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The purpose of the study was to investigate the judgmental policies of
campus ministry held by campus ministers at state—supported universities
when the campus ministers were‘ Igr'oup»écﬁl accor& ikﬁto "g’tie&‘"}cﬁ:;puswminister 8
ministry group, years of personal campus ministry experience, size of

the student body, campus minister ) position at tgzésonool, and the
campus minister's age by decade of birth. The ultimate goal of the
research was to provide both clergy and leity with a. clearer understand—
ing of the role of campus ministry at state-supported universities.

The questionnaire used in the study Q;sﬂéézﬁloped using the critical
incident technique. Supervisors of oampus ministry were asked to list
the three most important ministry goals or role functions or campus
ministry at state-supported universities. The responses were tabulated
and a 1l7-item questionnaire was formed. In order to determino reliability,
a pilot test of the questionnaire 9@5 conoucted. The subjects (N = 276)
who participated in the ltudy'be?reiponoinélto1the questionnaire were
campus ministers in ten ministry group attiliations at state~supported
universities during 1982,  They rated l7 goals of campus ‘ministry and
gave a rating to a program of campus miniltry that would have the 17
goals as principal objectives. The Judgment Analysis technique was

usod and the campus ministers were found to be clustered in six

judgmental areas related to ministry group.
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The 1969 Wesley Foundation study found that clarificdtioh”of:”“”:
ministerial roles and the search'for se1f-image were among the
greatest concerns of campus ministers (Underwood, 1969). Campus
ministry has been in existence long énough to have a very ldrge
professional staff and a physical presence on hundreds of campuges
(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 chutch
are involved in determining the role campus minig;;y‘plans on campus.
The Qniversity sees campus minia;ry as an qgaq;mic or studeﬁt lifé.
force and asks what preparation‘;he_qgmpus minie;qg should have to
serve and assist the college or Qnivéysity in achieving its goals.

The religious organization with which the campus minister is affiliated
sees the campus miniatry as a component which tostqrs a religious
atmosphere in the University.

The purpose of thia research was to develop purpose statements
that could be identified by campus ministers as being relevant to
campus ministry and analyze the purpose statements according to the
campua ministor‘s ministry affiliation, size of student body, and
campus minlster's age. The sats 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

[ Y
provide educational organizations affiliated with campus ministry
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witﬁ ?gdirection in planning éontinuiﬁ'g'educ‘atio‘r.\all Oppoft;ﬁnitiés for
campus ministers. N L L:fﬁ ’f;_wi;;ﬁféﬁi |
| ~ Procedures

The qritical incident technique (Flaﬁ&géﬁ}ilQSd) Q@SJUQéd to_:
develop the instrument used in thig study. Qgé;hundred'seveﬁtyjone
supervigors of campus ministry weréiasked to state what ghéy”¢onsidered
to be the ;hree most important goals pfla yiable cahpus min#étty.‘ The
responses of the supervisors were ;ébulatgd andthélmog:lf;équeqt

responses were used as itgmgj]goa{é}idn?;hgAng;ﬁ;ﬁéﬁﬁiééééiTqbie 1).

IR B T RS S R PR L R

'l‘dble 1

_Goala ot Camgus Ministrx 1

Numberd' R ‘r:rééatement of Goalm*ﬁ”z;fﬁwﬁjiffffShogtyTitie

t»;*s

1.*;= "o assist students in devoloping (‘Bfﬁlicéiif based life
. _Biblically baaed lite goals ‘and in the ., goals.
integration of these into the vocation T o

W4t .. of thelr. choico.dﬁ: ey s .wi%;;i.

2,%*  To provide opportunities for = Fellowship.
fellowship, ' o '

AL To provide worship opportunities WOrihip{‘
~on campus.,

4.* To develop student leadership. Student leadership.

S.%*+ To lead students and faculty to Involved in the local
become involved in the local church.
church,

G.*** To nurture students who are Religious vocation.
considering the religious pro-
fession as a vocation.

7.* To expand the vision of students Invest in hurting
to invest their lives in meeting world.

the needs of a hurting world.
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Number

g, "W

10, **

1.+

12.*

13,.¢

17.*

18.

* Factor 1t
LA ractor 2:
**+  Factor 3:

Statement of Goal

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

To assist persons in their search
for religious identity.

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

To provide students with
opportunities for personal

. ministry.

To nurture students and faculty
in faith deveIOpment.

TO create an environment
(organizational atructure) in

"~ which’'students can grow in

their faith.

To develop a visible community

" of faith on campus.

To provide pastoral counseling.

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

To enable the faith community on
campus to be able to share their
faith with others on campus wlille
respecting the boliofs, values,
and lifoutyles of those other
peoplo.

Assuming that all the foregoing
are principal objectives for a
campus minlstry program, how
valid would you judge the overall
goal of that ministry to be? '

Short Title
Organize ‘for study
and aqtion.

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,

Developmental Role of Campus Ministry
Supportive Rols of Campus Ministry
Denominational Identity Role of Campus Ministry
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Each item on the instrument was scored from one to“five. An item

. X n B Y
received a score of 5 if the dimension wasasco;ed s being very

_;important to campus ministry; 4 1if the dimension.was scored as being
of more than average importance; 3 if the dimensionisas scored as

: being of average importance; 2 if the dimension waswscored as being

of less than average importance; and 1 if the dimension was scored
g -sx,g,iﬁ"a o

SR ARRETRCUYD,
Construct validity of the instrument was invgstigated using

i ,;‘4%?&%;? 12\3».» T ..r

factor analysis. Three factors (constructs) wer found to exist and

e N*WM J‘ ;-4.7‘ A

"as being of little or no importance.

R

- .are indicated in Table 1. They were Developmental Role of Campus

2 § Ty T 1 AR &f’*bz\"\

Ministry, 5upportivs Role of Campus Ministryfﬁand Denominational

#"“F

o vﬁ Ex ; ‘ f'.'-..?.'
Identity Role of Campus Ministry. o Lo

b b4 “) ¥ Zf,ﬁ*”'
The instruments were then mailed to SOO randgmfy selected campus

‘ministers lerving at state~supported universities.qgwhe participants

were selected from 3,427 campus ministers whoso names appeared on

i 3n ‘[’3%;\'4

mailing liasts obteined from the headquartere of Netionel Campus
Ministry groups., There were 276 usable reeponsgsuﬁndﬂfeble 2 shows
the ton groupinqs by ministry affiliation. e
The semple'consisted;ofw226=males and Sb femeles and were

distributed emong four age categoriee (soe‘Tableiz). Almost 64\ of
the campus ministers were less than 43 years of age. The samplo was
further cateqorised by the size of the student body at the institution
where'the campus ministry wesilocated'(seeiTeble 2). Over G5\ of

the campus ministries were located at campuses having more than

9,000 students.
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Table 2

Profile of Campus Ministers

Ministry Group | | ggmggg_ | 4éé;§eht.
Jewish Student Union | 19 6.9
Southern Baptist Campus Ministry 54 ' 19.6
Campus Crusade for Christ 34 12,3
The Navigators _ , , 13 _ 4.7
Catholic Campus Ministry 36 13.0
Lutheran Campus Ministry , : 21 7.6
Presbyterian Campus Ministry - 13 4.7
United Methodisg Campus Ministry 29 10.5
Interdenominational 34 12,3
Episcopal Campus Ministry ‘ 23 , 8.3
Age -
legs than 33 | a7 31.5
33 to 42 89 32,3
43 to 52 66 23.9
Creater than 52 34 12,3

) G ey e e S e Y e A ey B A M e i W i G G D S A s S O A e A S S S I b AU R AN S-S W A0 AR G A TR O SR A S e e

Student Body Size

loss than 2,500 students 35 12,7
2,500 to 8,999 students 61 22.1
9,000 or more students | | 180 65.2
________ ,--------------------------------_-_-_:_____------_-_---------
TOTAL 276 100.0
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Judgment Analysis (JAN) was utilized to identify the patterns by

*

which campus ministers make decisions abOut goGls‘ﬂ Theﬂpatterns -
S L

._identified through the formulation of an association between the

items on the instrument and an overall item. The strength of this

association is reflected in the value of the multiple correlation

s Sramm——————

coefficient (R)°d_£“ this case the overall item represented an

e o ek et
s e e A

evaluation of all the goals which_werelpresented to. the'campus .

ministers (Table 1) . The JAN procedure gave ‘an- R (multiple R

.

coefficient squared) for each individual grouping of campus ministers

~ and an overall R2 for the initial stege;of;the procedure;xaThe:initial

L ————————

et — e b . G AP

stage consisted of all the groupings when ‘each- one*is treated as an

: —e—,—ﬁ-pwwh“’,“":ﬁr iyt

'-individual system. Two judgmental groups were then seleoted by the

v v g s —

procedure and ‘combined on the basis of the homogeneity of their

wA B R RS T - Er

prediction equations. This resulted in the 1east loss in predictive

Vos L

efficiency of the procedure, The loee in predictive efficiency was
moasured by the drop in B?Hb°tW°§?,th°.F"° stages. The grouping

~ continued until all of the groupinge_wore combined into a eingle
cluster. B )

A determination_of the number of different judgmental groups
that are present can be made‘on_the basis of the drop in 52 at tho
different stages of the JAN procedure. Ward (1962) and Ward and
Hook (1963) suggested that a drop greater than .05 between successive
stages represented too great a loss in predictability.

| Results

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

Coals which were rated as most important were number 7 (invest in
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MEAS RESPONSE SCCRES FOR GGAL STATEMENTS®

Goal Statements

Category 1 2 3 4 s 6 ? e 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Ministry Srouf:

1. Jewish 2.7 4.3 4.0 4.3 2.5 2.6 4.0 3.5 4.6 40 2.8 3.7 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.0 3.2 4.2
2. scithers Baptist 4.8 4.3 3.7 43 4.3 39 4.4 3.0 4.0 3.6 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.3 3.9 4.4 s a6
3. Camus Crusade for Qurist 4.8 4.1 2.5 4.8 4.2 4.2 4.8 1.8 3.5 2.4 S0 4.7 4.8 44 2.4 4.6 4.9 4.5
4. Navizators 47 3.8 1.6 42 e 2.2 48 1.8 &1 2.7 4.9 45 4.8 3.6 2.7 4.4 4.8 4.2
5. Catholic 4.4 3.8 4.4 39 3.3 34 45 3.4 4.2 39 3.9 4.4 44 4.3 42 4 '3.9 1 4.5
€. Lutheran €0 39 €2 3.8 3.3 37 43 3.3 4.2 3.6 3.8 4.3 &2 37 .2 3.4 0 4
7. Presbyterian 4.0 27 €2 3.2 31 3.7 4.4 3.9 43 35 3.6 43 43 42 45 45 41 43
8. taited methodist 4.0 3.6 3.6 23 3.3 37 4.2 32 4.2 _2.944 3.7 41 42 35 3.7 43 60 4.4
9. Interdencminatianal 4.0 36 3.4 33 3.6 3.6 4.6 3.9 4.2 3.2 39 45 4.2 3.8 4.1 4.4 3.8 4.4
1C. Spiscopal 3.6 €0 44 38 33 3.0 4.6 37 44 3.8 L3 46 43 44 43 46 44 a4
Winister's Age: |

€33 yaars . 4.5 4.2 3.2 3.5 39 39 47 2.5 40 3.0 4.6 45 46 4.3 3.3 4.4 4.6 &5
33-42 years 41 3.9 3.8 40 3.5 3.4 4.4 3.3 42 3.5 4.0 4.4 44 62 41 43 4.0 e
43-52 years 4.2 39 4.1 &0 3.6 3.7 4.4 3.7 4.3 3.§ 3.9 45 4.3 €0 4.2 4.¢ c.ql" 4.5
>52 years 3.5 3.6 3.4 36 3.4 3.2 €3 35 40 3.3 3.2 39 39 38 4.2 42 39 4
Student Dody Size: " :
<2,500 students 3.9 3.8 39 41 3.6 3.3 4.4 31 39 34 4.0 4.0 43 40 38 43
2,500-8,999 students €2 €1 3.6 41 3.7 38 4.5 3.2 43 3.3 61 45 44 42 40 45

29,000 studunts €3 3.9 36 41 3.5 36 45 3.2 41 3.4 41 64 46 41 38 4D F
OVERALL 42 3.9 36 41 36 36 45 3.1 41 3.4 61 64 45 41 38 44 42 s

'm to nsarest tanth
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hurting world) and number 13 (environment for growth).) Each of these

received an overall mean rating of 4 5. The‘campus ministers rated

R R g o ;

goal number 8 (organize for study and action) as having the lowest

2 R . "
PR ‘;-' RPN .',»t : w z .

priority with an overall mean of 3. l. The Campus Crusade for Christ
campus ministers gave as high as or the highestratings_of'allgroups
for 10 of ‘the 17 goals. The Jewish campus ministers’gave as;low as
or the lowest ratings of all groups for 11 of the 17 goals. ,:

o

Twelve of the 18 goals were given as high or,xhe highest ratings

v ur(, P
4 “ Ti >

of importance by the youngest group of campus ministers. The oldest

f\u‘:.z' \yﬁk f A
ministers held the highest rating for only one goal. number 15 .
e A R AR S
(pastoral counseling). Indeed, the oldest campus ministers had ‘as
i % i : !

low or the lowest ratings for 13 ot the 18 90515-1;%£;”_p;§:hi

. Fourteen of eighteen goals were rated as high or higher by these
: ministere from medium sized schoola than by@either the ministers
£rom schools with lmall or 1“‘99"t“9f"ttbOQ}?§f% The lmall achool

ministers, rated only one goal higher than the other two grOupa.

That goal was number 3, i e., to provide worehip opportunitiel on

,,,,,,

campus. e ‘\.JJ I
In an eftort to det;rmfne#thefgoal orientationl of the three
claeeitications: 1;3.. minietrvqgroup; ltudent body size, and age,
the data were submitted to dudgment Analysis technique (JAN).
Characteristics of the campus ministers who evaluated ministry
goals werelilluminated by JAN which incorporates 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

JAN ITERATIONS BY CLASSIFICATION

Stage cudge R

NISTRY | I 1 2 3 X 5 6 7 8 10 .80
ROUP

11 1 2 3 4 5 6, 1 8 10 .80

111 1 2 - 3 4 (s, 8) (6, 7 10 .78

v 1 2 3 4 (5. 8) (6, 7, 10) .76

v 1 (2, S, 8) 3 4 (6. 7. 10) .74

V1 1 (2, 5, 8) (3, 9) 4 (6, 7, 10) .67

vII 1, 3, 9 (2,5, 8 4 (6. 7. 10) .59

VIII a, 3, 9 (2, S, 6, 7, 8, 10) 4 .49

Ix 1, 3, 4. 9 (2, 'S, 6, 7. 8, 10) .35

X (1, 2,3, ¢, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10) .19

'!:églsftx. ¢ 1 2 3 4 -47

, 11 (a, 3) 4 .4

IIX (1, 3) (2, 4) .32

v (1, 2, 3, © .20

s L

11 (1, 2) .29

111 a, 2, 3) .23




LSRRI N»u«,;..mw .--‘:.,._pw»«:, LN, ‘,.-m,,.,u

classifications"of'ministers. This procwssadetermines the groupings

_ e
tho have made similar patterns in evaluating the goals. Thus in the

g

first part of Table 4 the goals are analyzed by ministry groups.

Starting with ten groupings of ministers the JAN procedure shows that

gy

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

LEs

the way that the ratings of the 17 individual goals related to the

1

overall goal This combination of campus ministers produced a

negligibly small reduction in R2 from stage l to stage 2.; The R2

l

g B e ‘:'.'.V-,"“Li‘ ~

indicated the association between the l? goals and the overall goal
l

for each iteration. That is, the” R2 of 80 indicated that 80% of

D

the variability in the evaluation ot the oyerallxgoals was accounted

P L

for by the 17 individual goals. The iterationcprocess continued to
: "" ALY f«f(w 0 N SO U _,.gi

combine ministry groups until a .05 decline in the g? was noted
.{ Li{ 5 ; . ls .

‘ % ,
At this time six difterent groupingl of campus ministries out ot

i

A g,_ AR 5

the original ten were revealed/ Groups 1, 3. 4, and 9 are lingletons

49. o
i" .@‘/ 4& P 3

having diltinct characterilticl by themlelvel, whereal 2, 5,'and 8

RN KL xﬁ' IR RANTCI g
were merged and 6, 7. and 10 were merged owing to the homogeneity of

e 4‘5,1 =".')9

-

v ;JI??‘ ey

. their rating policiee.
Using age as a means.of clasliiying campus ministers (the sacond
part of Table 4) four dfstinct ways of perceiving the subsidy of the
individual goals to the?ouerall goal of campus ministry appeared.
' fhe third part'of'Tableddrshows the campus ministers to have two
composite policies with respect to student body size. Those 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.
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Discussion

The Southern Baptist, Catholic, and Methodist groups segwed.ﬁo
perceive all of the items as moderately associated with ﬁhe 6ver§il
goal of campus ministry. The goal showing the greatest contribution
was number 6 (religious vocation) follqwed by 7 (sharing of faith).

Another composite of ministfy,groups'qombined,Lcheran,
Presbyterian, and Episcopal who alsq showed moderation on goal
statements. The Presbytefiané perceived gqals 11 (éersonal 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 community of faith), ;he
Episcopals were very high on 16 (relate faith).

The other four campus ministry groups, the Jews, Navigators,
Campus Crusade for Christ, and the Interdenominationals, all had very
different perceptions of what a campus ministry should be., The Jews
showed negative perceptions of goals 2 (fellowship), 4 (student
leadership), and 6 (religious vocation) followed by negative
perceptions of 10-13 (study of religious topics, personal ministry,
faith development, environment for growth). All other goals seemed
to make no contribution to the overall according to the perception
of the Jewish ministry group., NAccording to the Navigators goal 6
(religious vocation) has the highest priority followed by 5 (1nvolved
in local church), 4 (student leadership), ana 14 (visible community
of faith) for inclusion in a campus ministry program, whgreas, goal 15

(pastoral counseling) was definitely not desired as a facet of a
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nlnlstry program. The Combﬁs Crusade for Christlgroup had high
oerceptions for goals 5 (involved in local'cnurchfﬁﬁlof(stﬁdy of
:relioioos topics), and 15 (pastoral counseling) as Beindltoondatlons
of a campus ministry program, Qhereas, the interdenominational group
showed high interest in goals‘lS (pastoral.counselinc); 16 (relate
faith), and 17 (sharing of faith). 'The'1nterdenom15&£16851“oroup
showed 1ittle interest in the other goals in defining their campus

vvvvv

ministry except for number 2 (fellowship) which they perceived as

BT I T AP da
A R h L TN I S

not being a part of a program.

wWhen the campcs‘mlnisﬁers”were&qroopea b&“iqé”éﬁé/Siaer’barsonne1
showed the strongest feelings about ‘the components of a mlnistry
program; They perceived the “lynch pins“ to be composed primarily
of goals 7 (invest ln a hurting world), ll,(personal minlstry), 13
(environnent for qroﬁth), 1s't§Ai£5££i‘ééﬁﬁiéiingf,?is'(ééiace faith),
‘and 17 (sharing of faith). 'Tne"édeiﬁiddiéféééd groups (33 to 42 and
43 to 52) showed rather‘modescﬂgrigrlfivonﬁmosf'ot]the'qosls. The
youngest of the campul”minist;r;;?noderoriiﬁercelced goal number 5
(involved in local‘cnurch).ssiniqhéséxprioritQ in a proqrsﬁ followed
by 1 (Biblically based 1ife goals) and 14 (visible community of
faith), o

In'the grouping accordinq to caﬁpus population, ministers
employed at small and intermediate sized campuses tended to have
similar perceptions concerning the constituents of a campus ministry
program. They also seemed tohave the strongest perceptions overall,
particularly wherein they rated goals 2 (felloﬁship), 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 (shering 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

Tne study seems to neve reveeled e.eensensns ef prierities
concerning the components of a campus ministry missien: These
components are revealed eccording to ministry group, age of the
campus ministers, and size of the student body at the institution
where. the campus ministers ere employed. Evidence indicates that
Southern Baptists, Cetholics, end Methodists dominete the cempus
ministry movement. They reveeled a moderetion'cencerning the
components of the campus minietry mieeion end.eeemed te view
the campus ministry as en extension of the e!tiiieted institution
of higher learning. Evidence further suggests thet Lutherans,
Presbyteorians, and lipiscopal campus ministers viewed the goals
from tho standpoint of a more orthodox form of protestantism. The
litorature seems to indicate that these divisions tend to have
mora rituals and liturgy in their activities. The Lutherans seemed
to view the campus ministry as a church functioning as a community '
within the campus, whereas the Presbyterians tended to emphasize

L}

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 deeling with the way one
I

should live in contemporary times and how one should decide ebout

3 e ]
: P

situationsl ethics.
The Jews seemed tolperceive.very little social oontest within
their campus ministry commission. They viewed the charge very.
differentiy fromrsli'other groups. Information suggests a sort of
introspection about their.epproech They were interested in psstorsl

counseling, individuel religious identity and local -church involvement

e n!;

- Gosgan T ol
in their campus ministry mission. R

Church involvement in the student's lifeqsoﬁe;red Ld‘ha a
cornerstone of the Campus Crusade 8 ministry.- %ﬁ&“&a&i@dﬁdxa seemed
to emphasize a religious leedership orientation uith a sociel context.

."A 'J ; 'B 'w: : ‘

Results also suggest the Nsvigetors ss being orgenizers ot leedership

! :*," Wi" wé E
development. The Interdenominstionel group stressed individusl

student growth and shering faitﬁ*diéﬁ“éﬁﬁar*Iﬁaiviﬁﬁéisl‘ |
When the ssmple wss reolassified eccordiniztoucamous pOpulstion,
those campus ministers from small and intermediate size campuses
seemod more interested in indiyidu;1¥sspeots of religious msniteststions.
Morgover, they were somewhst negstive on tellowship and group worship.
Ministers from the lergest csmpuses ssemsd more attentive to social
progremming but were moderetely involved in all 17 of the goals.
Although the isck of a clear understanding of the role of campus
ministry msy'be s problem in the field, it cen be assumad that the
campus ministors participating in the present study had definite
judgmental policies of campus ministry and were consistent in

expressing them.
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