnas..S. for Christ 4.8 4.1 2.5 4.8 4.2 4.2 4.8 1.8 3.5 2.4 5.0 4.7 4.B 4.4 2.4 4.6 4.9 4.5

4. 111•":.;inors C.7 3.8 1.6 4.2 l.8 3.2 4.8 1.8 4.1 2.7 4.9 4.5 4.8 J.6 2.7 4.4 4.8 4.2 

5. CUhoHc: 4.C 3.8 4.4 3.9 3.3 3.4 4.5 3.4 4.2 3.9 3.9 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.5 

6. �V&n 4.0 J.9 C.2 3.8 3.) 3.7 4.3 l. 3, 4.2 3.6 3.8 4.3 ,.2 J. 7 C.2 c., 4.0 4.4 

7. Fr•�•na:, c.o 3.7 C.2 3.8 3.1 3.7 4.4 l.9 4.3 3.5 3.6 4.3 ,.: 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.1 4.3 

e. c:,.i ted 1-t.'lodist 4.0 3.& J.6 !.a 3.3 3.7 4.2 l.2 4.2 2.9 • 3.7 4.1 4.2 3.9 3-� 4.3 ,.o 4.4 

9. Inte .... ..ancaiAAucm.al c.o 3.6 3.4 3.1 3.6 3.6 4.6 l.9 4.2 3.2 ).9 4.5 4.2 3.8 4.1 4.4 3.8 4.4

lC. lpiaa,pAJ. J.6 c.o C.4 l.1 3.3 3.0 ,., l.7 4.4 3.1 J.9 ,., 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.4 

llillJ.atar•• ap: 

<33,-.ra C.5 C.2 3.2 J.5 J.9 l.9 C.7 2.5 4.0 3.0 ,., 4.5 4.6 C.l J.3 4.4 4.6 4.5 

33-42 yurs C.l 3.9 J.8 c.o 3.5 3.C 4.4 3.3 4.2 l.5 c.o 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.0 4.3 

43-52 rean C.2 3.9 C.l c.o l.4 3.7 4.4 l.7 4.3 3.6 J.9 4.5 C.l 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.0 4.5 

>52yaKa l.5 J.6 J.C J.6 J.C l.2 .. , l.5 4.0 J.l J.2 J.9 J.9 , .. C.2 4.2 3.9 4.J 

Student.!!!!!% Si•: 

<2,soo ■t•u : • 3.9 l.l J.9 C.l 3.6 3.3 4.4 l.l l.9 l.4 4.0 4.0 4.l 4.0 3.1 4.3 4.1;: 4.4 

:_. I _·.; !;;<,_ 

2,500-8,999 studanta 4.2 4.1 3.6 4.1 l.7 3.8 4.5 l.2 4.3 3.3 4.1 4.5 4.4 4.2 4.0 4.5 ,. 4.1 i 4.5
·, 

19,000R1111Nlta 4.J J.9 3.6 c.1 J.5 l.6 4.5 l.2 4.1 J.4 4.1 4.4 4.4 4.1 , .. 4.J 4.2 ! 4.4 

� c.2 J.9 ,., c.1 J.6 ,., 4.5 J.1 4.1 J.4 4.1 4.4 4.5 4.1 J.I 4.4 C.2 4.C 

*llolmdad to neueat tuth 

-.",\ 
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hurting world) and number 13 (environment for growth),,, Each of these 
' ·� ' ,, j ' ' , 

, �'· 4·' � ..,..,, 
t i ' : received an overall mean rating of 4.5. The campus ministers rated 

', ' ' ,, ' ,, • , ' 

• ...� '" • • �I' t, l .. ; goal number, 8 (organize for study and action) as having the lowest 
·i'' • \' .�· .,./ ''. _,j,, i • 1'\ 

priority with an overall mean of 3.1. The Campus crusade �or Christ 

campus ministers gave as high as or the highest ratings ,of ali groups 

for J.o of_'. th� 1 � goals, The Jewish campus ministe_rs ·:gave as: low as 

or the lowest ratings of all groups for 11 of the :17 goals.' 
:"'' .i,,,, 

Twelve o f the 18 goals were given as high or.the.highest 'ratings 
\, \'!• '  •t:�f '., 

·'.' ' 

o f importance by the youngest group of campus ministers. The oldest 
•Y' b , d,.' ,; ;�, �f. ;, •�,;\ �• �'._,.: "rl' �f'/ :,• 

ministers 
0

held the highest rating for only �ne 'go�i, '�umber 15 
• i ·"' , ' "''· , ,-· \.'), 1, 1>i'i<'. 'icf ( ·1\,..§1 't\,1

,1
;, ' ; 

(pastoral, counseling). Indeed, the oldest campus 'ministers had as 
m .,-:,y 

low or the lowest ratings for 13 of the 18 goals. ;., 
' ,. •. ,.,, 

, Fourteen of eighteen goals were �ated as high 0; higher by these 
·,: ;;'< ,,., j', I '. 

from achoole with ■mall or large ■tudent bodiea, The ■mall .■chool 
, ;,, ., ,, ;ii; ·,'•�•:�. , ,,;..,1 ,\;_;�Ii\·,',\; ,� ,. ',:' 

i" l,1-; 

minhter■ , rated only one goal higher_ �h� t�_e �ther two groupa. 
, ' ' l • ' > � )j ' 

j < 

'l'hat goal wa■ number 3, i,e,, to provide wor■hip opportunitie■ on 

campus. 

,>/ ·�-t • J.:f �· '1-' 
,, 

In an effort to determine the goal orientation■ of tho throe 

cla■1ificat!�ns1 i.�., miniatry' group, ■tudent body ■ize, and age, 

the data were aubmitted to Judgment Analyai■ technique (JAN), 

Characteristic• of the campus mini■ters who evaluated mini■try 

goals were illuminated by JAN which incorporate■ the strength of 

association between the ratings of the 17 individual ministry goals 

and the overall goal rating. 

Table 4 demonstrates the judgment analysis system of regrouping 
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Table 4 

JAJI IttRATIONS BY CLASSIFICATIOtl 

Stage .Judge !.
2 

IUMISTRY I 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 .so 

GROUP 

II 1 2 3 4 s (6, 7) B 9 10 .80 

III 1 2 3 4 cs. 8) (6, 7) 9 10 .78 

IV 1 2 3 4 (S, 8) (6, 7, 10) 9 .76 

V l (2, s. 8) 3 4 (6, 7, 10) 9 • 74

VI l (2, S, S) (3, 9) 4 (6, 7, 10) .67 

VII n. 3, 9> (2, s. 8) 4 (6, 7, 10) .59 

'-":Ill n. 3, 9> (2, s. 6, 7, 8, 10) 4 .49 

ll u. 3, ,. 9) (2, s. 6, 7, 8, 10) .35 

X ,1. 2. 3, ,. s, ,. ,. a, 9, 101 .19 

MIRISTElt I 1 2 3 4 .47 

II (1, 3) 2 4 .41 

III n. 3> (2. 4) .32 

IV n. 2. 3, ,, .20 

ISTL'DENT I l 2 3 .31 
BODY SIZE 

II n. 2, 3 .29 

III n. 2. 3> .23 



, ,, , • 'i .'.""' ,,,���·•·� .... :�,:;,-·:;.:_ �,,. /�::•t,�r.,:·--"'-,'·7;"1'·,·�::·:·�·�· ·:/;,'':'-'."� " .,.,. ·. classifications of ministers, ""This process'',deterinines the groupings 
: ' ' • • � • f ' • 

. ..:�: : who have made similar patterns in evaluating the goals. Thus in the 

first part of Table 4 the goals are analyzed by mini'�try groups . 
. ,, 

Starting with ten groupings of ministers the JAN procedure shows that 

group 6 (Lutheran) and group 7 (Presbyterian) were the most alike in 

the way that the ratings of the 17 individual 'c3oais relat�d to the 
,;..- •, 1 

overall goal, This combination of campus ministers ;roduced a 

negligibly small reduction in '!/ from s�age l'',to;:::t��� 2 �' Th� R2 

1\. ,.Ji ,,.,, • • 

,, ·''!'•, '\:.�-. , '.: ,J., t,u11 't 1i't \ ; , 

indicated the association between the l.7 go.ala and �e ov�rall goal 
·,; -� ., .. , ::-,: :.; : . ) for each iteration. That is, thfit l of , 80 indicated that 80\ of 

' ) � 
,'I'· :. ,·;�\�.t'/H·',,:'.·· .:·, ·� 

the variability in the evaluation of the overall ,goals was ·:accounted 
:·1 '1 '-�!;,,,·' 

for by the 17 individual goals, The iteration process ·continued to 
., ('o<ij1 '� t;.': � It,,� \\ ,, '> \ 2 

combine ministry groups until a ,05 decline in the! was noted. 

At this time six different ,groupfn9�·· �f"�u,u;' ��iitrie�I oJ of 
, t., 'I,�-,; Ct1. �-

tho original ten were revealed, .Groups 1, 3, 4, and 9 are ainglotona 
�•'\ ... , 
•. �',' ,,,f' t�.�,l ,,, • > ,,,, 

having diatinot charaote'riatica by themaelvea, whereaa 2, 5, and 8 

wore merged and 6, 7, and ·10 were merged owing to the homogen�ity of 

their rating policies, 

Using age as a means of c:laaaifying campus miniaters (th• socond 

part of Table 4) four distinct waya of perceiving the aubaidy of tho 

individual goals to the overall goal of campua miniatry appoared, 

Tho third part of '!'able 4 ahows the campus minister■ to have two 

composite policies with respect to ■tudent body size, Thoso campus 

ministers from small and intermediate size student bodies tended to 

have the same viewpoint concerning the contribution of individual 

goals to the overall while those from the largest schools were 

significantly different. 



Discussion 

The Southern Baptist, Catholic, and Methodist groups seemed .to 

perceive all of the items as moderately associated with the overall 

goal of campus ministry. The goal showing the greatest contribution 

was number 6 (religious vocation) followed by 7 (sharing of faith). 

Another composite of ministry groups combined. Lutheran, 

Presbyterian, and Episcopal who also showed moderation on goal 

statements. The Presbyterians perceived goals 11 (personal ministry), 

14 (visible community of faith), and 16 (relate faith) as being the 

most worthy dimensions of a campus ministry endeavor. While the 

Lutherans were very high on goals 7 (invest in a hurting world), 

9 (religious identity), and 14 (visible cqmmunity of faith), the 

Episcopals were very high on 16 (relate faith), 

The other four campus ministry groups, the Jews, Navigators, 

Campua Cruaade for Chriat, and the Interdenominationala,all had very 

different perception• of what a campua miniatry ahould be, The Jews 

ahowed negative perce1>tiona of goal■ 2 (fellowahip), 4 (atudont 

ludorahip), and 6 (religioua vocation) followed by negative 

perception• of 10•13 (atudy of religioua topica, peraonal ministry, 

fai�t development, environment for growth), All other goal• aeemed

to tMke no contribution to the overall according to the perception 

of·the Jewish ministry group. According to the Navigators goal 6 

(religious vocation) has the highest priority followed by 5 (involved 
' 

in local church), 4 (student leadership), and 14 (visible community 

of faith) for inclusion in a campus ministry program, whereas, goal 15 

(pastoral counseling) was definitely not desired as a facet of a 
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ministry program. The Campus Crusade for Christ group had high 

perceptions for goals 5 (involved in local church)/ 10 (study of 

' religious topi�s) , and 15 (pastoral counseling) • as being foundations 

of a campus ministry program, whereas, the interdenominational group 

showed high interest in goals 15 (pastoral counseling), 16 (relate 

faith), and 17 (sharing of faith). The interdenomi,national' group 

showed little interest in the other goals in �fining t�eir' ·campus 

ministry except for number 2 (fellowship) \,,hich' the'y per�ived as 

not being a part of a program. 

When the campus ministers were '•grouped by·, age the older· 
0

personnel 
' ',, < :,:, :, ': ',I,' ,, ,'./e; ,,'< . •,. • 

showed the strongest feelings about the components of a ministry 

program, They perceived the '11lynch' pi�a" to be 'bo�poaed pr!mariiy 

of goals 7 (invest in a hurting' �orld)/ it (personal \,'iniatry), 13 

(environment for growth), 15 (pa■toral �·�'aeling), '16 (relate faith) , 

and 17 (■haring of faith), 
,, � : -' ,· S', � ·  ,, I '. jl. 1' 

The two middle aged group, (33 to 42 and 
' t \ ' � ' ' ' J< 

4 3 to 5:Z) 1howed rather modest priority on moat of the goals, The 

youngeat of tho campu1 minister;, h�e�er: 'perceived goal number 5 

(involved in local church) aa highest priority in a program followed 

by 1 (Biblically baaed life goals) and 14 (visible connunity of 

faith), 

In the grouping according to campus population, minilters 

employed at small and intermediate sized campuses tended to have 

similar perceptions concerning the constituents of a campus ministry 

program. They also seemed to have the strongest perceptions overall, 

particularly wherein they rated goals 2 (fellowship), 3 (worship), 

and 7 (invest in a hurting world) as not being a part of the campus 
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ministry goal. However, these ministers rated goals 1 (Biblically 

based life goals), 16 (relate faith), and 17 (sharing of faith) as 

being most contributory. Campus ministers from larger campuses 

tended to be very moderate across the board, that is, they viewed 

all goals as being moderately contributory to an overall campus 

ministry goal. 

Conclusions 

The study seems to have revealed a consensus of priorities 

concerning the components of a campus ministry mission. These 

components are revealed according to ministry group, age of the 

campus ministers, and size of the student body at the institution 

where. the campus ministers are employed. Evidence indicates that 

Southern Baptists, Catholics, and Methodists dominate the campus 

ministry movement. They revealed a moderation concerning the 

components ot the campua miniatry miaaion and aeemed to view 

the c11mpua miniltry H an extenaion of th• attiliated institution 

ot higher learning. Evidence further auggeata that Lutherans, 

Presbyterian■, and l�piacopd campus minister■ viewed the go11la 

from tho standpoint of a moro orthodox form of proteatantiam. Tho 

litor11tur• aoema to indicate that th••• diviaiona tend to have 

mora rituals and liturgy in their activities. Tho Lutherans seemed 

to view the campus ministry as a church functioning as a convnunity 

within the campus, whereas the Presbyterians tended to emphasize 

the importance of personal faith in campus ministry. The Episcopals 

on the other hand seemed to underscore the idea that the campus 

ministry mission should support an applied religious philosophy.
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That is, religion should address questions dealing with the way one 
', ) � ��, ll'\'''.:�·t�-.. d:t· 

should live in contemporary times and how one should decide about 

situational ethics. 

'l'he Jews seemed to perceive very little social context within 

their campus ministry commission. They viewed the,charge very 

differently from all other groups. Information suggests a sort of 

introspection about their approach. They were interested in pastoral 

counseling, individual religious identity and local-church involvement 

in their campus ministry mission. 

Church involvement in the student's life appeared to be a
.·, 

cornerstone of the Campus Crusade's ministry.· The Navigators seemed

to emphasize a religious leadership orientation with a social context. 

Results also auggeat the Navigators· aa bein�.1 org�i-�era of leadership 
,: <)f('i ,:·, >' ( 

development, The Interdenominational group atreaaed individual 
:� ): \) ,'1\•:.l:�' '� 

student growth and sharing faith with other individuala, 
' 

! .';!') 

When the sample was reclassified according to campus population, 

those campua miniaten from small and' i'�ternie'diate •iz• campuaea 
• ·, l·' '' ,. '' ( l'� ' ' t •' '.' . 

aeemod more interested in individual aapeot• of religioua manifeatationa,

Moroovor, they were aome�hat negative on fellowahip and group worahip,

Ministers from the largeat campuses •••med more attentive to social

programming but were moderately involved in all 17 of tho goals,

Although the lack of a clear underatanding of the role of campus 

ministry may be a problem in the field, it can be assumed that the 

campus ministers participating in the present study had definite 

judgmental policies of campus ministry and were consistent in 

expressing them. 
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