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I. The Purposes and Methods of this study 

Auburn Theological Seminary and Hartford Seminary are theological 
institutions that have taken continuing education for ministry and 
research on theological education and church life as their mission. 
Both institutions have sponsored studies of continuing education 
programs and issues. In 1980 Hartford conducted and published an 
extensive study of various features of its own Doctor of Ministry 
program [see Theological Education 16, 1980, Summer]. In 1982, Auburn 
and Hartford together conducted an informal, comparative evaluation of 
Hartford's D.Min. program and one at New York Theological Seminary. In 
the course of that study it became evident that there was very little 
information available about the D.Min., as it was then offered in more 
than 75 programs, that could provide a basis for comparison for 
individual institutions trying to evaluate their own programs. since 
the tenth anniversary of the approval of the D.Min. degree had just 
passed, and since there was still much discussion of the program's 
growth, merits and future, it seemed to research staff members at 
Auburn and Hartford a good time to begin a study of D.Min. programs in 
the United states and canada. 

A planning grant from the Booth Ferris Foundation supported the 
initial design of the study. The late Marvin Taylor, Associate 
Director of the Association of Theological Schools, was of particular 
assistance in the process of design. (Although this study has been 
conducted independently of ATS, and none of the raw data have been 
shared with staff members of the Association, officers and staff of ATS 
have given their cooperation and assistance at many points.) After the 
study design was complete, grants were made by the Booth Ferris 
Foundation and the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation for the support 
of the major part of the study. In addition, the Lilly Endowment, 
Inc., made a grant to support special financial studies. 

Before this effort there had been no major study of D.Min. 
programs since the degree's inception in 1970. (There had been a few 
dissertations of various aspects of the degree and several symposia of 
papers on the D.Min., most of which are cited at various points in our 
report). The first aim of this study, then, was to document the growth 
of the degree and to learn more about how it is conducted in the 
considerable number of schools currently offering it. The description, 
we reasoned, of the most common patterns and practices for offering the 
degree and of the variations developed at different sites would be of 
considerable use to institutions as they work to develop and improve 
their own programs. The second purpose was to learn more about the 
impact of D.Min. programs on the institutions that sponsor them: Do 
they enrich the educational environment or detract from it? Have the 
seminaries that offer such programs become financially dependent on 
them? A third purpose was to gauge the impact of the programs on the 
clergy who enroll in them and complete them, and on the congregations 
and other church agencies those clergy serve: Is the D.Min. more 
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Purposes and Methods 

effective, as advanced preparation for ministry, than other forms of 
continuing education? Is it worth the considerable investment of funds 
and especially time that it requires clergy to expend? Iast, we hope 
to be able to address some of the persistent questions and suspicions 
voiced about the D.Min.: Are some D.Min. programs of poor quality? Is 
the degree too easy to earn? Is the major motive of seminaries giving 
the degree to "make money"? Do clergy enter D.Min. programs hoping 
that the degree will help them get a better job? In addition to these 
major objectives, we hoped that the study might also yield information 
that would be useful more broadly, to those interested in advanced 
learning for the other professions. The D.Min. is an unusual form of 
continuing professional education, and thus an account of its early 
development might be of some interest and help to those planning 
programs in other sectors of higher education. 

It was evident from the beginning that some topics would have to 
be excluded, even from an extensive study. The following topics and 
items were omitted from our plan, for the reasons given: 

o Because in-sequence D.Min programs had almost disappeared by the 
time we began our study, we decided to exclude them and to focus 
all our attention on in-ministry programs. In the course of our 
work it became evident that the history of the development and 
subsequent failure of the in-sequence model is a fascinating 
episode in theological education from which a good deal could be 
learned. We could not, however, expand our study to include it. 

o We excluded from the study specialized D.Min. programs in the 
areas of pastoral care and marriage and family counseling. These 
programs function in a complex environment of clinical training, 
supervision and certification and would require the attention of 
researchers knowledgeable about the many programs and institutions 
that offered such training and certification. 

o We chose to study only accredited programs. Because information 
in ATS publications was confusing, we twice included 
non-accredited programs, by mistake, in our tabulations. Our 
intent, however, was to exclude unaccredited programs. One reason 
for this was the difficulty of obtaining information about the 
full range of such programs. More important, however, was the 
fact that accredited institutions, through their common membership 
in the Association of Theological Schools, have a mechanism for 
acting in concert to make changes in D.Min. programs. 
Unaccredited programs are not bound together in the same way. We 
wanted to focus our report upon and address it to those 
institutions capable of acting together if they judge our findings 
to be compelling. 

o several D.Min. programs have program groups or satellite centers 
at sites outside the united States and canada. These 
long-distance programs have been the target of much criticism and 
special scrutiny from ATS visiting teams. Though we agree that 
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such practices raise major and important questions, we could not, 
within the limits of our time frame and budget, gather information 
that would shed new light on the merits or problems of D.Min. 
programs at sites in other parts of the world, and thus we have 
omitted the topic from this report. 

o Because of the small number of Roman catholic programs and Roman 
Catholic clergy enrolled in Protestant programs we have not been 
able to offer any separate analysis of the D.Min. in Roman 
Catholic settings. For most purposes, we have included Roman 
Catholics in our "mainline" classification where a 
mainline/evangelical division has been made. For the same reason, 
we have not been able to offer any separate analysis of Canadian 
programs and canadian clergy. Early in our study we had hoped 
that there would be a separate effort, coordinated with ours, to 
study the D.Min. in Canada, but this did not materialize. 

Despite these exclusions, our plan was a complex one. We needed 
information from seminaries about program emphases and requirements, 
teaching and administrative arrangements, and finances. We were 
interested, further, in attitudes toward the D.Min. within seminaries 
and in the perceptions of seminary personnel of the effects of D.Min. 
education on students and graduates. To gather so much information and 
to have the benefit of several different perspectives, we would, we 
realized, have to survey a number of faculty members and administrators 
in each institution. Further, we needed information from graduates and 
students, and from those who had begun D.Min. programs but dropped out 
of them. To gain a better sense of the characteristics of D.Min. 
students, we needed information from a group of clergy nQt involved in 
any way with the D.Min. for purposes of comparison. We hoped to obtain 
some information from persons who were members of the congregations of 
D.Min. students and graduates. Finally, we thought we should survey 
seminaries that do not grant the D.Min. degree to ascertain whether 
they think they will do so in the future. 

We were able in the final study design to incorporate most of 
these activities. During the planning stage, we had distributed a 
brief fact sheet survey to all D.Min.-granting schools to gather basic 
numerical information about D.Min. programs, and we requested at that 
time program descriptions, D.Min. student handbooks and other material 
that would help us to gain a better sense of the range and variety of 
program activities in different institutions. The full project design 
included the following activities: 

o Visits to nine institutions that offer different kinds of D.Min. 
programs. These visits included interviews with administrators, 
faculty members, cu=ent students and graduates, as well as 
attendance when possible at some D.Min. courses, and time spent 
reading project reports and dissertations. Narrative reports were 
prepared about each visit. By agreement with the schools that 
consented to be visited, we have not listed the names of these 
institutions in our report. 
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o use of the Presbyterian Panel to gather views about continuing 
education and the D.Min. degree from clergy and laity. We were 
invited by the Vocation Agency of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
to assist in the preparation of a questionnaire to be sent to 
members of the Presbyterian Panel. The Panel is an on-going 
survey conducted by the Research Unit of the Presbyterian Church 
that samples the opinions of lay members (including lay elders), 
pastors of congregations, and clergy in specialized 
(non-congregational) ministries. Since Presbyterian clergy 
constitute the largest denominational group of D,Min. graduates, 
we knew that the Panel questionnaire would reach some clergy 
involved in and some laity familiar with the D.Min. Thus this 
survey had two special benefits: It allowed us to test with clergy 
a variety of questions that might be used in our later, broader 
survey; and it permitted us access to a mnnber of lay respondents 
who had some knowledge of the D.Min. [A copy of the Presbyterian 
Panel questionnaire is found, along with copies of all ques
tionnaires used in our study, in the Appendix to the research 
report. The Presbyterian Panel responses and response rates are 
shown on that copy of the questionnaire.) 

o Surveys of administrators and faculty members of D,Min.-granting 
seminaries. In January, 1985, a packet of questionnaires was 
mailed to the chief executives of D.Min.-granting institutions. 
The packets contained questionnaires for the chief executive, the 
D.Min. program director, and the business officer; and six 
questionnaires for faculty members. The chief executive was 
directed to choose a representative group of faculty, representing 
both "classical" and practical teaching areas, and different 
levels of involvement in the institution's O.Min. program. The 
institution's academic dean was to be included in such a 
distribution, and one questionnaire was to be given to an adjunct 
faculty member if the program used adjunct faculty as teachers. 
Of the 77 institutions surveyed, three notified us that they could 
not participate and three others did not return any question
naires. Response rates for various groups in the participating 
schools are shown on Table I. By agreement with the participating 
schools, individual programs are not evaluated or identified in 
our report. 
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TABLE I Return Rates for Questionnaires 

Number Number Percentage 
Sent Returned Returned 

Chief Executives 77 67 87% 
D.Min. Directors 77 68 88 
Business Officers 77 54 70 
Faculty Members 462 349 76 
D.Min. Graduates 1649 858 52 
D.Min. Students 1683 769 46 
D.Min. Dropouts 484 120 25 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 2171 769 35 
Chief Executives of Non-

D.Min. Granting Schools 84 80 95 

o Financial case studies. The lowest rate of return from a group of 
seminary personnel was 70%, from business officers. Perusal of 
the questionnaires that were returned, a number of which contained 
very little information, led us to suspect that the low response 
rate may have been due to the difficulty of producing usable data 
about programs whose cost information is "buried" in several 
different sections of the institutional budget. To remedy this 
situation, we added to our study design another series of campus 
visits, this time to five institutions that agreed to share 
financial data with researchers who would attempt a full cost 
analysis of their D.Min. program. Anthony Ruger of McCormick 
Seminary and the late Badgett Dillard of Southern Baptist 
Theological Seminary conducted these visits. Their findings are 
integrated into this sunnnary and our larger research report, and 
are also available as two separate papers. 

o Surveys of D.Min. graduates, current students, drop-outs and 
clergy not involved with the D.Min. In April, 1985, we mailed 
questionnaires to samples of D.Min. graduates and current 
students. Questionnaires were sent to a random 25% sample of 
graduates from lists supplied by the schools; and a 33% sample of 
current students from school-supplied lists. Schools had 
difficulty producing lists of drop-outs, so we sent questionnaires 
to all of the relatively small number of drop-outs identified for 
us. To provide some basis for comparison with D.Min. clergy, a 
sample was drawn from the total clergy lists of eight 
denominations. The attempt was made to include both small and 
large denominations as well as theological diversity. The return 
rates for all these groups are sunnnarized in Table I. In Table 
II, we show return rates for clergy of various denominations. 
Return rates for some denominations are quite low, so we have not 
made denominational comparisons using these groups, but we have 
retained the replies as part of our total non-D.Min. clergy 
sample. Return rates for drop-outs were so low that the responses 
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could not be used. some of those receiving our questionnaire for 
general clergy were D.Min. students or graduates, since the lists 
supplied to us by denominations did not screen out those with some 
o.Min. inyolvement; therefore we asked that questionnaires not be 
completed by such persons, but returned to us. Of the 2396 
questionnaires mailed out to the general clergy sample, 225 were 
returned with a notation that the person receiving the 
questionnaire had been involved in a D.Min. program. That left us 
with a base number of 2172 from which to compute the final return 
rate of 35%. 

TABLE II Non-D.Min. Clergy Sample and Return Rate by Denomination 

Denomination 

Christian Reformed 
Episcopal 
Evangelical Free 
Lutheran 

ALC 
I.CA 

a Presbyterian (USA) 
Southern Baptist 
United Methodist 
Other/No denomination 
indicated 

Totals 

Less returns for those 
involved in D.Min 
programs or who are 

Number 
sent 

200 
396 
200 

200 
200 
400 
400 
400 

2396 

D.Min graduates 225 

2171 

Number Percentage 
Returned Returned 

56 28% 
152 38 

63 31 

66 33 
82 41 

141 35 
54 13 

130 32 

25 1 

796 32% 

35% 

o A survey of non-D.Min-granting institutions. Executive officers 
of institutions that do not grant the D.Min. degree were surveyed 
for information about whether their institution had ever 
considered granting the degree, and whether they think it likely 
that a D.Min. program will be established at their institution in 
the future. 
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o content analysis. Program descriptions submitted by the schools 
were read, analyzed and categorized. Our typologies of D.Min. 
programs are based in large part on this content analysis, though 
we also checked the accuracy of our program typing and our 
understanding of the features of particular programs by 
comparisons with the descriptions given by D.Min. program 
directors in the long survey questionnaire they completed. 

Other activities appropriate for an educational policy study were 
included in our work. We read all published materials we could find 
about the D.Min., though the number of articles and dissertations 
available were relatively few. We gleaned and analyzed the statistical 
information available in the ATS Fact Book. We made a number of 
intermediate or preliminary reports, two of them at meetings of the 
Society for the Advancement of Continuing Education for Ministry, and 
we are indebted to those who participated in our workshops for their 
help in shaping and interpreting the information we gathered. Finally, 
we have prepared this research report that outlines and connnents upon 
much of the quantitative and qualitative information we gathered. And 
we have augmented this research report with a sunnnary of findings, 
conclusions and reconnnendations. available separately. 

Our sunnnary and research reports are intended for policy-makers 
seminary educators, church officials, and others who can affect the 
future development of the D.Min. program. Thus in the interest of 
readability we have omitted some information that might be of interest 
to researchers, including the results of some significance tests. In 
most cases, where we report data from samples, the results of 
significance tests are included. Where, however, we are dealing not 
with a sample but a whole universe (for instance, all D.Min. programs), 
statistical significance is less meaningful and is not noted. Nor do 
we show in the text the r values for correlations. As a rule, we do 
not report correlations weaker than+/- .l; and we characterize 
correlations with an r value less than+/- .2 as "weak" or "slight." 
These values are statistically significant for samples the size of 
ours. Further, we do not record in all tables the numbers replying. 
Response numbers and rates are given in the attachments to this sunnnary 
and are recorded on the questionnaires in the Appendix. Numbers are 
included on tables only if they vary greatly, for a particular 
question, from the overall response rate. 

The Research Report on the study was written by Jackson Carroll 
and Barbara Wheeler; a sunnnary, available separately, was prepared by 
Barbara Wheeler. Though research conducted by Badgett Dillard, Adair 
Lummis, David Roozen and Anthony Ruger yielded some of the most 
important findings of the study, these persons did not participate in 
the drafting of the final reports. (Two reports on the financial 
studies, written by Badgett Dillard and Anthony Ruger, are available 
separately.) Thus the interpretations, judgments, conclusions and 
reconnnendations the final reports contain are of those of Jackson 
carroll and Barbara Wheeler alone. 
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II, A. The Origin and Growth of Doctor of Ministry Programs 

In 1970 the American Association of Theological Schools voted to 
authorize its member institutions to award the Doctor of Ministry 
degree. The first standards for accrediting such programs were 
approved two years later. Thus the D.Min. is a relatively recent 
activity of theological schools: At the inception of our study in 1982, 
almost all programs were less than 10 years old. But the idea of a 
doctoral degree for professional ministry is as old as the Association 
itself. When the Association was incorporated in 1936, it confronted a 
great variety of program names and lengths in its new member schools. 
Some proposed to offer a four-year program with a doctoral name. Thus 
from the beginning the question of a professional doctorate was 
entwined with two others: What should be the length of the program of 
basic professional preparation for ministry? What is the proper 
nomenclature for ministerial degrees? The earliest reports of 
presidents and the Executive secretary of the Association repeatedly 
raised these issues. [A recent dissertation by Robert George Duffett, 
The History and Development of the Doctor of Ministry Degree at the 
Minnesota Consortium of Theological Schools: 1957-1985, University of 
Iowa, 1986, contains an excellent chapter on the history of the D.Min. 
This Report has benefited greatly from Mr. Duffett's research and 
interpretation.) 

In 1937, a committee was appointed to study these questions of 
program length and nomenclature. In 1942, the Association approved a 
report affirming the three-year Bachelor of Divinity as the basic 
theological degree but also approving in principle a doctoral degree to 
be built upon it. This doctorate, the action of the Association 
suggested, would be granted by the member schools corporately. rather 
than confe=ed by individual institutions. Throughout the period of 
the 1940s, an Association committee, under the leadership of Lewis 
Sherrill, prepared concrete proposals for a professional doctorate to 
be given nationally. Under these plans a national board of graduate 
professional studies would devise syllabi, bibliographies and exam
inations. Pastors would pursue the doctoral program, projected to take 
ten years of part-time study to complete, under the direct supervision 
of any accredited school of the Association that chose to participate. 
Though the nomenclature for this degree was never definitely decided, 
all of the possibilities considered were doctoral degree names. 

As the Sherrill committee worked through several biennial periods, 
opposition to the idea of a centrally-administered doctoral program 
grew. In 1948, a plan similar to the Sherrill proposal in curricular 
form but omitting the idea of a national degree-granting board was 
submitted and approved by the Association in principle. The committee 
was instructed to continue the development of its proposal and to 
report back to the Association. Interest among institutions was 
waning, however, and in 1952 after nearly 20 years of debate and 
discussion, the Executive Committee, acting for the Association, voted 
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to dismiss the committee and the question of the professional 
doctorate. 

Though the Association convened committees during the 1950s to 
deal with doctoral concerns, their focus was largely on academic 
research doctoral degrees granted by seminaries. The idea of a 
professional doctorate did not, however, disappear. In the late 1950s, 
several seminaries on their own became convinced that theological 
education was ripe for major reform, and that a significant element of 
that reform should be the lengthening of the basic program of study to 
four years, and the raising of standards for ministerial preparation, 
so that these new four-year programs could qualify as doctoral-level 
work. Prominent among the leaders of these institutions was Ernest 
cadman Colwell, who served as Dean of the Divinity School at the 
University of Chicago, President of the University of Chicago, and then 
founding President of the School of Theology at Claremont. Colwell had 
worked at the University of Chicago with Robert Hutchins and had strong 
views about theological education that bore some resemblance to 
Hutchins' notions about the improvement of undergraduate education. He 
was convinced that higher education could be a more intensive 
experience and could lead to a higher level of educational achievement 
than contemporary program structures encouraged or permitted. With 
such goals in view, Colwell convinced the faculty at Claremont to 
replace its three-year B.D. program with a new four-year program that 
would presuppose introduction of theological studies at the 
undergraduate level and would lead to the achievement of a doctoral 
level of competence in four years. Claremont announced its new degree, 
called the Doctor of Religion (D.Rel.), in 1962. Two years later, the 
Divinity School of the University of Chicago announced its move to a 
four-year program, called the Doctor of Ministry (D,Min.). In the same 
period, the Vanderbilt Divinity School announced that it would give a 
four-year professional doctoral degree, the Doctor of Divinity 
(D,Div.), to a select group of its students willing to pursue a 
four-year program; at the same time, Vanderbilt would continue to give 
the three-year B.D. to the majority of its students. Already underway 
was a different kind of professional doctoral program at San Francisco 
Theological Seminary, 'Which offered a doctoral degree to practicing • 
ministers who were willing to pursue seven or eight years of part-time 
study. San Francisco called its program the Doctor of the Science of 
Theology (S.T.D,). 

The independent action of these four institutions caused con
sternation in the Association in the mid-1960s. There were several 
different strands in the controversy that ensued. The announced goal 
of Claremont, Chicago and Vanderbilt, the three seminaries that had 
instituted a four-year doctoral program as a first or basic theological 
degree, was the reform and upgrading of theological education 
generally. Institutions that had fewer resources or less formidable 
reputations than these three were concerned that a new standard for a 
"first-class" theological degree would be set that they could not meet. 
For others, the issue of parity of nomenclature was most prominent. 
Some law schools had recently begun to award a doctoral degree (the 
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J.D.) for first-level professional work. By comparison, reasoned some 
seminaries, the Bachelor of Divinity suggested preparation at an 
elementary level. Some institutions that wanted to abandon the B.D. 
favored the move to a master's degree. A few favored doctoral 
nomenclature for the three-year program, and others joined the 
experimenting schools in wanting to see the basic program lengthened to 
four years. In general, the schools that had longest been members of 
the Association and were generally viewed as strongest favored 
retaining the B.D. nomenclature or the move to four-year programs. 
Institutions that had joined more recently, in general, favored the 
three-year program and master's nomenclature. To adjudicate these 
sharp differences among schools about program length and degree 
nomenclature, a new round of committees was appointed. In 1966, the 
Commission on Reference and Counsel proposed a compromise: The basic 
three-year degree should be retained, with schools given the choice 
whether to use the B.D. or a master's designation. The Commission 
further suggested that only schools that met the highest standards for 
the basic degree be allowed to use the master's nomenclature. It also 
recommended that a subsequent committee draft standards for a 
professional doctoral degree. A committee was appointed to carry out 
this assignment, chaired by Seward Hiltner, who had engineered the 
successful nomenclature compromise. 

The Hiltner committee met often and worked energetically. It held 
national hearings, and produced a proposal for standards for the 
professional doctorate. As envisioned by the Hiltner committee, the 
degree would be a demanding undertaking. Qualifications for admissions 
would be set high, and there would be language requirements as well as 
comprehensive exams and other demonstrations of the ability to use 
secular and theological disciplines in reflection on the practice of 
ministry. Schools granting the professional doctorate would have to 
submit examples of their comprehensive examinations and copies of 
dissertations and project reports in order to receive and retain 
accreditation to give the degree. At the 1968 Biennial Meeting at 
which it was presented, the Hiltner report met considerable protest. 
The standards it proposed were softened at a number of points, and 
finally the whole report was reduced to use as guidelines rather than 
accreditation standards. Prominent in the opposition to the Hiltner 
report were the experimenting schools, who found the standards proposed 
far too limiting and specific, and the suggested accreditation 
procedures an unwa=anted constraint on their right to develop their 
programs. FUrther, though the Hiltner committee did not rule out the 
four-year basic program, it clearly favored the professional doctorate 
as a pursuit for ministers already in practice. Thus, the three 
experimenting schools that viewed their four-year programs as efforts 
in reforming the basic theological degree had further reason to oppose 
the Hiltner report. 

Since the Hiltner effort had failed to settle the question of the 
nature of the professional doctorate, another committee was appointed, 
with Krister Stendahl of Harvard Divinity School as chair. This 
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committee was to deal directly with the question of whether the 
professional doctorate should become the first theological degree. No 
members of the Hiltner committee were appointed to serve on the 
Stendahl committee; a sign of the bitter debate that the debate on the 
Hiltner proposals had engendered. 

The Stendahl committee issued its report in 1970. Its first 
recommendation was that the three-year degree should remain as the 
standard. For this degree it proposed the uniform nomenclature Master 
of Divinity. (This recommendation was passed without debate, though 
the matter of first degree nomenclature had been the source of deep 
controversy only four years before.) The Stendahl committee further 
recommended that schools with strong academic resources be authorized 
to grant a professional doctorate, the D.Min, if they chose to do so. 
This degree, according to the report, should be conceived as a program 
of four or more years with "its own integrity" built on the A.B. 
degree. It was portrayed as a degree for candidates for ministry who 
show unusual promise for pastoral ministry. Though the emphasis of the 
stendahl report was clearly on the D,Min. as a basic theological degree 
for especially able candidates, the report also directed schools to 
devise ways for holders of the B.D. or M.Div. degree to obtain the 
professional doctorate if they could qualify to do so. The Stendahl 
committee did not propose standards for the professional doctorate, but 
suggested that a committee be convened to do this. 

The Stendahl report was accepted with only a few changes, though 
these changes were to prove highly significant. Chief among them was 
the amendment of the'proposal that the D.Min. degree be conceived as a 
program built on the A.B., by the substitution of "M.Div." for "A.B. 11 

For consistency then, references to the D.Min. as a four-year degree 
were removed from the report. Thus the D.Min. was established as an 
advanced degree. Though schools were by no means prohibited from 
giving it in sequence with M.Div. studies, it was adopted as a separate 
undertaking, built on the normative M.Div., rather than as an improved, 
upgraded form of basic professional preparation. The reform efforts of 
the experimenting schools had come to a somewhat paradoxical end. 
Their professional doctoral programs were now officially authorized; 
further, the Stendahl report stressed their right to experiment, a 
right they had strongly felt the Hiltner report would have foreclosed. 
But their basic motive, the reform of foundational theological 
education, was contradicted by the portrayal of the D.Min. as a second 
or advanced degree. Evidence in published reports and correspondence 
suggests that the experimenting schools did not think at the time that 
they had lost very much in the amendments to the Stendahl report. Dean 
F. Thomas Trotter of Claremont, for instance, wrote in the Christian 
Century [July 15, 1970: 861) that the "persistent efforts" of Claremont 
and the other doctorate-granting schools "have paid off." He and 
others predicted that the D.Min. as a basic degree would become 
prevalent and that the D,Min. as a form of advanced pastoral studies 
would be developed only as a matter of fairness to ministers who had 
earned the B.D. before the establishment of the D.Min. 
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Those who predicted the rapid development of in-sequence O.Min. 
programs were, of course, wrong. As Marvin Taylor of the Association 
of Theological Schools reported in 1976 ["Some Reflections on the 
Development and current status of the D.Min. ," Theological Education 
12, S\lltllt\er: 211-278), very little of the rapid early growth in D.Min. 
enrollments is accounted for by in-sequence programs. In 1975, for 
instance, only 499 students, or about 14% of the total O.Min. en
rollment of 3710, were pursuing the degree in-sequence, and more than 
half of those were enrolled in only two schools -- Claremont and Union 
in Virginia. Union in Virginia was, in fact, the only institution in 
addition to Claremont and Chicago to have replaced its basic three-year 
program with a four-year Doctor of Ministry program. A number of 
institutions offered an in-sequence option in connection with a D.Min. 
program designed primarily for those in ministry, but most such 
programs enrolled only a few in-sequence students. By the time of our 
survey in 1984, four-year, in-sequence programs had virtually dis
appeared. Chicago, Claremont, Vanderbilt, and Union in Virginia had 
all decided to give the three-year M.Div. as the basic ministry degree. 
One-third of the institutions replying to our survey had at one time 
offered the O.Min. in-sequence, but only a handful of these (six 
programs of 64 reporting) still offered an in-sequence option. 

In retrospect it is difficult to recapture the perspectives that 
created such strong differences between those who advocated the 
professional doctorate in-sequence and those who argued that it was 
better offered as an advanced degree for those already in ministerial 
service. Though some of the later polemical literature implies that 
those who advocated the in-sequence pattern may have had more "acad
emic" concerns, and the other group more "practical" ones, a careful 
reading of materials from the 1960s does not support such an inter
pretation. In fact, the Hiltner committee, which favored the 
in-ministry D.Min., also proposed stringent academic standards. One of 
the objections of the experimenting schools to the Hiltner report, in 
fact, was that the proposed standards seemed too heavily influenced by 
the requirements for the Ph.D. In a similar vein, the Stendahl report, 
which advocated the in-sequence pattern as the primary O.Min. form, 
argued vigorously for a more "professional" conception of theological 
education for ministry. Thus it does not seem possible to distinguish 
the two groups on the basis of "academic" and "professional" emphases. 
Both, in fact, were very much caught up in the 1960s movement to 
reconceive theological education as professional education. 

The factors that eventually proved most influential in shaping the 
development of the O.Min. and in influencing particular institutions to 
join one side or the other of the debate were two that were noted but 
not stressed during the debate: The competitive position of certain 
schools versus others; and the growing demand for continuing education 
for ministers. Competition seems to have functioned in two ways. 
First, smaller schools and those that had only recently gained 
accreditation felt themselves at a competitive disadvantage as they 
faced the prospect of a few schools offering a four-year, 
doctoral-level degree as basic preparation for ministry. A number of 
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these institutions joined those who argued for the professional 
doctorate as a one-year, in-ministry degree, not because they intended 
to give the one-year degree, but because they feared the consequences 
of the four-year doctorate becoming a new norm. The second effect of 
competition on these schools was to push some of them later to create 
at least a small in-ministry program, primarily because other institu
tions in their denomination or region were doing so. It is also clear 
that the strength of the continuing education movement as a factor was 
underestimated at the time. Though in 1968 there was little enthusiasm 
for the Hiltner Committee's proposal of a professional doctorate that 
was primarily an advanced professional degree, less than ten years 
later the majority of Protestant schools in the Association were 
offering such a degree. When asked in 1984 why their institutions had 
begun in-ministry D.Min. programs, almost all the responding chief 
executives said that the major factor had been either direct requests 
from graduates and other constituency groups, or a more general sense 
that the church needed and wanted continuing education programs of good 
quality that the seminary could provide. 

successive revisions in the standards for a=rediting the D.Min. 
mark the fate of the in-sequence option and other early ideas about the 
D.Min. The 1972 version, and the further revision in 1974 that was 
part of the redrafting of the Standards for all degrees, incorporated 
many of the compromises that brought the D.Min. into being. Both 
in-sequence and in-ministry forms were permitted. Both emphases of the 
Standahl report -- on the professional nature of the degree and on high 
standards of excellence -- were retained. The next major revision, in 
1984, displayed major changes: Language that suggests that the degree 
is intended only for the most promising was removed, as were references 
to such academic features as library research. standards for 
in-sequence programs, by now almost extinct, were eliminated. Many of 
the key ideas of both the Hiltner and Stendahl proposals were, in other 
words, absent from the new Standards. 

As suggested in the foregoing account, the D.Min. grew very 
rapidly. Figure I shows the rapid growth in the number of programs. 
By 1974, only four years after the approval of the degree and two years 
after the issuing of the first standards, over half of all programs 
currently in existence were already begun. Growth in enrollments is 
more difficult to analyze, since enrollment tabulations for in-sequence 
and in-ministry programs were not kept separately before 1975. But the 
pattern in available enrollment data is similar to the pattern of 
program development: Enrollment in in-ministry programs in 1975, 3211 
students, is almost exactly half of enrollment in 1984, 6721 students. 
Half of the growth in enrollment in in-ministry programs, in other 
words, was accomplished in the first five years; the other half has 
been stretched over a period twice as long. Though enrollment has in
creased every year, there is no clear pattern in that growth: Since 
1975, as shown in Table I, annual gains have fluctuated between 542 and 
207 students, and growth rates between 17% and 3%. Although the 
highest figures are found at the beginning of the period and the lowest 
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at the end, there is considerable oscillation in both numbers and rates 
in between. 

TABLE I Total Enrollment in D.Min. Programs 

In-sequence 
and In-ministry Gain From 

In-ministry Only Previous Year 

1984 6721 207 (3%) 
1983 6514 336 (5%) 
1982 6188 276 (4%) 
1981 5912 361 (7%) 
1980 5551 224 (4%) 
1979 5327 494 (10%) 
1978 4833 342 (8%) 
1977 4491 239 (6%) 
1976 4252 542 (17%) 
1975 3710 3211 544 
1974 3176 718 
1973 2456 918 
1972 1540 862 
1971 688 

Why did so many schools move so quickly to offer the 
newly-authorized degree? we have already suggested a major reason, the 
one most frequently given by the institutions we surveyed: Both semin
aries and churches were newly aware of the desirability of continuing 
education for clergy and the D.Min. seemed to offer a framework for 
disciplined and demanding continuing education. As already noted, some 
institutions were moved to establish D.Min. programs by direct requests 
from graduates and other clergy groups; others acted out of a more 
general sense that there was a need for and growing clergy interest in 
continuing education. A smaller number of institutions admits to 
having had institutional motives, in addition to or rather than 
educational ones: To generate income, to offset falling enrollments in 
the M.Div. program, or to "keep up" with other, competing institutions 
that recently established D.Min. programs. One president in the last 
category, for instance, wrote that his institution was afraid it would 
be viewed as less concerned than other seminaries of the denomination 
about clergy in local churches if it failed to develop a D.Min. 
program. A few institutions report that the major motive for 
establishing a D.Min. program was to provide new experiences or 
stimulus for faculty, to help generate a new kind of research, or to 
offer a distinctive "alternative" to the majority of D.Min. programs. 
In the main, however, public demand and an interest in providing 
continuing education of good quality are the major announced reasons 
that schools so quickly adopted the degree. Though less widely 
acknowledged, economic and demographic conditions probably also played 
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a part. Inflation hit seminaries hard in the early 1970s and caught 
most institutions by surprise. At the same time there was widespread 
fear that post-Vietnam War enrollments would drop. Both factors 
probably made the prospect of a new, student and income producing 
program more attractive. 

The D.Min. has had markedly more appeal in some quarters than 
others. Almost all institutions offering the degree and clergy taking 
it have been Protestant. The D.Min. has had most impact among 
Presbyterians. Presbyterian seminaries all offer the degree, and two 
of the four largest programs are in Presbyterian schools. Several 
other mainline denominations have also been fairly heavily involved, 
though no other denomination has enrolled as many of its clergy as have 
the Presbyterians. Episcopal institutions are an exception to the 
Protestant pattern: Only three Episcopal seminaries offer the D.Min., 
and two of these programs were begun rather recently. Schools in 
denominations that can be classified evangelical or conservative, and 
interdenominational schools that serve an evangelical constituency, did 
not, for the most part, offer the D.Min. during the degree's early 
years, but increasing numbers of such institutions have begun to offer 
it and, as will be recounted later in detail, the rate of growth in the 
total number of such programs and in their enrollment has been rapid. 
For the most part, Roman Catholic institutions and clergy have avoided 
the D.Min. There are only two accredited Roman catholic programs, and 
the numbers of Roman Catholic clergy in Protestant programs are very 
small. Nor are canadians much involved in the D.Min.: The degree is 
granted in Canada at two sites, but both programs are small and few 
canadian ministers cross the border to participate in D.Min. programs. 
Though two of the three predominantly Black seminaries offer the 
degree, Black clergy have not pursued the D.Min. in large numbers. 

The reasons for the participation and non-participation of dif
ferent groups in the D.Min. vary a good deal, and in some cases are 
difficult to establish with certainty. The Episcopal seminaries, we 
were told, had among them an informal agreement that no seminary would 
offer the D.Min. by itself, that is, without the cooperation of some 
other institution or group of institutions; this agreement was ended 
only a few years ago. The growth of the D.Min. in Canada may have been 
slowed by the decision of the United Church of Canada to support only 
two programs (though one of these, at the Toronto School of Theology, 
was a joint venture of a group of institutions). The reasons for the 
Presbyterians' special enthusiasm for the D.Min. are debated later in 
this report. One view is that the Presbyterian attraction to the 
D.Min. is related to that denomination's historic emphasis on a learned 
ministry. Another interpretation is that the Presbyterians benefited 
from the presence of extraordinarily able program organizers in two of 
their institutions at the time that the D.Min. was approved. (One of 
the Presbyterian seminaries that supports a large D.Min. program, San 
Francisco, was, as noted above, offering an advanced professional 
doctorate long before the D.Min. was approved in 1970.) The most 
common explanation for the lack of Roman Catholic interest in the 
D.Min. is that the degree does not fit easily into the Roman Catholic 
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Church's system of clergy education and deployment. The late start 
among many evangelical institutions in establishing D.Min. programs is 
due at least in part to the fact that a nUlllber of these institutions 
have only recently joined the ATS and there confronted the possibility 
of offering this new degree. 

In the year on which our study focused, 1983-84, we counted 77 
accredited programs offered by 83 institutions. Tabulating the nUlllber 
of o.Min. programs is tricky: At any moment, one or more new programs 
has just been announced, several may be in abeyance, and others are 
entering into new, joint sponsorship arrangements. (Even the ATS has 
no definition of when a program formally comes into, or goes out of, 
existence. Some programs are listed in ATS documents and directories 
as soon as they are announced, others not until they are at least 
provisionally accredited.) Very few programs, once begun, have gone 
out of existence. In several cases, programs have "died" when the 
sponsoring institution changed form or merged with another institution; 
in a few other cases, ATS has ordered an institution to suspend giving 
the D.Min. when it has deemed faculty and other resources inadequate to 
support the program; and one or two programs have faded away because 
enrollments dropped below acceptable levels. But our survey yielded 
information about only one thriving program whose faculty voted to end 
it because they did not feel that its demands were consonant with their 
primary educational mission. Nor, as we recount in the last section of 
our Research 'Report, do many institutions predict that they will cease 
giving the degree in the foreseeable future. Though growth in the 
nUlllbers of D.Min. programs and of students enrolled has slowed 
somewhat, the D.Min. appears to be well established in North American 
theological education. 
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II. B. l. Program Types 

a. Introduction 

There have been several earlier attempts to create typologies 
among which D.Min. programs can be sorted. In a 1977 dissertation, 
William Hugh Tucker [Doctor of Ministry: Non-Traditional Models of 
Advanced In-service Professional Education, University of Michigan] 
uses four categories which he labels administrative-facilitation, 
extended campus, adult degree, and individualized study. D.Min. pro
grams in the first category are those built on the school's standard 
curriculum. students in these programs choose courses from the range 
of electives the school offers (only a few of which, probably, will 
have been designed especially for D.Min. students). Since this battery 
of electives must serve students in many programs, D.Min. programs of 
this type necessarily operate on a standard academic calendar. In the 
second category are programs that operate by extension, bringing a 
special curriculum of courses to sites near where the students live and 
work. In the third category, the adult degree model, are programs 
whose curricula are especially created for D.Min. students, and often 
scheduled for their convenience; and in the last category are highly 
individualized programs that may involve extensive study at other 
institutions or independent study outside of the framework of 
particular courses. Marvin J. Taylor in "Some Reflections on the 
Development and current Status of the D.Min.," [Theological Education 
12, Summer, 1976: 271-278], suggests four other types. (His typology 
was published before but actually developed after Tucker's.) Taylor's 
first type resembles Tucker's: It operates on the usual academic 
calendar. A second type is made up of courses offered in intensive 
units. This type Taylor subdivides into two: An "academic" version 
that requires specialization in a particular discipline, and an 
"experiential" type that focuses on the analysis of practice. Taylor's· 
fourth category, like Tucker's second, is the extension program. 

We collected materials from the 77 programs we found to be in full 
operation in 1983-84, and then sought wherever possible to augment 
these with the materials for 1984-85. In the content analysis of these 
materials, we attempted to test whether either Tucker's or Taylor's 
types would serve as a means to sort the programs; or if they would 
not, to develop our own typology. The attempt to create a single set 
of types or categories into which all programs could be sorted was a 
failure. It soon became evident that both Taylor and Tucker had, in 
creating their types, combined several variables: The location of 
course offerings; the schedule of course offerings; the balance of 
required program units to elective ones; the balance between 
generalization and specialization; the educational methods employed; 
and -- harder to specify, but present in both typologies -- the 
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older programs in the category. In our interviews we found that 
several of the 
programs in this group are widely known and noticed. We have 
called the program type unique content or method. 

TABLE II General or Parish Ministry Program Philosophy Types 

Independent/specialized 
Extended M. Div. 
Unique content or method 

Percentage 
50% 
38 
~ 
100% 

N= 
(38) 
(29) 
__(fil_ 
(76) 

The public significance of this unique content and method 
type of D.Min. degree is, again, distinctly different from the 
other types. Unlike the "extended M.Div. 11 D.Min. programs, it 
focuses in areas not included in the student's previous studies; 
unlike the "independent/specialized" programs, it does not allow 
a student to choose from a wide range of possible specialities 
and to construct a highly individualized program. It resembles 

,: the "specialized track" programs in that it provides exposure to 
• a body of materials and/or methods that ministers who have not 
completed such programs are not likely to be acquainted with, but 
unlike the specialized track programs, the small group of 

,programs in this category are intended for persons in general or 
parish ministry. The method or subject matter on which they 
focus, in other words, is deemed to be valuable for any minister, 
regardless of particular professional focus, who wants to achieve 
advanced competence in ministry. Thus this type of program says 
to the public: the holder of the degree has learned a method or a 
body of material potentially useful in most kinds of ministry, 
but not generally known to ministers who hold only the M.Div. or 
the other types of D.Min. degrees. 

Differences Among Program Philosophy Types: Limited and Broad 
Options 

The most striking difference among program philosophy types 
is the range and variety of program offerings required to support 
them. 

As mentioned earlier, we tabulated the proportion of total 
program credits that must be taken in the form of required cour
ses; and those that were to be taken as electives or independent 
study (for the purpose of this calculation, we excluded the units 
or credits awarded for the Doctor of Ministry project). The 
results are shown in Table III. 
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TABLE III Flexibility of Requirements Within General and 
Specialized Programs 

Mostly or wholly required 
Half and half 
Mostly or wholly elective 

General 

18% 
32 
50 

100 

Programs 
N= 

(13) 
(23) 
DQl. 
(72) 

Specialized Tracks 

42% 
42 
16 

100 

N= 
(15) 
(15) 

_{fil_ 
(36) 

As is evident in the Table, programs of the specialized track type are 
much more likely to have a high percentage of required or prescribed 
courses and other educational activities than are general ministry 
programs. Since logically there would also be striking differences 
among the different types of general or parish ministry programs 
(independent/specialized programs would no doubt have a much higher 
level of electives than extended M.Div. programs, for instance), we set 
out to tabulate level of requirements by program philosophy type. In 
so doing it became evident that, although half of the general or parish 
ministry programs were mostly or wholly elective, there were great 
differences in the range of electives available in particular programs 
and schools. In some cases, elective courses could be drawn from the 
full program offerings of the seminary or, even more broadly from the 
curriculum of a consortium or university with which the seminary is 
allied. In others, though the program nominally allowed a high 
percentage of electives, these had to be selected from a limited menu 
designed for D.Min. students alone. An extreme example of this was a 
program that required students to choose eleven courses from a standard 
list of 15. Though that program was "wholly elective" in a formal 
sense, the educational experience of a student enrolled in it was 
vastly different, even the opposite, of the experience of a student in 
a "wholly elective" program that permitted choice among hundreds of 
seminary and university courses. Thus it seemed fruitless to tabulate 
the extent to which work for various types of general or parish 
ministry programs was "required" or "elective." Instead, we developed 
the categories of limited and broad options. Programs in which 
students could select half or more of their courses from a wide range 
of electives were categorized as "broad option." Those that restricted 
the student to a series of required courses, or that allowed choices 
among a relatively small number of elective courses developed 
especially for D.Min. students, were designated "limited." When 
limited and broad option programs are cross tabulated with the program 
philosophy types, a dramatic picture results. 
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TABLE IV Program Philosophy Types by Limited and Broad Options 

Independent Unique Content/ Extended Specialized 
Specialized method M.Div. Track 

~tions N= N= N= N= 
Limited 13% (1) 66% (6) 100% (29) 75% (27) 
Broad 97 (37) 33 (.J.) (Q) 25 (2) 

100% (38) 100% (9) 100% (29) 100% (38) 

Virtually all independent/specialized programs are broad option pro
grams. The purpose and structure of this degree type virtually require 
a wide range of choice: If the student is to choose a point of 
specialization related to that student's "gifts and graces," the range 
of choice must be wide to acconnnodate many and various student in
terests and aptitudes. Furthermore, specialization -- the main ac
tivity of the degree -- requires that several courses be offered in 
each area in which a student might specialize. No limited menu of 
offerings can acconnnodate this need for depth. (No seminary, even one 
related to a consortium or university, has sufficient offerings in 
every area a student might choose. Many independent/specialized pro
grams, therefore, admit only students whose interests fall in areas the 
seminary feels it can acconnnodate. One program, for instance, requires 
that two faculty members "endorse" a student's application, thereby 
agreeing to serve as advisors. Students who are not so endorsed are 
not admitted.) By contrast, all extended M.Div. programs are limited 
option programs. This also stems from the nature of that program type. 
As earlier mentioned, the extended M.Div. type of D.Min. program must 
add something at the D.Min. level that the M.Div. did not already cover 
or complete. It is therefore usually necessary to develop new, 
additional courses for D.Min. students, and since most D.Min. programs 
are not large, only a limited nlllllber of such courses can be sustained 
by D.Min. enrollment. The unique content and method programs are 
divided between the limited and broad option types. Such programs do 
not in themselves require either a broad range of options or 
restriction of the student to a limited list of specially-designed, 
advanced courses. Some of these programs offer only their distinctive 
method or subject matter, but others offer this method or content as a 
core and make a wide range of electives available to students who have 
completed the required sequence. Likewise, the specialized track 
programs, the ones with which we do not deal extensively in this 
report, are divided: The majority of them, like extended M.Div. pro
grams, are mostly or wholly required or direct their students to choose 
from a limited number of specially developed courses in the specialty 
area. But others offer a core of such courses and a broad range of 
electives in other areas. 
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It is difficult to specify with any certainty how these strong 
relationships between program philosophy type and broad or limited 
option type developed. The director of a program of the broad option, 
independent/specialized type explained his school's gravitation to that 
model as a product of an historical moment: The degree came into being 
in the early 1970s at a time when the faculty was dissatisfied with the 
school's core cu=iculum. Thus the notion of a limited core of courses 
was rejected for the D.Min. as it had been for the M.Div. The director 
added that the choice of this program type was also a matter of 
necessity: The school offered a variety of other degrees and did not 
have a faculty large enough to offer a special palate of D.Min. 
courses. Those explanations are plausible, though it should be noted 
(and will be further explored in the section on program age) that~ 
the independent/specialized and extended M.Div. types of D.Min. 
programs have been in evidence since the early days of the D.Min. In 
fact, the average age of independent/specialized programs and extended 
M.Div. type programs is almost exactly the same: In both cases the mean 
starting date is 1975. Some programs of the extended M.Div. type 
began, quite literally, as extensions of M.Div. programs, that is as 
in-sequence D.Min. programs -- an additional year of full-time study 
intended to be taken innnediately after the initial three-year sequence 
was completed. Schools that developed special courses for an in-se
quence program could continue them, sometimes in modified form, as the 
core of the offerings for an in-ministry program. Unfortunately, 
neither ATS nor many schools distinguished in the early days of the 
D.Min. between in-sequence and in-ministry programs, so the 
relationships between early in-sequence programs and current programs 
of the extended M.Div. type are difficult to trace. 

Differences among Program Philosophy Types; Size 

Variations among the sizes of programs are explored extensively in 
a section below. Here, however, it should be noted that indepen
dent/specialized programs are generally small, programs of the extended 
M.Div. type are generally larger, and unique content and method type 
programs also tend to be large, though since the category is small it 
is difficult to identify the "typical" size of programs within it. 
Table V shows these differences. 

TABLE V 

Size 
10 - 86 
87 - 177 
178 - 721 

Program Philosophy Types (General or Parish Program) 
by Size of Program 

General of Parish Procrram Philosophy Tvoe 
Independent Unique content Extended 
Specialized or Method M.Div. All 

N= N= N= N= 
87% (32) 66% (6) 76% (22) 78% (54) 
13 ( 5) 11 (1) 17 (5) 16 (11) 

(_Q) _n (1) ...:z n.) 2 (-4.) 
100% (37) 100% (9) 100% (29) 100% (69) 
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Again, the relationships are logical. Since independent/specialized 
programs can be mounted with relatively few new educational offerings, 
smaller programs are financially feasible. Further, since such pro
grams often require faculty to spend substantiaL amounts of time 
advising students on the design of their programs, many institutions 
have deliberately limited the size of this kind of D.Min. program. On 
the other hand, programs of the extended M.Div. type require a certain 
minimum number of students to make it worthwhile for the institution to 
develop and conduct the special series of advanced courses that these 
programs almost by definition require. Unique content and method 
programs, too, offer at least some courses for D.Min. students alone, 
and thus require substantially larger-sized program groups than do 
independent/specialized programs. 

Differences Among Program Philosophy Types: Teaching Arrangements 

Differences among the types of general or parish ministry programs 
are evident in patterns of faculty deployment. As might be expected, 
programs of the independent/specialized type are more likely to report 
that they have used more members of the seminary's core faculty and 
fewer adjunct teachers or advisors in the last few years. Directors of 
such programs are also more likely to say that they make no use at all 
of adjunct teachers and advisors. By contrast, directors of programs 
of the unique content and method type are least likely to have used 
more core faculty and fewer adjuncts in recent years, and also to 
report the use of adjunct teachers or advisors. (Programs of the 
extended M.Div. type fall in between the other two types on both 
measures.) These data make sense. Most of an institution's core of 
elective courses, the bread-and-butter of independent/specialized pro
grams, are taught by members of the core faculty• Almost by 
definition, some materials taught in programs of the unique content and 
method type are not well-known to most members of seminary faculties. 
Thus adjunct teachers may be needed at least'when such programs are 
young, to teach unfamiliar material. Perhaps because more of the load 
is borne by adjunct teachers, faculty members (and program directors) 
in institutions that have programs of the unique content and method 
type are substantially more likely than those from institutions that 
have other types of programs to say that the D.Min. program in their 
institution should be larger. Faculty in institutions that have 
extended M.Div. programs, programs that presumably draw quite heavily 
on members of the core faculty to teach courses that were not, before 
the advent of the D.Min. program, in the curriculum, are least likely 
to say that the program should grow. 
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Differences Among Program Philosophy Types: other Issues 

In the remainder of this report, the program philosophy types 
described in this section will often prove useful in explaining dif
ferences among programs with respect to particular program features, 
and sometimes association with one of these program types or another 
will help to explain differences in respondents• attitudes toward the 
o.Min. A few of these differences will be described here, to help 
establish the distinctions among the types; most will be explored in 
greater depth later in this report. 

Generally, programs of the unique content and method type are 
described by students, graduates, faculty and seminary administrators 
as having fewest traditional academic features. Both faculty members 
and those who are or have been o.Min. students report that systematic 
theology, Biblical studies, ethics and church history are less likely 
to be emphasized in such programs than in the other two general or 
parish types. Nor do these programs especially emphasize traditional 
"practical" studies, such as preaching and counseling, though such 
programs are far more likely than others to stress sociological theory 
and organizational development. A similar pattern appears in reports 
on the use of educational structures and methods. Generally programs 
of the unique content and method type are least likely to be reported 
as using forms traditionally associated with academic programs (for 
instance, course exams, qualifying exams and library research). By 
contrast, the independent/specialized programs are most likely to be 
viewed as using traditional academic forms, but least likely to be seen 
as using such devices as evaluations of the ministry setting and peer 
learning that are most evident in programs of the unique content and 
method type. 

Generally, programs of the extended M.Div. type fall between the 
other two types in the extent to which they are described as making use 
of various traditional and non-traditional educational methods and 
structures. Quite logically, these programs (of the extended M.Div. 
type) are viewed as placing the most emphasis on the subject matter of 
the seminary M.Div. cu=iculum: Systematic theology, Biblical studies, 
ethics, church history and practical studies. (As the reader will be 
able to examine in subsequent sections describing the content and 
teaching methods of D.Min. programs, there is some variation among the 
reports of faculty, students and graduates on these matters, but there 
are also strong and highly consistent patterns in the reports.) 

The tendency to view the unique method and content programs as 
"less academic" is also evident in the responses of faculty and ad
ministrators to a question about what features of D.Min. programs they 
would like most to change. Those who teach in programs of the unique 
content and method type were far more likely than those who teach in 
other types of programs to call for more academic content or more ac
ademic rigor (21% of faculty and administrators involved in such 
programs made such comments, as compared to 6% of those from indepen
dent/specialized programs and 9% of those who teach in or administer 
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programs of the extended M.Div. type). There were no substantial 
differences among program types in the percentages of faculty and 
administrators who want more rigor in the selection process: Almost 
one-third in every case want to see change in this direction. overall, 
there is a slight tendency among faculty members to evaluate extended 
M.Oiv. type programs slightly more generously, and of directors, 
students and graduates to do the same for programs of the unique 
content and method type. But even independent/specialized programs, 
the least widely approved and least generously evaluated overall, 
evidently have their strong points: For instance, directors, faculty 
members and students and graduates associated with independent/speci
alized programs are all more likely to judge the students in such 
programs as well prepared to carry out the major project without undue 
difficulty. Comments volunteered by graduates about different program 
types varied: The tendency was to express gratitude for programs that 
had allowed for the pursuit of individual specialized interest and to 
criticize those that seemed in retrospect "too broad" or not suffic
iently focused. 

Discussion 

A major finding of this study, perhaps the primary one, is that 
there are four greatly different conceptions of the D.Min. degree, each 
represented by a substantial nl.llllber of programs. Though we share the 
general view that variety and diversity among D.Min. programs is 
healthy, and that students who seek advanced competence in ministry 
should have opportunities to study in different types of institutions, 
to explore different topics in depth, and to enroll in programs that 
espouse different learning theories and use different educational 
methods, we question whether a degree program can become established 
and win public trust if its public meanings vary as greatly as do the 
various significations of D.Min. degrees offered by different 
institutions. The differences among various program types mean that 
the degree does not uniformly signify either that an advanced general 
level of competence has been achieved or that an area of specialization 
has been mastered; nor does it dependably signify that the student has 
followed a prescribed curriculum deemed appropriate for this degree or 
has demonstrated independence and initiative in devising an educational 
program that conforms to that student's ability and interests. A 
D.Min. degree may mean any combination of these, but it necessarily 
signifies none of them. Without explanations and qualifications, it is 
really not possible to say what has been accomplished when the D.Min. 
degree is awarded except the successful completion of the equivalent of 
one year of graduate study beyond the Master of Divinity degree. 

We question whether the D.Min. will survive unless some greater 
consensus is reached than is evident among the program types just 
described. Though advanced degree programs are undertaken, in the 
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ideal, chiefly for the benefit of the student who enrolls, a degree is 
also, as we have said, a public credential. In the case of ministers, 
congregational and denominational assent and support is often important 
in securing the freedom and resources to pursue a D.Min. Further, even 
if the motives for taking the degree are personal and high-minded, if 
the degree does not come to serve as a trusted signifier that something 
particular has been accomplished that is an ingredient of "advanced 
competence," we wonder whether clergy enthusiasm for the D.Min. will 
continue. 

Which program type should prevail? This is a matter for the 
community of theological institutions to decide, with reference to the 
views and needs of others in church communities. We cannot comment on 
whether the O.Min. credential and structure are really necessary for 
advanced programs in pastoral care and counseling, since we have not 
studied this type of O.Min. program. As for the differences among the 
three types of general or parish-oriented programs, we believe that 
those who conduct programs of each type should ask themselves searching 
questions that might lead to a clearer rationale for each type and the 
possibility of some negotiation among them. Programs of what we have 
called the unique content and method type have the most straightforward 
rationale. Their aim is to provide ministers with perspectives, 
materials and methods in areas they have not heretofore explored. 
These programs should, we believe, ask themselves whether there is not 
some additional body of general knowledge that should be added to the 
"unique content or method" to lead to a doctoral level of competence 
(as compared, for instance, with an additional masters degree that 
might in some fields be obtained in a special subject area). 
Independent/specialized programs should, similarly, ask themselves 
whether there is not some core body of material to be mastered or basic 
level of knowledgeability and competence to be demonstrated in addition 
to the individualized, specialized pursuit that dominates such 
programs. Is course-taking toward and the conduct of a single 
specialized project sufficient measure of professional doctoral com
petence? Those associated with programs of the extended M.Div. type 
also should engage in self-scrutiny: Do these programs allow sufficient 
exercise of individual interest and capacities? Should the 
professional doctoral degree be awarded to those who have not demon
strated their capacity to identify and pursue in a disciplined manner a 
topic of specialized professional interest? 

The lack of a clear identity for the D.Min. degree stems from a 
deep problem. Sufficient clarity has not developed about what should 
be the form, goals, content and methods of professional doctoral study 
for ministry. This problem existed at the inception of the D.Min. 
degree, and substantial progress has not been made since then. The 
questions we suggest for the self-examination of those involved in 
promoting programs of different types are attempts to re-open the 
discussion about the meaning of the professional doctorate. Unless 
this discussion is pursued with vigor, we fear that the multiple 
identities of the D.Min. degree, as embodied in various programs, may 
be the degree's undoing. 
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II. B. 1. Program 'lypes 

c. Program Format Types 

Findings 

As Taylor's and TUcker's typologies suggest, the location and 
scheduling of courses and other program offerings is an important 
feature of O.Min. programs and a dimension along which programs differ 
from each other. 

our analysis of O.Min. program materials and the responses to cer
tain questions asked in our survey about geographical and schedule 
arrangements for O.Min. programs uncovered three major types of 
schedule and location arrangements for the D.Min., which we have called 
program format types. In addition, we have assigned to a fourth 
category those programs that are offered in more than one format. (As 
noted in the previous section, we have not typologized by format or by 
the other features that follow -- denomination, size, age, etc. -- the 
specialized track programs described in the preceding section. Most of 
these are counseling programs that our report does not cover. The 
format types given here thus are a way of redividing the general or 
~rish ministry programs divided in the previous chapter into three 
"philosophy" types. 

One prominent format type we have called local/regional. The 
programs of this type.offer most or all of the courses and other 
educational activities required for the O.Min. on the seminary campus. 
These offerings are made available on a schedule that virtually re
quires that D.Min. students live within reasonable conunuting distance 
of the campus. In many cases, this means that D.Min. students take 
most or all of their work from an array of courses offered as electives 
for several different degree programs. A minority of local/regional 
programs, however, do not make use of the school's broader curriculum 
and the schedule of its other course offerings, but offer special 
courses and activities for D.Min. students alone on some schedule (for 
instance, one full day every week) that requires participants to 
conunute frequently to campus. The essence of the local/regional 
program type is that its student body draws from and is largely 
restricted to church professionals who live in the local area or 
region. In our 1984-85 classification, we found 26 programs of the 
local/regional format type, or 34% of the 76 programs we classified 
that year. 

Slightly more prominent that year was a format type we called 
campus-based intensive. Like local/regional programs, programs in this 
category offer most courses and other educational activities on the 
seminary campus. The schedule, however, is different. Courses and 
other activities are offered in "intensive" units or modules, periods 
of one, two, or three weeks or longer, that are scheduled infrequently 
enough so that travel from distances beyond the seminary's inunediate 
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colllllluting area is feasible. Since these intensive sessions usually 
require more on-campus housing than can be made available during 
academic terms, many of these programs are offered during January, the 
sUllllller months or other periods when other seminary programs are not in 
session. some of the larger programs, however, have housing available 
to permit a group of D.Min. students to be on campus at all times, and 
thus operate year-round, relenting only in those periods (late sUllllller, 
early September, before Christmas and before Easter) when ministers are 
not generally available. But whether the intensive courses are offered 
when the campus is otherwise empty or during regular sessions, the 
intensive course form does not usually fit into the schedule of regular 
seminary programs. Therefore most campus-based intensive programs 
organize their courses and other activities mostly or exclusively for 
D.Min. students. (This suggests some affinity between this format type 
and the extended M.Div. program philosophy type -- a relationship that 
will be explored below.) In the year we developed this classification, 
29 of 76 programs, or 38%, were of the campus-based intensive type. 

There is evidence to suggest that the campus-based intensive 
program type is becoming more prevalent quite rapidly. This most 
recently developed type (as will be further explored, campus-based 
intensive programs are, on average, "younger" than programs of other 
format types) is already, by a small margin, most COllllllon. Some reasons 
that institutions would adopt such a format became clear in our case 
visits. We interviewed several program directors whose local/regional 
D.Min. programs were, they thought, of sufficiently broad interest to 
attract students from beyond the seminary's local area. These 
directors said that their institutions were considering moving to 
intensive offerings that would attract a broader group. One program 
director told us that such a move would be wise because already 
students were exerting far too much effort, and spending too much 
money, to travel from considerable distances to attend weekly class 
meetings. Our guess is that a nUillber of programs, as they have de
veloped a particular focus or character that might appeal to a national 
clientele, have moved toward a campus-based intensive format from the 
local/regional format, either as an additional format or as a 
replacement. 

The third program format type, which we have called the exten
sion/colleague group type, is widely discussed but is actually in place 
at a fairly small number of institutions. (Only six institutions, or 
8% of the 76 we studied, offer their general or parish ministry program 
in _gru,y the extension-colleague group form.) We classified as 
extension programs those that require that students who want to enter 
the program be part of a pre-formed group that, in effect, all of whose 
members make application to the program at the same time. Most of 
these groups are located at some distance from the campus (though 
usually a group is also formed in the illllllediate area of the campus), 
and most courses and activities are taken to the groups at a site 
convenient for the group's members. The groups' schedules of activi
ties vary: some, especially those that make use of adjunct faculty who 
live in the group's immediate area, may meet with some frequency, as do 
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students in local/regional prograll\S. others, especially those who rely 
heavily on the regular faculty members of the sponsoring seminary, may 
meet mostly in intensive sessions, like the students in campus-based 
intensive programs. All programs require at least one extended period, 
usually during the summer, for the student to be in residence on 
campus. (The timing of these periods and the various uses to which 
they are put in different programs are described in section II. B. 2. 
j, Residency Periods and Off-Campus Program Activities.) 

In our classification we distinguish between extension/colleague 
group programs, which require membership in a group to enter the 
program and usually require that the student remain with the group to 
take most courses, and the various satellite sites that some programs 
have established. The programs most likely to establish what we have 
called satellites, which are fixed sites at which courses and other 
program activities are from time to time offered for whomever wishes to 
take them, are those whose basic program format is campus-based 
intensive. A satellite may serve one of two purposes. It may be more 
convenient for some students who usually have to travel from a great 
distance to a campus-based intensive program to take some courses at a 
satellite center closer to home. It also may be most pleasant, re
gardless of distance, because satellites are occasionally established 
in an especially attractive surroundings -- mountains in summer, warm 
climates in winter. In our view; the presence of the satellite does 
ndt vary the basic form of a campus-based intensive program; nor does 
it amount to extension education, since satellites do not usually offer 
the full-range of program activities. Even if they do, they do not 
require colleague group membership, they are not established because of 
their convenient closeness to the student's place of work, and thus 
they do not fit our definition of a genuine extension program. It 
should be noted, however, that some institutions use the term 
"satellite" to mean extension group, and others use phrases such as 
"extension center" to mean what we mean by the term satellite. Thus, 
though terms are carefully distinguished in this report, they have a 
variety of meanings in the wider D.Min. literature. 

The last format category we have created is for those programs 
that make use of two or more of the three format types just described. 
We discovered every combination of two format types and at least five 
prograll\S that make use of all three. We also found two programs that 
require a period of full-time residency of at least one semester in 
length. We included those programs in this final, mixed category. As 
Table I shows, this last category is not large. It should, however, be 
noted that about two-thirds of the programs in this category have an 
extension/colleague program as one of the formats they offer. If this 
number were added to the six institutions that offer their general 
parish ministry program only in the extension/colleague group form, the 
extension format category would more than double in size. 
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TABLE I Program Format Types 

local/regional 
campus based intensive 
Extension/colleague group 
Two or more options 

Number 
26 
29 

6 
15 
76 

Program Format Types 

Percentage 
34% 
38 

8 
_2.Q 
100 

Differences Among Program Format Types: Relationships to 
Philosophy Types 

As suggested above, there are relationships between particular 
program format types and particular program philosophy types. Table II 
shows what percentage each type is of the other. Most often associated 
are local/regional programs and independent/specialized programs. The 
connection here between program purpose and program format is quite 
clear. The philosophy of an independent/specialized program requires a 
wide range of course offerings available to the student. Usually such 
a range is available only on the regular academic schedule intended 
primarily for full-time students. The pattern of such course meetings 
virtually requires that the participant live nearby in order to attend 
classes one or more times a week. As the Table suggests, 
independent/specialized programs can be offered in a campus-based 
intensive format (28% of them are). This is accomplished in several 
ways. One device is the use of independent study while the student is 
present on campus for intensive periods: Often this approach is 
combined with course-taking at other institutions. Several 
institutions are part of clusters or related to universities that have 
extensive sununer school or intersession offerings, and thus have a wide 
range of intensive courses to make available. Perhaps the most 
ingenious arrangement for offering an independent/specialized program 
in the campus-based intensive format is one we discovered at a single 
institution: That school, which has an M.Div. curriculum with many 
required courses, offers M.Div. electives only in month-long intensive 
periods (September, January, and June) when D.Min. students are also on 
campus. The total number of both groups makes it possible to offer an 
even broader range of electives than the institution would make 
available during its regular term. Independent/specialized programs 
can even be acconnnodated in the extension/colleague group format. One 
of the two programs that fall into both categories allows the colleague 
group to design its own electives. This gives a broad range of 
elective choice and the opportunity for the group to specialize in a 
particular area. The constraint, of course, is that the whole group, 
or the majority of it, must agree on the focus of the course. 
Individuals whose interest cannot be accommodated are allowed to make 
separate arrangements. In the other case, the group serves as a center 
for guidance and integration for students pursuing independent 
specialized studies under faculty guidance. As the Table suggests, the 
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extension/colleague group format more comfortably accommodates the 
program type the larger part of whose offerings form a fixed 
curriculum. Thus it is not surprising that the largest exten
sion/colleague group programs are of the extended M.Div. type or the 
unique content or method type. 

TABLE II 

Program 
Ph;i,losophic 
Ind/spec 

Relationship of Program Format Types and Program 
Philosophy Types 

!Deal 
Regional 

(19) 73% 
50% 

Program Format 
Campus-based Extension/ 
Intensive Colleague Group 

(8) 28% (2) 33% 
21% 5% 

Two or more 
Options 

(9) 60% (38) 
24% 100% 

Unique content 
or method ( 0) 0 (7) 24 (1) 17 (1) 7 ( 9) 

Extended 
M.Div 

*Note: 

78 11 11 100% 

( 7) 27 (14) 48 (3) 50 (5) 33 (29) 
i4 48 (3) 10 17 100% 

(26)100 (29)100 (6)100 (15)100 

The nUlllbers in parenthesis indicated the nUlllber of programs. 
The first percentage figure in each cell is the Column 
percentage; the second is the row percentage 

The Table also shows an affinity between programs of the extended 
M.Div. philosophy type and the campus-based intensive format type. 
Each category is half of the other. The structure of the association 
is easy to discern. Extended M.Div. type programs almost always 
require program offerings primarily or exclusively for D.Min. students. 
campus-based intensive arrangements, held in most cases during times 
when students in other programs are not on campus, can most easily 
accommodate programs that place emphasis on courses and activities for 
D.Min. students alone. For the same reason, the majority of unique 
content or method programs are also offered in the campus-based 
intensive format. As the Table shows, it is possible to offer extended 
M.Div. programs in the local/regional format (one-quarter of all 
extended M.Div. programs take that form). These are, for the most 
part, the programs that make minimum use of the regular curriculum and 
instead organize fairly frequent on-campus course meetings, usually for 
D.Min. students alone. It is these programs that are both 
local/regional and extended M.Div in type that are easiest to convert 
into campus-based intensive programs. The independent/specialized form 
is more resistent to such conversion, because of the requirement that a 
wide range of courses be available to support the student's specialized 
interest. There is no strong affinity between a particular program 
philosophy type and the likelihood that the program will be offered in 
two or more format options. The highest correlation is with 
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independent/specialized programs, but this is largely an artifact of 
the fact that both categories contain the small number of programs that 
require a period of full-time residency. If these were omitted, the 
percentage of each program philosophy type that is offered in two or 
more format options would be less than 20. 

Table II demonstrates that there are, as Tucker's and Taylor's 
typologies that mixed factors of program rationale and program format 
would suggest, some strong affinities between particular conceptions of 
the D.Min. degree and particular formats for offering it. No 
conception is, however, completely associated with a particular format. 
Thus we think that it is critical in analysis to keep the two 
dimensions distinct. 

Differences Among Program Format Types: Limited and Broad Options 

It stands to reason that certain program format arrangements will 
be more or less likely to permit a broad or limited range of course 
options to be offered. Table III shows these relationships. 

TABLE III Relationship of Program Format and Limited and Broad 
curricular Options* 

Options 

Prggram Format Limited Broad 
Local/regional ( 7) 19% (19) 48% (26) 

27% 73% 100% 
Campus based 
intensive (21) 58% ( 8) 20% (29) 

72% 28% 100% 
Extension/ 
colleague group ( 3) 8% (3) 7% ( 6) 

50% 50% 100% 
Two or more 
formats ( 5) 14% (10) 25% (15) 

33~ 66% 100% 
(36)100% (40) 100% 

*Note: The numbers in parenthesis indicated the number ofprograms. 
The first percentage figure in each cell is the Column 
percentage; the second is the row percentage. 

As one would expect, there is a strong association between lo
cal/regional programs and the availability of a broad range of course 
options. Local/regional programs are organized in a way that gives 
their students access to the full range of the institution's offerings. 
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(Note the similarity between local/regional programs and 
independent/specialized programs with respect to broad and limited 
cu=icular options. See Table II, column 1.) It is also the case that 
campus-based intensive programs are very likely to be limited option 
programs. This too is predictable: Most such programs are offered at 
times when only those courses and other activities developed especially 
for D.Min. students are available. Thus offerings are almost by 
definition limited. (Again the complex relationships among format 
type, philosophy type and option type are evident: The percentage of 
campus-based intensive programs that offer broad course options is 
identical to the percentage of campus-based intensive programs that are 
of the independent/specialized philosophy type. See Table II, column 
2.) Extension/colleague group programs are divided about equally 
between limited and broad option programs. Broad option in this case 
means, usually, that the colleague group is free to design whatever 
electives it chooses, or the members are permitted to earn a 
substantial number of credits in independent study, using the group as 
a base for reporting, support and integration. 

Differences Among Program Format: Size 

Almost all D.Min programs (80% of those shown on Table IV below) 
are relatively small -- that is, have fewer than 87 students -- but, as 
Table IV shows, local/regional programs are much more likely than 
others to fall into the smallest size category. 

TABLE IV Program Formats by Size 

Formats 

Local campus-based Extension/ Two or more 
Ail Regional Intensive Colleague Group Options 

N= N= N= N= 
92% (23) 84% (25) 60% (3) 60% (9) 

87 - 177 8 ( 2) 10 ( 3) (0) (0) 40 (6) 

178 - 721 _Q ___§ ( 2) 40 (2) 
100 (25) 100 (38) 100 (5) 100 (15) 

As we noted with respect to independent/specialized programs, their 
related program philosophy type, such programs can be small and still 
remain financially feasible, since relatively few resources unique to 
the D.Min. program need to be developed to sustain programs that rely 
so heavily on a common core of course offerings that support a number 
of programs. At the same time, however, many of the local/regional 
programs that are also independent/specialized in approach consume 
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considerable amounts of faculty time in advisement. Thus there is a 
positive motive for keeping such programs small. 

Campus-based intensive programs, though they must usually achieve 
a certain minimum size in order for the specially-designed courses and 
other activities devised for them to be affordable, also are subject to 
conditions that limit their size. Such programs usually require 
special administrative as well as instructional resources. Thus they 
must be large enough to be affordable but not so large that they strain 
a school's capacity to mount a program quite distinct from its other 
degree offerings. Extension/colleague group programs appear on this 
table to be more likely to be large than the other two types. This is 
true because the category is small and two of the largest of all D.Min. 
programs are extension/colleague group programs. As will be explored 
in the section below on program size, however, the extension/colleague 
group programs that are not very large are quite small. Again, as for 
intensive programs, there are double pressures: Minimum munbers are 
required to make these quite separate program formats cost effective; 
but there are also considerable costs associated with the format, 
especially administrative costs because extension programs are so 
different from the school's usual activity and thus require special 
attention and handling. 

Differences Among Programs: other Issues 

Campus-based intensive programs seem not only to have experienced 
the most recent growth, but also to have the best immediate prospect of 
growth. Directors of such programs are considerably more likely than 
directors of programs of other types to say that the pool of potential 
recruits is increasing, that the number of applications is increasing, 
and that the number recently admitted has increased. (Interestingly, 
however, they are least likely to say that the quality has increased.). 
Directors of extension/colleague group programs, a group so small that 
trends within it are hard to spot, do not report increases in the size 
of the recruitment pool, the number of applications or the number of 
admissions. They do, however, report some increases in the quality of 
applications. Directors of the extension programs are, by contrast, 
most likely to report decreases. These data are hard to evaluate, not 
only because the number in the group is so small but also because 
applications to extension programs are usually stimulated by the 
seminary taking initiative to organize a local colleague group. In 
several cases where we have inquired, applications and admissions have 
declined because of a policy decision at the school to limit the number 
of new colleague groups. It is, however, evident that the recruitment 
pool for and applications and admissions to local/regional programs are 
not increasing at the same rate as for campus-based intensive programs. 
More decreases are reported than for the extension/colleague group 
programs, and the figures for decreases are more than twice as high as 
those for campus-based intensive programs. These data corroborate the 
popular view, which is that many local/regional programs may have "used 
up" much of the pool of potential recruits in their immediate local 
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area. The structure of such programs does not permit recruitment 
beyond that area. A campus-based intensive program, on the other hand, 
has, at least potentially, national scope (and, since there are so few 
canadian programs, bi-national scope). such a program can look almost 
anywhere for students who might be attracted to a D.Min. with the 
special characteristics and features that institution offers. 

It is evident that format a=angements have effects on the kinds 
of teaching methods and educational structures employed in various 
programs. Faculty, cu=ent students and graduates agree that programs 
of the extension/colleague type are much less likely than the other 
types to include elements of supervised practice. Course exams and 
qualifying exams are also, by report of faculty, students and 
graduates, less likely to be used in extension/colleague group 
programs. Faculty members believe that library research is also less 
emphasized in such programs (but in the graduate responses the dif
ferences among types are not marked and students enrolled in exten
sion/colleague group programs are more likely than students in other 
programs to believe that library research is emphasized in their 
programs). All three groups, if they are associated with exten
sion/colleague group programs, are more likely to report that support 
groups, peer learning, learning contracts and, quite naturally, 
off-campus courses, as well as involvement of laity are strongly 
emphasized. Faculty and students associated with campus-based inten
sive programs are least likely to report that their programs emphasize 
this list of methods and structures, and most likely to report that 
course and qualifying exams are used. This "traditional" tendency also 
marks programs offered by evangelical schools, who favor the 
campus-based format. The only clear association, then, between format 
and pedagogy seems to be the disposition of those who design extension 
programs to make use of what are often called "experiential" methods 
and to avoid what are sometimes identified as traditional forms such as 
examinations. 

Interestingly, there are few significant differences among program 
types with respect to the difficulties students have had in keeping on 
schedule in various program stages. Those associated with campus-based 
intensive programs are a little more likely to have had trouble keeping 
on schedule in the course-taking phase -- understandable, since usually 
the institution is not close at hand, as it is for students in 
local/regional programs, and there is no colleague group taking courses 
together to exert its influence to keep each student on course. 
Differences at the thesis or project phase were not marked. We had 
expected that students located at some distance from the campus would 
have more difficulties with the project, since neither the library nor 
the adviser is immediately accessible. Many students experience such 
problems, but the program format in which they are enrolled does not 
co=elate significantly with such difficulties or lack of them. 

A striking pattern does emerge in various measures of attitudes 
toward programs of different format types. Seminary faculty members, 
the group most likely to have negative attitudes toward and to make 
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negative evaluations of various features of the D.Min., are consis
tently more positive in their views if they are associated with exten
sion/colleague group programs than if they teach in institutions that 
offer programs of other types. The faculty are more likely to say that 
they are very positive about their institution's program, that students 
are for the most part well prepared to carry out the major project, and 
that the resulting project is good or excellent; and they are 
invariably more likely to observe positive effects on D.Min. students 
(such as renewed commitment to their present jobs and development of 
creative solutions to problems in the ministry setting), to observe 
positive effects on graduates (such as increased self-awareness and 
increased competence in the functions of ministry, and less likely to 
observe the emergence of negative effects in both groups. such faculty 
also more frequently report that the O.Min. program has had positive 
effects on the seminary, providing new research areas and 
opportunities, helping the institution improve its financial situation, 
:ilnproving public relations, and providing better quality continuing 
education. Correspondingly, they are less likely to observe such 
negative effects as the stretching of teaching and advising loads 
beyond bearable limits, the consuming of t:ilne in O.Min. activities that 
should be reserved for research and writing, and the weakening of the 
institution's reputation for academic rigor. Criticisms of exten
sion/colleague group programs are likely to emerge from within an 
institution that has such a program on only two topics. Faculty and 
administrators in such institutions are more likely than those in 
institutions with programs of other format types to call for more rigor 
in the selection process. The problem of admissions for extension pro
grams -- especially the necessity, in some cases, of accepting marginal 
students in order to create a group of sufficient size -- is treated 
elsewhere in this report. Faculty and administrators are also slightly 
more likely to be critical of and call for changes in the 
administrative arrangements for such programs, though the total number 
of comments we received on this point is quite small. On the whole 
range of measures just cited, campus-based intensive programs are 
second-most-likely to be positively evaluated. The lowest ratings 
usually go to programs of the local/regional type. 

What accounts for these patterns in attitudes toward and evalua
tions of programs of different format types? What seems to us the most 
plausible explanation for the uniformly positive attitude of faculty in 
institutions that have extension/colleague group programs is the fact 
that such programs have been widely criticized in theological education 
and closely scrutinized by ATS. The reasons given for such critical 
attitudes are varied: Some institutions resent the presence of 
extension program groups in their own geographical area; others are 
suspicious of the heavy use of adjunct faculty that some such programs 
have made. Some criticisms seem to attach more to the large size of a 
few such programs than to the extension format itself. All these 
criticisms will be explored at greater length in subsequent sections of 
this report. Here they are relevant because, we suspect, institutions 
that offer extension programs have heard these criticisms, have 
examined their own programs and improved them where they found them 
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weak or wanting, and now have become thoroughgoing supporters of this 
form of education. Because of the number of criticisms of and 
questions about extension education, a relatively new form in 
continuing education, faculty members in institutions that harbor such 
programs may also be slightly defensive. This combination of thorough 
knowledge of and affection for the programs, on the one hand, and a 
tendency to defend them against possible criticism, on the other, may 
well lie behind the strikingly high ratings faculty members accord such 
programs. Another factor may be the somewhat lower expectation faculty 
and administrators associated with extension/colleague group programs 
report they have of the D.Min. Directors and faculty associated with 
such programs are less likely to say that the D.Min. should be a "mark 
of distinction" (as opposed to structured education open to all). 

The difference in attitudes towards local/regional programs and 
campus-based intensive programs is, we believe, a reflection not of 
judgments about the relative merits of these two formats, but rather of 
faculty and administrative attitudes toward the program philosophy 
types with which each is associated. As was evident earlier, indepen
dent/specialized programs rank lower, in the esteem of faculty and 
administrators, than programs of the extended M.Div. type. Local/re
gional programs are rated lower because of their association with the 
first of these program philosophy types; campus-based intensive pro
grams higher because of their association with the second. 

Last, it should be noted that teaching arrangements for the format 
types are somewhat different. Almost all teachers and advisors in 
local/regional programs are members of the institution's core faculty, 
and such programs are far more likely than the other types not to use 
adjunct teachers and advisors at all. All extension programs use 
adjuncts to some extent, and campus-based intensive programs fall 
between these two. Reflecting these arrangements, a much higher 
percentage of the faculty associated with local/regional programs (60%) 
identified themselves as highly involved or very highly involved in 
D.Min. advising and teaching than the faculty associated with other 
program types (campus-based intensive, 45%; extension/colleague group, 
47%). 

Discussion 

In the last section, in which we discussed different conceptions 
of the D,Min., we portrayed the variety we found as a sign of the 
failure of the D.Min. to assume strong enough character and identity. 
Variety in format is another matter. Though, as we have shown, format 
to some extent follows and must conform to program rationale (or 
perhaps in some cases, historically, a rationale or concept of the 
degree is adopted to fit the format that is easiest for an institution 
to organize), some of the variety of what some have called "delivery 
systems" for the D.Min. is, we believe, very healthy. Part-time 
students who are employed full-time are difficult to serve. Institu
tional flexibility and ingenuity in devising programs and forms that 
attract and hold such students are to be applauded. We have noted the 
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limits of such flexibility: Certain forms do not serve certain program 
concepts or structures very readily or well. But within these limits, 
we believe that the tendency to flexibility and diversity of forms is a 
good thing. 

We would urge caution at two points: Care should be exercised 
with respect to the nwnber of different formats in which a single 
institution can offer the D.Min. degree. A small nwnber of institu
tions is attempting to offer their general or parish ministry program 
in two different formats, and a group of at least five institutions is 
using all three formats. Since each format places distinctly different 
demands on an institution, requiring different pedagogical approaches 
and administrative resources, we question whether any but the largest 
or best equipped institutions can offer the D.Min. program in several 
different schedule and location formats. We are also concerned about 
the negative reputation of extension programs, not because we think 
that the format is autotnatically a source of program weakness, but 
because public mistrust of any feature of the degree weakens it. We 
discuss this matter thoroughly below in connection with the closely 
related issue of program size. 
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II . B. 1. Program Types 

d. Denominational Types 

Findings 

Denominational analysis of phenomena in theological education is 
always difficult. With the exception of Roman Catholic institutions, 
there is no denomination that sponsors more than a dozen or so semin
aries, and a number of church groups sponsor only a single institution. 
Further, there is a substantial number of non-denominational and 
inter-denominational institutions of various kinds. The total number 
of seminaries is small enough and the number of denominational 
sub-groupings so small that statistical analysis based on denomina
tional affiliation is nearly impossible. And even institutions with 
strong denominational affiliations and sponsorships now enroll many 
students of other denominations. Most institutions now also have 
denominational variety among the members of their faculties. Thus the 
search for denominational differences must be conducted with great 
care, since many features of contemporary Protestant seminaries are, in 
effect, inter-denominational. 

In previous research on theological seminaries, analysis based on 
individual denominations or even larger "families" of denominations 
linked by theological tradition has proved unproductive. What have 
proved useful are three large categories: Roman Catholic, mainline 
Protestant and evangelical/conservative Protestant. 

In some cases, the two Protestant categories are further broken 
down between denominationally-sponsored and independent institutions. 
These classifications are somewhat rough. In the case of denom
inationally-affiliated institutions, Protestant institutions have been 
divided between the mainline and evangelical/conservative (shortened, 
in this report, to "evangelical") based chiefly on the relationship of 
the sponsoring denomination to the National Council of Churches. If 
the sponsoring denomination belongs, the institution is classified as 
mainline. Liberally oriented non-member denominations are also clas
sified as mainline. Non-denominational institutions are classified by 
character. The resulting divisions are not highly refined, but they do 
in most cases bring together institutions that resemble each other in 
outlook. These large categories have proved extremely useful in the 
analysis of various phenomena in theological seminaries, and their 
utility has been further proved in this study of the Doctor of Ministry 
degree. 

The use of such broad denominational types does not, of course, 
mean that denomination is unimportant. In the foregoing section on 
the history of the D.Min. degree, we showed that certain denominations 
have led the way, and are much more heavily engaged than others, in the 
conduct of the D.Min. degree. But, again, individual denominational 
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categories are too small to be useful in statistical analysis. A 
special problem in analysis is presented in the case of the D.Min.: In 
1983-84, when the majority of our data was gathered, there were only 
two Roman catholic programs in operation. For purposes of analysis we 
have, therefore, folded Roman catholic responses into the mainline 
category. 

As the foregoing section on the history of the D.Min. degree 
recounted, more than twice as many mainline institutions as evangelical 
ones had established D.Min. programs by 1984. Thus, as Table I shows, 
70% of all programs are found in mainline (including Roman Catholic) 
institutions. 

TABLE I D.Min. Programs by Denominational Types 

Mainline 
Evangelical 

Number 
53 

...n 
76 

Percent 
70% 
30 

100 

It should be noted, however, that D.Min. programs in evangelical 
institutions were, on average, established later than those in mainline 
institutions; recently evangelical institutions have been opening 
D.Min. programs at a faster rate than mainline (and Roman catholic) 
institutions. 

Differences Among Denominational Types: Relationship to Program 
Philosophy Types 

As Table II demonstrates, institutions of different denominational 
types favor different basic program concepts. 

TABLE II Denominational Types by Program Philosophy Types 

Mainline Evangelical 
Program PhilQsophy Tvues N= N= 

Independent/specialized 62% (33) 22% (5) 

Unique content or method 6 (3) 26 (6) 

Extended M.Div. _n .ill.l ~ (12) 
100% (53) 100% (23) 

The majority of mainline programs are of the independent/specialized 
type. The majority of evangelical programs are the extended M.Div. 
type. The evangelical institutions are also far more likely to estab
lish programs whose rationale is to provide unique content or method. 
The reasons for these strong associations are a matter of speculation. 
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our guess is that evangelical institutions establish the latter two 
types, which are more widely approved and positively evaluated among 
administrators and faculty regardless of denomination, because they are 
confident that they can recruit the numbers of students these program 
types require. It seems also to be the case that, perhaps because the 
total group of evangelical institutions is much smaller, evangelical 
seminaries -- at least as they have established their D.Min. programs 
-- are better attuned to what each other is doing. There are stronger 
resemblances among the programs in evangelical institutions than among 
those in mainline seminaries. Thus a few strong prototype programs may 
have steered development in most evangelical seminaries in the 
direction of extended M.Div. and unique content or method program 
types. 

Differences Among Denominational Types: Relationship to Program Format 
Types 

Schools of different denominational types have also formed dis
tinct patterns in their choice of program formats, as shown in Table 
III. 

TABLE III Denominational Types by Program Format Types 

Mainline Evangelical 
N= N = 

Local/regional 43% (23) 13% ( 3) 

campus-based intensive 21 (11) 78 (18) 

Extension/colleague 11 (6) ( 0) 
group 

Two or more formats 25 (13) ~ (Z.) 
100% (53) 100% (23) 

The plurality of mainline programs is local/regional in type. The 
majority of evangelical programs is campus-based intensive. Many 
mainline programs are offered in more than one format. In part, of 
course, these choices of format are associated with choices of program 
philosophy type. The local/regional format is the natural one for the 
independent/specialized programs, the great majority of which are 
offered by mainline schools. The two types of programs most common in 
evangelical institutions are best supported by the campus-based inten
sive format. It may also be the case that mainline institutions are 
more likely to have moved to multiple formats because many of them have 
been offering D.Min. degrees considerably longer than have evangelical 
institutions. As earlier noted, it is also usually the case that 
mainline institutions are smaller and have smaller constituencies. The 
move to additional formats may be a natural tendency in the attempt to 
recruit program groups of viable size. 
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Differences Among Denominational Types: size 

Mainline and evangelical programs are, as Table IV makes clear, 
quite evenly matched by size. 

TABLE IV Denominational Types by Program Size 

Mainline ~angelical 
:et:Qgram size 

10 - 25 25% (13) 26% (6) 
26 - 46 23 (12) 35 (8) 
47 - 86 31 (16) 22 (5) 
87 - 177 15 ( 8) 13 (3) 
178 - 721 _§ (_J_) ___,i 1.1) 

100% (52) 100% (23) 

The lack of important differences in the distribution of programs by 
size is surprising. Evangelical institutions are considerably larger 
than mainline institutions in total enrollment and faculty size. One 
would therefore expect that their D.Min. programs might, propor
tionally, be concentrated in the larger size categories, but this is 
not the case. It may be the late starting dates of many evangelical 
programs that accounts for this parity in size between larger evan
gelical and smaller mainline institutions. Or it may have to do with 
the fact that larger institutions with larger M.Div. student bodies 
and, usually, somewhat less favorable faculty-to-student ratios, feel 
that they are already heavily committed and cannot support extensive 
D.Min. programs. Whatever the determinative reasons, we do, as we 
explore below, expect that the size of programs in evangelical insti
tutions will grow in the next period. 

Differences Among Denominational Types: other Issues 

One of the most interesting sets of differences to emerge between 
D.Min. programs in mainline institutions and those in evangelical 
seminaries were differences associated with program content, teaching 
methods and educational structures. Students and faculty associated 
with programs in evangelical institutions are more likely than those 
who study or teach in mainline schools to report that their programs 
emphasize Biblical studies, spiritual formation, organization develop
ment, and ministerial arts. students and faculty members in mainline 
institutions, are more likely to report an emphasis on psychological 
theory, and the use of a battery of structures and methods -- colleague 
groups, peer learning, learning contract, involvement of laity and 
off-campus courses -- that are commonly characterized as pertaining to 
a non-traditional, "adult education" model. In striking contrast, 
those who teach in evangelical institutions are more likely to report 
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that the D.Min. courses they teach require more hours (than the hours 
reported by mainline faculty members), more preparation before the 
course begins, a greater number of pages of reading and a greater 
number of pages of writing. Such faculty members are also considerably 
more likely to report that students always complete assigned reading 
for courses, and that they -- the faculty members -- require written 
reports on these assigned readings. The sum of these differences 
suggests that there may be different academic cultures at mainline and 
evangelical institutions, stemming from differing assumptions about and 
views of ministry. The differences in D.Min. programs thus may be a 
sign of more profound contrasts. We plan to return to this data in the 
future for further analysis and study. 

Other data describing differences between the two types of pro
grams are more difficult to interpret. A mixture of D.Min. and 
non-D.Min. students in courses D.Min students take is more common in 
mainline institutions. This finding is associated with the prevalence 
of independent/specialized programs in mainline institutions. 
Students in mainline institutions are also markedly more likely to 
report smaller class sizes than students in evangelical institutions. 
This finding is, however, probably the result of the fact that students 
in a few evangelical programs of considerable size that have fairly 
large courses dominate the whole group of our evangelical student 
respondents. 

One interesting difference uncovered by the mainline/evangelical 
typology is the resources for continuing education available to stu
dents in each group. Students in mainline seminaries are markedly more 
likely to report that their denomination requires them to complete a 
certain amount of continuing education each year, that denominations 
should require clergy to engage in continuing education, that they have 
funds provided to pay continuing education expenses and that they used 
all these funds in 1984. These correlations seem to suggest that the 
conditions that promote continuing education may be stronger in the 
denominations and environments in which mainline clergy work than in 
those where evangelical clergy are employed. 

As suggested above, there are a number of indications that 
programs in evangelical institutions can anticipate considerable future 
growth. Directors of evangelical programs are twice as likely as those 
of mainline programs to say that they believe the pool of potential 
recruits for their program is increasing. Faculty, a critical group in 
the decision about future size of program, are more than twice as 
likely, if they teach in evangelical seminaries, to predict that their 
institution's program will be larger in five years, and markedly more 
likely to say that they and the majority of their colleagues would like 
to see the program grow. It also seems to be the case that evangelical 
seminaries are better positioned for growth. Most programs in these 
institutions are the campus-based intensive type, the program format 
that can draw most broadly. And there are strong indications that 
evangelical students are willing to travel considerable distances to 
enroll in a program that has the character they are seeking. They are 
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far more likely than students in mainline seminaries to emphasize the 
reputation of particular faculty and somewhat more likely to emphasize 
the reputation of the program among their motives for choosing a 
program. Students in mainline institutions, by contrast, are more 
likely than evangelical students to emphasize the availability of 
financial aid, geographical proximity of the seminary, and the 
possibility of enrolling in an extension program's field group in their 
area. 

In one important area there are virtually no differences between 
programs in mainline and evangelical institutions: The attitudes of 
faculty. The groups tend to be fairly evenly matched in their views 
about the D.Min. and evaluation of its various features and components. 
Faculty in evangelical seminaries are slightly less likely than those 
in mainline seminaries to be markedly more positive if their 
institution's program is large, or, rather, evangelical faculty are 
very slightly more likely to be more positive on some measures 
regardless of program size. Differences are not, however, consistent 
or dramatic enough to provide the basis in the extended speculation 
about the role of the D.Min., in the faculty perspective, in evan
gelical versus mainline institutions. 
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II. B. 1. Program Types 

e. Program Size 

Findings 

The size of D.Min. programs of various types has already been 
mentioned frequently in this exploration of types. For the purposes of 
analysis, we have grouped programs in the size categories in which they 
cluster as follows: 

TABLE I Size of D.Min. Programs 

NUll\ber of Students 

10 - 25 
26 - 46 
47 - 86 
87 - 177 
178 - 721 

19 
20 
21 
11 

_4 
75 

Percentage 

25% 
27 
28 
15 

-2 
100 

As the Table suggests, the range in program sizes is great: From ten 
students in the smallest program to 721 in the largest (in 1984). Most 
notable in the distribution is the fact that one quarter of all 
programs are small, even minute in size, enrolling 25 students or 
fewer. Equally interesting is the relatively small number of programs 
in the two largest size categories: Fifteen programs or 20% of the 
total. Yet, as Table II shows, an entirely different picture emerges 
when one displays the number of students rather than the number of 
programs in particular size categories. 

TABLE II 

Size 

10 - 25 
26 - 46 
47 - 86 
87 - 177 
178 - 721 

Numbers of students Enrolled in Program Size 
categories* 

Total Students 
Enrolled 

329 
692 

1341 
1467 
2004 
5833 

Percentage of 
Students Enrolled 

6% 
12 
23 
25 

......ll 
100% 

*Figures for 1983-84 
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Though programs are concentrated in the smallest size categories (over 
half of all programs have fewer than 47 students), students are con
centrated in larger programs: over half of all students are enrolled in 
programs in the two largest size categories, and over one-third of all 
students are enrolled in the four programs (5% of the total number of 
programs) that form the largest category. Thus, the majority of 
schools have experience running small programs, but the majority of 
students have been enrolled in a moderately or very large program. 

Differences in Size: Relationships with other Program Types 

In the foregoing sections, we showed the distribution of various 
types among size categories. Table III shows the mean sizes of various 
types, both for all programs and for all programs excluding the largest 
four. 

TABIE III Mean Size of D.Min Programs of Various Types 

Excluding Four 
All Programs largest Programs 

Program Fhllosophy 'fypes N= Mean Size N= Mean Size 

Indeperxient Specialized (38) 47.2 (38) 47.2 
Unique Content ( 9) 165.0 ( 7) 54.0 
EKten:ied M.Div. (29) 89.1 (27) 62.5 

Proaram Format Tlroes 
Lcx::aljRegional (26) 43.0 (26) 43.0 
C&tpus-based Intensive (29) 76.9 (28) 53.9 
Extension Colleague Group ( 6) 237.2 ( 3) 46.7 
Two or m:ire options (15) 73.9 (15) 73.9 

Denominational Tvoe 
Mainline (54) 77.9 (51) 57.4 
Evangelical (23) 81.8 (22) 52.8 

As earlier suggested, independent/specialized programs and local/re
gional programs, categories between which there is substantial overlap, 
are the smallest categories in their typologies, whether or not figures 
for the largest four programs are removed. Interestingly, in both the 
philosophy and format typologies, the second largest category for all 
programs (extended M.Div. and campus-based intensive) becomes the 
largest category if the four largest programs are excluded. Unique 
content or method programs are not, in other words, generally large: 
Only the presence of one very large program gives them a mean size 
twice as large as the next largest category. The same is true for 
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extension/colleague programs: If three programs are omitted from this 
category which are among the four largest programs overall, the mean 
size of the remaining programs is shown to be quite small. Removing 
the four largest programs also has an effect on the relative sizes of 
mainline and evangelical programs. Though the differences are not 
great in either case, when the four programs are included the 
evangelical mean is higher; when they are excluded, the mainline mean 
is higher. Perhaps the most notable factor in this negotiation is 
that, to accomplish this change, only one program is removed from the 
evangelical total, while three are removed from the mainline total. 

As we noted earlier when we examined the total number of students 
enrolled in programs in different size categories, the percentage of 
programs of a particular type can differ a great deal. Table IV shows 
the percentages of students enrolled in programs of different philoso
phy and format types. The figures in the table are approximate, 
because of the difficulty of separating the figures for the general or 
parish ministry programs we are studying from those for specialized 
program tracks we are not dealing with here. 

TABLE IV Approximate Percentages of Students Enrolled in 
Programs of Different Formats and Philosophy Types 

Philosophy Types 
Independent/Specialized 
Unique Content/Method 
Extended M.Div. 

Format Types 
local/Regional 
campus-based Intensive 
Extension/Colleague group 
Two or more formats 

Percentage of 
Students 

31% 
25 
44 

100 

19% 
38 
24 
19 

100 

Percentage of 
Programs 

50% 
12 
~ 
100 

34% 
38 

8 
~ 
100 

Because independent/specialized programs are small, they enroll a 
smaller percentage of students, in relation to the number of such 
programs, than do extended M.Div. type programs and, especially, unique 
content or method programs, which represent only 12% of the total 
number of programs but enroll 25% of the students. I.Deal/regional 
programs, like the independent/specialized programs with which they 
overlap, constitute one-third of all programs but enroll less than 20% 
of all students; and a small number of extension programs (six 
programs, or 8%) enroll 20% of all students. Again, the types of 
programs with which the majority of schools have experience is dif
ferent from the types in which the majority of students and graduates 
have been enrolled. 
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Table V breaks out mean enrollment figures by both format type and 
denominational type. 

TABLE V Average (Mean) Enrollment by Program Format Type by 
Denominational Type 

Format Type 

local/regional 

campus based 
intensive 

Extension/ 
Colleague Group 

Two or more 

D.Min. 
Enrollment for 
All Programs 

(mean) 

Mainline Evangelical 

44.3 32.7 

44.9 96.4 

237.2 

80.3 24.5 

D.Min. 
Enrollment Excluding 
Largest Four Programs 

(mean) 

Mainline Evangelical 

44.3 32.7 

44.9 59.6 

46.7 

80.3 24.5 

As the Table shows, whether the four largest programs are included or 
not, mainline programs of the local/regional type are larger than 
evangelical programs of that type; and evangelical programs of the 
campus-based intensive type are larger than mainline programs of that 
type. The Table also shows that the average size of the mainline 
local/regional and campus-based intensive programs is nearly identical, 
whereas, whether or not the largest four programs are included, there 
is a marked difference in size between the two types in evangelical 
institutions. The Table suggests that evangelical institutions may 
have, heretofore, avoided adopting the extension format because they 
have succeeded in recruiting somewhat larger student bodies for their 
campus-based intensive programs. (The willingness of evangelical 
students to travel to evangelical programs, described in the section 
above, is probably also a factor.) Interestingly, the decision to 
offer a program in two or more formats seems to have provided better 
results in enrollment for mainline than for the few evangelical schools 
that have attempted it. 

Relationship of M.Div. and D.Min. Program Size 

In one sense, the range of program sizes among D.Min. programs is 
not surprising. A similar range exists among M.Div. programs. In both 
cases, the most programs are small, but the majority of students is 
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enrolled in the larger programs. There is, however, a notable 
difference in the two patterns: In general, larger M.Div. student 
bodies are found in institutions that are larger overall, particularly 
with respect to total budget and faculty size. Though 
faculty-to-student ratios are very often more favorable in small 
institutions than large ones, nonetheless, in the case of M.Div student 
body size, the size of the faculty tends to increase as the size of the 
student body increases. This generalization is true for D.Min. 
programs only up to a point. Table VI compares M.Div. and D.Min. 
enrollments. 

TABLE VI Relationship of Sizes of M.Div. and D.Min. Enrollment* 
Total D.Min. Enrollment 

10 - 25 ,16 - ill 47 - 86 87 - 177 178-721 
Total M.Div. 
J:;JJ;r.!iUment 

Under 51 (1) 5% (1) 5% (0) 0 0 0 

51-150 I (12)631 1(8)421 I (0)42%1 I (3)27%1 0 
I I I I I I 

151-300 (3) 16 I (6)321 I (8 l 42 I I (3 l 27 I (3)75% 
I I 

301-500 (3) 16 (2)10.5 (2) 11 I (3)27 I 0 

over 500 (0) 0 (2110.5 (ll 5 (2118 (11125 

(19) (19) (19) (11) ( 4) 

*The number in parentheses indicate the number of programs in each 
cell. 

The rectangles on the Table encompass the category or categories that 
contain 60% or more of all programs in each D.Min. size category. As 
the progression of rectangles indicates, larger D.Min. programs tend to 
be located in institutions with larger M.Div. student bodies -- that 
is, in institutions that also, in general, have larger faculties and 
total budgets. The pattern breaks down, however, for the largest 
category of D.Min. programs. The majority of these (three of four) is 
located in institutions with "middle sized" M.Div. enrollments. When 
this Table is combined with Table II, which shows how many students are 
enrolled in these largest programs, the break in the pattern becomes 
even more striking. over one-third of all students in D.Min. programs 
are enrolled in four programs: Three of these programs are in 
institutions that are, apart from their D.Min. programs, relatively 
modest in size: Only one is located in a very large institution. 
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Program Size: other Issues 

The effects of program size are hard to discern. In many cases, 
the correlations we discovered between program size and students' and 
graduates• responses are explainable in other ways than as direct 
effects of size. For instance, since mainline programs dominate the 
group of largest programs, it is not surprising that such pedagogical 
features as analysis of the ministry setting and use of colleague 
groups, connnon in mainline programs, are likely to be reported as 
emphasized by students in large programs. Nor is it surprising that 
adjunct faculty, off-campus courses and similar features are more often 
reported to be emphasized in larger programs, since extension/colleague 
group programs form a large part of the large program group. The 
corresponding list of features of small programs are more easily 
explained as related to denominational type, program format or program 
philosophy than to size itself. One notable pattern does, however, 
seem to be directly related to size. Faculty attitudes toward larger 
D,Min. programs, and especially toward programs in the largest category 
are distinctly more positive than faculty attitudes toward smaller 
programs. Faculty members declare themselves to be more positive if 
they teach in an institution with a large program (the denominational 
type of seminary they teach in makes no significant difference in this 
pattern); the larger the D. Min. program, the less likely the faculty 
member to think that the D,Min. consumes significant amounts of time 
that should have been used for research and writing. Faculty in large 
programs are more likely than those in small ones to say that most 
students are capable of carrying out the project without undue 
difficulty, that most students are very able, that the overall quality 
of the thesis is good to excellent, and that the program has advanced 
students to a distinctly higher level of professional competence. They 
are slightly more likely to observe positive effects among students and 
graduates and to believe that D.Min. teaching enriches teaching in the 
M.Div. programs, and significantly more likely to judge that the D.Min. 
program has had positive effects on the institution. In many cases, 
though the rate of positive approval tends to rise as the size of 
program increases, views of faculty associated with the category of 
largest programs, those with 178-721 students, are markedly more 
positive than all others. A similar effect was earlier observed among 
faculty associated with extension programs, a category that partially 
overlaps with the large program category. Statistical analysis shows 
that the association between program formats and attitudes (especially 
extension programs and positive attitudes) are somewhat stronger and 
more consistent than relationships with size, though size and attitudes 
are still, on many measures, strongly and significantly related. 

Discussion 

The size of a handful of large D.Min. programs is a major issue in 
theological education. It appears to be one of two major sources of 
mistrust, among theological educators, of the quality of the D.Min. 
degree. (The other source is the extension format, with which, as just 
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noted large program size is usually but not always associated.) In our 
view, size is not an automatic obstacle to quality. As we shall 
explore extensively in the sections that follow, the safeguards re
quired to keep program quality high can be built into large programs, 
and these safeguards can also quite easily be absent in small programs. 
our case studies and our surveys suggest that examples can be found in 
every size category of responsible programs and of those poorly or 
carelessly run. 

Even though some of the negative judgments of large programs may 
be misplaced, however, attention must be paid to the fact that large 
programs are so widely distrusted. The integrity of a degree depends 
in significant measure on public perception, and public perception is 
formed in part by the views of peer institutions granting the degree. 
Thus, though we do not think that those conducting very large programs 
are necessarily irresponsible, we believe that it is critical that the 
community of theological schools either: (l)set standards strict and 
specific enough so that the community of schools is satisfied that all 
institutions granting the D.Min. degree meet these standards, rendering 
the issue of program size moot for institutions that meet the 
standards; or (2)establish per-D.Min.-student resource standards that 
eliminate the possibility of any institution offering a dispropor
tionately large D.Min. program. 

Obviously, we would favor the first course of action. The move
ment in revisions of ATS Standards in recent years has been away from 
resource requirements. Arbitrary limitations on size would, as we have 
indicated, be unfair, since large programs can be -- and, in our view, 
are being, in some cases -- conducted responsibly. The first option we 
suggest, tightening and strengthening the Standards in the several ways 
suggested in this report, would probably have the effect of reducing 
the size of some programs, since some of the steps we suggest, 
especially the much closer tracking of students as they move through 
D,Min. programs and the use of consequential mid-point qualifying 
exams, would require substantially more administrative investment than 
is currently made in some programs. Whichever route is chosen, 
however, the issue of the public perception of program integrity must 
be faced. A new program venture such as the Doctor of Ministry degree 
will not succeed if a majority of administrators and faculty members in 
institutions that grant the degree believe that a group of programs 
that enroll a substantial proportion of students is of poor quality. 
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f. Program Age 

Findings 

Program Age 

The foregoing section on the history and growth of the D.Min. 
degree traced its development by numbers of programs and total en
rollment. In this section we examine the relationship of program 
starting date to other features of D.Min. programs. 

Table I groups programs by starting year. As was evident in the 
earlier section, more than half of all programs existing today were 
established by the end of 1974. (Numbers and percentages in this 
section are based on number of programs still in existence during our 
study. Numbers cited earlier, in the section on history and growth of 
the D.Min., included where possible all D.Min. programs, including 
those that no longer exist or that have been merged with other 
programs.) 

TABLE I Mean starting Year of Seventy-Six Programs Existing in 
1984 

Started In: Number Percentage 

1971-72 11 14.5% 
1973-74 32 42 
1975-79 22 29 
1980-84 11 14.5 

76 100 

Mean age of all programs 1975.24 

Table II shows the average starting years for programs of dif
ferent philosophy types. 

TABLE II Mean Year D.Min Program Started by Program Philosophy 
Type 

Independent/Specialized 
Unique content or method 
Extended M.Div. 

Mean Starting year, all programs 
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The difference the Table suggests between independent/specialized and 
extended M.Div. type programs, on the one hand, and the apparently 
"younger" unique content or method type programs on the other, is 
explained by the fact that the majority of programs in the unique 
content or method category are replications of programs begun early in 
the history of the D.Min. program. (The programs we judge to be 
"prototypes" for the unique content or method category have starting 
years of 1973 or 1974.) Thus, it appears to us that all three basic 
conceptions of the D.Min. were present at the beginning of its devel
opment. None can really be judged as precursor or successor to the 
others. 

Table III shows the age differences among program formats. 

TABLE III Mean Year D.Min Program Started by Program Format 
Types 

Fonnat 

Local/regional 
campus-based intensive 
Extension/colleague group 
TWo or more options 

Mean Starting Year, All Programs 

Year 

1975.07 
1976.34 
1975.00 
1973.66 

1975.27 

The campus-based intensive form is, on average, 1/3 years younger than 
the other major forms. This is not surprising, since few if any other 
seminary programs are offered in this form, and thus it had to be 
"invented" to accommodate the D. Min. when other forms proved 
unsatisfactory. (A handful of institutions did have summer advanced 
degree programs for clergy before the D.Min. degree was approved. With 
these few exceptions, however, the campus-based intensive form is new 
for seminaries.) What is surprising is the age of extension/colleague 
group programs. This, too, is a new form for seminaries. Yet the 
majority of programs were developed quite early. The early average 
starting age is also a sign, however, that this category has not grown 
substantially since the early days. Thus institutions that have 
extension programs are likely to have had them for a fairly long time, 
but institutions that do not have them are unlikely to have started 
them. As its early average starting date suggests, the category for 
programs offered in two or more format types contain some of the oldest 
programs. The figures suggest that the move to one or more additional 
formats is more likely to occur as a program becomes more mature, and 
possibly as the original format becomes less productive of student 
enrollment. 

Table IV shows program starting year by denominational type. 
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TABLE IV Mean Year D.Min. Program Started by Denominational 
Type 

~ 
Mainline 
Evangelical 

Mean starting year, all programs 

Year 
1974.54 
1976.95 

1975.24 

Mainline programs are a little older than the average for all programs, 
and evangelical programs are substantially younger -- almost two full 
years. Evidently, the possibility of giving a degree such as the 
D.Min. appealed initially to mainline institutions. since evangelical 
institutions have begun to establish such programs they have, however, 
done so at a much faster rate, the conclusion we reached by observing 
both their later starting dates and the fairly high percentage of 
evangelical institutions that have established D.Min. programs. Some 
evangelical institutions are relatively late entrants into ATS, a 
possible secondary explanation for their late start in establishing 
D.Min. programs. 

The relationship between program size and starting year is 
striking. 

TABLE V Mean Starting Year By Program Size 

Size 

10-25 
26-46 
47-86 
87-721 

Year 

1977.36 
1974.85 
1974.90 
1973.53 

Mean starting year, all programs 1975.24 

As Table V shows, the larger a program is, the older it is likely to 
be. The largest programs are by far the oldest {though in some cases 
their growth to substantial size is relatively recent). The smallest 
programs are quite strikingly young. Though there are signs that 
enrollment is leveling, this Table suggests that there had not, at the 
time these data were gathered {1983-84), been any tendency of programs 
to shrink substantially in size as they become more mature. 

Is program age a predictor of future program size? Reports from 
program directors and various possible indicators of future growth or 
decline are mixed with respect to program age. As Table VI shows, 

directors who report that, in recent years, the numbers admitted to 
their programs have stayed about the same tend to be directors of 
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younger programs; those who note increases or decreases in admissions 
are in older programs. 

TABLE VI A. Mean Year D.Min. Program Started by Changes in 
Number Admitted 

Changes in Admissions 

Increasing 
staying the same 
Decreasing 
Varies considerably 

Year 

1974.5 
1975.9 
1974.1 
1975.2 

B. Mean Year D.Min. Program Started by Increase in 
Pool of Potential Recruits 

Change in Pool of Recruits 

Getting larger 
Staying the same 
Getting smaller 
cannot assess 

1976.4 
1973.9 
1974.6 
1974.6 

Directors who say that their pool of potential recruits seems to be 
staying about the same in size and those who say the pool is getting 
smaller are more likely to be directors of older programs than those 
who say that the pool is getting larger. Thus, it appears that recent 
trends in actual growth and decline are unrelated to program age. 
Directors' perception of the inanediate future pool on which programs • 
have to draw seems, however, to suggest that younger programs may have 
somewhat larger pools. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and structures 

a. Recruitment 

findings 

The prospective D.Min. student has not, in general, been the focus 
of energetic institutional recruiting efforts. Three-fourths of all 
o.Min. directors characterize their recruiting efforts as minimal or 
modest (see Directors' VI, question 1). The other quarter engage in 
"energetic" recruiting, including personal contacting of persons 
identified as potentially interested. A little less than half the 
directors say that their recruitment efforts have increased over the 
last three to five years. More than half of those who do recruit 
report positive results (20% -- very good; 37% -- fair), though 
increases in recruiting effort have not produced notably better results 
or growth in the pool of recruits. since persons involved with 
evangelical programs are more likely to say that they want or expect 
their programs to grow in size, we checked to see whether evangelical 
schools are more deeply engaged in recruiting. The differences we 
discovered were slight and statistically insignificant. 

Our case studies and the program materials we have studied suggest 
that the most common form of recruitment is a published advertisement 
in the pages of the Christian Century or denominational publications. 
The two very large programs we studied do not advertise at all, relying 
on an extensive network of their students and graduates for "word Of 
mouth" publicity to potential applicants. Almost all extension 
programs do some recruiting: once a geographic area is identified as a 
likely site of a colleague group, a group of sufficient size and 
quality must be gathered. Even in these cases, however, the 
institution is more like to rely for local publicity on persons in the 
locale who have instigated the discussion about forming a o.Min. group. 
Directors and other program personnel are most likely to become 
personally involved in recruiting, it appears, if their program is the 
local/regional type that draws its students from the immediate area. 
In these cases, visits to local denominational gatherings can be a 
fruitful use of the director's time. 

Some examples of highly organized recruiting did appear, bUt these 
were the minority. One institution, in response to our request for 
materials descriptive of the program, sent a recruitment brochure aimed 
at the congregations of potential students. The pamphlet begins by 
explaining what an in-ministry D.Min. is, and both raises and answers 
questions congregations might ask: Does a minister need. a O.Min.? 
Will the D.Min. take the candidate away from his/her full-time 
ministry? Finally, the brochure offers some straightforward 
reassurance: "The thrust of the program is evident. The D.Min. 
candidate is not a student on leave in an ivory tower separated from 
his/her ministry. Instead the ministerial task is both the base and 
focus of the program. 11 other examples of energetic efforts emerged 
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when we called to request catalogs and program materials from those 
institutions that had not sent them in response to our earlier request. 
In the second round of requests, phone calls were made by a research 
assistant who did not take the time to identify herself as related to 
our project. Most institutions assumed that the request was from a 
potential student. In four or five cases, this request evidently 
tripped off a direct mail process. OUplicate copies of materials, 
personalized letters inviting calls for more information, and queries 
about the status of our interest in enrolling in the program continued 
to be received over a period of several months. In these cases it may 
be that a specially designated recruiting officer has planned the 
direct mail strategy for the D.Min. program. In the cases we studied 
closely, however, the D.Min. director alone was responsible for 
conducting any recruiting for the D.Min. program, even When the 
institution had a recruiter for the other programs of the school. 

Why are seminaries' efforts to recruit for o.Min. programs 
generally so limited, especially when compared with many secular 
programs of higher education for adults that recruit very heavily? One 
reason is evident in directors' responses to our question about the 
size of the pool of persons likely to be interested in the D.Min. 
About 40% of the directors (VI 4;and about one-quarter of the chief 
executives, I 4) believe that the pool of persons interested is getting 
larger ( and- even higher percentages of directors of programs of several 
types -- campus-based intensive, unique content or method, and extended 
M.oiv. -- view their recruitment pools as growing); another one-quarter 
of the directors and more than half the chief executives believe that 
this pool is remaining about the same. No more than 20% of either 
group believes that the pool is getting smaller. So the absence of 
recruitment efforts may stem primarily from the lack of a perceived 
need to recruit. Nor do directors feel the competition of other 
programs very keenly: Almost none replied to our request that 
directors identify the institutions they regard as "chief competitors 
for O.Min. students." 

Discussion 

Should Doctor of Ministry programs recruit more energetically? 
There is very little in our evidence that suggests that a "hard sell11 

would be beneficial. As we describe later/earlier in this report, 
positive experiences in D.Min. programs have highly positive effects on 
clergy morale. To achieve this effect, however, the D.Min. student 
must make a major investment of time and energy as well as money. 
Little would be gained we believe, by tactics to lure or pressure 
clergy not fully committed into D.Min. programs. One can speculate, at 
least, that failing to make the grade in a D.Min. program is 
potentially as devastating as success in the program is affirming. 

On the other hand, without resorting to highly aggressive 
marketing tactics, most programs could be far more helpful than they 
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are currently in the information they make available to inquirers. We 
collected these materials from all but a handful of the institutions 
that grant the D.Min. degree. The bulk of these materials fail at one 
or more of the following points: 

-They lack basic information about program structure and schedule. 
In most cases, we could not discern from the materials we received 
whether particular programs were intended for persons living near the 
institution or for a much broader audience. 

- The distinctive features of particular programs were rarely made 
clear. Most program descriptions are far too general, making it 
difficult for prospective applicants to identify strengths of 
individual programs and differences among them. 

-The descriptions are wordy and laden with jargon. 

As we describe more thoroughly in the next section, students and 
graduates overwhelmingly cite the content and focus of their program, 
and the reputation of the program and its faculty as the most important 
factors in their decision to enroll. (By contrast, the location and 
denomination of the seminary, the availability of financial aid and 
even the cost of the program are minor factors. See Graduates and 
Students III, question F.) This suggests that better and clearer 
information about the focus and strengths of particular programs is 
much needed and holds promise of, at least, better matching of students 
to programs if not increased enrollment for those programs that succeed 
in making their distinctive features known. 
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b, Application, Admission and Financial Aid 

Findings 

Approximately 1350 new students enrolled in in-ministry Doctor of 
Ministry programs in 1983-1984. [This figure must be inferred, since 
no source provides it directly. Two methods, however, yield figures in 
the same range: The comparison of Tables 6 and 19 in the ATS Fact Book 
for 1984-85; and the multiplication of the average number of new 
students enrolled in those programs responding to our questionnaire (18 
new students) by the total number of programs in 1983-84 (75).] The 
average seminary received slightly more than 100 inquiries about its 
o.Min. program (see Directors VII, 1). From these inquiries, on 
average, 25 completed applications were received and 19 of these 
applicants were admitted, for an overall admission rate of 75%. Almost 
all those admitted (18 of 19) enrolled in the program. This last 
figure is of special significance. Such a high enrollment
to-admissions ratio suggests that~ few potential students make mul
tiple applications. Unlike those applying to other kinds of advanced 
professional programs, O.Min. applicants evidently choose at an early 
stage the single program they wish to attend. 

Given the enormous range in the sizes of D.Min. programs, these 
average figures of course tell only part of the applications and 
admissions story. The number of inquiries received, for instance, 
ranged from 12 to 500; and the completed applications from 5 to 150. 
The nwnbers of those admitted also covered a wide range, from 3 to 130 
(mean, 19.4). As already noted, enrollment figures are almost iden
tical to admissions: The range is 2 to 130; the mean, 18. These wide 
ranges and low means suggest that many programs had fewer than the 
average numbers of inquiries, applications, admissions and numbers 
enrolled. 

Application and admissions requirements are quite varied, though 
several core criteria are found in the requirements of almost all 
D.Min. granting institutions. Chief among these are a stated minimum 
grade point average in M.Div. work in an accredited seminary, and a 
specified period of ministerial service between seminary graduation and 
beginning the D.Min. program (see Directors VII, 2). The minimum grade 
point average is usually 3.0. (The mean for all institutions 
responding to our survey was 2.93; a few institutions have a lower 
minimum (to 2.0); a few others have a higher one (to 3.5). The ATS 
5tandard,s for Accrediting have never set specific admission standards. 
The general choice of 3.0 or 11 B" average appears to be the schools' 
interpretation of the "previous high academic records in A.B. or M.Div. 
study" that the standards in force until 1984 call for. The 
average period of prior ministerial service required by 60 programs 
answering this question is 3.1 years. At one end of the range is an 
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institution requiring 10 years; at the other, a small group of institu
tions require no period of ministerial service. Several of these, 
however, wrote to us that although they have no fixed requirement, they 
view intervening service in ministry as highly desirable. (The 
revision of the standards in 1984 makes a two year period of service 
between seminary graduation and D.Min. enrollment mandatory. It also 
removes the language about "high academic records.") A majority of 
programs (66%) also require endorsement from the applicants' church 
governing board or employer. And more than half (57%) require the 
approval of an ecclesiastical superior. About half require a personal 
interview, and a few programs that do not require the interview of all 
applicants require it in special cases. 

Beyond these core requirements and the application requirements 
one would expect for a graduate program (an essay on background, 
interests and vocational goals, and a set of reference letters), 
programs reported to us a wide variety of additional criteria and 
requirements. Approximately ten programs require psychological test 
results, and about the same number ask for a commitment from the 
applicant to try to remain in his or her current job until the D.Min. 
program is completed. Most other requirements are found at only a 
handful of institutions: GRE tests (the average for five programs 
reporting they require the GRE was a combined minimum of 870); the 
Miller Analogies Test (required by seven programs); ordination (an 
explicit requirement at a few schools); employment in a church or 
denominational setting (five programs); scores on Readiness for Minis
try (one program): the results of a process of career assessment (two 
programs) ; and Hebrew and/ or Greek. Several programs require a taped 
sermon. Two others require a bibliography of recent reading; and 
increasingly, a writing sample beyond the personal essay is required. 
The impetus for such essays, one D.Min. director wrote to us, is that: 

... not all pastors with accredited M.Div.s can write. What 
happens when such a pastor approaches the project phase of the 
program still struggling to complete the requirements of the 
seminary phase? Haven 1t we done the pastor a disservice to offer 
admission into the program when in fact this pastor cannot 
complete it? .... we have just changed the admission requirement to 
include a five-page reflection paper. If serious writing 
difficulties are spotted in the paper, we will encourage the 
pastor to e:rgage in continuing education programs rather than the 
degree program. 

At least two programs require the applicant or potential applicant to 
participate in a non-credit program at the seminary as prerequisite to 
application. In one case reported to us, this "laboratory" requirement 
includes career assessment and takes approximately three days. About 
half the persons who complete the laboratory go on to enroll in the 
D.Min. program. In another case, the non-credit prerequisite is a 
comprehensive career and spiritual reassessment, taking six weeks. The 
program is intended primarily as continuing education for the 
participants, but all potential D.Min. applicants must participate. As 
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a result, writes the director of that program, "We know our applicants 
rather well." 

TWo-thirds of the directors report that at least one of their 
institution's stated requirements for admission has been waived at 
least occasionally (see Directors VII, 3). Though the 3.0 grade point 
average minimum is nearly universal among D.Min. programs, one-fifth of 
directors responding report that they waive this requirement under 
certain conditions. In three of these programs, a student entering 
with a lower average is placed on probation until an average of 3.0 or 
better is achieved in the D.Min. program. In the other cases, other 
evidence of ability and competence may cause the 3. O minimum to be 
waived. In these 12 programs, the student who presents such evidence 
is admitted in good standing. About a third of the institutions 
reporting will under certain conditions grant M.Div. "equivalency" for 
those who do not hold the degree. In some cases, the equivalency 
requirement is clearly stated as a certain number of credit hours of 
advanced theological study beyond the M.A. level. Other institutions 
consider equivalency on an individual basis. Some restrict the cat
egories of persons who may establish equivalency to, for instance, 
Roman catholic women or foreign students -- that is, persons who have 
not had access to M.Div. programs. one program will include in D.Min. 
program groups persons who do not hold the M.Div. but with equivalent 
preparation; they may, however, participate only on a non-degree 
basis. Also frequently waived· (in 17 programs reporting to us) is the 
requirement of a specified period of service in ministry. A number of 
directors reporting this note that these waivers are usually granted 
on~y to older or "second career" students. 

other notes about requirements waived pertained to only a few 
institutions. Two of the small number of institutions that explicitly 
require ordination say that they have waived this requirement. The 
institutions that require Biblical languages also will consider waiving 
at least one. Other institutions report that they will waive various 
steps in the application process for good reason: If certain kinds of 
transcripts or letters of reference simply cannot be obtained, this 
will not constitute a bar to admission; and interviews may be waived 
for persons livirg at too great a distance. Interview and other 
requirements may be waived for foreign students and equivalent 
requirements substituted. 

One special admissions issue was raised with us in interviews. We 
were told that the admission of whole groups into extension programs 
may present a dilemma. Most of those admitted easily meet the 
standards for admission. But the last one or two needed to make a 
group of adequate size may be marginal. One president who admitted to 
this problem in his institution's program said that the values of 
offering the D.Min. in the local setting outweighed, in his view, the 
difficulties created by the occasional marginal group member. 

A small group of institutions noted denominational or doctrinal 
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requirements for admission to their o.Min. programs (see Directors VII, 
4). Most of these ten institutions are theologically conservative, but 
their requirements are various: That their students be baptized 
Christians, that they sign a confession or credal statement, or that 
they have an affinity for the tradition the school represents. One 
institution asks "loyalty and commitment" to the denomination from 
students who belong to that denomination, but has no such requirement 
for its students from other denominations. Another charges higher fees 
for students who are not affiliated with its sponsoring denomination. 
one institution specifies that students should be able to accept the 
institution's liberal theological perspective: "Candidates must be wil
ling to adopt [this institution's] practice of inclusive language and 
must be willing to explore theological positions openly and critically. 
We are a progressive institution, and all applicants are expected to be 
comfortable with this stance." 

In about half of all programs (47%: see Directors VII, 5) the 
admissions decision is made by a committee that has responsibility for 
several facets of the D.Min. in addition to admissions. In 22% of the 
programs, the decision is made by a committee specially convened for 
the function of making D.Min. admissions decisions. This committee may 
be a sub-committee of the larger D.Min. committee, or it may be 
entirely separate. In slightly fewer cases (17%), D.Min. admissions 
decisions are made by the same committee that acts on admissions to the 
institution's other programs. In two cases, the decision is made by 
the D.Min. director, acting alone, and in one other by the school's 
director of admissions, acting alone. In two programs, the entire 
faculty votes to approve O.Min. admissions. Several programs notified 
us that, if the committee that makes D,Min. admissions decisions cannot 
be convened, the director is empowered to act alone or after consulting 
available faculty members. 

D.Min. directors estimate that over the past five years their 
programs have rejected 17% of the students who completed applications 
(see Directors VII, 6). The fact that this reported five-year rate is 
somewhat lower than the 25% rejection rate for 1983-84 cited above 
suggests that some programs have become more selective. And, indeed, 
about 40% of directors report (Directors VII, 7) that their programs 
have become more selective in the last three to five years. The major 
reason for rejection of applicants cited by almost all directors is 
evidence of academic weakness. No other single reason was cited by a 
majority of the directors: Evidence that the program would not meet the 
applicant's needs (41%); evidence of emotional or psychological 
instability (31%); evidence of inappropriate motivation (30%}: and 
relative inferiority to other applicants (26%). In addition, a few 
directors note, some applicants must be rejected because, even though 
they are personally qualified, their employment does not meet the 
program's criteria for a 11ministry site, 11 or because there are insuf
ficient applicants in their area to fonn a colleague group for an 
extension program. 

Programs vary in their selectivity. The range of reported rejec-
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tion rates was quite broad: From Oto 67%. But most programs have 
similar selection rates, and most are not highly selective. Table I 
incorporates an index of current selectivity and shows the distribution 
of programs by selectivity. (The index is a ratio of the number of 
persons who applied to the number who were admitted. Thus the higher 
the index number, the higher the program's selectivity.) As the Table 
makes clear, over half of all programs take four or more of every five 
applicants. Nearly three-quarters take two of every three applicants. 

TABLE I current Selectivity of O.Min. Programs 

Selectivity Ratio 
{Applications/Admissions) 

1 (all who apply are 
admitted) 

1.01 - 1.15 
1.16 - 1.25 
1.26 - 1.50 
1.51 - 1.99 
2.00 - 3.75 

Percent of 
programs 

14% 

14 
26 
19 
20 

-2. 
100 

( 58 programs) 

We encountered examples of the great variety of admissions pol
icies in our case studies and in the program descriptions we collected. 
One program that rejects about half of those who apply states in its 
catalog: "The Doctor of Ministry program is not recommended as further 
study for all persons holding the M.Oiv. degree. As an advanced 
professional degree it is designed only for those individuals who give 
clear evidence of being able to perform ministry at an advanced level. 
Hence at the point of application students must give clear evidence of 
having gifts for ministry, of having the motivation and ability to 
prosper from advanced study, and of having the theological 
sophistication that will serve as a foundation for such study. " At the 
other end of the spectrum was the director of a program who wrote to us 
at length about that institution's perspective on D.Min. admissions: 
"Our program was first developed along an elitist model -- I think the 
faculty tended to compare any doctorate to the Ph.D., and were 
concerned that only the finest pastors should graduate with a 
degree.... As we have grown in familiarity with the nature and 
possibilities in a D.Min. program, however, we have changed our stance. 
We have seen that D.Min work affects the quality of ministry, enriching 
it considerably. If the seminary is to serve the church, should we not 
work with any pastor seriously desiring to increase the effectiveness 
of ministry?" Several programs we visited shared this perspective: 
Except for a minimum standard (usually a 3. O seminary grade point 
average, a minimum sometimes waived), all who apply are generally 
accepted. And, as noted, almost all of those accepted eventually 
enroll in the program. 
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Programs with policies as open as these have no effective brake on 
admissions unless they choose to limit total program size. Two-thirds 
of all programs, however, do not do so (Director IX, 2). Theo
retically, then, both o.Min. program size and quality of students are 
in many institutions determined primarily by who chooses to apply and 
enroll. 

About a third of the directors report that the number of applica
tions and the quality of applicants has increased aver the past three 
to five years. About half think that the number of applications and 
their quality has remained about the same. The others note a decrease 
in number and quality or considerable variation from year to year (see 
Directors VII, 8.) A smaller percentage than saw an increase in the 
number and quality of applications can report an increase in the number 
of admissions, another indication of some increase in selectivity in 
recent years. (overall, 31% of directors report more applications and 
38% better ones; but only 23% report more persons admitted. See again 
Directors VII, 8.) Correspondingly, though applications and their 
quality are rarely observed to decrease (13% noted a decrease in number 
and 5% a decrease in quality of applications), 21% observed a decrease 
in the number of persons admitted. The directors' observations accord 
with the fact that growth in in-ministcy D.Min. programs has been slow 
over the past four years (approximately 11%, with some of it 
attributable to a small number of fast-growing programs). If the 
directors have accurately reported their recent rejection rate (25%) 
compared to their earlier one (17%), the overall picture we gain from 
their responses -- more applications but fewer admissions -- is 
probably quite accurate. 

Half the directors attribute the increases and decreases they 
observe to more or fewer applications (Directors VII, 9). Another 
quarter trace increase or decrease to policy decisions to limit or 
expand program size. A correlation of the responses to Directors VII, 
8, which asks for observations about the nµmber of persons admitted, 
and those to Directors VII, 9, which seeks the reasons for changes, 
shows that, in general, increases in the number of persons admitted are 
the result of having received more applications; while decreases in 
number of persons admitted are due to policy decisions to limit program 
size. Increase in the quality of applicants, though fairly widely 
observed (by almost 40% of the directors), has not, the directors 
believe, been the primary reason for increases in admissions. 

Tables II and III show changes in applications, admissions ·and 
quality of applications by program format type and program philosophy 
type. Table II shows that applications have increased much more 
markedly for campus-based intensive programs than for local regional 
ones. (The figures in the extension column may be misleading. Most of 
the extension programs have made policy decisions during the last three 
years to decrease program size. Since applications are not sought or 
accepted except when a colleague group of sufficient size has been 
gathered, institutional decisions to limit extension program size tend 
to show as a decrease in applications. But extension program directors 

73 



Application, Admission and Financial Aid 

report a backlog of groups that wish to apply and individuals seeking 
groups to participate in.) Table II also shows that twice the 
percentage of campus-based programs report increases in admissions as 
do local regional programs. Correspondingly, twice the percentage of 
local/regional programs as campus-based intensive ones report decreases 
in the numbers of applications and admissions. Interestingly, however, 
the local/regional programs report a dramatic increase (55%) in the 
quality of applications, while only 20% of the directors of 
campus-based intensive programs have observed such an increase. 

TABLE II Directors' Perceptions of Applications and Admissions 
by Program Format Types 

Ero91:am Fonnat 
Local Campus Exten-

B~;iQDal J;ntfm§iV~ .wm 
~rcentage of 
Directors saying; 

increased 26% 42% 
Number aoolieg stayed same 64 56 

decreased 10 4 

increased 16 32 
Number agmitt,eg stayed same 58 56 

decreased 26 12 

Quality of increased 55 20 
a1212li~tions stayed same 45 72 

decreased 0 8 

TABLE III Directors' Perceptions of Applications and 
Admissions by Educational Philosophy Types 

20% 
20 
60 

20 
40 
40 

40 
60 

0 

Ed,ucational Philosophy 

Two or More 
Qations 

20% 
70 
10 

20 
80 

0 

46 
54 

0 

Independent/ Unique Extended 
Specialized Content M.Div. 

~i;:centa~ of 
of Directoi;:s saying: 

increased 36% 25% 30% 
NUmber MI:!lied stayed same 50 63 61 

decreased 14 12 9 

increased 21 25 26 
Nwnber aclJnitted stayed same 58 63 57 

decreased 21 12 17 

Quality of increased 47 25 33 
anolica:tions stayed same 50 63 67 

decreased 3 12 0 
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Table III shows the relationship of program philosophy types to 
changes in applications, admissions and quality of applications. The 
programs we have typified by their "unique content," and those we 
classify as built on an "extended M.Div. 11 model, have fared similarly. 
The programs we have classified as based on an "independent/speci
alized" model have had a somewhat different experience. Their direc
tors are more likely to report an increase in applications, a decrease 
in admissions, and a large increase in the quality of applications. 
That combination suggests that the independent/specialized programs are 
becoming both more attractive and more selective. 

Slightly less than half of all programs offer financial aid (45%; 
see Directors VII, 10), and in fewer than half of these cases is aid 
available W'lder the same policies that apply to the institutions• other 
students. Only about one-fifth of all programs, in other words, have 
financial aid policies that apply equally to the o.Min. and other 
programs. More than half of all programs (55%) offer no financial aid 
at all. From figures provided by business officers, it appears that in 
the minority of schools that grant financial aid, the amoW'lt of aid 
made available is 10.5% of D.Min. tuition and fees. If the total aid 
figure is averaged over ill institutions replying to our financial 
survey, the student aid expenditure for o.Min. students averages only 
5% of total tuition and fees received by those institutions. By 
contrast, these same institutions gave about 31 cents of evecy tuition 
dollar as aid to non-D.Min. students. 

Since all students in programs that offer financial aid do not, of 
course, receive aid, it comes as no surprise that only 12% of students 
and 16% of graduates (III, I) report having received aid from the 
seminary. (Aid is also sometimes available from special denominational 
grants: 24% of students and 16% of graduates received such a grant.) 
With so little financial assistance available to them, students and 
graduates are likely to view the D.Min. as, at least, a moderate 
financial burden (about 60% do so; see Students and Graduates III, J). 
Even so, however, the cost of D.Min. education does not seem to 
constitute a significant barrier, nor the availability of aid a 
significant lure. students and graduates do not rank cost high among 
the factors that influence their choice of a program (see Students and 
Graduates III, f). Further, as Table IV demonstrates, there is no 
evident relationship between availability of financial aid and changes 
in the number of applications to particular programs. 

TABLE 'IV D. Min. Students Eligible for Aid? 

Changes in NUITlber 
of Applications 

increased 

Yes, same 
policies for all 

degree programs 

remained same 
decreased or varied 

27% 
55 
18 

75 

Yes, special 
policies for 
D.Min students 

37% 
44 
19 

ll2 

30% 
46 
24 
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Several directors wrote in response to our questions about financial 
aid that their funds are restricted for women, minorities, interna
tional students or those who may have special needs. It may be, 
therefore, that although the availability of financial aid bears no 
relation to the number of applications attracted, it has some influence 
on the variety in the student body finally enrolled. 

In several cases we studied closely, financial aid funds were 
available. Decisions were made, in one case by the director and the 
institution's dean of students working together; and in the other cases 
by the director alone. There were no uniform criteria for deciding the 
size of grants. BUt in all cases the funds were so modest in 
comparison with the number of students enrolled that formal criteria 
for allotting aid were not really required. The D.Min. directors we 
interviewed rarely named financial aid for students as a major need of 
their program. Several pointed out to us that the cost of the o.Min. 
is a single year's doctoral tuition. This tuition is quite low and is 
spread out over three to five years in many cases. Even though clergy 
salaries are often low, we were told, this once-in-a-lifetime payment 
is usually affordable. 

Discussion 

O.Min. directors report that, in general, the size of their 
programs over the past several years has remained the same or grown 
only slightly. They further report that the pool of applications has 
grown larger and that the quality of applicants has considerably 
increased. While other data, cited elsewhere, dispute the last claim 
(faculty and administrators connected with older D.Min. programs told 
us in interviews that the quality of students has decreased since the 
early days of the D.Min.; and marked improvement in the quality of 
students is the single change that most of our seminary respondents 
hope for in the future), the directors~ provided quantitative 
evidence to suggest that many schools have been able to become more 
selective in admissions while maintaining program size. 

Since programs as varied and diverse as those offered under the 
D.Min. rubric cannot possibly all be suitable for every potential 
applicant, increasing selectivity in admissions must be viewed as, in 
many cases, a positive development -- a sign of seriousness on the part 
of D.Min.-granting schools about matching potential students to the 
programs for which they are best suited. In this vein we question the 
adequacy of formal minimum standards as the sole basis for admissions 
decisions. Even without taking a position on the question of whether 
the D,Min. degree is a degree potentially for all ministers or better 
reserved for the very able, it is hard to defend formal minimum 
standards such as the 3.0 grade point average as especially meaningful 
in the D.Min. context or predictive of success; or to argue that even 
the programs that offer the greatest number of options can accommodate 
all types of students who may choose to enroll. We grant the point 
made to us in interviews by directors of programs with very low rejec-
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tion rates: Students in the process of inquiry, as they learn about the 
particular features and requirements of a program, often "reject 
themselves 11 because they think they will not fit in the program or it 
will not meet their needs. Nonetheless, the careful selection of 
students well-suited to a particular program should not be only a 
matter of self-selection or self-rejection. More than most have to 
this point, each institution that offers the,D.Min. should seek to 
identify what kinds of students fare best in that institution's D.Min. 
program; to reflect on what trials and requirements for admission might 
give the best evidence of the particular aptitudes required; on the 
basis of that reflection, to adopt admissions requirements and criteria 
carefully tailored to the institution's program; and, finally, 
rigorously to apply those requirements and criteria in all cases. ATS 
Standards should require institutions to develop admissions criteria 
relevant to their own programs. 

We wonder, further about the wisdom of removing from the stan
dards in 1984 any reference to the quality of prior academic work. 
Academic ability should not be the only criterion in D.Min. admissions, 
and perhaps not even the most important one, but the D.Min. degree 
does, after all, offer most elements of its program in academic fom 
and require for completion a project which is at least in part an 
academic exercise. Students who could not perform above the minimum 
level required for graduation from seminary will most likely have 
difficulty with the advanced academic dimensions of the D.Min. There
fore it would seem appropriate to restore to the Standards some 
prompting to the schools to consider the quality of prior academic 
work. 

Throughout this report we raise questions about the often 
ambiguous role of the D.Min. director and the conflicting claims laid 
upon him or her. As we have described, vecy few institutions leave 
admissions decisions to the director alone, and this is as it should 
be. In a number of cases, however, the director may act in the absence 
of the group designated to make admissions decisions. We recommend 
that all admissions decisions be made by a standing committee. In 
those institutions where the D.Min. director has been given the 
responsibility for maintaining or increasing program size by 
recruiting, the director should have neither voice nor vote in the 
actual admissions decision. Where the director is not responsible for 
recruiting or otherwise 11producing11 a class of a particular size, a 
voice and/or vote in admissions decisions may be appropriate. 

77 



content and Topical Emphasis 

II. B. 2. Program Elements and Structures 

c. Content and Topical Emphasis 

Findings 

It is extremely difficult to ascertain the content covered in 
o.Min. programs. Some programs stipulate certain required courses, but 
the program description does not always make clear what subject areas 
are covered in those courses. since about half of all programs are 
largely elective, in many cases the "content" of the program of a 
particular D.Min. student is unique to that student and the student's 
interest. 

Though we knew that we would encounter difficulties, from these 
and other sources, when we tried to ascertain the content of D.Min. 
programs, we did include in our questionnaires to directors, faculty 
members, students and graduates a list of content and topical areas. 
We asked them all to estimate the amount of immersion a student re
ceives in each area (from "great" to "none"), and we then asked direc
tors and faculty members whether they thought that this amount of 
exposure should be increased, remain the same or be decreased. Cor
respondingly, we asked students and graduates how valuable they found 
each area, and we further asked them to designate two areas in which 
emphasis and coverage should be increased and two areas in which it 
should be decreased. The results, expressed in mean responses in most 
cases and in percentages where appropriate, are shown in Tables I and 
II. 
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TABLE I Topical Areas: Degree of Immersion as Reported by 
Directors and Faculty Members (Means) 

Systematic, philosophical 
historical theology 

Pastoral or practical 
theology 

Biblical studies 
Ethics 
Church history 
Spiritual formation 
Sociological theory 
Psychological theory 
Organizational development 

Extent of Immersion Would like 
exposure changed 

(l=great,4=none) (l=increase,2=same 
3=decrease) 

Directors Faculty Directors 

2.0 2.3 1.8 1.5 

1.5 1.4 1.8 2.0 
1.9 2.2 1.8 1.6 
2.2 2.4 1.6 1.5 
2.7 2.7 1.9 1.7 
2.3 2.6 1.6 1.6 
2.4 2.6 1.7 1.7 
2.1 2.3 1.9 1.9 
2.2 2.1 1.8 1.9 

Ministerial arts, practical 
studies 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.9 

TABLE II Topical Areas: Immersion and Value as Reported by 
Students and Graduates (Means and Percentages) 

Extent of Emphasize Enplasize 
Immersion Value to You* More Less 

(l=much,4-none)(l=great,4=none) 

Grad stud. !,irad. stud. Grad. Stud. Grad. Stud. 
Systematic, 
Ihiloso,hlcal 
historical 
theolo;iy 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.0 19% 17% 30% 31% 

Pastoral or 
practical 
theolo;iy 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.3 29 31 13 7 

Biblical studies 2.1 2.0 1.8 1.7 34 30 9 6 
Ethics 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.2 14 12 19 18 
Clrurchhistory 2.9 2.8 2.6 2.5 6 8 29 29 
Spiritual 

fonna.tion 2.5 2.1 2.1 1.8 39 37 12 6 
Sociological 
theory 2.3 2.2 2.0 2.2 6 9 35 40 

Psychological 
theory 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.1 13 10 23 31 

OXganizational 
developrent 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.9 13 17 26 25 

Ministerial arts, 
practical 
studies 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.6 26 31 7 6 
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The Tables suggest certain uniformities. The directors, faculty 
members, students and graduates all report that the greatest inmtersion 
of the D.Min. student is in pastoral or practical theology, followed 
closely by various ministerial arts and practical studies. (As will be 
explored later, pastoral or practical theology and ministerial arts are 
uniformly the areas in which greatest immersion is reported in all 
sub-categories of D.Min. program types.) Though perceptions differ 
someWhat, directors, faculty members, and students and graduates for 
the most part agree about the other areas that receive most emphasis: 
Organization development and Biblical studies (faculty); Biblical 
studies and systematic/historical theology (directors); organization 
development and Biblical studies (students); and all the aforementioned 
topics (graduates). There are some differences in preferences for 
increased emphasis, but also a fair amount of agreement. Faculty 
members would like to see more stress on systematic theology and 
ethics, and on Biblical studies and spirituality; directors on ethics, 
spirituality and sociology; and students and graduates on spirituality, 
pastoral theology and Biblical studies. students' and graduates' 
desire for more attention to spiritual formation in D,Min. programs is 
marked in both the data and in comments we received. This is an 
example of a comment from a student: 

With all of the societal experimentation with spirituality, I 
expected seminaries and theological schools to have made vast 
changes .... Such is not the case. I think that is unfortunate. I 
do not and have not heard many people asking for the type of 
knowledge one gains from academia ... , but many ask for spiritu
ality, meditation, holistic approaches to life and social action 
issues .... I think a D.Min. should produce a spiritually mature 
graduate. 

Faculty members and directors also seem to share with students and 
graduates a sense of which areas should receive less emphasis: Psy
chology is high on the list of all four groups, and church history 
(which receives very little emphasis in any case) appears on three of 
t.he four lists. Faculty members could do with less emphasis on 
organization development and ministerial arts as well, and students and 
graduates give first ranking, in their choices for less treatment or 
exposure, to sociology: systematic theology is also proposed by both 
students and graduates as an area for less thorough exposure. 

Though there are patterns in these data, it is difficult to say 
what is generating them. With all groups, pastoral theology and 
Biblical studies, areas emphasized in the curriculum, are popular and 
candidates for even further emphasis. For all groups except faculty 
members, the various areas that make up ministerial arts (church 
administration, preaching, education, etc.) are included on this list 
of areas already emphasized and deserving of further emphasis. 
systematic theology, in the view of students and graduates but not 
faculty members, currently receives more emphasis than it needs. The 
same, in the view of students and graduates, is the case for sociology. 
All groups agree that psychology, Wich currently receives medium 
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emphasis, could be treated less fully. And all groups but faculty 
single out church history, which currently is hardly emphasized at all, 
for even less emphasis. The interest of all groups in much greater 
than current emphasis on spiritual formation has already been noted. 

The pattern of faculty members' responses is perhaps easier to 
explain than the others. In general, faculty members favor more 
emphasis on "classical" areas and less on practical ones. It is also 
the case that faculty meltlbers who teach in the so-called classical 
areas are more likely· to report that their subject area is pot strongly 
emphasized in the D.Min. and to feel that it should be more strongly 
emphasized. This pattern holds in every 11classical11 area except church 
history. Faculty members who favor an increased emphasis in one 
practical area (ministerial arts or practical theology or organization 
development), are likely to favor increased exposure to other such 
areas. Faculty members, in other words, tend in the main to favor more 
classical studies and want to de-emphasize practical ones; or, if they 
favor some practical studies, tend also to favor others. Their 
perceptions and preferences follow lines that might be expected of 
persons whose basic orientation is academic. 

But the preferences of students and graduates, and the preferences 
of directors that may to some extent reflect what the directors know of 
students' and graduates' pre_ferences, are quite mixed. Pastoral 
theology and ministerial arts, already strongly emphasized, are high on 
the list for more emphasis. But so is Biblical studies and spiritual 
formation. Systematic theology, church history, psychology and 
sociology are all proposed for less emphasis. The separation here -
for students and graduates -- seems to be between the general and the 
more focused and particular. The broader or more general a subject 
area, the more likely D.Min. students and graduates are to feel it 
should receive increased emphasis. Relatively discrete disciplines are 
less popular. This pattern holds in the rating students and graduates 
give various subject areas when they are asked to assess the value to 
them of various kinds of studies. QUite logically, the areas of most 
value to them are exactly those they would like to see given increased 
emphasis. 

There were some interesting variations in these patterns, depen
ding on the type of institution with which respondents were associated, 
or other variables. For instance, faculty members who characterized 
themselves as highly positive toward the D.Min. are more likely than 
other faculty to report a high level of immersion in each subject area. 
Positiveness toward the degree, in other words, seems to make it more 
likely that the respondents will report more immersion in particular 
areas. Those who teach in evangelical institutions are slightly more 
likely to report that more emphasis is given to spiritual formation, 
organization development and ministerial arts; a similar correlation, 
though a fairly weak one, exists between teaching in a mainline 
semina:ry and reporting that emphasis is placed on ethics, sociological 
theory and psychological theory. As already noted, faculty are 
considerably more likely to report that there is little emphasis given 
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to the particular area in which they teach, and considerably more 
likely than other faculty to believe that area should receive greater 
emphasis. Faculty teaching in practical areas are slightly more likely 
to observe that systematic theology and Biblical studies are 
emphasized; and faculty teaching in "classical 11 areas to observe that 
pastoral theology is emphasized. These two patterns are consistent: 
There is a tendency for faculty to report more emphasis in the areas in 
which they do not teach and less emphasis in the area in which they do. 

students and graduates who view themselves as "conservative" are 
likely to report a higher level of emphasis on spiritual formation, 
organization development and ministerial arts (paralleling the reports 
of faculty Who teach in evangelical institutions). In addition, 
students (but not graduates) who identify themselves as conservative 
are more likely to report more emphasis on Biblical studies. Students 
who view themselves as liberal are more likely to report an emphasis on 
psychological theory and such students value this emphasis more highly 
than do self-identified conservative students. A similar pattern 
emerges among students if their responses are sorted by the 
denominational classification of the seminary at which they are 
studying. Those at evangelical seminaries report more emphasis upon 
pastoral theology, Biblical studies, spiritual formation, organization 
development and ministerial arts, and/or they value these studies more 
highly. Students in mainline institutions report more emphasis on 
psychological theory, though the correlation is not very strong. 

The most interesting patterns emerged among the types we developed 
from our study of programs• educational philosophies. The type that 
emerged most distinctly was one we have called "unique content and 
method." These programs place much more emphasis, according to faculty 
members, graduates and students, on sociology, organization development 
and psychology, and notably less emphasis on the traditional subjects 
of the theological curriculum: systematic theology, Biblical studies, 
ethics, church history and practical studies. As might be expected, 
systematic theology, Biblical studies, ethics, and church history are 
most emphasized in the programs we have called the "extended M.Div. 
type." The independent/specialized programs are less distinct, as well 
they might be, since many of these programs offer wide elective options 
to those who participate in them. Faculty, graduates and students give 
different reports, suggesting that the content of such programs is too 
various to pin down. 

There are also some logical connections between the emphases in 
various programs and what students find most valuable: In the unique 
content and method programs, for instance, it is the heavily emphasized 
sociology and organization development, as well as pastoral theology 
and spiritual fonnation, that students value most highly. In the 
extended M.Div. programs, it is Biblical studies and ethics; and in the 
independent programs, ministerial arts and a variety of other areas. 
Whether students are drawn to programs of different types because they 
are seeking different emphases, or whether rather they come to 
appreciate what they get the heaviest immersion in, is not clear. 
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Directors and faculty members added a number of items to our list 
of subject and topic areas covered by the D.Min. Most frequently 
mentioned were courses in research method now offered by many programs 
as preparation for the final project. Also mentioned frequently were 
courses in personal development for pastors -- courses or seminars that 
focus on issues such as stress and clergy careers. other areas were 
listed, though less frequently: Lay education and development, use of 
media, education, field supervision, missions, church growth and 
evangelism, urban studies, multi-cultural and ethnic studies, arts and 
liturgy, rural studies, church and community, and the study of other 
religions. In most cases these courses were listed because they are 
currently offered; in few cases, faculty me:mbers listed them because 
they are not currently offered but the responding faculty member would 
like them to be. 

Discussion 

The foregoing analysis of content areas, based on the relative 
ratings given to these areas on questionnaires, in many ways confirms 
the results and conclusions we drew from our content analysis of 
materials that describe D.Min. programs: There is no core of content 
common to D.Min. programs of all types, and the range of subjects to 
which students may be exposed in different types of D.Min. programs is 
very broad indeed. As we suggested in our discussion of program types 
based on that content analysis, one type of D.Min. program focuses on 
the areas that form the curriculum structure for the M.Div. degree; 
usually programs of this type, which we have called extended M.Div. 
programs, require some exposure in most or all such areas. The pro
grams that we called the unique content and method type treat tradi
tional areas lightly, if at all, and focus on some material or method 
(organization development, church renewal, church growth, or situ
ational case analysis) that is usually not part of the M.Div. cur
riculum. A third program type, the independent/specialized one, is 
almost entirely flexible in content, allowing the student to pursue 
individual interests. A fourth type of D.Min. program, the specialized 
program in areas such as pastoral care and counseling, is offered by a 
substantial number of schools, but is not inclUded within the scope of 
this report. 

As we emphasize at several other points in this report, we believe 
that the lack of any agreement about subject matter of the degree 
should either presuppose or cover is one of its principal weaknesses. 
The lack of agreement about subject matter, and the attendant lack of 
agreement about whether the degree is to be general or specialized in 
focus, is in our view a major factor in the difficulty the D.Min. 
degree has had in gaining any certain identity and reputation. The 
Standard~ are not of great assistance at this point. They specify 
that, whether the degree is conceived by a particular institution as a 
general one or a specialized one, that 11 it is expected that the 
utilization of the necessary Biblical, theological, historical and 
pastoral disciplines at an advanced level will be an essential feature 
for the development of a critical theory of the practice of ministry." 
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This and other language in the Standards specifies only that these 
broad field areas must be 11understood11 or "utilized," not that they 
must be specifically studied. Thus there is no guidance for subject 
areas the D.Min. course of study should cover, much less any 
specification of what it would mean to do this at an 11 advanced.11 level. 

To raise the question of the content of the O.Min. degree is to 
encounter another problem: the degree, from beginning to end, is 
relatively short. The Standards specify that it must, at minimum, be 
the equivalent of one year of full-time work. Most programs we ex
amined closely seem to be slightly longer than that, usually a year of 
course work plus an additional period, of difficult-to-specify length, 
for completing the final project. In its relatively limited number of 
credit hours, it is difficult to specify too many content requirements. 
Thus, we believe, the question of the total length of the D.Min. degree 
should be part of the conversation about whether the degree should 
require coverage of any core of content. In our view, there should be 
some required ilnmersion in most if not all of the major fields of 
theological investigation -- sufficient ilnmersion to form a basis for 
study advanced beyond the level usually required for the M.Div. degree. 
In addition, we believe, the o.Min. should lead to some kind of 
specialization in the area relevant to the topic chosen for the D.Min. 
project. TO accomplish both these goals, the total number of credits 
required for a D.Min. degree should probably be increased. The 
equivalent of two years' work seems to us more realistic, and more 
fitted to the doctoral nomenclature, than the current one year 
requirement. 
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d. Teaching Methods and structures 

Findings 

When we made visits to selected institutions and studied materials 
describing D.Min. programs, we were struck, as other researchers have 
been, at the prevalence of certain educational methods, structures and 
devices. Among the features evident in many programs are learning 
contracts and other arrangements for "self-directed" study; analysis of 
cases from the student's ministerial practice; opportunities for 
persons who are in similar ministerial settings to learn from each 
other; and courses and seminars that are explicitly interdisciplinary 
and "integrative" in focus. Though some of these educational 
approaches and techniques are also found in field education programs 
and in clinical training for pastors, they have never played the major 
role in other seminary programs that they do in the o.Min. As other 
writers (especially Tucker) have noted, they are a sign of how deeply 
many o.Min. programs are indebted to developments elsewhere in adult 
education and advanced professional education. Many programs developed 
over the past two decades for adults have these same features: Emphases 
on experiential learning, on peers learning from each other, on the 
motivation and initiative of the learner, and on "growth" as a measure 
of educational success. 

That features like these dominate O.Min. programs is evident from 
the data displayed in Table I and Table II. All groups agree that 
"seminars" are the staple educational structure of D.Min. programs. 
Notes added to a number of questionnaires remind us that "seminar" in 
many institutions may refer not to a class conducted in the classical 
sense of the term, with each of the participants giving reports on some 
feature of a problem under study, but rather to any small class group 
(as we describe later, most o.Min. classes are quite small in size, and 
the large lecture courses common in many M.Div. programs are virtually 
unheard of in D.Min. programs). Also prominent, in the view of 
directors and faculty members, are the analysis and evaluation of cases 
from the ministry setting, peer learning, and the use of colleague 
groups for learning and support. All these are features of a 
progressive "adult" pedagogy. In the view of faculty members 
especially, and directors to a slightly lesser extent, many of the 
features of traditional academic undertakings receive less emphasis, 
features such as library research, course 
exams, and qualifying exams. The student view is somewhat different. 
Graduates and students report that traditional features such as faculty 
lectures and library research do receive considerable emphasis, though 
they also report that course and qualifying exams are emphasized very 
little. It is of considerable interest that directors and faculty 
menibers view students as more often and intensely immersed in colleague 
and learning groups with their peers and in other peer learning 
activities than the graduates and students themselves report, 
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especially because graduates and students in extension programs t.hat 
make considerable use of colleague groups dominate t.he graduate/student 
samples. Evidently directors and faculty members are more likely to 
notice the non-traditional features of D.Min. programs, and graduates 
and students themselves are more likely to notice some of the more 
traditional features. 

TABIE I Mean s=res of Director ard Faculty Views of Present ard Desired 
Pn>gra!ttMethods 

Methods 
Seminar 
Faculty lectures 
SUperVised practice 
case studies 
Library research 
Analysis/evaluation 
of ministry setting 

career assessment 

Extent of Immersion 
Directors Faculty 

1.3 1.4 
1,9 2.0 
2.1 2.2 
2,1 2.1 
1.8 2,1 

1,6 1.8 
2.5 2.4 

Colleague/support gn,up 1,8 1.8 
Peer learning 1.5 1. 7 
I.earnirq contracts 2.2 2.3 
cwrse exams 2,6 2,7 
Qaalifying exams 2,8 3.1 
Involveirent of laity 2.1 2,2 
Adjunct faculty 2,3 2.2 
Off canp.lS courses 2,5 2.6 

1 = great 
4 = none 
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Would Like Exposure Qianged 
Directors Faculty 

1,9 1.9 
2,0 2.0 
1.8 1,8 
1.7 1.8 
1.8 1.5 

1. 7 1,7 
1.7 1. 7 
1.8 1.8 
1.8 1,8 
1,8 1.8 
2.0 1.9 
1.8 1,7 
1.6 1.7 
1.9 2,0 
1.8 2.0 

1 = inc:tease 
2 = same 
3 = decx-eased 
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TABrE II Graduate ard student Views Regarding 
varioos Program Methods (Means ard Percentages) 

Extent of Value to :&rphasize E)rplasize 
Immersion You More I@§§ 

Grad. Stud. lln!;j. Stud. Grad. filalg. ~- Stud. 
Methods 
Seminars 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 18% 22% 12% 8% 
Faculty lectures 1.8 1.9 1.7 1.7 18 17 20 18 
SUperVised practice 2.3 2.5 1.8 2.0 23 21 11 12 
case studies 2.1 2.2 1.9 2.0 19 18 17 13 
Lil>rary research 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.9 9 9 13 13 
Analysis/evaluation 
of ministJ:y settin;J 1. 8 1.8 1.8 1.6 22 22 7 5 

career assessment 2.8 2.8 2.4 2.3 30 24 11 9 
Colleague/support 
groups 2.0 2.2 1.9 1.9 17 17 8 5 

Peer learning 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.9 11 10 11 10 
Leamin;i oontracts 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.5 7 5 15 13 
eoorse exams 2.7 3.0 2.6 3.0 2 1 31 38 
QUalifyin;J exarrs 2.7 3.0 2.6 2.9 3 1 17 26 
InVol vernent of 2.2 2.3 1.9 2.0 22 20 5 7 
laity 

1 = lll!.ldl 1 == much 
4 = none 4 = none 

There is additional evidence of this tendency to report greater 
use of or immersion in a particular educational approach if the res
pondent is not directly involved with it. Faculty who teach in prac
tical subject areas are, for instance, a little more likely than those 
who teach in the so-called classical areas to report that faculty 
lectures and course exams are given emphasis in the D.Min. program; 
classically-located faculty, by contrast, believe that seminars and 
career assessment (program activities that focus on the personal and 
vocational issues of the pastor} are given special emphasis and weight. 
This parallels the pattern of faculty observations about subject matter 
emphasis, especially the tendency to report that the areas with which 
one is most familiar are those that receive less emphasis, and that the 
ones in which the respondent does not teach receive more emphasis. 

As was the case for topical emphases, interesting differences 
emerge between mainline and evangelical institutions. The methods 
generally associated with adult education or professional education in 
other fields -- peer-oriented learning, learning contracts, off-campus 
courses, and the like -- are found more often in the programs of 
mainline seminaries, according to the testimony of both faculty members 
and students. By contrast, evangelical seminaries place more emphasis 
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on faculty lectures. our visits to selected institutions confirmed the 
difference suggested here: EVangelical seminaries, even though the 
subject matter of their O.Min. programs may be more practical in 
emphasis than that of many mainline programs, seem to employ 
traditional academic methods to a greater extent than do programs 
located in mainline seminaries. Faculty members are more likely to 
give lectures, and, as noted in subsequent sections, amounts of as
signed reading and writing are likely to be greater. Discussion 
groups, case studies, and programs tailored to the needs of individual 
students are much less prominent. 

As might be expected, there are some notable differences in use of 
and emphasis on various methods and structures among different format 
types of D.Min. programs. Programs of the local/regional type, many of 
which rely on the seminary's standard menu of courses as the mainstay 
of the o.Min. program, are quite logically more likely to place 
emphasis on such things as course and qualifying exams. Corres
pondingly, they are much less likely to make use of adjunct faculty and 
to offer such special resources for o.Min. students as seminars or 
workshops that focus on the minister's career and vocational dilemmas. 
campus-based intensive programs, according to faculty members, empha
size supervised practice as an element of the program, analysis of case 
studies and library research (also a strength of local/regional 
programs, according to faculty members) . Like local/regional programs, 
they are less likely than extension programs to make great use of 
adjunct faculty and to involve laity in the program in some way. 
Extension programs are less _likely, according to our respondents, to 
use such traditional methods as supe:rvised practice, library research 
and course exams, but considerably more likely to emphasize support 
groups, peer learning, learning contracts, adjunct faculty and 
off-campus courses. Students report a few variations in the graduate 
and faculty views of program emphases: students in extension programs, 
for instance, are more likely to report that ministry setting 
evaluations and a focus on the minister's vocational issues are present 
in their programs than are students associated with the other types. 
(By faculty members 1 and directors' report, however, these features are 
somewhat more likely to be found in DQD-extension programs.) students 
also, interestingly, are more likely to report that their program 
emphasizes library research if they are enrolled in an extension 
program. This is a dramatically different view than that offered by 
faculty members and graduates. Nonetheless, overall, definite patterns 
emerge: !.Deal/regional programs are pedagogically most traditional; 
campus-based programs emphasize ministerial practice, but through 
activities focused on practice, such as case studies, that can be 
accomplished at some distance from the local setting, rather than 
those, such as structures that involve laity, that can only be accom
plished locally. Extension programs by general report offer the widest 
array of non-traditional techniques and structures. 

Finally, it should be noted that faculty members themselves report 
that they use different methods or styles of teaching in D.Min. courses 
than they do in advanced courses for their M.Div. students (Faculty V, 
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9). Forty percent say that this is the case "to a great extent," and 
an equal number say that this is the case "to a limited extent." 
Interestingly, since there are significant correlations between 
employment in an evangelical seminary and the use of traditional 
teaching methods, evangelical faculty are very much more likely to say 
that they employ different methods and styles in O.Min. courses than in 
those they teach for M.Div. students. It may well be that in mainline 
seminaries what we have identified as non-traditional methods have made 
their way into the M.Div. curriculum as well as the D.Min. curriculum. 
Thus these methods, which are used in evangelical seminaries, though to 
a lesser extent than in mainline ones, may be more unusual in 
evangelical seminaries, leading faculty in them to report differences 
between o.Min. and M.Div. teaching more frequently. 

Discussion 

It is clear from our questionnaire data as well as our observations 
of actual programs that o.Min. programs use a battery of teaching 
approaches, styles, techniques and methods that were not widely 
employed in seminaries before the advent of D.Min. programs. Mainline 
institutions are more likely to employ these methods and they are more 
often emphasized in extension programs and, to a lesser extent, 
campus-based intensive programs, but they are found in programs of all 
types. The use of such methods in programs intended for experienced 
adults and persons who have already attained professional status is 
based on considerable research into how adults learn and on substantial 
theories developed from the research. Nonetheless, though there is 
evidence that these methods are highly effective in the education of 
adults (and even some tenuous evidence, in this study, that these 
methods that stress individual initiative and peer learning account for 
some of the highly positive impact of the D.Min. degree on students and 
graduates), there is no proof that such methods are invariably superior 
in the advanced education of professionally experienced persons. We 
believe that D.Min. programs should be far more experimental than most 
are in their use of such methods; and that, by the same token, there 
should be more tests of the possible effectiveness of some of the 
academic and professional training methods, such as examinations and 
supervised practice, that have traditionally been employed in 
theological education. Some of the few studies that have been 
undertaken have had unsettling results. Hartford Seminary's study of 
its two different D.Min. models, one of which was structured to involve 
laity in the congregational setting in the student's D.Min. work and 
the other which was not, showed that the structures for congregational 
involvement, though they made great theoretical sense, in fact produced 
few of the anticipated results and in some cases were even 
counterproductive in both the learning of students and the impact on 
congregations. It is our sense that many Doctor of Ministry programs 
have bought into educational theories and approaches that they have not 
fully tested. Again, we believe that more experimentation, testing and 
evaluation of various teaching techniques and structures is in order. 
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A number of institutions have pointed out to us and we have noted 
ourselves that a fairly strong bias toward theory and techniques of 
adult education is built into the standards for accreditation of D.Min. 
prog-rams. Programs are instructed to provide 11 for varied kinds of 
learning11 and a list is then provided that includes "self-directed 
learning, 11 "integrative and inter-disciplinacy experiences," "careful 
utilization of a student's ministerial context as a learning environ
ment, with adequate provision to train supervisors," "structures de
signed to facilitate peer learning and evaluation," and "opportunities 
for personal and spiritual growth. 11 This list is rather one-sided. It 
includes techniques reflective, for the most part, of one educational 
approach. In so doing, it could be read as dictating a pedagogical 
approach to the schools. We believe (as so, we would guess, do most 
ATS members) that in general matters of educational theocy and methods 
should be left to the faculties of individual institutions to choose. 
It is appropriate for Standards to state the goals and objectives of 
educational programs that must be met for accreditation, including 
general areas of content that must be covered and skills and 
competencies that must be imparted. But to accomplish this is a matter 
for individual institutions to decide. Where methods are specified, we 
believe that this should be done as broadly and generally as possible. 
The list of a variety of specific methods found in the current D.Min. 
Standards is, in our view, too specific and constricting. The 
Standards should be revised to remove any bias toward one educational 
theory or approach and to include provisions that would require schools 
to test, from time to time, the effectiveness of the methods and 
techniques they employ. 
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e. Courses 

Findings 

There is enormous variety in what constitutes course work in D.Min 
programs. As already demonstrated, different program types place 
different amounts of emphasis on various kinds of subject matter and 
employ a great variety of teaching methods. There is perhaps even 
greater variety in the forms of courses in different programs. Table I 
below gives an overview of the variety. The difference between 
directors' and faculty members' reports is explainable. Directors were 
asked what fonn of course the D.Min. student most typically takes; 
faculty merobers were asked what D.Min course they most typically teach. 
Even if D.Min students in a particular program most typically take a 
course from the regular course menu of the school (courses most often 
offered on a through-the-semester/quarter basis), faculty members may 
have reported on the courses they teach chiefly for D.Min. students, 
courses that are most often taught on an intensive basis. The Table 
shows that between 30 and 40 percent of courses most typically taken by 
D.Min. students are offered in traditional residential academic forn, 
meeting once a week or more often and spanning the semester. The 
remainder of courses most typically taken by D.Min. students, 6 to 70 
percent, are offered in a variety of intensive formats. The "Other" 
category contained in the Table was illuminated in written comments. 
These report more than 15 different forns of intensive courses: 
courses that meet for a day every other week for six sessions; short 
term seminars offered end-to-end over a 2 1/2 week period; a day-long 
monthly meeting; four eight-hour seminars per tern; directed studies on 
an individual basis with stated meetings; four meetings each quarter, 
each covering three hours on Monday afternoon and two hours on Tuesday 
morning; three-day meetings four times a semester; two hours each day 
for a full month; and more. 

TABLE I Course Types Typical Course 
Taught by Faculty Reported by Director 

weekly, semi-weekly or more frequent 
meetings over the length of a quarter 
or semester 29% 39% 
One-week/five day intensives 15 9 
Two-week/ten day intensives 23 26 
Longer intensives 20 17 
other J.:l. ---2 

100% 100% 

On average, the typical course taken by a D.Min. student involves 
between 35 and 40 contact hours (see and compare Directors II, 5a-d and 
Faculty V, le and 2). According to directors, about 14 students are 
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enrolled in this typical course. Graduates remember 18 students in the 
typical course (see Graduates IV, Nl). since graduates of larger 
programs numerically dominate the graduate sample and larger programs 
are likely to have larger classes, this difference is explicable. 
Students, for whom the same conditions pertain, report almost the same 
mean figure as do graduates: 19. Graduates and students both judge that 
the class size they report is "about right"; fewer than 10% think that 
their typical class was either too large or too small (see Students and 
Graduates IV, N2) . 

Directors and faculty members report that about 18% of the 
students in this typical course are not D.Min. students. (Students and 
graduates report that 13% and 11%, respectively, of their classmates in 
their "most typical" course were not D. Min. students. The figure for 
students and graduates is lower because participants from larger 
programs that are less likely to have mixed classes dominate the 
student/graduate sample. See Students and Graduates IV, N3.) It is 
important to remember, however, that making up this average figure are 
many courses for D.Min. students that include DQ students from other 
programs, and many others that are thoroughly mixed. Table II shows 
how greatly different program types differ in their inclusion of 
non-D.Min. students in courses typically taken by D.Min. students. 

T.lUlLE II Percentage of Programs of Different Types Whose 
Typical D.Min. Course includes Non D.Min. students 

Programs that include 
non-D.Min. students 

Programs that include 

PROGRAM TYPES 

I.Qcal/Regional 

62% 

campus Based 
Intensive 

11% 

Ind/Specialized Unique Content 

63% 0 

Extension 

40% 

Extended 
M,Div, 

13% 

I.ocal/regional programs often (but not always) structure the D.Min to 
include many courses in the school's "regular" curriculum, curriculum 
offered to M.A., M.Div. and sometimes academic doctoral students. Thus 
the percentage of local/regional courses that typically include 
non-D.Min. students in D,Min. courses is high. campus-based intensive 
programs usually exclude students from other programs simply by the way 
that intensive courses are scheduled. Most often they are held during 
periods that other programs are not in session. This scheduling 
arrangement not only fits pastors' busy schedules by condensing course 
meetings into a single intensive period, but it enables the institution 
to make productive use of its housing and other facilities during 
periods when they are not needed for other programs. The apparently 
high figure for extension programs is an artifact of the low total 
number of such programs: the 40% represents two institutions that have 
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non-D.Mon. students in summer or field courses. The second line of 
Table II shows even more dramatic differences, with respect to 
inclusion of non-D.Min. students in typical D. Min. courses, among 
programs with different Wlderlying philosophies. The programs we have 
categorized as independent/specialized, few of which have requirements 
and all of which are designed by and for the individual student, 
usually include as a program element course-taking at a seminary, 
consortium or W1iversity whose advanced courses are offered to students 
in a variety of programs. A student in such a program is more likely 
than not to take courses with students in other programs. The 11W1.ique 
content" programs are by definition those that offer an element not 
taught in seminary M.Div. programs but deemed Wliquely appropriate for 
practitioners in ministry. Typical courses in these programs are 
planned specifically and usually exclusively for D.Min. students. 
students from other programs, as the Table shows, will virtually never 
be found in these courses. For similar reasons, those programs we 
identify as built on an "extended M.Oiv. 11 model are so defined because 
they Offer work in the same areas as M.Oiv. study but at an explicitly 
advanced level. Because these courses are conceived as advanced and 
assume experience in ministry, admission to them of students from other 
programs is, as the Table shows, quite rare. Not shown on the Table 
are some other relationships between program types and inclusion of 
non-D.Min. students in courses. Students and graduates in smaller 
programs are more likely to report the presence of non-D. Min. students 
in their courses -- a logical relationship, since small programs often 
rely for elective variety on courses offered for students in more than 
one program. students in programs in mainline institutions are also 
more likely to report the presence of non-0. Min. students, 
demonstrating again the concentration of independent/specialized 
programs and local/regional programs in mainline institutions. 

As these great variations in "most typical course" suggest, 
programs differ greatly in the type of course that dominates. In about 
half of all programs (see Directors V, 5), a majority of the students'" 
courses are selected from among offerings exclusively or primarily for 
D.Min. students. In another one-third of the programs, the majority of 
courses are selected from a wide variety open to students in several 
degree programs. In the remaining 15% of programs, the majority of the 
students' courses are self-designed independent study projects or 
courses taken at other institutions. Consistent with the pattern 
noted above, programs in mainline seminaries are more likely than those 
in evangelical seminaries to have "courses for credit open to all 
students." 

Because programs vary much more than we had anticipated when we 
prepared our questioMaires in the ways they divide work for credit 
between required and elective activity and among various program 
components, we found the answers to our questions about requirements 
and allocation of credit hours difficult to interpret (see Directors V, 
3 and 4). The analysis of program descriptions and materials recorded 
in the discussion of program types earlier in this report provides, 
however, the information we were seeking: In just W1der one-fifth of 
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D.Min programs are the courses noted in wholly or mostly required: 
one-third have a mixture of required and elective elements; and half 
are almost wholly elective. As we noted earlier, however, comparisons 
based on the categories required courses and elective courses are less 
useful for our purposes than the notions of broad and limited options, 
since many entirely elective O.Min. programs, especially of the 
campus-based intensive type, in fact offer a vecy limited menu of 
courses. Half of the 72 o.Min. programs we classified fall into each 
category. As we noted in the discussion of types, there are logical 
affinities between campus-based intensive programs and narrow option 
ones: institutions that offer intensive courses on campus most often 
offer them in periods when students from other programs are gone and 
faculty are free to teach an intensive schedule. This means that there 
is a limited number of students to take such courses, and therefore it 
is financially feasible to offer only a limited number of courses. The 
same conditions dictate that few non-D.Min. students will be enrolled 
in campus-based intensive O.Min. courses. Thus the strong statistical 
affinity between programs that have limited options and those that have 
few non-D.Min. students in their D.Min. courses is easily explained. 
There is an almost equally strong affinity between local/regional 
programs and broad options for D.Min. course-taking. Thus the total 
array of course offerings of the school (beyond the introductory level) 
is available for the D.Min. student who lives within commuting distance 
of:the campus, as the students in local/regional programs must. Charts 
that show these relationships in detail are included in the section on 
Program Types. 

Faculty members responding to our questionnaires and interview 
questions provided additional descriptions of the conduct of courses 
intended, wholly or in part, for D.Min. students: seventy percent of 
faculty members responding said that their typical course always 
requires student preparation before the course begins, and another 13% 
said that they sometimes make such requirements in D.Min. courses 
(Faculty V, ld). As noted earlier, the typical course requires 1300 
pages of reading. On average, it also requires 32 pages of written 
work, a requirement that ranges among the responses we received between 
five and 150 pages (Faculty V, lf). There are some notable differences 
between types of programs and the profile of their typical course. 
Courses in programs in evangelidal seminaries are likely to be longer, 
to require more preparation before the course begins, and require more 
pages of both reading and writing. All these features are also more 
likely to pertain to faculty who teach in programs that have more 
required courses and fewer elective options. (Most 
evangelical/conservative programs are also "limited option" programs.) 
Courses taught by faculty from practical fields of study are also 
likely to be longer in contact hours, perhaps reflecting the inclusion 
in this category of extended workshops and practicuums. Faculty who 
teach in smaller programs are slightly more likely to report that they 
require more writing. 

What effect does the presence 
courses taken by D.Min. students? 

of non-D.Min. students have on 
Neither faculty (V, 2) nor students 
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(IV, O) observe much by way of negative effect. Forty-nine percent of 
faculty and 35% of students think that a mixture has a positive effect 
on o. Min. students (39% of faculty members and 55% of students say the 
effect is neutral). Faculty members and students agree that the effect 
on non-D.Min. students is positive: Six percent of faculty members 
think this, and 53% of non-D.Min. students. Forty-eight percent of the 
faculty say that teaching a mixed group has a positive effect on them 
as instructors, but only 36% of students observe such positive effects 
(39% of faculty and 57% of students are neutral). Faculty members, in 
other words, are somewhat more positive than students in their 
assessment of the values of non-D.Min. students and D.Min. students in 
courses together. 

Faculty members report that in grading they give most weight (58%) 
to student papers or project reports. The only other major factor is 
class participation (29%). Only 7% percent of the weight, on average, 
is given to examinations (Faculty V, lg). (Course exams were also not 
prominent in the responses to questions analyzed in the preceding 
section III B. 2. b. Teaching Methods and structures.) Faculty 
members list a wide variety of other factors weigh in grading: class 
presentations, reports on reading, verbatims, sermons, case studies, 
self-evaluations, evaluations of peers, completion of a certain number 
of hours of independent work, and "evidence of application (of the • 
subject matter] in their ministries." The course failure rate is vecy 
low. Seventy-three percent of all faculty say that no D.Min. students 
fail in a typical D.Min. course they teach; almost all the rest of the 
faculty members (22%) say that only one student fails. If the 
directors are right that the average course enrolls about 14 students, 
the overall failure rate is 1.7%. 

Faculty members, graduates and D.Min. students have remarkably 
similar views about the difficulty of courses, as shown in Table III 
About 40% of each group thinks that D.Min. courses are at about the 
same level of difficulty as advanced-level M.Div. courses. Fifty 
percent think that D.Min. courses are more advanced and difficult, and 
about 10% of each group think that D.Min. courses are less difficult. 
As Table IV suggests, there are differences by field among faculty 
member on this question. Generally faculty members who teach theology, 
ethics or Biblical studies are less likely than others to believe that 
D.Min. courses are more advanced and difficult, and those who teach in 
11practical" areas are markedly more likely to think this. 
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TABLE III Comparison Level of Difficulty of Advanced B.D.jM.Div. 
Courses to courses in Your D.Min. Program? 

Faculty Graduate ~tudent Dro:g:-out 
42% 38% About the same level of 42% 45% 

51% 51% D.Min. 
difficulty 

courses more advanced 49% 37% 
and difficult 

8% 11% D.Min. courses less difficult 9% 18% 

TABl.E rJ Course Difficulty By Faculty Field 

Course 
carparisons: social 

Pastoral Sciences, 
'.lheology/ Care, Preaching Education, 

Ethics ll:ible History Counsellinct Worshi:g Missions 
D.Min 
course is: 

More difficult 
than M.Div. 38% 36% 50% 65% 77% 62% 

AlxAlt the saxre 52% 48% 50% 32% 18% 33% 

Less difficult 
than M.Div. 10% .....l.§% _g% _2! ~% ..fil 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(29) (31) (10) (31) (22) (21) 

one explanation for the very low rate of failure, however, may be that 
a1lOOSt half of all D.Min. oourses are (in the view of faculty l!elli:lers and 
students alike) no nv:,re difficult than advanced seminary courses in .ru.c:h 
they ach.ieved the 3. o average that nest o.Min. programs require for 
entrance. 

Discussion 

As arr case study visits an:i materials sent to us amply illustrate, 
different kinds of D.Min. programs, with their different structures and 
goals, face different issues in the way they conduct course work for the 
degree. 'Ihe increasirg number of progi:a:m.s that offer course work in 
intensive fonn have encountered questions about the inq;.,act an:i value of the 
intensive course. SClre argue that the shorter intensive courses, of one 
week or less are, as one graduate says, "too short to get anything out 
of ... " sane faculty who have longer intensives express other c:bjections: 
n,ey argue that certain kinds of learning require reflection cr,er time, the 
kind of slow al::>sorbtion of krn,/ledge that cannot always be achieved. when the 
student is doing nothing but attending class and preparing for class. It is 
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this problem that one institution that offers an intensive option is 
addressing in a recent self-study report: 

students electing the Januru:y/June Option receive syllabi for each 
semester two IOC>Tlths prior to class, with the expectation that reading 
will be carrplete:l. prior to the seminar. Application of the work to 
ministry is assigned to be completed foll=ing the class pericxl and 
m.lSt be turned in to the professor within two months. 'Ihus, while the 
actual 30 hours of class time is cordensed into a i::eriod of two or 
sanetimes three weeks, the work for each seminar spans a i::eriod of more 
than four m:mths. 

In other settir:gs, hc:Mever, we founi stron:;, deferrlers of the positive values 
of the intensive course. It was noted. that intensive courses for D.Min. 's 
alone are usually smaller than courses in other forms that admit students 
fran several degree programs. As a result they can focus on the special 
issues that practitioners bring. one director whose program is comucted 
entirely in several S\Jl'IUner sessions, five weeks each in length, points to 
the i:nportanoe of the "strong colleague relationships" that are built during 
these intense pericxls. Students and clet,JY we interviewed were mixed in 
their vie'tllS aoout intensive courses. SeVeral said that they could not see 
themselves parsuing a D.Min. in any other format, that though it was quite 
feasible to take two c:arplete weeks away each year, atterrli.rg courses on a 
re;ular academic schedule, one or more days a week. for a f'=M hours, could 
not be easily ccoi:dinated with the deiran:ls of ministxy. other said that the 
discipline that must be exercised to do the reading in advance and the 
course project or paper after the oourse concludes is difficult to exercise 
in the parish, and that they might fare better on a steadier, more regular 
pattern spread over a longer pericxl of time. '.!he fact that these are issues 
for more than a few students was illustrated by one fairly large 
canpis-based intensive program we visited, one-third of whose students at 
the time of our visit had overdue papers 1hose papers that were due several 
m::mhs after the conclusion of an intensive oourse but >mich had not been 
tume:I in by the deadline. 

In the programs we visited that adhere to regular academic pattenls of 
quarter- or semester-long courses, several issues eme,:ged. As noted 
already, in those programs where students are permitted, encouraged or 
required to take courses in the "regular" curriculum that are offered to 
students in several programs, the special interests and issues of the D.Min. 
students may not fully be addressed. unless such courses are suppleirented 
by special program offerings exclusively for D.Min. students, the kini of 
collegiality among D.Min. students that ATS Standards require may not be 
adueved. ait the major problem of such courses, in the experience of the 
prog:1mus we have obse:tved, is sinply convenience. Several institutions that 
have local/regional programs with coiwentionally scheduled courses told us 
that they are considerir:g offering intensive versions of some of those same 
courses in order better to fit into the schedules of practicing pastors. 

We also encountered, however, some vigorous defense of a practice of 
D.Min. students taking COIWentionally scheduled courses with students from 
othel'. p:t<ajL&ns, especially M.Div. students. Besides maki.rq possible a nnidl 
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greater variety of offerm,s an::! providing an exteooed period of ture for 
students to absorb or reflect on course naterial, courses in the stanlard 
=iculum that brm, together D.Min. an::! M.Div. students have, one faculty 
rember told us, a special value: 

'lhe interaction between D.Min. an::! M.Div. can:lidates is very helpful -
both for the M. Div. can:lidates who can hear the D.Min. students 
reflectm, on their experiences in ministry; but secorxlly for the D.Min 
can:lidates to see where they have care since bem, M.Div. students, 
what their present un1erstan::lin; of ministry an::! study are. '.!his is 
part of the D.Min rationale - D.Min. students have to un:lerstan::l that 
they are in fact continum, the process they began in M. Div. work. 
Although we call the o.Min. a "terminal professional degree," its 
intent is to plot a trajectory, an::! Y"'-' need two points in order to 
detennine a straight line. 

'lhe faculty rember quoted above teaches in an institution that offers 
its D.Min. program in two fonrs, in a local/re;iional pattern an::! by 
extension. Faculty rembers an::! administrators offered a nuiwer of 
carparisons between the on- and off-campus versions of their programs, saoo 
suspect the grading in the field is JrDre lenient. Others observe that the 
off--canp.lS cluster groops are JrDre likely to choose, for their 
jointly-selected electives, courses with practical emphasis. one faculty 
rember Also suggested that the treatment of topics was JrDre likely to stress 
practical issues if the cc,irse was offered at a field site. '.!his respondent 
felt that the greater emphasis on theory in on--canp.lS courses was a benefit 
to the D.Min. student involved. art: extension programs also have many 
advocates, as described. the section on off-cairpls program activities. 
=ses taught in these settings have the advantage of peer support an::! 
pressure as an aid to pullm, alJrDst all rembers of the grc,ip through the 
course when they might otherwise, if left on their own, falter because of 
the difficulty of the work or of finding ture to do it. Programs that offer 
their courses in extension settm, do indeed appear to have a better record 
of keepm, participants "on track" toward the ccmpletion of their ptograna. 
'Ihe major drawbacks of such courses are the drain they often place on the 
energies of core faculty members, if core faculty members are ergaged to 
teach them; an:i, if the program has an elective phase, the necessity of the 
g,:,::,.,p deciding together what electives to take. students an::! graduates we 
interviewed were divided ab"'-lt the seric,isness of this last prct,lem: sare 
felt that the values of workm, in a grc,ip outweighed the disadvantage of 
having to take sane electives not at the center of their interest; other 
foom the arrangement seriously constrictm,. 

Finally, a number of institutions offer "course work" in foms that do 
not reseim:ile courses as they are usually un:lerstood. sane of these programs 
permit any kind of independent study arxljor course-takm, as long as it fits 
into an acceptable learnm, plan an::! contract. Others specify a series of 
activities to be ccmpleted JrDre or less independently. We studied the 
descriptia} of one program whose 11curriculum11 is made up a1m::>St entirely of 
a series of projects: a written faith statettent, in the £om of a lorg 
paperr an integrative paper, preparation for wnich begins at the program's 
beginnm, an::! ends before the final project begins; an::! a nuiwer of other 
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requirements, including a ffiM core o.Min. courses. 'I.his program ard several 
others require ard offer credit for a certain mnnber of days of short-term 
workshops, activities that are not cre:lit-bear:i.n;J in themselves. 'I.his 
particular program operates by extension, ard therefore, thrugh the students 
mold requirements to their particular interests ard often p.,rsue them by 
iniependent study, the group becomes a sett:i.n;J for report:i.n;J ard 
accountability. Most i.rdependent/specialized programs that allCM 
self-designed courses arrl learning units do not, hc:Mever, have such a group 
as a regular program feature. One would expect, therefore, that most 
iniependent/specialized programs would have special problem;; in keep:i.n;J 
people m:,v:i.n;J through the program. But this does not seem to be the case 
[see sub-section , Progress through D.Min. Programs, 
IMependent/specialized programs may attract those who are specially 
well-disciplined, or may have been successful in selecting those who can 
harrlle the considerable freedom these programs offer. Whatever the reason, 
those who enroll in such programs appear to us to fi.rd them almost unifonnl y 
good experiences: '"Ille program I am in enp,asizes self-designed leaming 
units, with clear proposals, goals, ard resources spelled cut. I have fourd 
the whole process an excellent m:xiel for lifet.bre leaming." 

No one fom of o.Min. course appears to us to have significant 
advantages aver other forms. As just denonstrated, all have their strengths 
as well as drawbacks. We do think that the trero toward intensive formats 
should be carefully monitored, ard that sare carefully controlled research 
woold help institutions to uroerstard what can ard cannot successfully be 
taught in intensive units. We also think that accre:litation teams should 
examine ll'Clre closely co.irse-ccrrpletion rate, especially at those 
institutions that offer intensive courses with carg;,leted "WOrk due several 
-weeks or months after the course has concluded. We also question the 
advisability of giv:i.n;J academic credit for non-creclit workshops. '.I.be 
workshops may be excellent, but neither the quality of instruction nor the 
adequacy of participant performance in such workshops is evaluated or 
certified. If such credit is given, the evaluation should focus entirely on 
quality of whatever written project nakes use of the material learned in 
workshops. ~ mnnber of hours spent in non-creclit activities should not, 
in other words, in arry way datermi.n& the anount of credit given. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and Structures 

f. Reading Materials and Library Resources 

Findings 

More than half of all D.Min. programs bring students to campus for 
only limited periods each year. Extension programs may require 
only a single period of residency of several weeks duration. Even 
campus-based intensive programs, all of whose activities take place on 
the campus may, bring students to campus as little as two weeks a year. 
Most educational programs, particularly at the graduate level, assume 
ready access to the institution's own library and often to its 
well-stocked bookstore. But the majority of D.Min. programs and 
students do not have such automatic access. The situation has led 
programs to devise a variety of procedures and devices to make 
available reading materials for both course work and project research. 

The typical D.Min. course requires 1300 pages of course reading 
(more may be required as preparation for student papers and projects). 
There is enormous variation in reading requirements, from as little as 
20 pages (presumably for courses based on other kinds of materials, 
such verbatim case reports) to 5000 pages at the other extreme) (see 
Faculty V 1. e.). We did not find significant variations in the amount 
of reading required related to the field of study in which the faculty 
member teaches, the faculty member's attitudes toward D.Min. programs, 
or program size. We did observe statistically significant rela
tionships for two variables: Programs that require a high proportion 
of courses or that offer a limited menu of courses -- what we have 
called "limited options" programs -- require more reading; so do 
programs in evangelical institutions. This is consistent with findings 
reported elsewhere in this report: courses in evangelical institutions 
have more characteristics traditionally identified as "academic" than 
do courses in mainline D.Min. programs. The difference in this case is 
marked: The average mainline course requires 958 pages; by contrast, 
the average evangelical course requires 1798. 

What kinds of reading are required? Most likely to dominate a 
course reading list (see Faculty V, 6) are scholarly books which may be 
readily purchase~. Next most likely to appear on a course syllabus 
''almost always" or "frequently" (see Faculty V, 5), but very unlikely 
to dominate the list, are duplicated materials supplied by the 
instructor. Almost equally prevalent (and second most likely to 
dominate the list) are reading assignments in textbooks. According to 
the faculty members who teach O.Min. courses, neither general audience 
books readily available for purchase nor out-of-print materials or 
journal articles available only through the library are major sources 
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for D.Min. course reading. This report makes clear that reading lists 
are weighted toward those materials -- textbooks and scholarly works -
that are in print and can be purchased. In our interviews and from 
written comments we collected different perspectives on this situation. 
A very few faculty feel members that the limitation of much D.Min 
course reading to materials that the students can buy or the instructor 
can gain pennission to duplicate is a severe handicap. Such comments 
were offset by another small group that argued with equal vigor that a 
major benefit of D.Min. programs is the personal library they cause a 
student to amass. The more common view is that lack of access of 
students in some programs to theological libraries for course reading 
is a somewhat constricting factor, but not severely so. Directors 
point to the arrangements that have been made to minimize any problems. 
Eighty-six percent of all programs perrni t students to borrow 
circulating library materials by mail. one program we visited gave us 
an impressive brochure, describing library holding and facilities and 
outlining procedures for borrowing by mail. Two-thirds of all programs 
offering courses off campus arrange, in all or some cases, for a 
"travelling library" to be available at the site (see Director II, 7, 
8). In addition, students who live a great distance from the seminary 
campus are urged to make borrowing arrangements at nearby college, 
seminary or university libraries. The D.Min directors we interviewed 
argued, and most faculty we talked to agreed, that through this 
combination of arrangements most course reading needs of D.Min. 
students can be met. But some students and graduates do not find 
library arrangements satisfactory. "I do not see how any program, 
writes one student enrolled in an extension program, "can function 
effectively where the library is not available. 11 

Do students complete the reading assigned for courses? Faculty, 
students and graduates differ in their replies to this question 
(Faculty V, 7; Students and Graduates, IV, I). All respond in the 
categories "always" and "usually," but faculty place the emphasis on 
"usually" (74%), and graduates on "always" (66%), Students, whose 
experience is quite recent, fall in between: 56% say that they 11always'11 

complete the assigned reading, and 40% say that they 11usually11 do. As 
noted elsewhere, students in and graduates of programs in evangelical 
schools are more likely to say that they complete the assigned reading. 
So are students who entered with higher seminary grade point averages. 
The matter is important because courses taught in intensive style -
increasingly the mod.el that students encounter as campus-based 
intensive programs become more prominent -- often depend for their 
effectiveness on a large amount of reading having been completed before 
the course begins. As a spur to students to complete the assigned 
reading, a majority of the faculty members we surveyed (85%; see 
Faculty V, 8) require written reports on reading at least sometimes, 
and a significant proportion (40% of all faculty teaching D.Min. 
courses) always require book reports. 

More concern was expressed in our interviews about the 
availability of bibliographic resources and reading materials for the 
project than about reading materials for the courses. Graduates report 
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(Graduates IV, V) that they are more likely to have used primary and 
secondary scholarly materials, in preparing their projects, than books 
intended for a general audience. They found it more difficult to 
obtain the needed reading materials for the major project/thesis than 
for courses: 83% found it "usually easy" to get course materials; but 
only 64% found it as easy to obtain materials for the project (see Gra
duates IV, P). That access to a well-equipped theological library may 
have been a source of difficulty is suggested by the fact (see 
Graduates 'IV, S) that graduates report that the materials source most 
often used for the project was their personal library (53% say they 
used it very much and 39% say they used it some). The second most 
important source is the library at the seminary where they are taking 
their degree: 43% used the seminary library very much, and 38% used it 
some. Interestingly, no significant differences in ease of obtaining 
reading materials emerge among program format types. Living within 
conunuting distance of the seminary library does not seem to be a 
significant advantage. Perhaps time more than distance limits 
students' access to library materials. 

As noted earlier (see Section II. B. 3. d. Teaching Methods and 
structures) directors and faculty members differ about the importance 
of library research. Nearly half the faculty members (48%) would like 
an increased emphasis on library research; by contrast, only 20% of 
directors want the emphasis increased. 

Discussion 

The role of a theological research library in the Doctor of 
Ministry program is very unclear. The standards enforced through most 
of the history of the D.Min. shed little light on the matter ("the 
program shall include adequate periods of residency to assure access to 
and use of sufficient theological library and other learning resources" 
Bulletin 35, 1982, p. 32). The revised standard§ provide even less 
guidance. Mention of the library is reduced to a single word in a list 
of "total resources of the institution" to which the student must have 
access during periods of residency on campus. Whether o.Min. courses 
require -- as do most other graduate courses and many undergraduate 
ones -- the use of an academic library is unclear. Whatever faculty 
members teaching such courses would prefer, it is evident that many of 
them have adjusted to the fact that in some fonns of the D.Min. program 
student access to libraries will be limited and thus required course 
reading should concentrate on materials that can be obtained by 
purchase or private distribution. How this situation ultimately 
affects the character of D.Min. course work is a matter for further 
reflection. 

The relation of the theological research library to the o.Min. 
project is also unclear. In addition, there are signs, such as the 
significant proportion (one-third) of graduates who say they did not 
have an easy time obtaining materials for the project, that the 
inadequacies of some current arrangements are evident to the students 
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and probably to faculty members as well, causing the latter group to 
advocate increased library research more than any other structural 
change in D.Min. programs. Certainly the widely expressed hope that 
reports on D.Min projects can become an important source of research 
about the church depends for its realization, in part, on the 
researcher's access to relevant materials. The 11applied research 
project" for which the standards currently call certainly takes on 
greater value as a research contribution if the author has searched 
thoroughly for background materials and for results of similar or 
comparable projects, and has integrated a critical summary of those 
materials into the project report. 

In light of the value of the thorough use of an academic 
theological library, it seems to us that the Standards are remiss in 
their inattention to library issues. surely there should be a standard 
that prompts schools to collect material in ministry studies generally 
and in particular areas emphasized their program, and to arrange the 
fullest possible access for O.Min students to the library. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and Structures 

g. Supervision 

findings 

Both older and revised versions of the standards for the 
D.Min. degree require "adequate provision11 for "trained supervi
sors" as an aid to 11 careful utilization of the student's minis
terial context as a learning environment." The Standards in 
force before 1984 specify that either faculty should be trained 
in supervisory methods or that trained supervisors should work 
with faculty 11 to help candidates in evaluation of their learning 
and experience." The current Standards are more cryptic, listing 
"careful utilization of the student's ministerial context as a 
learning environment, with adequate provision for trained super
visors, 11 {Bulletin 36, part 3, 1984) as one of the "varied kinds 
of learning11 a D.Min. program must provide. 

It is evident that different programs have chosen to inter
pret these accreditation standards in different ways. As des
cribed more fully in section h, Ministry Site Analysis and 
Involvement, immediately following, the ministry setting is used 
as a learning environment for courses, special projects and the 
final project. In the majority of cases, however, supervision of 
the student's activity in the ministry setting by trained obser
ver is not an element in these contextual learning arrangements. 
Only about one third of all programs require any kind of super
vised practice (see Directors V, 8, band c). A larger number of 
programs (29 of 67, or 43%, a figure obtained from cross-tabula
tion of Directors V, 8, band c), offer either clinical supervi
sion of counseling or supervision of work in the congregation or 
other non-clinical setting as non-required options. But a signi
ficant number of programs (20 programs, about 30%, figure 
obtained from the same cross-tabulation) do not offer any oppor
tunities for supervised practice. (Similar figures were obtained 
when program directors and faculty were asked about the extent to 
which supervised practice is emphasized in their programs. In 
each case, more than a third said that it receives little or no 
emphasis; see, for instance, Directors II, 2, c.) In other 
words, a sizeable number and proportion of programs simply ignore 
the requirement of field supervision enunciated in the Standards. 

There is no evidence from our study of notations imposed in 
accreditation (see section II. B. 2. Accreditation) that visiting 
teams or the Commission on Accrediting have penalized schools 
that do not offer opportunities for supervised practice in their 
D.Min. programs. 
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Those institutions that do make provision for supervision 
usually do it in one of three ways. First, they may require or 
offer as an option segments of Clinical Pastoral Education for 
credit toward the degree. Second, they may offer or require 
supervised practice outside a clinical setting, under the over
sight of the institution's own faculty or supervisors otherwise 
designated. Third, they may view the providing of supervision 
and oversight for the final ministry project, by a member of the 
institution's faculty or by an outsider, as providing the oppor
tunity for the student to work under supervision. Of the 40 
institutions that described for us the training and qualifica
tions they require of D.Min. supervisors, the largest number 
specified simply "appropriate expertise. 11 Some other institu
tions say they permit only their own faculty members to super
vise; a group of about equal size (seven institutions) requires 
clinical training even for supervisors overseeing student's work 
in congregations or other non-clinical setting; five say that 
their major requirement is a PhD or other terminal doctorate; and 
an equal number of institutions offer a special training workshop 
for supervisors. Because we did not know in advance how var
iously the supervision requirement is construed, we did not 
gather adequate information to correlate these different criteria 
for supervisors with the different functions of supervision in 
different programs. We do not know, for instance, how many of 
those institutions that require that supervisors be core faculty 
members also construe "supervision" to mean supervision of the 
final ministry project. From the program descriptions we have 
read, we have the strong impression that those programs that 
require clinical training for supervisors or that supply their 
own supervisory training are mOre likely to be the ones that 
offer or require a separate unit of supervised field experience 
to be credited toward the degree. 

Discussion 

It is quite evident that the D.Min.-granting institutions 
and the Standards are at odds over the matter of supervision. 
Only a minority of institutions require what the Standards seem 
to envision: supervision of ministerial practice as one educa
tional element of the O.Min. degree. Another group of institu
tions has fused this requirement to the oversight or supervision 
of the final ministry project, a project that in some cases (see 
section m. Final Project and Theses) requires an "active minis
try" as part of the project plan. one institution in three, 
however, simply ignores the standard that requires provision of 
trained supervisors. 

Clearly a decision must be made here. Is the supervision of 
practice an essential element for an advanced degree in ministry? 
If so, the relevant standard should be more specifically worded, 
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and institutions should be required to show that they meet it. 
Is supervised practice, rather, simply a desirable feature of 
certain D.Min. programs, in light of their specific goals? If 
so, it should be made optional in the Standards. Is supervision 
merely a method or instrumentality by which other things, such as 
reflection on ministerial practice, may be accomplished? If so, 
mention of it does not belong in the standards, which should 
state goals and requirements for the degree, leaving the methods 
by which these are to be achieved to the individual schools. 

In. our view of the D.Min. as a degree that leads and attests 
to advanced competence in ministry, supervised that enables 
competent critical reflection on practice seems a highly 
important, ever essential element. Some elements of competence 
cannot be attested to or developed by written academic work 
alone. We would therefore favor retention and enforcement of the 
standard that requires supervised practice. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and Structures 

h. Ministry Site Analysis and Involvement 

Findings 

D.Min. programs came into being in an era when the involvement of 
congregations in theological education was much discussed. In the same 
period, many field-based or 11contextual" experiments were launched as 
part of M.Div. programs. In-ministry D.Min. programs, most of which 
require their students to be employed full-time in congregations or 
other settings of ministry, were natural loci for the effort to bring 
local congregations and seminaries closer together in joint educational 
undertakings. As a result, most O.Min. programs aim explicitly to 
forge a relationship with congregations or other organizations that 
employ their students. Most programs are linked to congregations in at 
least one of three ways: the congregation acts as sponsor and/or 
supervisor of its pastor in the D.Min. program; the congregation 
becomes a focus of study, experimentation and analysis in D.Min. 
courses and projects; or the congregation is treated as a beneficiary 
of the program, along with the student, and is invited to call on the 
instructional or consultative resources of the seminary. 

The most connnon form of congregational involvement in D.Min. 
programs is the use of the congregation as a location and object of 
study for D.Min. course projects and for the final project or thesis. 
Almost every program that offers courses specifically for D.Min. 
students requires course papers or projects that focus on the site of 
ministry, and many additional programs that have no such courses 
require that the final project be directly or indirectly linked to the 
ministry setting in which the student is employed. Exactly how this 
linkage is structured varies from program to program. Sometimes, for 
course projects or the final project, the student must do something in 
the congregation, that is, engage in some act of ministry that is then 
analyzed and evaluated in a written report. In other cases, "ordinary" 
practice is the focus, with analyses based on case reports or 
verbatims. A few programs conceive the O.Min. as a degree that 
prepares pastors to be better teachers in congregations, and in these 
programs the congregation may be the site at which the student tries 
her or his hand at various kinds of teaching. In another small group 
of programs, the student's study of the congregation is entwined with a 
process of self-study by the congregation. One program from which we 
received a description requires the student's congregation to prepare 
and submit both a mission statement and an evaluation of the ministry 
of the church in light of that statement. "At least to some extent the 
Mission statement and Evaluation become important tools throughout the 
seminar work of the Doctor of Ministry student, guiding application of 
each seminar's data to the parish situation." 
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The other major role played by congregations in many programs is 
that of supervision, oversight and evaluation, usually an infonnal 
basis. As noted earlier, about two-third of all programs require that 
the governing body of the student's congregation give approval of the 
student's enrollment in the D.Min. program. Many programs also require 
the fonnation of a team of laypersons in the congregation or other 
place of ministry. The functions of this team vary from program to 
program: in some cases, the team's chief roles are to offer the 
student "support" meaning both advice and help in conununicating the 
demands and advantages of the D. Min. program to the rest of the 
congregation. A smaller number of programs ask these teams to give 
formal approval or consent to the student's choice of courses and/or of 
a project topic. other programs, again a minority, ask the team to act 
as formal evaluator of the student's work. A few programs invite one 
or more persons from the local team to be part of a seminary committee 
that oversees the student's work, approves the project proposal, or 
reads and gives approval to the project report itself. 

Finally, there are a very few programs that attempt to educate the 
congregation as well as the D.Min. student. The most notable of these, 
and perhaps the most closely studied of any D.Min. program, was the 
"parish option" of Hartford Seminary. The program was elaborately 
evaluated in comparison with that institution's "professional option," 
and the results of the evaluation were published (Marvin J. Taylor, 
ed., pastor and Parish as Co-Learners in the poctor of Ministry 
program: An Experiment in Theological Education, Theological Education 
16, Special Issue No. 2, Winter 1980: 175-265). The parish option, 
like many other programs, had a 11home base group," consisting of four 
to eight persons from the ministry setting 11who meet with [the clergy 
participants] at least six times a year over a two-year period ... to 
provide general support and critique, and specific response to the 
pastor's involvement in the D.Min. program. 11 In addition to this 
rather common structure for congregational involvement, the parish 
option of the Hartford program also required the formation of a 
coordinating connnittee of six to 12 laypersons and the pastor. Unlike 
the home base group, this committee was to be appointed by the official 
board of the congregation. The coordinating connnittee's first task was 
to administer a parish survey, and on the basis of that survey to 
choose four elective parish courses as educational and training 
resources for its own members. Each parish course was 15 to 18 hours 
in length and held in the parish over several days. The courses 
available corresponded to those offered to D.Min. students, though they 
were shorter and somewhat more general. In addition, each parti
cipating congregation had a Hartford faculty member assigned to it as 
"link" between the congregation and the seminary. That faculty member 
also served as advisor to the congregation's pastor who was the D.Min. 
student. Though other programs whose descriptions we have reviewed 
require core seminary faculty members to travel to student's 
congregations for various purposes, none we mow incorporates the 
extended teaching and consulting relationships found in the Hartford 
parish option. 
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The someWhat surprising finding of Hartford's evaluation, 
recounted at length in Section II. E. 1 of this report, was that the 
parish option was not significantly more effective in bringing about 
development or change in congregations than Hartford's "professional 
option," a separate D.Min. track that did not include the parish-based 
courses or the extensive consulting relationship. The Hartford 
evaluators concluded that the emphasis on education for the 
congregation, though much more extensive in the Hartford parish option 
than in the other program, was still not enough to make a difference~ 
and also that programs like Hartford's "professional option," 
particularly if they include site groups and some visits by seminary 
faculty to the congregation, already provide significant experiences 
for congregations. one Hartford evaluator remarked that the students 
in the "professional option," designated as the control group in this 
experiment, were "getting more than sugar pills." Without an explicit 
structure for providing it, these students and their congregations were 
receiving the same kinds of attention as were built into the parish 
option. And What the parish option congregations were receiving was 
not sufficiently different, in amount or type of attention, to cause 
perceptible differences in the impact of D.Min. participation in the 
two kinds of programs. 

Graduates of and students in D.Min. programs report that most 
members of their congregation know about their participation in a D.Min 
program (83% of graduates and 69% of students say that all or most 
persons in their congregation know; students v, C and Graduates v, D). 
Students report that about two-thirds are enthusiastic about their 
participation, and graduates report an even higher percentage -- 71% 
(Students V, D; Graduates V, E). Most of the remainder, they report, 
were indifferent. Only a minute ntnnber report that the majority were 
hostile to their participation. In their written comments, graduates 
and students remarked favorably on the elements of programs that 
include laity from their place of ministry: 

My D.Min. program required the establishment of an advisory 
committee made up of members of the congregation. I found this 
part of ·the program extremely helpful. I had a very good group of 
mixed people on my committee Who were very interested in my 
courses, my concerns, ideas, in-congregation projects, etc. They 
gave tremendous support. Without their on-going support, I would 
have wondered if anyone in the congregation knew or cared I was in 
a D.Min. program. Having a local committee prevented me from 
doing the D.Min. in any ivory tower setting. 

I learned some skills for collegial ministry. I was pleased with 
the way the leaders of that church became partners with me in my 
ministry .... I enjoyed my D.Min. program and feel that I benefited 
a lot from it. The members of my site team will testify that they 
did too. 

Not all conunents were positive. One student interviewed during a 
campus visit, an associate pastor, said that she had been counseled by 
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the senior pastor not to discuss her O.Min. work widely in the 
congregation, lest members of the congregation feel they were being 
"robbed" of her time. But such connnents were rare, positive views of 
the relationship of D.Min. programs greatly outweighed negative ones. 

Discussion 

Few issues emerge with respect to the involvement of congregations 
and other ministry settings in D.Min. programs. As reported earlier 
(section d, Teaching Methods and Structures), directors, faculty 
members, students and graduates report that analysis and evaluation of 
the ministry setting is heavily emphasized currently in D.Min. 
programs; directors and faculty members place it high on the list of 
elements that should be further emphasized; and students and graduates 
report that such analysis has been of great value to them. Involvement 
of laity from the student's ministry setting is not currently 
emphasized as heavily in many D. Min. programs, but directors and 
faculties rate it, too, high on the list of elements that should 
receive increased emphasis. From all evidence we have collected, the 
variety of structures currently in existence work well, with real 
benefits for most of the persons involved and few major inconveniences. 
our case studies and some connnents written to us lead us to suspect 
that some programs may claim to incorporate a more lively relationship 
between the D.Min. program and the student's congregation than in fact 
exists. Programs should be pressed in their evaluative reviews of 
themselves to discover whether relationships with congregations do in 
fact work as often and as smoothly as their program descriptions claim. 
But since there is no evidence to suggest major gaps or failings in 
this area, we do not believe that the Standards need to include guide
lines or criteria for congregational involvement. 

110 



Collegiality and pear I.e.arninq 

II. B. 2. Program Elements and Structures 

i, Collegiality and Peer Learning 

Findings 

"Peer learning and evaluation" has a prominent place in both the 
original and the revised Standards for accreditation of the D.Min. 
degree. The phrase occurs twice: programs are to provide "structures 
designed to facilitate peer learning and evaluation"; and students are 
to be admitted in sufficient numbers to make it possible for "peer 
learning and evaluation" to take place. 

Consistent with this emphasis in the Standards, virtually all 
programs make some provision for collegial interchange among students. 
only 6% percent of program directors (representing four programs) say 
that their programs make no such provision. But the approaches the 
majority take to achieve collegiality in peer learning are quite 
diverse. 

Most connnon (found in about half of all programs) are arrangements 
to achieve peer interaction and learning through O.Min. students taking 
courses together. This is accomplished in different ways in different 
fonnat types. In extension programs, students take many or all of 
their courses with the same cluster group of participants. Both 
campus-based intensive programs and local/regional programs make 
provision for each year's entering class to engage in certain program 
activities together, annually or more often. other programs of these 
two types do not form cohorts of students, but expect peer relation
ships in learning to develop in those courses offered primarily or 
exclusively for D.Min. students. In these cases, the group of "peers" 
is likely to be different in each course. 

One-fifth of our respondents described a variety of mechanisms for 
students working together that we had not adequately anticipated in the 
question choices we provided. Collegiality occurs, we were told, in 
small discussion groups organized within courses, in addition to 
courses, or sometimes by the students themselves; in provisions in some 
programs for peer consultation on learning contracts or project design; 
in peer evaluations that weigh in course grading in some programs; in 
worship during program sessions, and in a variety of other ways, 
including carpools to save money on transportation and the like. In 
about one-quarter of programs, there is provision for small groups of 
colleagues to meet specifically for support and interaction, in 
addition to or in place of group meetings associated with courses. 
Such non-credit support groups or colloquia are common in 
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local/regional and campus-based intensive programs. In addition, many 
programs provide "natural" gathering points for their D.Min. students. 
In campus-based intensive programs, meals together and lounges and 
living quarters become gathering points, In local/regional programs, 
the D,Min. office may provide a center for students and opportunities 
for interchange. Not surprisingly, faculty who teach in programs that 
offer a limited range of D.Min. program activities, programs that, in 
other words, by their structure keep D.Min. students in close touch and 
interaction with each other, are more likely to observe a program 
emphasis on collegiality and peer learning. Faculty members, graduates 
and students associated with extension programs are also more likely to 
observe such an emphasis. Further, faculty members differ quite 
markedly, by program type, in their judgments about how successful are 
the programs in which they teach in training students to use and rely 
on collegial support. As shown in Table I, faculty who teach in 
extension programs are far more likely than those who teach in 
campus-based intensive programs or local/regional programs to believe 
that this effect is achieved. 

TABLE I Collegiality 

Percent of faculty 
saying that new depth 
of collegial support 
occurs frequently 
or regularly 

Discussion 

LOcal/ 
Regional 

62% 

campus-based 
Intensive 

74% 

Extension 

95% 

In general, the high value placed on collegiality and peer 
learning in the §tandards is shared by schools giving the degree and 
the students who enroll in o. Min. programs. Like a number of other 
program features and elements we have discussed, collegiality, valued 
though it is, must be balanced in different program types with other 
valued features that may be difficult to integrate into the same 
fomat. In extension programs, for instance, collegiality, mutual 
support and meaningful leaming from clergy peers appear to be readily 
and rapidly achieved. Yet some students we interviewed and other 
students and graduates who wrote to us complained that peer 
relationships in these settings developed at the cost of sustained 
collegiality with seminary faculty members, none of whom could spend 
substantial periods of time with the group because of its distance from 
the campus. Other students in the same program, however, felt that a 
collegiality with faculty was adequate, and that the experience of 
sustained work with a group of colleagues was irreplaceable. Indeed, 
extension programs seemed among comments volunteered on our 
questionnaires to elicit the largest number of highly enthusiastic 
appraisals in comments on the questionnaires: "Sharing in the process 
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with ten colleagues (none of whom were my denomination) and having the 
satisfaction of planning and carrying through a project in ministry 
.... has done more for me as a person and as a pastor than any other 
experience of my life (including a seminary) . 11 The reference to 
ecumenism, incidentally, is not isolated. A mixture of clergy of 
different denominations, especially where there is ample provision for 
colleagues to learn from each other, was mentioned in several comments 
we received as a key ingredient of a rich and successful D.Min. 
experience. In our travels and from the written comments on 
questionnaires we collected a number of stories of colleague groups 
from extension programs that continued long after the degrees were 
conferred. one graduate says "I went into the program primarily to get 
the resources and not the degree. That was an added plus. Therefore 
my goal was to stay in the program as long as possible. I stayed from 
1974 to 1981. I would have taken longer if they would have let me." 
And a graduate whose program did llQt continue expressed disappointment: 
111 found the program to be fairly intense for a comparatively short 
period of time .... I would like to have some kind of refresher 
course .... The 'collegiality• seemed artificial to me with no 
continuation." It is also important to recall the comments of students 
and graduates whose extension, cluster colleague group was .nQ.t con
genial. Comments from such students were extremely negative, even 
bitter, though few in number. 

campus-based intensive programs often rely on the context --
D.Min. students living and working together intensively -- to create 
collegiality. In some programs, our evidence suggests, this works 
well, though in others only a "modest" level of collegiality is 
achieved. One student who used the term "modes" was enrolled in a 
program that had no fixed requirements but that allowed students to 
choose their courses from among a relatively limited number offered 
each year. All the students and graduates of this program whom we 
interviewed said they would not trade their freedom and flexibility to 
choose courses and take them in the order they liked: Students and 
graduates of a local/regional program we visited had virtually the same 
view: they did not want to surrender either their freedom to choose 
courses or additional time in order to meet regularly with fellow 
D.Min. students. 

It should be noted that not everyone associated with the D.Min. 
feels that collegial program elements are necessary or productive. 
some students find colleague groups frustrating and associate collegial 
activities with those that lack content and substance. An independent 
evaluation a program with many collegial activities finds the program 
"uneven from class to class, its level depending on the experience 
brought to it ... ," and broadening but "lacking in depth." A small 
nwnber of institutions say that they simply disagree with the ATS view 
of the importance of collegiality among students. One program director 
told us that although the accreditation team for his school had 
criticized the lack of a "sense of community among D.Min. students," 
the school's view is that t.he advantages of a program "tailored and 
shaped to the individual student's needs seem to outweigh those of a 
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program of specific courses that bring O.Min. students together. 11 

Another institution, addressing a Conunission on Accreditation 
memorandum, argued: 

A distinctive dimension of this doctoral program is a collegial 
relation between student and committee members [two of whom must 
be core faculty members] .... [This institution] has decided not to 
build student-to-student learning into the structure of its D.Min. 
program. The faculty understands that there are benefits from 
such learning, and there is room in [this] program for it on an 
elective basis. Collegiality is rooted with the faculty. This 
does not resolve the problem of "loneliness" in the ministry. It 
does not enable the establishment of support groups on a local and 
regional level. [This] faculty has neither the skill nor the 
energy to do this, and it iS unwilling to "give over" the 
accountability for its D.Min. to others. Its small, limited 
program is designed for persons who wish the independence, rigor, 
and collegiality offered by its committee-based design. 

There is obviously a sharp difference here between the majority 
view as reflected in the Standards and the perspective of a few 
schools. It seems to us that there are compelling argum.ents on each 
side. We are impressed by the impact of a variety of 
student-to-student collegial activities on students and graduates 
themselves. Clearly, part of the powerful effect of the D.Min. on many 
of those who complete it is derived from what has occurred in the 
intense interactions of collegial groups. But, at the same time, 
there is both enormous variety in the amount of emphasis various 
programs place on collegiality and the reasons they give for its 
importance. Many program statements of rationale, like the Standards 
themselves, simply assume that "peer learning," is a good thing, 
without arguing for its value. Programs that give lip service to peer 
learning but make only casual provisions to achieve it seem to escape 
the disapproval of accrediting teams, while the few institutions that 
mount an intentional argument against it draw their fire. Thus peer 
learning seems more an element of piety than of a cogent program 
rationale and design. Our view is that it is legitimate for the 
standards to require the schools to make provision against the 
intellectual isolation of D.Min. students. Since the D.Min. degree is 
relatively new and not a well-understood undertaking it seems unfair 
to the student, however independent, not to make provision for sharing 
with others so engaged the difficulties and achievements possible in 
o.Min. programs. For these purposes, collegiality~ with faculty 
members otherwise engaged in graduate teaching and research is not 
sufficient. BUt the language of the Standards should perhaps be 
softened to admit the wide variety of current provisions for peer 
learning. 
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j. Residency Periods and Off-campus Program Activities 

Findings 

Eighteen of the 75 D.Min. programs in existence in 1983-84 pro
vided some or most of the program activities creditable toward the 
degree at off-campus sites. As is discussed more fully in the earlier 
section on program types, a few of these programs are local/regional or 
campus-based intensive in fonn but offer some program activities on an 
annual basis at fixed satellite centers. The others are wholly or in 
part extension programs, programs that establish temporary program 
centers if a sufficiently large and adequately qualified group of 
students in the geographic territory the institution serves can be 
gathered to participate. In six programs, the extension model dom
inates; in the other eight, the extension option enrolls half or fewer 
of the program's total student body. since one or more periods of 
on-campus residency is an almost automatic concomitant of extension 
offerings, we treat these topics together. 

Directors of slightly less than one-third of our programs (19, or 
29%) report that their programs or one of their program tracks pennit 
students to take a majority of D.Min. courses off-campus (see Directors 
V, 7). In this group are most of the satellite and extension programs 
enumerated above (a few did not reply to these -questions), as well as a 
several programs of the independent/specialized type which allow 
students to do the majority of their work in the form of independent 
study and/or courses at other institutions. The majority of satellite 
and extension programs are large, so a somewhat higher proportion of 
graduates and students have taken the majority of their courses 
off-campus than one would project from the number of programs permit
ting offcan,pus work. (For both graduates and students the figure is 
33%; see Graduates and Students III, C.) Students in programs in 
mainline institutions and students in large programs are more likely to 
have taken a majority of courses off-campus, demonstrating again the 
association of mainline denominations, large program size, and the 
extension model. 

Most programs that permit a majority of work to be done 
off-campus form field colleague groups as centers for conununication 
with students and as sites for certain activities. These field 
colleague groups may function in any of four ways. If the program has 
a battery of required courses, these may be taught in and to the field 
group by seminary faculty who travel to the group. A second pattern, a 
variation of the first, is to employ adjunct faculty who live near the 
field site to teach the required courses from a standard syllabus. A 
third approach, often combined with one of the first two, is to invite 
the group to decide together which electives they wish to take. These 
:may be selected from a menu of electives the seminary is prepared to 
offer; or, in other programs, the elective may actually be designed by 

115 



Residency/Off-Campus Activities 

the group with the assistance of a seminary representative. A fourth 
pattern uses the field group as a conununications center only, as a 
place for students in highly individualized programs to keep in touch 
with the seminary and to obtain helpful criticism of their individual 
learning plans from a group of peers. 

on average, the programs that allow the bulk of work to be com
pleted off-campus require 5.2 weeks of on-campus residency in addition 
(see Directors V, 7a and b). The range among these institutions is 
considerable: Half require four weeks or fewer, but more than 
one-quarter require 8 to 10 weeks. There is also variation in how many 
times students are asked to come to campus. Six programs require only 
one campus visit, but seven require four residency periods or more. 
The average is two. 

Further, the purposes of the residency period vary (see Directors 
V, 7c). Only one-fifth of the institutions use a residency period for 
initial orientation to the program, and an even smaller proportion use 
it for evaluation or examination of the completed project. The major 
uses of the time are for intensive course-taking, either several 
courses creditable toward the degree or a single core seminar required 
of all students; and seminars, workshops, library use instruction, 
conferences with faculty or library research time -- all focused on 
preparation of the project proposal and/or preparation of the project 
itself. In the extension and satellite programs we obset.Ved, the 
period of residency had generally been a focus of much study, review 
and experimentation by those responsible for shaping the D.Min. prog
ram. Residency seems to provide an .opportunity to address concerns 
that faculty members frequently express about off-campus programs: That 
their content is inadequately 11theological," that students in such 
programs are insufficiently exposed to the ethos of the school, and 
that off-campus students need more orientation and preparation for 
their projects than students who are in a position to consult on-campus 
advisors frequently during the project phase. In the cases we 
obset.Ved, residency programs that failed to correct any of these 
perceived problems seem to be subject to constant revisions. 

Both teaching and students' work in off-campus courses is usually 
judged adequate by both program directors and faculty members. Direc
tors' ratings of off-campus activities are slightly higher than faculty 
members', but this is consistent with the pattern of higher ratings by 
directors of almost every feature of D.Min. programs. In further 
analysis of the faculty response, we discovered that faculty members 
who teach in the so-called classical fields are slightly more likely to 
judge off-campus teaching and students' work more negatively. This, 
too, is part of a consistent pattern: The "classical" faculty tend to 
judge several non-traditional features of D.Min. programs more nega
tively. We fow,d, further, that faculty who teach in larger programs 
rated off-campus work more highly than faculty Who teach in smaller 
programs. As noted earlier, this is probably a vote of confidence by 
faculty members in their own programs, since many of the larger 
programs are extension programs, wholly or in part, or have one or more 
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satellite centers. Faculty who actually teach at extension centers are 
even more likely, our interviews suggest, to see special values in the 
proceedings of off-campus groups: 

I have the feeling that the cluster has a way of forming com
munity, and in forming community the rather gifted and talented 
people tend to pull up by gravity those who don't have as much 
ability. They don't do the guy's work, but they help that person. 
That person senses that he or she is behind the pack, and tries 
harder. This is the kind of person who if they came into the 
D.Min. program at the school would be quickly discouraged and drop 
out. But in the cluster, such people tend to stay on because they 
have a community of people surrounding them. so it is a different 
kind of academic climate in the cluster. 

We also heard in our interviews that the project phase presents 
more difficulties for at least some students who do not have ready 
access to the campus, its library and the faculty resident there, 
though in our survey data differences among program format types on 
this point are not statistically significant. comments from D.Min 
graduates, collected in interviews and volunteered on questionnaires, 
suggest that the difficulties of preparing the project without regular 
visits or access to the campus may be enhanced when the project advisor 
is not a member of the seminary faculty, but rather specially appointed 
because of his or her geographical proximity to the student and 
knowledge of the topic or field in which the student is writing. These 
issues and problems that pertain to the project phase are more fully 
discussed in the sections below on the thesis/project and on progress 
through the program. 

piscussion 

During the three years of our study we have received a large 
number of critical, suspicious and negative comments about the D.Min. 
degree and the way it is currently conducted. By far the largest 
number of these negative comments focus on programs that conduct 
extensive off-campus program activities. Seminary faculty and admin
istrators are specially critical of such programs. This was evident at 
the ATS Biennial Meeting in 1984, during which the only discussion of 
radically revised standards for accrediting the D.Min. focused on the 
issue of how many periods of residency should be required -- an issue 
that affects only extension programs. Vehement discussion of the value 
and adequacy of extension programs is not new. Presidents of 
seminaries that have such programs reported bitterly critical comments 
made to them by colleagues in other institutions. A management 
specialist and experienced consultant to seminaries spoke to us 
somewhat derisively about "D.Min. programs on which the sun never 
sets," a reference to programs that have extension groups in other 
countries. The negative view of extension programs extends beyond the 
community of seminary faculty and administrators. A number of gra
duates of campus-based D.Min. programs whom we surveyed volunteered 
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comments like these: 

My observation of D.Min. programs offered "off-campus" is that 
they are of poor quality and demand little in the way of a thesis 
or professional paper. They cheapen an otherwise good degree. 

I am fearful of the stability of the program -- since my day, so 
many optional methods and off-campus studies. The curriculum 
should remain in a campus setting, not a retreat. 

I am against off-campus programs. I think one value of the D.Min. 
is to have to spend time studying on a campus .... 

we collected similar comments from clergy Who have not been enrolled in 
D.Min. programs and from a few lay persons. 

In an article, "Examinations and QUality Control," [ J.R. Warren 
(Ed.) Meeting the New Demand for Standards. New Directions for Higher 
Education, No.43. San Francisco: Jessey Bass, September, 1983], Joseph 
P. O'Neill suggests some reasons for the lack of public confidence in 
extension programs. Writing about undergraduate education he points 
out that in the U.S. system of higher education certification that the 
stUdent has qualified for a degree depends entirely on the accumulation 
of course credits, and thus the ultimate certifiers are faculty members 
teaching particular courses in which the student earns those credits. 
In the American system, he writes: 

There is no arms-length relationship at the undergraduate level 
between the teaching function and the certifying function. Fac
ulty not only teach but in effect guarantee, first, that their 
teaching meets established standards in both content and quality 
and, second, that students have learned what the faculty have 
taught. There is no external mechanism to verify the integrity of 
the baccalaureate degree. We are so accustomed to the conjunction 
of the teaching and certifying functions in individual faculty 
members that even the mention of separation might seem exotic. 
Yet, this American practice is by no means universal. 

O'Neill points out that European systems use national examinations for 
purposes of certification for degrees. The U.S. system does not, 
although in many professions (including the ministry, in many denom
inations) national licensing exams are required before a degree holder 
can enter professional practice. There is, however, no such certifying 
exam either to obtain the D.Min. or for D.Min. graduates. As a 
result, the situation of the D.Min. degree is much like that of the 
baccalaureate degree about which O'Neill is writing. O'Neill goes on 
to say that since so much depends on the individual faculty member, 
higher prestige almost automatically accrues to degrees given by 
institutions that have very high standards for hiring and promotion, 
and an intense campus social system in which peer pressure operates to 
keep grading standards high. By contrast, public confidence is under
mined if programs are offered at some distance from the campus, with 
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its social system and peer pressure for faculty, or offered by adjunct 
faculty members who have not undergone the same testing and scrutiny as 
full members of the faculty. It is evident from the comments we have 
collected that this low level of public confidence attaches to D.Min. 
extension programs. 

It is apparent to us that the public view of extension programs is 
not always based on solid information about their rigor, effectiveness 
or integrity. Our own view is that extension programs may be well or 
poorly designed and conducted, like any other O.Min. programs. We 
observed one extension program, for instance, that incorporates some of 
the tightest provisions for educational and administrative control we 
found anywhere. In that program, virtually all teaching and project 
advising is assigned to the institution's core faculty members; 
decisions about students' academic standing are made by regular 
cononittees of the faculty, with the program director not voting; and 
requirements for completion of work are strict. We have also observed 
extension programs that do not build in these features. Al though such 
programs are not necessarily of low quality, they do certainly invite 
the kinds of questions and suspicions to which extension programs are 
subject. 

Among the comments we collected from D.Min. students and 
graduates, the warmest endorsement and some of the bitterest expres
sions of disappointment focused on programs offered by extension. We 
must be careful in drawing conclusions from this: As we noted in the 
discussion of program size, the students and graduates of a few large 
programs, most of them extension programs, dominate the total body of 
students and graduates. Therefore their comments are more numerous. 
But they also do seem to us more forceful, in either positive or 
negative directions. Such comments suggest that extension programs, 
especially by means of the collegiality they develop among clergy in a 
particular locale, offer powerful formative experiences. But if not 
tightly organized and controlled, they can as easily become occasions 
of enormous frustration for the students who enroll. 

We believe that ATS Standards should address the special issues 
posed by ertension education. Programs that operate by extension 
should be required to demonstrate that they have effective mechanisms 
for communicating with students; that they have time limits for the 
completion of course work and other requirements that are actually 
enforced; that they have succeeded in keeping a significant proportion 
of their students "on track" in their progress through the program; and 
that their students do not experience undue isolation or difficulty at 
the project phase. our reconunendations pertaining to the use of core 
and adjunct faculty in off-campus programs will be found in the section 
on teaching arrangements, below. The recently adopted (1986) ATS 
policy statement on off-campus programs is not adequately specific on 
these and other important points. Congruence with institutional 
mission is the only overarching standard set for such programs. 
Certainly formal requirements such as those we suggest are appropriate 
as well. 
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II. B. 2. program Elements apd Structures 

k. Candidacy 

findings 

ATS Standards both as revised in 1984 and as in force before that 
time permit schools to distinguish between those admitted to study for 
the D.Min. degree and those recognized as candidates for it. More than 
one-third of all programs (42%; see Directors II, 10) either do not 
distinguish between admission and candidacy or confer candidacy 
il'nrnediately upon admission. The remaining institutions, the majority, 
admit to candidacy at a variety of points. In about one-third of the 
cases, candidacy is conferred more or less automatically upon comple
tion of a stipulated number of credit hours or course units with a 
grade average at or above the level the program requires. In an equal 
nmnber of programs, candidacy results from the approval of a proposal 
for the final project. In the remaining programs, there is a variety 
of arrangements. A minority of programs (16%) require the student to 
pass qualifying exams in order to become a candidate. A few programs 
have special processes of review or require an integrative paper to 
serve as the basis for a judgment about admission to candidacy. One 
program makes a student a candidate after completion of a brief intro
ductory phase of the program, and a few others confer it as soon as a 
learning contract or covenant has been completed and approved. Cor
respondingly a small nwnber of programs confer candidacy very late, 
just before the writing of the final version of the project, for 
instance. 

In half of all cases, a D.Min. committee charged with oversight of 
the program makes the decision to admit to candidacy (see Directors II, 
11). In the other half of cases, arrangements vary. In one case the 
decision is made by the academic dean, in three by the institution•s 
regular committee on academic standing, and in five by the D.Min. 
director, acting alone. There are a variety of other arrangements, 
ranging from no one making the decision, because it is automatic, to a 
vote in five institutions by the whole faculty, usually upon 
recommendation of the D.Min. committee. Where candidacy is tied to the 
approval of the doctoral proposal, a committee of advisors for the 
project may also make the decision about candidacy. 

Whenever the decision is made, however, and by whatever group or 
individual, it does not seem in most institutions to be an event of 
great consequence. The average institution completing our question
naire admitted 13 students to candidacy last year (see Directors II, 
12; note that because a significant number of institutions do not have 
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a candidacy process, this question was answered by only 37 schools). 
Three-fourths of these candidates (9.6) were admitted without any 
conditions; 2.7 were admitted with conditions; .5 were denied candidacy 
but could reapply and only .2 were dropped from the program as the 
result of a negative candidacy decision. 

Among the institutions we visited, candidacy was an entirely 
perfunctory process unless it was linked to the approval of or the 
passing of qualifying exams. Where there was no such link, it was 
reported that everyone Who had ever applied for candidacy had received 
it, and some questionnaires indicated that this is generally the case, 
with one institution wanting to change our term, "denied candidacy" to 
"counselling out the unsuccessful applicant. •1 As elsewhere discussed, 
project proposals are very likely to be returned at least once for 
revision, but very few students are explicitly denied the opportunity 
to become candidates at this point, though a few may become discouraged 
at repeated rejections and drop out. One institution we visited gives 
mid-point qualifying exams that have the reputation of being extremely 
difficult -- so difficult that students and graduates believe that the 
intent is not to pass on the first try most Who take the exams. This 
institution does not use the term "advancement to candidacy" for the 
status of those who pass the exams (candidacy is conferred at 
admission), but passage of the exams is required to continue in the 
program, and they do screen out some persons who become discouraged 
about the possibility of passing. Thus they function as mid-point 
candidacy reviews are intended to in other institutions, though these 
exams have more teeth than most candidacy processes. Most of our data 
suggest that actual screening out of anyone at the point of candidacy 
is very rare . 

Discussion 

candidacy as it currently functions in most programs has very 
little meaning. In those institutions where it is tied to the comple
tion of courses or particular units of work, the granting of candidacy 
may se:rve to notify the institution how many students are seriously 
aiming to complete the program. (Presumably those who enrolled 
initially with some ambivalence either drop out early or, by the time 
candidacy is granted, have made a firm decision to pursue the degree.) 
otherwise, in such situations candidacy se:rves no real purpose. The 
significant judgments have been made by the awarding of creditable 
grades for courses or other units of work. candidacy is merely a 
marker and entails the making of no separate or summary judgments. 

Where candidacy is linked to approval of the project proposal or 
passing of qualifying exams it is clearly a matter of more consequence. 
Even here, however, in most programs the student who may face some 
difficulty in completing the program will be only slowed, not stopped. 

It is difficult to see why the admission/candidacy distinction 
should be retained unless more is made of it. Of those students 
entering O.Min. programs, most who will not complete them will either 
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leave during the course-taking phase because the program is not what 
they expected, or will fall by the wayside just before or during the 
project phase. Thus candidacy is not the actual point of decision to 
leave the program, for either the students or for the enrolling insti
tution. Nor, in most schools, is it a point of integration or demon
stration of competence that completes the program's first phase and 
leads into work on the final project. 

There is a danger in retaining candidacy as a meaningless form. 
Some institutions justify the admission of questionably qualified 
candidates on the basis that another screening will occur at the time 
of candidacy. Too often, however, candidacy review does not accomplish 
this screening. Students without the skills to complete the o. Min. at 
an adequately advanced level will then drift into the project phase of 
the program. Many of these weak students will either founder or 
consume unreasonable amounts of faculty and administrative time to nget 
them through." The problems created can be traced to the lack of 
seriousness of most candidacy processes. 

Important-looking academic forms without any substance behind them 
lead to both the kind of internal problems just recounted and also to 
cynicism about the integrity of programs among both external 
constituencies and the programs' own students and faculty. Therefore, 
something should be done about the prevalence of inconsequential 
provisions for candidacy. One solution would be to eliminate this step 
from the standards, since the majority of schools have not found a way 
to make candidacy meaningful. A second solution would be to require 
that schools using the language of candidacy make use of it as a point 
where something is either done by the student, to demonstrate readiness 
to proceed in the program, or is actually decided on the basis of the 
adequacy of prior work. A third possibility, and our preference, is 
more fully discussed in section III. B. 4, The Quality of D.Min. 
Programs: D.Min. programs should be required to make a serious 
mid-point assessment of the student's general knowledge, performance in 
the program to date, and capacity to complete the project, an 
assessment after which either the institution or the candidate might 
decide that enrollment should not continue. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and structures 

1. Advisement and Learning Contracts 

Findings 

A learning plan or contract, developed by the student in 
consultation with advisors and sometilnes with peers, is a mainstay of 
adult education. Almost half the programs we studied are of the 
independent/specialized type that sometimes employs such a plan to 
organize the student's entire program. Some programs of other types 
modify the concept, requiring whole extension groups to develop a joint 
learning plan, or requiring an individual learning plan for some phase 
of a program that may, in its other dimensions, have extensive required 
elements. Altogether, about 60% of all programs (see Directors II, 3) 
use a learning plan or contract in one way or another. Of these, about 
a third say that plans are always adhered to once they are made; half 
say they are usually adhered to: and a smaller nmnber say that they are 
not treated as binding. The plan required at one institution we 
visited was to contain the following elements: a theme, a description 
of the student's ministry context, a description of a pivotal issue in 
ministry, learning goals, a scheme of courses and other "learning 
units" leading to the goals, methodology for the project, criteria for 
evaluation of course work and the project, a tilne schedule, themes for 
qualifying exams, and a proposed bibliography for the whole program. 
This is, obviously, one of the more complete designs for a learning 
plan or contract and was, in fact, viewed as onerously detailed by 
those enrolled in the program 

Since half of all programs offer the student the opportunity to 
use courses and program activities from a broad menu of offerings, the 
advisor during the course work phase plays a crucial role. In just 
less than half of all programs (see Directors II, 13), the D.Min. 
director acts as advisor. In slightly fewer cases, a regular seminacy 
faculty member is assigned to this role. In the directors' view, this 
advisement is always (33%) or usually (62%) adequate (see Directors II, 
14) . In the programs we studied closely, the program director tended 
to serve as advisor if the program fonnat was based on the extension or 
intensive model. Faculty members were more likely to serve as 
directors before the project phase in programs that are local/regional 
in fonnat. These arrangements make sense. students who live at a 
distance from the campus find it easiest to maintain communications 
with a single, central office and with a person such as the D. Min. 
director who is likely to be on campus during D.Min. program events 
there. 

We did not ask students and graduates directly to evaluate the 
quality of advisement they received, but we did glean a good deal of 
information about the student view of advisement from interviews and 
volunteered comments on questionnaires. several students and graduates 
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identified a key teacher/advisor as the most important element in their 
programs. Others blamed the lack of a congenial adVisor for their 
difficulties in the program. one pointed to a severe lack of adequate 
advice: "My program experience points up one major short-coming as far 
as I am concerned. In spite of D.Min. students being 'mature pro
fessionals,' I believe an assigned faculty advisor from the outset and 
for the duration of the program would help avoid many 
misunderstandings, frustrations and I failures 1 (i.e. falling behind) . " 
overall, however, there were few complaints and, in fact, surprisingly 
few comments in response to our questions about advisement. It is 
evident that for practitioners like D.Min. students, the advisor is a 
much less important program element than is the case for most full-time 
graduate students. As noted below in the section on Final Projects 
and Theses, advisors become more important during the project phase. 

Discussion 

we found little evidence to suggest that the pre-project 
advisement dimension of O.Min. programs needs to be changed or 
improved. The most strenuous expressions of unhappiness and dis
appointment were aimed at D.Min. directors who, acting as advisors, 
promised extensions or other special arrangements that they could not 
finally convince faculty members or other school officials to grant. 
In•several different settings, we heard that D.Min. directors "bend 
over backWards11 to try to keep students in the program, often promising 
to secure exceptions and accommodations that cannot, ultimately, be 
delivered. These, and a very few remarks about "condescending" faculty 
advisors, were virtually the only complaints we collected. We conclude 
that pre-project advisement as practiced in D.Min. programs is not an 
issue and does not require major attention. 
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II B. 2. Program Elements and structures 

m. Final Projects and Theses 

Findings 

The Standards in force until 1984 required o.Min. programs to 
include "the design and completion of a project of significance and 
substance which is sensitive both to the theory and practice of minis
try and which normally will include written presentation and oral 
evaluation. Applicable criteria: a) ability to identify a specific 
concern in ministry, mobilize appropriate resources, develop a method 
for addressing the concern, and evaluate the completed result; b) 
ability to reflect depth of theological insight in its relation to 
ministry; and c) ability to function responsibly under supervision 
appropriate to the project. 11 The current Standards contain substan
tially the same formulas, with the addition of the phrase 11applied 
research" to modify the noun project when it is first used. 

There is little uniformity among O.Min. programs in their defin
itions of the nature and purpose of the major project, its appropriate 
methods and form of presentation, and its style and length. The 
Standards clearly envision a project that has as its centerpiece an 
activity in ministry that "mobilizes" resources. The majority of 
programs require this "action" dimension, but some programs have 
protocols for the major project that place the emphasis elsewhere, for 
instance, on the analysis of cases in ministry that are not experiments 
designed by the student, or on the analysis and development of some 
concept or theory that has application to ministry. (In the Discussion 
section below we explore at greater length the problem of the nature of 
the D.Min. major project.) The directors of half of all programs 
report that they will accept as a final project "a dissertation in 
scholarly fonn. on a theological and/or practical topic." Almost three 
quarters report that their final project permits or requires "an 
experiment or project in the local setting." A substantial number of 
directors (15) write that their final project requirement amalgamates 
elements of the action experiment and the scholarly dissertation. Nine 
percent (six programs) will accept an extended essay that neither 
incorporates an action experiment nor takes the form of a scholarly 
dissertation (see Directors II, 15). Some programs do not require a 
single, final major project, but have broken up the project requirement 
into a series of shorter undertakings of various kinds, some involving 
both activity and written report, others in the form of extended 
reflective papers. 

Fifty-four percent of graduates (see Graduates IV, Q) report that 
their final project or thesis took the form of "an experiment or 
project in the local setting, followed by a written project report. 11 

Thirty eight percent characterized the project as 11a dissertation in 
scholarly form on a theological and/or practical topic." Seven percent 
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wrote extended essays "without full scholarly apparatus. 11 The 
difference between the graduates' reports and the directors may be 
explained by the fact that the emphasis on "experiments in ministry11 

has become stronger in recent years; the projects of some of the 
graduates reporting to us may date from before these changes. The 
result has been greater variety in types of projects. It is evident 
from the current reports of directors and accounts of recent graduates 
that there is no unanimity among programs about the nature of the major 
project. 

There is more substantial agreement about the purpose of the 
project. Directors of 80% of all programs identify the project's basic 
purpose as a demonstration of the student's level of accomplishment in 
ministry and/or capacity to integrate knowledge and skills gained in 
the program (see Directors II, 16). only eight percent agreed that the 
chief purpose of the project is 11 to make a contribution to knowledge. 11 

A small but sizeable group (directors of eight programs} argued in 
write-in comments that the project is intended as a contribution to 
ministu. or that its purpose is both to demonstrate and summarize 
student accomplishment and to form an addition to what is known about 
ministry. From time to time persons and groups have identified the 
body of D.Min. final projects as a source of case information about 
ministry. To make this resource available, the American Theological 
Library Association sponsors an on-going project, Research in Ministry, 
that abstracts and indexes D.Min. research. [The project is currently 
COnducted by Ruth Frazer and Thomas Davis, 5600 South Woodlawn Avenue, 
Chicago, Illinois 60637.] Another group, the Theological Research 
Exchange Network (5420 Northeast Glisan Street, Portland, Oregon 97213} 
has undertaken the microfilming of D.Min. projects, although the 
.American Theological Library Association has raised some questions 
about the value of that effort. Views about the value of D.Min. 
projects as sources of data about or reflection upon ministry vary 
greatly, as we shall show below. 

Two-thirds of all programs require students to attend a seminar or 
workshop that is intended to orient them to the major project and to 
provide research tools and other resources they will require (see 
Directors II, 19). About half the remaining institutions make such a 
seminar or workshop available on an elective basis. What transpires in 
these workshops or seminars varies a great deal from program to 
program, as does the length of the workshop. The institutions we 
visited illustrate the variety. Upon returning from a site visit to an 
institution whose D.Min. program has no required courses and allows 
students to, in effect, design their own programs, our researcher wrote 
as follows: 

Since the debacle several years ago in Which the majority of 
proposals submitted in one year were turned back by the D.Min. 
Committee to the students who had submitted them and professors 
who had endorsed them, a non-credit proposal development seminar 
has been required. The seminar meets seven times and, according 
to its leader, •socializes people in discussions of what can be 
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done .... ' (The leader) listed the major reasons that proposals had 
been returned for revisions in the past, problems against which 
the new seminar is intended to guard: Topics were too large; the 
idea was 'stupid• (the favorite example -- a proposal for a 
project to measure the effects of prayer on blood pressure); the 
method to be employed was not clear or the implications of the 
method to be employed not clearly understood. [The leader] says 
that it has become clear to the D.Min. Committee that not all 
faculty members know how to superintend a project, and the point 
of the seminar is apparently to guard against poor faculty advice 
that may be given to students. 

In another institution we visited, students have a choice between a 
11dissertation," a very long essay which may incorporate a planning 
document Or case report; and a nministry project" that involves a 
planned activity and a short (40- to 60-page) evaluative report. Those 
planning to write dissertations are required to attend a single 
tutorial session at which their proposals are reviewed by peers before 
being sent to the committee that will approve them. But those planning 
supervised projects are required to take a credit course called 
Theology of Ministry, intended to substitute for the substantial 
written theological reflection the dissertations contain. Another 
program, also on the extension model, requires students to spend a 
"library period.11 on campus, meeting with the project advisor and 
compiling bibliography as a step in proposal preparation. Some 
instruction in the use of the library is common in proposal preparation 
workshops; most also include orientation to the institution's 
requirements for the project. Some incorporate short courses in 
empirical research method. we learned of one arrangement whereby 
several D.Min.-granting seminaries of the same denomination banded 
together to commission the creation of a short workshop on research 
methods. Each seminary now offers this workshop annually. It is 
taught by the outside consultant who developed it annually to students 
who are preparing to begin a project. Though somewhat less common, 
short theology courses or theological reflection sessions like the one 
described above also form a significant part of the proposal prepar
ation seminars and workshops in some programs. Since the Standards do 
not require schools to provide the kind of preparation for writing 
project proposals that seems to be widely offered, such preparation 
must have developed of necessity, because of difficulties students have 
encountered in understanding the concept of the project and in actually 
conducting it. 

From almost every quarter we heard that the process of getting the 
project proposal approved constitutes a genuine hurdle. In about half 
of all programs, this approval must be given by the O.Min. committee; 
in slightly more than one-quarter, the proposal must be accepted by the 
faculty member or members who will serve as advisors (Directors II, 
17). In a few cases, no approval is required. Elsewhere a variety of 
arrangements obtains: In some cases, the faculty advisors are joined by 
the D.Min. director or the academic dean in making the decision. In 
others, a committee of the faculty other than the D.Min. committee 
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either makes the decision or makes a recommendation to the full 
faculty; and in a few cases, fellow students make the decision with 
faculty members. The stringency of many of these processes is 
indicated by the fact that almost two thirds of the directors say that 
proposals that have been submitted for final approval are frequently 
turned back for revision (see Directors II, 18). (Directors of 
programs whose current selectivity is low (see II. B. 3. b, 
Application, Admission and Financial Aid] are even more likely to 
report that proposals are turned back frequently.) As Table I shows, 
O.Min committees are almost twice as likely as faculty advisors to turn 
back proposals "frequently." 

TABLE I Frequency Final Project Proposal is Returned for 
Revisions by Who is Responsible for Giving Final 
Approval 

Returned for Revisions 
Frequently 
Sometimes 
Rarely 

Final 
D-Min. 

Approval of 
committee 

70% 
27 

3 

Project Proposal 
Faculty advisors 

39% 
56 

5 

We suspect that faculty advisors who assist in proposal preparation get 
caught between their responsibility to assist the student and even to 
advocate the student's interest, on the one hand, and the respon
sibility to apply the institution's standards for the project proposal 
on the other. one institution we visited, where the D.Min. committee 
makes the decision whether to accept the project proposal, reported a 
considerable tension between the committee and some faculty advisors 
who, the committee feels, do not take time to understand the nature of 
the project, and therefore give students poor advice. 

Most students and graduates we interviewed reported that getting 
the proposal approved was a major undertaking. Both faculty adVisors 
and D.Min. COI!lmittees were characterized as "tough," though the more 
memorable stories of great difficulty usually had to do with D.Min. 
committees. Students varied in their opinions about why proposal 
approval is so difficult to obtain. Some admitted that their basic 
research and writing skills are weak and that their proposals probably 
reflected that. Others felt that the institution had failed to make 
clear or they had failed to understand the nature of the project and 
what it requires. A group in one institution characterized the process 
more cynically, as "part of the academic game." In their view, several 
returns for revision were likely no matter what the quality of the 
proposal. (OUr researcher did, however, meet at least one student in 
this institution Whose proposal had been accepted on first submission.) 
As noted elsewhere, Directors estimate (Directors III, 6) that about 
one-quarter of all students who leave D.Min. programs do so during the 
process of trying to draft the proposal or gain approval for it. This 
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suggests that the process of proposal approval is, in many 
institutions, more than a ritual roadblock. 

Final Project 

In the great majority of programs, advisement during the project 
is offered by a member of the seminary's core faculty. In a handful of 
programs, adjuncts are appointed as advisors, and in one program the 
D.Min. director is advisor for all students. The appointment of other 
than core faculty members as project advisors is more common in the 
larger programs. our case study visits and written comments from 
students and especially from graduates suggest that such arrangements 
are frequently unsatisfactory. Students in and graduates of the 
program in which the D.Min. director serves as project advisor for most 
students said that this is the feature of the program they most want to 
see changed. several told of their fear of beginning the project and 
of the various devices that they had developed for support. Most tried 
to keep in close touch with a colleague. one reported that he had put 
together a committee of members of his congregation who had earned 
doctorates themselves and who agreed to help him through the process. 
One program that uses adjunct faculty requires students to find their 
own advisor. The program, which operates by extension, bases this 
requirement on the claim that the D.Min. should teach people to find 
resources in their own locale. Students and graduates, however, find 
the requirement extremely burdensome and the advisors they turn up for 
themselves sometimes not helpful enough. Another large extension 
program avoids the use of adjunct faculty by assigning a member of its 
core faculty as advisor for all the projects of members of one field 
group. The faculty member then travels to the locale of the group for 
relatively frequent meetings with advisees. 

D.Min. graduates are more likely than D.Min. directors to be 
concerned about the problem of adjunct faculty as project advisors. 
This difference is caused by the fact that graduates of large programs 
are a substantial portion of our graduates sample, and some large 
programs are among the few that do not use core seminary faculty 
members as project advisors. D.Min. directors (see Directors II, 14) 
evaluate project advisement almost as positively as they do advisement 
before the project: over 90% say that students in their programs 
"always" or "usually II receive adequate guidance during the project 
phase. 

There are great differences among programs in their requirements 
for the length and fonn of the written report. Many directors did not 
answer the question about minimum acceptable length. Of those who did, 
the average minimum length of an essay, thesis or dissertation was 
reported to be 100 pages (the average minimum length of a report on a 
ministry project or experiment, 81 pages; see Directors II, 20). :Even 
fewer reported a maximum length: The nine directors who gave a maximum 
for an essay or dissertation reported an average of 250 pages; for 
reports on ministry projects or experiments, 200 pages. The average 
length of the essay or dissertation, reported by a more significant 
number of directors, was 134 pages; the average length of reports on 
ministry projects or experiments was only slightly shorter: 125 pages. 
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In our perusal of project handbooks for students and of actual project 
reports, we found great variety in the forms, structures and styles of 
project reports. Some programs require that theses or reports follow a 
uniform structure or format that gives an order for (and sometimes 
stipulates the length of) such segments as an account of methods 
employed, theological reflection, project evaluation, and the like. 
Other programs require that certain elements be included, but leave the 
ordering of the elements and the balance among them up to the student. 
Many other programs are vague about both form and table of contents. 
Frequently students are referred to a collection of completed projects, 
usually housed in the library, that serve as models for form and style. 
A relatively recent innovation is the short project report, a form 
connected with a project in ministry. These "thesis articles," as one 
program calls them, are considerably shorter than the average thesis or 
ministry report. The ones we had an opportunity to read were 40 to 60 
pages in length. They have generated considerable debate in some 
institutions. In one that we visited, faculty members were almost 
unanimous in their agreement that shorter reports were much superior to 
the longer ones from an earlier day. BUt in another institution, the 
dean told us that many faculty were worried that the short reports 
represent a 11dilution11 of the D.Min. degree. Several directors of 
programs that still require longer reports told us that they have 
noticed the advent of the article-length report and want to study the 
advisability of shorter reports. At least one program that has adopted 
the shorter form requires that the article be 11publishable,n though 
there is no specific definition of publishability or, yet, any 
information on how many articles actually have been or are slated for 
publication. 

Faculty members and program directors differ significantly in 
their assessment of the overall quality of projects and theses. As 
shown in Table II, 90% of directors but only 60% of faculty members say 
that projects and theses are, overall, "excellent" or "good." The 
mixed reviews that faculty members give written project reports were 
evident in our site visits. One faculty member who recently served as 
thesis advisor to an extension group evaluated the work of the group's 
members: "Four members of a group of 17 wrote articles that were 
first-rate. Eight in the group were reasonably good, creditable. Two 
were sub-standard, and three persons did not complete the program." In 
another program, one structured on the independent/specialized model, 
most faculty members were quite negative. In a discussion with a 
faculty group at this institution, one faculty member, with the 
concurrence of others present, likened the papers to "an M.Div. senior 
essay, with an application in ministry. 11 Another characterized them as 
"big term papers in a course." As a sign of its discomfort with the 
projects, the faculty as a body made a decision several years ago to 
discontinue the practice of binding the project reports and making them 
available in the library. Project reports are still collected by the 
library, but they are kept in a cage in the librarian's work area. 
There they are available to students who want to peruse them, says the 
librarian, "for form only. They are not cataloged, because the faculty 
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do not feel good about them. 11 

recommending particular theses 
Faculty members 
for binding and 

still have the 
cataloging. 

choice of 

TABLE II 

Faculty 
Directors 

TABLE III 

Faculty 
Directors 

Faculty 
Directors 

Faculty 
Directors 

Faculty 
Directors 

Assessment of overall Quality of Projects/'lb.eses 

Excellent 

9% 
14 

52% 
76 

fair 

33% 
8 

5% 
2 

overall Quality of Project/'lb.eses by Program Type 
(Percentages of Faculty and Directors Saying that 
Projects are Good or Excellent) 

I.Deal/ 
Regional 

57% 
85 

Format Types 

Campus-Based 
Intensive 

63% 
92 

Extension/ 
Colleague 

85% 
100 

Educational Philosophy Types 

Independent/ 
specialized 

60% 
90 

Unique 
content 

60% 
88 

Extended 
M.Div. 
64% 
92 

Denominational Types 

10-25 
64% 
92 

Mainline 
64% 
91 

26-46 
55% 
89 

Eyangelical 
56% 

~ 

47-86 
61% 
83 

90 

87-721 
69% 

100 

As Table III shows, directors' and faculty members' assessments of 
the overall quality of projects and theses varies to some extent by 
program type. Both directors and faculty members associated with 
extension programs are far more likely to make highly positive 
judgments of the quality of projects and theses. 'lb.e underlying 
educational philosophy of programs, however, does not make any sig
nificant difference in the way faculty and directors view the quality 
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of projects and theses; nor is denominational type a major factor, 
though faculty members in mainline institutions are someWhat more 
likely to rate projects and theses highly than are faculty members in 
evangelical institutions. (Usually there is no significant denomina
tional difference in faculty evaluations and attitudes.) There are 
some variations by size. Faculty members and directors associated with 
the smallest programs make slightly more positive judgments than those 
associated with medium size programs; and, consistent with a pattern 
seen elsewhere, those associated with the largest programs make the 
most positive judgments. The types associated with the highest ratings 
-- extension programs and large programs -- are the most widely 
criticized forms of the D.Min. degree. It may be, as we speculate 
elsewhere, that the directors and faculty members of such programs are 
somewhat defensive. Or it is possible that, knowing the view of their 
programs in the educational conununity, they take more steps to insure 
program quality -- with positive effects -- than do the directors and 
faculty members programs that are less criticized and less scrutinized. 

Directors and faculty members agree about which elements of 
projects and theses are better and which are worse. They differ 
greatly, however, in how positively or negatively they evaluate par
ticular elements. Both groups, as shown in Table IV, think that 
projects and theses are good or excellent in their relevance for 
ministry, and that they are somewhat less effective -- but still very 
effective -- as demonstrations of ministry skills. over half the 
faculty and over three-quarters of the directors also evaluate the 
written expression of the projects·and theses and the evaluations they 
contain of the ministry project as either "good" or "excellent." 
Except for the first item, however, faculty members and directors are 
far apart in their quality judgments. No element of the project/thesis 
is judged less than "excellent" or "good" by less than 63% of the 
directors; but only three items are similarly judged by more than 63% 
of the faculty members. More than half of all faculty members judge 
the use of primary sources, theological methods and methods and ideas 
from the human sciences as 11 fair 11 or "poor." Faculty members who teach 
in the practical fields are more likely than those in "classical" areas 
to evaluate various elements of the thesis or project positively, and, 
again, faculty members associated with extension programs give higher 
ratings. 
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TABLE IV Quality of Project/Thesis Elements (Percentage of Faculty 
and Directors Saying Excellent or Good) 

Use of primary sources 
Use of secondary sources 
Use of theological methods 
Use of human sciences 
Relevance for ministry 
Demonstration of ministry skills 
Written expression 
EValuation component 

Faculty 
49% 
72 
40 
45 
90 
76 
57 
52 

Directors 
72% 
94 
71 
63 

100 
95 
76 
76 

How capable are students of carcying out the project without undue 
difficulty? Again, faculty members and directors disagree, but the 
range of disagreement is less than on questions of project quality. 
Fifty-seven percent of faculty and 67% of directors, as shown in Table 
V below, judge that all or most students are capable of carrying out 
the project without undue difficulty. We note here, however, that 
one-third of the directors -- the group that gives the most positive 
estimates -- say that half or more of their students have difficulty 
carrying out the project; and 44% of faculty members have this view. 
There are some variations by program type. Faculty members in 
institutions that have extension programs are somewhat more likely to 
rate student· capacity to carry out the project higher, though directors 
associated with such programs rate them lower on this item than do 
directors of other kinds of programs. Most directors and faculty 
members associated with independent/specialized programs are likely to 
give students in these programs markedly higher ratings in their 
capacities to carry out the project than do directors and faculty 
members associated with "unique content" or "extended M.Div. 11 programs. 
(This is one of the few features of independent/specialized programs 
that is very positively evaluated.) Mainline directors and faculty 
members give higher ratings. Again, directors and faculty members in 
the smallest programs and the largest give somewhat higher ratings, 
though for faculty members especially the differences among size 
categories are not great. 

TABLE V Faculty and Director Perceptions of the Percentage of 
students capable of carrying out D.Min. Project Without 
Difficulty 

All Most Half some Few None 
Faculty 2% 54% 26% 14% 4% 
Directors 3 64 25 6 2 l 
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Graduates themselves generally feel well prepared to undertake the 
project or thesis. Forty-nine percent (see Graduates IV, U) say that 
their preparation for this purpose was excellent, and another 42% rate 
it good, In a pattern resembling some of the directors' and faculty 
members 1 judgments, students in independent/specialized programs were 
more likely to report themselves well prepared than students in the 
11extended M,Div. 11 programs (students in the small number of "unique 
content11 programs rate themselves almost as well prepared as do the 
students in independent/specialized programs). students in local/re
gional programs are most likely to rate themselves well prepared, which 
parallels the director 1s view but contradicts the pattern among faculty 
members, where the highest ratings are usually given by those 
associated with extension programs. Relationships between level of 
self-reported preparation for the project or thesis and other factors 
are not strong. There is ng significant relationship between seminary 
grade point average, for instance, and reported quality of preparation 
to undertake the thesis or project. 

The thesis is, undeniably, the most taxing phase of most D.Min. 
programs. As explored more fully below in section II, B, 3. q, Pro
gress Toward the Degree, directors estimate (see Directors III, 7) that 
at least 10% of those whose proposals have been accepted will not 
complete the thesis; and that of all students who drop out of or fail 
to finish D.Min. programs, more than one- third (see Directors III, 6) 
will leave the program after the project proposal has been approved but 
before a project has been completed. 

In the majority of institutions (see Directors II, 24), final 
approval of the completed thesis project is given by a project commit
tee, consisting of two or more readers. In an additional 20% of the 
programs, the D,Min. committee makes the final judgment about the 
adequacy of the thesis. In six institutions, only the single faculty 
advisor judges. In a few institutions, there are a variety of prac
tices: In one the whole faculty reads all theses, in another the 
academic affairs committee of the faculty does this; and in another 
members of the colleague group and congregational site team join in 
making the judgment. Nearly three-quarters of institutions require 
oral defense of the thesis or project report (see Directors II, 25). 
In a few institutions, the defense is less important than a comprehen
sive examination that follows the review of the project and focuses on 
all features of the student's work in the program. 

Directors report (II, 26} that about one-quarter of all completed 
projects and theses were returned for more than minor revisions after 
they had been submitted for approval. There is little evidence, 
however, that any substantial number of completed projects failed to 
gain approval eventually. 

Of what value is the major project or thesis from the student's 
perspective? The majority (56%; see Graduates IV, W) say that the 
project or thesis was very valuable, but not the most valuable feature 
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of their D.Min. program. Thirty-seven percent name it the most valu
able feature. Graduates of programs in mainline seminaries are very 
slightly more likely to make this claim. Though directors and faculty 
members almost unanimously (see Table IV above) judge D.Min. projects 
highly relevant for ministry, students are somewhat less positive about 
the usefulness of the skills and abilities required to complete their 
projects in their continuing ministry: 57% say that these skills and 
abilities will be useful to a great extent, 38% say they will be useful 
to some extent, and 5% say they will be of little or no use. During 
our site visits, students talked to us about the great difficulty but 
also the considerable rewards of conducting and completing the project: 
Projects in one institution were variously described as "hard, but not 
w'lhappily hard, '1 "exhilarating, 11 and as yielding "a great sense of 
accomplishment." About another institution, the researcher wrote "the 
graduates expressed a great deal of pride of accomplishment over the 
completion of their projects, while admitting that it was an ordeal 
that led some to contemplate dropping out. Said one graduate, 
'designing, carrying out, and evaluating the project has provided me 
with a paradigm that I will use throughout my ministry.'" Some 
comments written to us by D.Min. graduates echo these themes: 

The Doctor of Ministry degree helped me to work out this thesis, 
and to bring it to my congregation as my chief 'thank offering' 
for a long parochial ministry. I am grateful for my 
year-in-residence at [the seminary). It is a highlight in my 
life. 

The discipline of completing the thesis was a lot of pain. But 
now I have joy in seeing I was able to complete it. To go back to 
the seminary and do serious study was a challenge and a joy. 

Writing the thesis and defending it was the most difficult, yet 
the most educational part of the D.Min. program. 

Yet a surprising number of connnents were proposals for the elim-
ination of the project or thesis: 

In all earnestness, the disappointment of needing to do my major 
project/thesis in scholarly format was a great time waster and 
exacted much undue pain with virtually no return. I would have 
benefitted far more from taking two to four more seminars and 
their accompanying practical projects of shorter duration. I felt 
the school had to keep up their image of 'religious scholarship,' 
and cared more about that than the success of my learning. 

The dissertation project was the most frustrating because of the 
time involved, lack of supervision, location of the seminary in 
relation to my parish and little connnunication between the faculty 
advisor and me .... I believe that a D.Min. study could best be 
served to enhance a person's ministry by eliminating the 
dissertation and in its place adding other theological study 
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courses .... Far too much time was spent in my case on the study, 
preparation, and writing of the dissertation. 

The D,Min. degree at [name of institution) was excellent except 
for the writing project. The reading, seminars and field super
vision were excellent. Trying to make the D.Min. academic re
search done like a Ph.D. is counterproductive. Instead of this 
approach to projects a standard set of projects should be selected 
as the only ones available. This would eliminate months of 
thrashing about in search of something both you and your super
visor like. 

Regarding the requirement of a major thesis/project in the context 
of my school in ministry, I do not see its paramount importance. 
I think an option should be given to the student when he/she 
becomes a doctoral candidate, based on his/her interest and 
skills. I see the options to be in one of three areas: 1) a major 
thesis/project, 2) a research dissertation, 3) extra courses in 
lieu of a major thesis/project or research dissertation. 

These and similar conunents suggest that for some the project did not 
prove to be worth the investment. The exact size of this group is hard 
to detennine, but we suspect it is less than the 5% or so who indicated 
that the skills and abilities used in preparing the project were of 
little continuing value in ministry. 

Discussion 

There is no consensus about the nature of the project that should 
conclude the Doctor of Ministry program. The problem is not so much 
disagreement about the nature of the project as great vagueness about 
What kind of research is appropriate for a program like the D.Min., 
what methods are germane, and what fonn of presentation should be 
required. Here are two descriptions, drawn from published program 
materials, that illustrate the lack of precision common to most such 
descriptions. 

Description one: 

The central element of the D.Min. program which gives it unity, 
thrust, and the major basis by which it is evaluated is the 
project. The project must be relevant to ministry, broad enough 
to be significant, and limited enough to be manageable. The 
student must show ability to research, analyze, acquire necessary 
knowledge and skills, apply appropriate theoretical structures 
from several disciplines, come to some conclusions and suggest a 
practical ministerial response appropriate to the project chosen. 
Finally, the student must be able to write up his/her research and 
results so that others may profit from the work and be able to 
describe and defend the work before the final evaluation 
committee. 
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Description two: 

There are several interlinked purposes for the dissertation 
project: 

A. To learn the skills of problem identification and conceptuali
zation and the logical steps necessary in planning and imple
menting a process designed to address the problem; 

B. To cultivate a high level of motivation and self-initiative, 
thus enhancing the capacity to initiate and conduct significant 
activities of inquiry; 

c. To acquire the values and skills of coherent, clear, logical 
and objective modes of thought and research, which are demanded 
for competency in ministry; 

o. To produce a high level of mastery in one.particular focused 
arena of the ministry; 

E. To gain facility in the art of written English composition and 
usage; 

F. To deliver, into the life of the church and its ministry, 
important, relevant and useful information, reflection and skill; 

G. To be able to bring together into a useful locus the processes 
of thought and analysis of several academic disciplines, including 
the theological. 

H. In swn, the purpose of the dissertation/project is to help you 
become an "expert" in some important phase of the church's 
ministry. 

The first description is so generic and broad that it is hard to 
discern what kinds of undertakings would be excluded. It is difficult 
even to pin down how the term "project" is being used. This is an 
ambiguity that afflicts many such descriptions: "Project" sometimes 
refers to an actual programmatic undertaking in ministry, an activity 
generated specifically for the educational purposes of the O.Min. 
Usually a plan for this project is required, as well as an evaluative 
and sometimes theologically reflective report on it. At other points 
the term 11project11 is used to include all these activities: Not only 
the planned act of ministry (the "project" in the other sense of the 
term), but also the processes of design, evaluation, theological 
reflection and written report. 1Ibe first description is equally vague 
in its use of other key terms: What kind of "research" is called for? 
What does it mean to "write up his/her research and results"? Is the 
"research" the experimental undertaking in ministry? Is it background 
reading prior to that undertaking? Is it analysis and conclusions 
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based upon the experimental act of ministry? Is an actual activity in 
ministry implied here at all by the phrase "practical ministerial 
response"? The first description is vague at all these points. It is 
also typical of many such descriptions. The tenns it collects -
relevant to ministcy, significant, research, appropriate theoretical 
structures from several disciplines -- are widely employed. The 
failure to define these terms and express with care the relationships 
is a common fault. 

The second description employs many of the same terms but with the 
addition of the adjectives typically invoked when descriptions of the 
D,Min. project are converted into standards or criteria for its 
successful accomplishment. Levels of motivation and "self-initiative 11 

are typically "high"; thought and research are to be "coherent, clear, 
logical, and objective"; and the information to be produced must be 
"relevant and useful." There is nothing wrong with these modifiers, of 
course, but there is a danger that their impressive overtones may drown 
out the great difficulty of using them as actual bench marks of 
accomplishment. 

Both descriptions contain the one motif common to virtually all 
project or thesis requirements: The project or thesis should have some 
link or relationship to the practice of ministry. As suggested above, 
this means in some cases that an activity in the ministry setting must 
be undertaken specifically for the purposes of the program. In other 
cases, the project consists of the analysis of ministerial activity, 
not necessarily an activity especially planned and organized as an 
element of the project. Here the project report may contain case 
studies of the student's own or other ministers' day-to-day activities 
in ministry. Or the project may have as its centerpiece a survey of 
ministerial practices in a wide variety of settings, or of opinion on 
some issue pertinent to ministerial practice. Elsewhere, relevance to 
ministry may be taken to mean that the topic chosen should be about 
ministry or have importance for ministers. In these cases, the 
"research" may involve the program experiment, cases or surveys; or it 
may be permissible to do only library research, as long as the topic or 
focus has significance for ministry or ministers. Some programs 
specify how "ministry" should come into play in the structuring of the 
project or thesis. Most descriptions, however, are unclear at this 
point though it is possible that some institutions have attained a 
clarity, as they help students prepare project proposals, that has not 
yet made its way into the published description. And among 
institutions, as far as we can see, there is little clear agreement 
beyond the broad statement that the D.Min. thesis or project should 
have something to do with ministry. 

What kind or kinds of research and/or "project" are appropriate 
for the culminating phase of a D.Min. program? Again, there is no 
apparent explicit or implicit agreement, and seemingly little clarity. 
Some descriptions of the project or thesis attempt to define the nature 
of it negatively, by stating that D.Min. research projects are 
different from those required for "academic" or 11 research" doctoral 

138 



Final Project 

degrees. This approach to the problem overlooks the fact that a great 
range of types of research may be permissible as Ph.D. or Th.D. dis
sertations. Some fields, institutions and programs require that the 
Ph.D. dissertation offer constructions, corrections or syntheses of 
11 theory11 (theory itself having different definitions in different 
fields); other fields, programs and institutions invite or permit a 
much wider range of forms of academic inquiry in the Ph.D. project, 
including even such "secondary" activities as annotation or translation 
of texts. some forms of research, such as program evaluation, are less 
likely than others to appear as academic doctoral dissertations, but 
even these may be admissable if the research design is carefully drawn 
and the implications for theory adequately explored. Thus, because the 
academic doctoral dissertation may take so many research forms, it is 
difficult to begin a definition of the D.Min. research project with the 
notion that it is fundamentally different from research for the Ph.D. 
or the Th.D. 

The mode or genre of research deemed appropriate in a particular 
D.Min. program is rarely stated. One document we found, a continuation 
of the second description quoted above, does distinguish among possible 
genres: 

1. A research/investigation, as in the social sciences; 

2. An academic research activity, such as an exegetical look at 
some portion of the Scripture, the history of the church in a 
region, or a study in systematic theology; 

3. Action/research on an activity of ministry, such as church 
administration, Christian education, or liturgy; 

4. A creative piece, such as a novel, play, or filmstrip. 

Unfortunately, the purpose of this listing is to invite the student to 
construct a dissertation/project which may be ruxl' of these! Other 
programs are not so specifically prolix. BUt often, by failing to 
specify what forms or types of research may be admissable, the effect 
is the same: To invite just about anything. In our perusal of D.Min. 
projects shelved in the libraries of the institutions we visited, and 
in our review of lists of projects provided to us from various sources, 
we found enormous variety of kinds of research within single programs. 
And the range across programs is even more varied. We have read highly 
abstract treatments of theological issues, which contain only passing 
references to ministry; detailed studies of very narrow historical 
topics; various types of investigations of ethical issues, including 
undocumented essays of opinion, and sophisticated, well-researched 
constructive studies; an array of social surveys, some designed and 
properly analyzed, but many conducted clumsily; numerous evaluative 
accounts of experiments in ministry (the evaluations were conducted in 
many different styles); and a number of other types, including some 
projects that seem to have DQ underlying method or approach. Some of 
the documents presented as projects or theses appeared in fact to be a 
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collection of papers from various earlier points in the D.Min. program. 
one was simply a bound volume of a year's worth of Sunday bulletins, 
with a few notes appended to each. others were curriculum materials 
for use in children 1 s or adult education; and not a few were intended 
as manuals, guides, advice or research instruments for other pastors 
who might encounter issues like the one that served as the focus of the 
writer's project. In short, the projects and theses we looked over or 
read about in program descriptions seemed to cover almost the entire 
range of possible forms of and approaches to ministry research. (It 
has been noted above but it should be reiterated here that this variety 
does not attach to all programs. Some have very clear, even rigid 
protocols for the project and accept no variations. Even in some of 
these cases, however, the criteria or guidelines are more in the nature 
of-a table of contents for the final report than a description of the 
kipd of research to be undertaken and the methods to be employed.) 

Amid this variety there is, if our somewhat haphazard project 
reading experience can be trusted, one form of research project that is 
JnOre common than the others. It entails the identification of an issue 
or problem, most often in the student's home ministry setting, the 
making of some plan of action to address the issue or solve the 
problem, reading of background materials that will in one way or 
another shed light on the problem, the formal evaluation of the ac
tivity planned, and a written report that describes the problem or the 
issue, the plan of action, the experience of implementing the plan, the 
results of the evaluation, and the student's reflection on a variety of 
matters, including the illuminative power and helpfulness of various 
theological and theoretical perspectives. 

In our site visits, in letters that have come to us and in written 
comments on our questionnaires, three issues about this "common form" 
of the thesis/project have been raised repeatedly. First, it is 
pointed out that many students are confused and some programs give 
mixed signals about the purpose of the planned ministry activity. The 
question arises whether the success of the project depends on the 
success of the activity, or whether -- rather -- the project will be 
judged on the quality of reflection on and learning from the activity, 
regardless of whether the activity works out well. Students for whom 
this matter is not settled are uncertain about where to invest their 
energies: In making the activity they plan "successful," or in evalu
ation and analysis of why the activity turned out as it did? Second, 
several program directors and faculty members expressed concern about 
the students' lack of skills in empirical research. In most cases, the 
competent evaluation of a planned ministry activity (and, even more, 
the surveys and other social research techniques sometimes employed in 
other forms of thesis/projects) demands such skills, which ministers 
rarely have and O.Min. programs rarely teach enough of. One academic 
dean wrote about this problem as follows: 

Frequently, Doctor of Ministry projects attempt to bridge theo
logical understandings and issues related to the Social Sciences. 
The normal understanding in higher education is that doctoral 
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level work is conducted from the base of the Master's degree. 
[But] there is no Master's level understanding in the area of 
social science to which they are relating. Bridging two fields at 
once is difficult enough but when that bridging is attempted 
without a firm foundation in one of the areas it does not seem to 
me possible to conduct a project of depth. 

Third, and most frequently noted, is the problem of integration of 
theological and theoretical perspectives, on the one hand, and the 
descriptive evaluation of the ministry project on the other. This 
problem was apparent to us as we read theses and project reports in 
seminary libraries: The segment of Biblical or theological reflection 
seems tacked on to the rest of the paper. All three issues suggest 
that the "common form" of the ministry project/thesis does not solve 
the question of the nature of the D.Min. final report, but rather 
raises it more sharply. 

It does not seem fair to lay the blame for any of these three 
persistent problems on the student writers, though many faculty members 
and program directors from whom we have collected comments almost 
automatically do so. It is true that some programs do spell out 
clearly the role and function of the ministry project, emphasizing that 
it is an educational undertaking finally to be judged on the quality of 
analysis and reflection it stimulates. In practice, however, it seems 
much more difficult for the student to make the separation between a 
project that 11works 11 and one that can be learned from. Especially 
because students are urged to identify a critical or significant area 
in the life of their congregation or other ministry setting, much more 
may be at stake from the student's perspective than from the school's. 
If experiments in ministry are, for educational purposes, to be 
designed to entail risks, the seminary may have to give the student 
additional assistance in designing such an experiment in ways that 
minimize the potential disruption to the congregation or the 
relationship between student/pastor and congregation. Many insti
tutions -- perhaps the majority, if one judges by written descriptions 
of the ministry project -- are not at all clear about the major cri
terion for judging the project: Is the judgment to be made on the basis 
of the cogency of the design and competence with which the project was 
conducted, or on the quality of the written report and the reflection 
it contains? What constitutes a demonstration of ministerial 
competence? A "successful" experiment or act of ministry, or an 
insightful analytical report? The question goes to the heart of the 
problem of the nature of the D.Min. degree. That the question lurks in 
so many programs is another sign of the continuing identity crisis of 
~ny D.Min. programs. 

The lack of adequate skills in empirical research to analyze or 
evaluate the ministry experiment or activity is apparently an endemic 
problem. There have been various responses to the problem -- the 
development of the workshops and seminars described above, for in
stance, and the recent appearance of a manual, the Handbook for poctor 
of Ministry Projects (Richard E. Davies, university Press of America, 
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1984). A rapid review of this volume leads us to conclude that it is 
clearly written but spotty in its coverage of topics. It is hard to 
imagine that the Handbook alone could supply a student untutored in 
social research or statistics with sufficient information and tech
niques to design and complete an empirical research project.) Seminary 
faculties by no means automatically include one or more persons 
competent to teach the skills of empirical research. EVen if they do 
include such persons, whoever teaches in this area may not have time to 
deal on an individual basis with each student constructing a D.Min. 
project. Also problematic is the amount of time a D.Min. program --
the equivalent of one full academic year -- can afford to devote to 
social research perspectives and techniques. Most D.Min. students have 
had no orientation to social research in seminary. Yet such an 
orientation, plus skills in research design and quantitative analysis, 
and the necessary critical dimension -- what kinds of information such 
research does and does not yield -- takes time to teach. Most programs 
do not make allowance for this. Research workshops and seminars are 
usually quite short. Resident here, we think, is another basic issue 
of the D.Min. degree. There seems, at least at the project phase, a 
modicum of agreement that the project, reflecting the demands of 
advanced competent ministerial practice, requires skills of social and 
organizational analysis along with others. M.Div. education does not 
teach or even build the basis for teaching these skills, Seminary 
faculties do not routinely include a person who brings social research 
competence. How can the emphasis of a number of D.Min. programs on the 
need for empirical skills and the difficulties seminaries have in 
providing these skills be reconciled? 

The problem with the loose relationship between theological re
flection and the rest of the project also points to a basic issue. 
Program descriptions as well as many directors and faculty members who 
spoke to us in person are imprecise about the respective roles of 
theology, theory, and program or case analysis. The fuzziness of the 
relationships among these terms is suggested by such phrases as these 
from the ATS standards : " ... a project ... which addresses both the 
theory and practice of ministry" 1 "· .. ability to reflect depth of 
theological insight in its relation to ministry." Most students, we 
think, need models or guidelines for practical theological reflection. 
Student writers' skills as theological reflecters on practice will only 
improve when those responsible for the design of o.Min. programs have 
better conceived how theological reflection is related to practice and 
provided some examples of how, specifically, to forge the relationship. 
We liked, for instance, the description provided in an interview by one 
faculty member of the kinds of theological competence he hopes that 
student projects will demonstrate. He looks, he says, for a 
"constructive component, which includes the ability to derive new 
visions and pictures of various aspects of the Christian faith from 
one's practice and experience; and the ability to imagine and construct 
new pictures of aspects of the Christian faith that open up one's 
experience." He also hopes that projects will give evidence of 11a 
critical component, which includes the ability to ask on the basis of 
experience and practice whether this doctrine is meaningful; and the 
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ability to ask if this practice is appropriate in light of Christian 
doctrine." Few written descriptions of the theological segment or 
component of the project were as specific as these comments. This kind 
of specificity would, we believe, be of great assistance to students 
preparing the 11theological 11 portion of their project thesis. 

It does not seem appropriate to make a singular recommendation 
about what should be the nature of the D.Min. thesis or project. As 
already noted, finally a decision in this matter depends on other 
decisions about the purpose of the degree and the pedagogical means 
deemed appropriate for it. It does seem appropriate, however, in the 
present situation of unclarity about the project, to list some ques
tions that are currently wrresolved that should be addressed by any 
more coherent definition. For instance, it must be determined what is 
the project's·primary purpose. Is it chiefly an occasion for the 
demonstration of student competence or accomplishment? Or must it also 
make a usable contribution to knowledge about ministry? The latter 
implies a fairly high conceptual, bibliographic, technical and literary 
standard. Some research (for instance, many student papers in courses) 
is not sharable research. Implicit here is, yet again, a basic 
question about the D.Min. degree: Is it a symbol of the student's 
personal progress or of the attaining of some widely agreed upon 
standard? Another critical question, or set of questions, has to do 
with the functions of 11 theory11 and 11 theology, 11 two terms frequently 
tossed around in discussions of the project/thesis but rarely precisely 
defined. How should the project relate to theories from the secular 
and theological disciplines? Is it enough for the project to be 
cognizant of those that bear upon the problem on which the project 
focuses? Should a D.Min. project test some theoretical construct that 
explains individual or social behavior? Is the D.Min. project/thesis 
best conceived, in other words, as some form of "basic" research that 
builds or corrects theory, or as a version of "policy" research that 
answers a pressing question, using theory to illuminate its findings 
but not necessarily commenting critically upon the theory employed? 
Likewise, the protocols for the D.Min. thesis/project should specify 
what it means for the project to be theologically engaged and relevant. 
Should the theological traditions be mined for perspectives or 
commentary on the problem the student has chosen? Is theological 
construction required of the student? Finally, the matter of the 
relationship of the project to ministry must be clarified, A number of 
the problems in specifying this relationship are outlined above. A 
definition of the project that is clear at these points -- basic 
purpose, role of theory and theology, and relation to ministry --
would, we believe, produce much more satisfactory products than are now 
in hand. 

In addition to the basic issues about the definition of the D.Min. 
thesis/project, issues related to questions about the nature and 
identity of the degree itself, several other problems and questions 
emerge from the data we collected. Most pressing and obvious is the 
fact that there is a substantial body of opinion that judges many 
projects and theses to be of mediocre or poor quality. Even the most 
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consistent supporters and favorable judges of D.Min. programs, the 
program directors, acknowledge that project quality is a problem. 
Almost half the faculty we surveyed and at least that proportion of 
those we interviewed think that most projects and theses are no better 
than ''fair." our own judgments are similar. our experience in the 
various institutions we visited was remarkably uniform. Almost every 
D.Min. director can point to several recent projects of outstanding 
quality, usually including one or more that has been published in book 
form. We read some of these projects and skimmed others, and we agree 
that they contain work of extraordinarily high quality. A random 
approach to perusing theses and projects, however, yields depressing 
results. During each campus visit we spent several hours in the 
library, looking at an assortment of theses and projects. Most of 
those we happened upon were of fair or poor quality. Generally, we 
foW1d deficiencies in writing, including major errors of syntax, usage, 
spelling and form. In some cases, it appeared that no one had 
copyread the final draft (this varied more from institution to insti
tution than from project to project). Many projects seemed to us 
muddled or confused in conception. And, as noted above, the range of 
things acceptable as a project or thesis was extraordinarily broad. 

The poor quality of so many projects and theses raises a question 
about the desirability of the shorter "thesis article" recently insti
tuted in several programs. Will these shorter accounts be better? 
Should-the occasional but persistent student/graduate complaint that 
the dissertation-style·project report is an inappropriate obstacle to 
the O.Min. degree be seriously considered? There are obviously argu
ments on both sides. On the one hand, to require a report of several 
hundred pages simply to maintain the project as a hurdle of substantial 
difficulty makes no sense. On the other, it is possible that the poor 
conception of a project or the failure to conduct background research 
or subsequent analysis at sufficient depth may be obscured by the 
"thesis article" as short as 40 pages. our inclination is to suggest 
that such short final reports should not be admissable W1less 
accompanied by additional papers that record other dimensions of the 
project, such as background research. But finally, it seems to us 
premature to talk about the length or form of the project report When 
basic issues about the project are unresolyed. 

Library access and advisement of the project phase are continuing 
problems for some programs. However the project/thesis is currently or 
eventually defined in a particular institution, access to an adequate 
research library seems to us a necessity. Extension and campus-based 
intensive programs that provide a total of only a few days direct 
access to such a library (unless the student can find a substitute for 
the seminary library close to home) should examine whether the 
bibliographic needs of students are really being adequately met. As 
noted in section II. B. 3. f, Reading Materials and Library Resources, 
programs of all types must also examine their holdings in the area of 
ministry studies, which is the area most pertinent to most D.Min. pro
jects. Provisions for library access will mean very little W1less 
holdings are adequate in the relevant areas. currently the standards 
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are, as noted before, almost silent on matters of library holdings and 
access. In the interest of more competent project/theses, the 
Standards must be strengthened at these points in the ways earlier 
proposed. 

The standards should also address persistent issues having to do 
with project advisement. The continuing practice in a few schools of 
using as chief project advisor persons who are not members of the core 
faculty should, we believe, be discontinued. If the project is in
tended as a demonstration that the student has achieved the necessary 
competence for the degree, the undertaking should be both guided and 
judged by those who have considerable experience of the norms and 
standards that institution has adopted. In unusual cases, no meniber of 
the core faculty may have the expertise necessary to guide a particular 
project. In these cases, a special, temporary appointment may be 
appropriate, though we would question the practice of regularly 
granting degrees in fields or topical areas that are not represented on 
an institution's core faculty roster. Further, it should be recognized 
that problems persist even in many institutions that use core faculty 
members for project advisement. our data suggest that problems are 
especially prevalent in campus-based intensive programs whose students 
live at a great distance from the campus. (Theoretically, extension 
programs should have many of the same problems, but our data do not 
regularly show a relationship between thesis-related problems and 
extension programs.) Poor communication between advisor and advisee is 
sometimes reported, and the tendency of some students to fall seriously 
behind schedule during the project is evident. The Standards should 
require programs to develop effective advisement systems, especially at 
the project phase, and to demonstrate that these systems do in fact 
work to the satisfaction of both faculty members and students who are 
preparing projects. 

Finally, attention must be paid to the way the thesis/project, 
from the point of proposal preparation to completion, serves as a 
"bottleneck," a point of great difficulty in many students' progress 
through their programs. we do not think that the project/thesis should 
be made "easier." If anything, standards should be raised with respect 
to the quality of the final product. We do, however, think that it is 
incumbent on the schools to offer adequate preparation to undertake the 
project. Programs that are relatively casual in their evaluation of 
course work and that include no serious mid-point assessment or quali
fying trials and that then spring upon the student a set of standards 
that have not been in play in the student's program to that point are 
operating unfairly. The rigor of the project should be evident in 
degree requirements from the first, and students beginning the D.Min. 
should be clearly warned about the special demands on time and energy 
that the project will entail. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and structures 

n. Teaching Arrangements 

Findings 

From the inception of O.Min. programs there has been debate about 
the extent to which the O.Min. should draw upon an institution's core 
faculty as teachers, whether such faculty members' involvement should 
be part of their regular assignment, and how much use of adjunct 
faculty members is necessary and desirable. The standards in force for 
much of the life of the O.Min. clearly anticipate the need for adjunct 
faculty: 

Schools offering the o.Min shall have available instructional 
personnel in such nUinbers and with such varied competencies as are 
required to staff the program. Where such competencies are not 
available in the regular faculty, it is expected that adjunct 
faculty shall be utilized. Whenever adjunct faculty and/or 
supervisors of individual students are engaged, they shall be 
provided such training as is appropriate to orient them fully to 
the purposes and expectations of the O.Min. program, and their 
role should be perfonned in an integrated manner with residential 
faculty. [BUlletin 35, Part 3, 1982, page 34. The Revised 1984 
StandarQs contain an almost identical provision.] 

Despite this provision, in most programs core faculty are heavily 
involved in O.Min. teaching and/or advising (about twice as many advise 
students regularly or read theses as teach D.Min. student regularly in 
courses) and most teaching of O.Min. students is carried out by core 
faculty. Directors report that, on average, BO% of their institution's 
core faculty teach and/or advise students in the D.Min. program (see 
Directors X, 11 "core faculty11 on the questionnaire was defined as 
"persons with full faculty status [usually but not always full-time and 
appointed for more than one year], eligible to teach several or all of 
the school's academic programs"). Further, 82% of all courses offered 
to D.Min. students are taught by core faculty. Thirty-nine of 67 
institutions report that, on average, 16% of their courses are taught 
by adjunct faculty from other seminaries or universities; and 25 
institutions (of 67) report that 18% of their courses are taught by 
adjunct faculty whose primary profession is not teaching (see Directors 
x, 2). Though there is wide variation in the practice of different 
programs (some institutions use as little as 20% of their core faculty 
in D.Min. teaching and advising, while a number involve the whole 
faculty; and the percentage of courses taught by core faculty ranges 
very widely as well. overall the involvement of core faculty in D.Min. 
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activities is high, and D.Min. teaching and advising are carried out 
for the most part by core faculty. 

There is considerable variety in the structural arrangements for 
core faculty involvement. In half the programs, course teaching of 
D.Min. students is part of the faculty member's regular load. In 
institutions that do not offer separate courses for D.Min. students, 
this would naturally be the case; but a number of institutions that do 
offer separate D.Min. courses also count the teaching of these courses 
as part of regular load. one fifth of all programs provide extra 
compensation for teaching courses in the D,Min. program. The remaining 
one quarter of the programs count some D.Min. teaching as part of 
regular load and some as additional work for which extra compensation 
is paid. Some institutions pay for teaching D.Min. courses during the 
summer but not for those courses taught during academic tenn; others 
offer compensation for courses taught off-campus but not for those 
offered on site. The advising of D.Min. students is more likely than 
course teaching to be part of a core faculty member's regular 
assignment. In 70% of all programs, this is the case (see Directors X, 
3) . 

Those institutions that do offer compensation to core faculty pay, 
on average, $1300 per course. (As noted elsewhere, the average course 
entails 40 contact hours, most often in the form of a ten-day 
intensive.) The relatively small number of institutions that pay core 
faculty for project advisement offer, on average, $320 to chief 
advisers or first readers; the even smaller number (ten institutions) 
that pay core faculty to be second readers offer an average of $75 for 
this task. Though the range in amounts institutions pay is 
considerable (from $200 to $3200 for a course, and from $100 to $1200 
to an advisor or first reader), the average amounts paid are quite 
small -- less, we suspect, than many of these institutions would pay 
the instructor of a non-credit, two-week continuing education workshop. 
It may be that, in those institutions that continue to pay faculty for 
D.Min. teaching, the payments are by now more symbolic than 
substantial, vestiges of a time when D.Min. programs were novel 
experiments demanding great investments of energy and ingenuity. The 
low payments may, in other words, be a sign that even in institutions 
that make special arrangements with core faculty members for D.Min. 
teaching, such assignments are moving toward inclusion in 11 regular 
load." 

About three-quarters of all programs make some use of adjunct 
faculty (see Directors X, 6a-e). In most cases, appointment procedures 
are relatively infonnal. In about one-third of all cases, adjuncts are 
appointed by the D.Min. director; and in almost an equal number of 
cases, the D.Min. committee gives final approval. In about one quarter 
of the programs, the academic dean approves the appointment of 
adjuncts. In only ten percent of the programs does the faculty or an 
appointments committee of the faculty approve adjunct appointments. 
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Most adjunct faculty appear to have backgrounds and formal 
credentials conunensurate with the demands of teaching in an advanced 
professional program. Directors estimate that about BO% hold the 
academic doctorate and the remainder the D.Min. degree. Nearly 90%, by 
the directors' estimate, have had experience in the practice of 
ministry, and 80% have had prior teachirig experience in a seminary or 
university. In most cases, orientation of adjunct faculty is extremely 
limited. Only 15 of the approximately 50 programs that make use of 
adjunct faculty offer an orientation to the o.Min. program on campus 
for adjuncts. TWO-thirds of these orientation sessions are only a 
single day; none is longer than three days. several institutions note 
that they use adjuncts primarily as members of teams that include core 
faculty. In these cases, orientation occurs in the course of planning 
the team's work. In a few other cases, directors write that they meet 
individually with adjunct faculty members to orient them to the 
program. 

Nor is regular evaluation of the teaching of adjunct faculty 
members the norm. About half of 30 institutions reporting rely for 
this purpose on written student evaluations. A small number arrange 
for the regular observation of courses taught by adjunct faculty. BUt 
nearly half those responding say that most typically they rely on 
informal, oral evaluation from students or conduct no evaluations at 
all. 

Fees paid to adjunct faculty members are relatively low. 
Thirty-eight institutions reported paying fees for course teaching. 
Among them the average was about $1200, a little more than $100 less 
than the average for core faculty who are paid to teach O.Min. courses. 
The average fee for adjunct faculty acting as project advisor or first 
reader was, however, higher: almost $450, compared with $320 for core 
faculty performing the same function. The fee for second readers, 
about $110, was also higher than the fee for core faculty performing 
equivalent service. (Again, there was considerable range, from $400 to 
$2500 for course teaching and from $50 to $1200 for an advisor.) 

The trend overall in D.Min. programs has been toward the more 
extensive use of core faculty and less heavy use of adjunct faculty 
(see Directors X, 7). over one quarter of programs have tended to use 
core faculty more heavily, but only 7% percent have made heavier use of 
adjunct faculty. Though the direction of these trends is, for the most 
part, the same for all program types, there are significant differences 
in degree. Local/regional programs are, as shown in Table I, much more 
likely to have made more extensive use of core faculty in recent years; 
extension programs are much more likely than those of the other two 
types to have increased their use of adjunct faculty. The table also 
shows DQ extension programs functioned without some adjunct faculty. 

The faculty members who completed our questionnaire are not, 
because of sampling methods we selected a random sample of all faculty 
teaching in D.Min.-granting schools. Nonetheless they incorporate much 
of the diversity in faculty backgrounds and modes and levels of 
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involvement. For instance, 11% percent of those returning our ques
tionnaire are adjunct faculty. Directors report that 20% of courses 
taught too.Min. students are offered by adjunct faculty, but since our 
group intentionally included some core faculty involved only in D.Min. 
advising or governance, and some not involved in D.Min. program 

TABLE I Trends in Use of Adjuncts by Program Format Type 

Campus-Based 
IDcalLBegional Intensive Extension 

Trend 

More core, fewer adjunct 
teachers/advisors 39% 15% 20% 

Ratio had remained the 
same 33 61 60 

More adjuncts, fewer core 
teachers/advisors 6 8 20 

No adjunct teachers/ 
advisors 22 11 0 

Program new, 
no evidence 0 4 0 

in any way, our respondents are probably a fair representation of 
faculty who have some influence on D.Min. programs, whether through 
direct or indirect involvement. 

Of those who returned our questionnaire, 58% hold the rank of 
professor and an additional 23% the rank of associate professor; 66% of 
the respondents are tenured, and an additional 19% are tenure-eligible 
(see Faculty VI, 1 and 2). The group is, in other words, a relatively 
senior one. In the year of this suxvey, according to the ATS Fact Book 
(1983-84) 51% of all full-time faculty in accredited seminaries held 
the rank of professor,compared with 58% of our respondents. Fifty-six 
percent of our respondents teach in the so-called classical areas: 
theology, philosophy of religion, Biblical studies, history and ethics. 
Of those who teach in so-called practical areas, one-third teach in the 
area of pastoral care and counseling. Three-quarters hold the Ph.D. or 
Th.D. degree; an additional six percent the S.T.D. or Ed,D.; and eight 
percent hold the D.Min. as the highest degree earned. Ten percent do 
not hold a doctoral degree. Almost three quarters (72%) have at one 
time served full-time in the parish, and an identical percentage have 
served part-time in a parish (see Faculty VI, 4, 5 and 6). 
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Most have been involved in their institution's D.Min. program in 
one or more ways (see Faculty VI, 7). Almost all have acted as advisor 
for major D.Min. projects or theses. And an even higher percentage 
have read and evaluated such projects or theses at least occasionally. 
one-quarter regularly teach courses primarily or exclusively for D.Min. 
students, and another 30% occasionally do so; one third regularly teach 
courses that include D.Min students, and an additional 25% occasionally 
do so. Almost three-quarters regularly or occasionally advise students 
as they initially plan their programs. In addition, two-thirds (see 
Faculty VI, 8) have served as member or chair of the cororoittee that 
oversees the D.Min. program in their institution. A majority (68%; see 
Faculty VI, 9) say they lmow "a great deal, 11 about their institution's 
o.Min. program. Twenty six percent say they know something about the 
program, and only 7% percent say they know little or nothing. 

The variety and extent of faculty involvement in D.Min. teaching, 
governance and oversight varies to some extent by program type. 
Institutions that have programs built on the local/regional model 
involve a significantly higher percentage of their faculty in D.Min. 
activities than do campus-based intensive programs or extension 
programs. This association makes sense: intensive programs and 
extension programs usually require faculty to be available to D.Min. 
stu.dents at times or in places other than those in which they perfonn 
the rest of their teaching, advising and cororoittee work. It is usually 
feasible financially to involve only a portion of the total faculty in 
campus-based intensive and extension programs. Faculty who teach in 
practical field areas are also likely to be more heavily involved, and 
in a greater variety of activities, than those who teach so-called 
classical subject matter. Institutions that offer a broad range of 
options for earning D.Min. credit (rather than restricting 
credit-bearing activities to a few required courses or a limited menu 
of courses) in so doing involve faculty members more extensively in a 
great variety of D.Min.-related activities. Faculty involvement is 
also more extensive in mainline seminaries that offer the o.Min. 
degree, a finding explained by the fact that local/regional programs 
and broad option programs are more likely to be found in mainline 
institutions. 

Generally faculty members are satisfied with their level of 
involvement in D.Min. programs (see Faculty I, 6 and 7; and Directors 
X, 5). Seventy-two percent would like to sustain their current level 
of involvement with the D.Min.; 17% would be willing to have greater 
involvement and 11% want less. Directors' estimates of faculty 
preferences came close to this: 63% satisfied, 21% wanting more and 17% 
less. Faculty guesses about other faculty members' preferences are 
more conservative: 54% satisfied, 18% wanting more; 29% less. 

Students• and graduates' ratings of the quality of teaching are 
high, especially for "full-time faculty from the seminary. 11 Seventy 
one percent of graduates and almost as many students ( see Students and 
Graduates IV, G) rate teaching by seminary faculty 11excellent. 11 Half 
of each group rates adjunct faculty 11excellent11 and about 40% rate 
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adjunct faculty "good." Graduates of small programs and of programs in 
mainline institutions are very slightly more likely to judge the 
teaching of full-time seminary faculty as excellent; by the same small 
margin, current students in evangelical seminaries rate the teaching of 
seminary faculty more highly. There are no significant differences at 
all in the ratings of the teaching of adjunct faculty. The 
differential in the evaluation of the teaching of full-time seminary 
faculty and adjunct faculty is, however, worth noting. Especially 
because adjunct faculty are frequently engaged to teach ministry 
related topics that seminary faculty may not be competent to teach, and 
because practical subject matter is generally very popular with D.Min. 
students, it seems to us notable that evaluation of the teaching of 
adjunct faculty is, nonetheless, markedly lower. 

Discussion 

Several issues having to do with arrangements for D.Min. teaching 
are raised in comments written by students and graduates, in accounts 
of our case study visits, and in self-studies and other in other 
program materials shared with us. 

Notable in the comments from students and our interviews with them 
during site visits is the paucity of comments about teachers and 
teaching. Several students wrote to us testimonials to a particular 
influential faculty member who molded their program and made the whole 
experience worthwhile. A smaller number -- a mere handful -- wrote 
bitterly of low quality teaching or of being patronized by seminary 
faculty. In general, however, neither in the comments nor during our 
visits were remarks about particular faculty members notable. D.Min. 
students and graduates seem to view and judge the faculty in their 
programs as a class. This may be due to the great variety built into 
most programs and the short duration of all programs: rarely will a 
D.Min student have the opportunity for sustained study with a single 
faculty member. But the overall evaluation of the quality of teaching 
is impressive. Here is an account by one of our researchers of an 
interview with current students in one program: 

student ratings of the teaching are excellent. Most of these are 
references to the teaching of [the institution's] regular faculty 
members, who teach 80% of all D.Min. courses. Students note the 
faculty member's interest in us as persons and as children of God. 
The church is the important thing to them. The grades they have 
to give are tertiary. Faculty are characterized as genuinely 
concerned and willing to push hard so that students learn. One 
student noted that regular faculty come to the D.Min. courses with 
a listening ear to what is happening in the churches. Sometimes 
they seem to be a little apprehensive, a little anxious about 
working with those of us who are on the 'firing line.• Another 
student notes that faculty members are almost invariably prepared 
for courses and rarely accept 'mickey mouse• in student work. 
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There were also references to the faculty members' supportiveness 
and integrity. 

General evaluation such as these and the lack of any substantial 
nUillber of negative comments about teaching suggests to us that the 
quality of teaching and advisement in D.Min. programs is high. 

our discovery of the high level of satisfaction with D.Min. 
teaching, especially by full-tbne seminary faculty, was a mild 
surprise. We had been led to expect by some critics of the D.Min. 
degree that the practitioners in ministry who are D.Min. students and 
graduates would find seminary faculty lacking in several respects, 
particularly in their abilities to teach professionals and to relate 
their subject matter to the ministry setting. As just noted, there is 
very little evidence to suggest that D.Min. students and graduates 
harbor these views. We were even more surprised to discover the 
attitudes of most seminary faculty toward D.Min. teaching. When our 
study was first announced, we were engaged in several casual 
conversations and addressed by letter by faculty members, or those who 
purported to know the faculty view. Those who sought us out were 
disgruntled with the D.Min. program in which they taught, or claimed to 
know faculty members who were discontented. We expected to find that 
many faculty members participate in D.min. programs only grudgingly, 
viewing the programs as (in the words of one faculty member) "an 
administrative concoction" necessary to balance the school's budget or 
improve its public relations. The overall picture suggested by our 
data is dramatically more positive. Not only are most seminary faculty 
members supporters of the general concept of the o.Min. degree, but a 
larger percentage, as shown above, would like to be more involved with 
the degree than would like to be less involved; and the great majority 
are content with their level of involvement. Evidence from our site 
visits suggests that the level of faculty enthusiasm for o.Min teaching 
and advising is quite high. At one institution we visited, many 
faculty said that they like teaching in the O.Min. better than in the 
M.Div. program. "It's fun," said one faculty member in this seminary, 
"and it sure beats being on committees." The director of another 
program, one that pays an additional stipend for O.Min. teaching, says 
that the extra compensation is not the major motive for faculty 
participation: "They do it because they like it. The pay-off is in 
the immediate effect on the churches." The president of this 
institution adds that faculty members participate because O.Min. 
teaching affords "a quick, regular return on investment, providing more 
motivation for the teacher." 

We did uncover some negative faculty opinion as well. One faculty 
member told us that there is in his institution a small but solid block 
of faculty opinion that views o.Min. teaching as "a frustrating 
experience. One can affirm the theory of the program, uniting theory 
and practice, but few of the students can do that. It takes someone 
with a good background, a thinker and well-read." Another, noting his 
institution's propensity to develop numerous new programs, complained 
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that faculty work in the O.Min. program goes unrewarded in the 
promotion system. It must be stressed, however, that in all the data 
we gathered such opinions are very much in the minority. The general 
faculty view of o.Min. teaching and advising is highly positive and the 
general faculty experience in these activities is reported by faculty 
members themselves to have been excellent. 

Programs that demand off-campus teaching present special problems. 
one institution we studied succeeded in deploying its core faculty to 
teach field-based courses, most of which had in an earlier period been 
taught by adjunct faculty. Encouraged by how smoothly this transition 
was accomplished (a requirement was instituted for each core faculty 
member to devote a certain portion of teaching load to the D.Min. 
program), the institution proceeded to replace most non-faculty project 
advisors with core faculty members. That second major shift, in the 
view of several faculty, caused what one characterizes as 11a serious 
crunch." It is evident in that institution that the time and attention 
of faculty members can be stretched only so far to include teaching and 
advisement responsibilities off-campus. In another program, our 
researcher noted, 

... though the course professors teach in the cluster is the same 
course they would teach in the school as far as general content, 
reading and written assignments are concerned, and though it is 
equal in total contact teaching hours, it is almost certainly more 
exhausting to teach in the clusters. Professors not only have to 
travel to the site and stay a couple of nights, but they have to 
be "on" morning, noon, afternoon and night for the three days they 
are there. If they are not teaching, they are using coffee 
breaks, lunch and dinner times, all too often, not to relax but to 
counsel and advise students. But although professors "come back 
worn out, it is exciting, 11 and most who teach in the clusters 
enjoy it, as long as they are not asked too often. 

Yet another institution reports that "the use of faculty in satellite 
programs makes it increasingly problematic to maintain the luxury of 
[three-week intensive courses on our home campus]. For the satellite 
programs, therefore, we have condensed the 30 class hours into a 
one-week period per course. We have built in the safeguards of 
pre-class reading expectations and post-class application 
assignments .... our question: is the one-week condensation 
pedagogically effective? 11 

One solution that is evidently not under consideration by programs 
currently facing strains like these caused by satellite and extension 
arrangements is the increased use of adjuncts. It is increasingly 
evident that, despite the language in the Standards that encourages the 
use of adjuncts to augment core faculty strength and to repair 
weaknesses, the schools themselves view the extensive use of adjuncts 
as a threat to the integrity of the D.Min. degree and to its 
reputation. Program publicity and announcements contain some 
statements which sound almost defensive, for example: 11To preserve the 
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integrity of its D.Min. program and to give substance to [this 
institution's] role as the degree-granting institution, D.Min. course 
work is never fanned out nor operated beyond the careful supervision of 
[this institution]. Each semester, assigned members of the Seminary 
Faculty go to the Satellite station to teach.u Some faculty members at 
institutions we visited that have extension or satellite arrangements 
express their views vehemently: 

We just don't believe the School has the right to offer the D.Min. 
degree if it is not taught by people who are not part of the 
School. The faculty have said they would flatly not offer the 
degree unless it is taught by core faculty. This makes the 
faculty have to work a lot harder, but there is a doggedness about 
the faculty that I admire. If~ teach in the clusters, then we 
know they can guarantee what they have taught -- which they could 
not do if they had fanned off the teaching to someone who does not 
know what the story is on campus. 

Strong opinions about the use of adjunct faculty for course 
teaching and advisement are much less often expressed with respect to 
programs conducted entirely on campus. This may be because it is 
judged that adjunct faculty who teach on campus will more readily learn 
and adopt the institution's standards and perspectives. or the 
negligible number of comments may simply reflect the fact that use of 
adjuncts in campus-based programs is declining. In any case, it seems 
to us that provisions for the orientation and evaluation of adjunct 
faculty melrlbers in all types of programs are inadequate. As Joseph 
O'Neill points out in the article cited earlier, public distrust of 
extension, satellite and continuing education programs can be traced 
to, among other factors, the extensive use of adjunct faculty who have 
not been 11socialized11 to adopt the institution's norms and standards 
and who, because continued employed may depend on their popularity with 
students, may have little motivation to enforce standards strictly. As 
noted above, O'Neill believes that in the American degree system, where 
certification for degrees depends entirely on course credits 
accumulated and thus ultimately on the judgment of the grade-giving 
faculty member, the background, credentials and on-going relationship 
to the institution of the individual faculty member becomes the 
critical ingredient in public trust in the integrity of a particular 
degree program. The inadequate orientation and evaluation of adjunct 
faculty thus compromises the integrity of degrees, particularly those 
programs are conducted off-campus. It seems to us that most seminaries 
have figured this out. In general, as a consequence, they have moved 
away from use of adjunct faculty. If the Standards are to reflect 
accurately the most responsible practice of the schools themselves, 
they should probably more explicitly require orientation for adjunct 
faculty, especially those who teach off-campus, and evaluative review 
of their work. our recommendation applies both to adjuncts who teach 
courses and to those who serve as project advisors, though the special 
problem posed by the use of adjuncts as project advisor are discussed 
fully in section m, Final Projects and Theses. 
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The continuing practice in many institutions of paying additional 
compensation for D.Min. teaching and advising by core faculty presents 
a quandary. On the one hand, as long as such arrangements continue, 
the D.Min. will in some institutions have the status of a special, 
optional project. Even where such arrangements do not reflect the 
institution's actual assessment of the importance of the D.Min., the 
practice of extra compensation to core faculty gives the program the 
appearance of a special activity, added on (observers suspect) for the 
purpose of financial gain or improved constituency relations. The 
continuing danger, in other words, is that the practice will serve as a 
signal to those within the institution and those outside it that the 
D.Min. program is a less-than-completely-serious undertaking. For 
these reasons, we are tempted to recommend that the practice of extra 
compensation for core faculty be prohibited in any program that has 
developed beyond an initial, experimental stage. 

Our inclination is complicated, however, by the fact of the 
unusual structure of many D.Min. programs and the special demands they 
place on institutions and their faculty. The regular faculty contract 
does not at present include, in most institutions, teaching during 
summers or teaching at sites distant from the campus. Further, 
increasingly faculty members expect to earn some additional income from 
summer and off-campus activities. It may be the case, in fact, that 
faculty salaries are predicated on the assumption that most faculty 
have and will take advantage of such outside opportunities. Given 
these circumstances, it becomes difficult, especially for those 
programs that incorporate off-campus and/or summer teaching, to require 
the participation of core faculty members as an element of their 
regular teaching load. Further, to do so would require an expansion of 
the number of core faculty in some institutions -- an expansion that 
would almost inevitably require a greater outlay of funds than the 
payment of relatively modest honoraria for extra work. Because of 
these complications, it does not seem feasible to reconnnend that all 
mature programs define D.Min teaching and advising as an element of 
regular faculty load and that they be prohibited from paying extra 
compensation to their own faculty for these activities. It does seem 
sensible to urge that whenever possible institutions move toward the 
definition of D.Min. teaching and advising as an element of regular 
faculty load. 
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II, B. 2. program Elements and structures 

o. Administration 

Findings 

There is great variety in the arrangements for administration of 
Doctor of Ministry programs. The majority of programs have a few 
administrative features in common. Most institutions designate a 
program director, and in the majority of cases (86%; see Directors x:v, 
B) the assignment is part-time, usually combined with other respon
sibilities in the institution. Almost all directors (95%) have faculty 
rank. Most programs also have one or more clerical employees 
specifically assigned to do D.Min. work. In about three-quarters of 
all programs, this clerical assignment is part-time. In most institu
tions (again about three-fourths; see Chief Executives II, 2) the 
program director reports to the institution's chief academic officer; 
in the remainder, the route for reporting is directly to the chief 
executive officer (20%) or, in a few cases, to a subordinate of the 
chief academic officer. Beyond these few points of commonality admin
istrative st:ructures are as diverse as programs themselves. About 
one-third of all programs involve cooperation with other seminaries 
(see Directors v, 1). In the more elaborate joint programs (Toronto, 
Minneapolis) a single director is jointly appointed by the partic
ipating schools. At other sites (for instance, Atlanta), each insti
tution provides its own director. 

Directors' assignments vary greatly in amount of time assigned to 
the D.Min. and in combinations with other responsibilities. As noted, 
nine programs (14%) have a full-time director, and five of the larger 
programs have one or more additional full-time professional adminis
trators assigned only too.Min. responsibilities. Among the part-time 
directors, the average amount of salaried time spent directing and 
teaching in D.Min. programs is 43% (see Directors X:V, 7), but the range 
is great from 10 to 80% Almost three quarters have general teaching 
responsibilities in the institution in addition to their D.Min. assign
ments; and slightly more than half have administrative responsibilities 
unconnected with the D.Min. program. A few institutions have no 
designated program director or assign that title to the dean or 
associate dean. A little more than one-third (38%; see Directors XV, 
Sc) of all directors receive additional compensation for directing the 
D.Min. program. 

In comparing the nwnber of full-time equivalent administrative 
staff to the enrollments of particular D,Min. programs, we found that, 
on average, the D.Min.-granting institution assigns one full-time 
professional staff person for each 126 D,Min, students. (This calcu
lation is based on·total number of D.Min students enrolled. The ratio 
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of full-time equivalent o.Min. directors to full-time equivalent D.Min 
students would be even more infonnative, but full-time student equiv
alency in D.Min. programs is, as noted elsewhere in this report, 
virtually impossible to calculate.) The range in this ratio is very 
great: One program provides the equivalent of a full-time administrator 
for seven D.Min. students; at the other extreme, the ratio is one 
full-time equivalent administrator for 750 students. The average ratio 
for full-time equivalent clerical staff to students enrolled is 
similar, 1-to-136, with a range almost as great (from 1-to-12 to 
l-to-675). In most programs, however, the ratio of staff-to-students 
is more favorable than the average. A few programs with unfavorable 
ratios weight the average. If one program that has an extremely low 
professional-staff-to-student ratio is omitted, for instance, the 
average ratio overall is l-to-114. Still, however, there is consid
erable variety. It is evident that no consensus has been reached among 
schools about how much professional and clerical staff is required to 
support D.Min. programs of various sizes. 

The D.Min. directors themselves are a varied group. Half served 
chiefly as seminary professors before taking up the D,Min assignment; 
the other half came from a great variety of prior positions: other 
seminary administrative posts (13%), the pastorate {11%), directorships 
of seminary field education programs (8%), deanships {6%), and D.Min. 
directorships in other institutions (5%). Almost all hold doctoral 
degrees: In most cases (76%) this degree is the Ph.D. or Th.D., but 
sizeable groups hold the Ed.D. (10%) and the D.Min. (12%) as the 
highest degree. over half list their field of academic specialization 
as one of the "classical" areas: 30% were trained in theology or 
philosophy; 12% in Biblical studies; 5% in history; 8% in ethics; and 
the others in practical areas, including 18% in education and 13% in 
the social sciences. currently, about one-third teach in the 
"classical" areas. The remainder are now assigned to teach in 
practical, pastoral or ministry areas. Almost all have faculty status, 
with 54% holding the rank of professor and an additional 39% associate 
or assistant professor. over half {56%) are tenured and an additional 
18% are on tenure tracks. One quarter have faculty status but are not 
eligible for tenure. A very high percentage -- 88% -- have at one time 
served full-time in a parish setting, and almost as great a number have 
served a congregation part-time. The directors have considerable 
longevity in their positions: The average length of service is just 
over five years. At the time the directors completed their 
questionnaires the average age of a D.Min. program was about nine 
years, so many directors have headed their programs for the majority of 
years it has been in operation. With three exceptions, all the 
directors are men. 

This profile of D.Min. directors is not dramatically different 
from the profile of seminary faculty obtained in our survey of them. 
As Table I shows, the faculty group is only slightly more senior than 
the D.Min. directors: The faculty group has a slightly higher percen
tage of professors, but the total of professors and associate profes
sors is almost the same. D.Min. directors are disproportionately 
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likely to be drawn from the fields of theology, philosophy, ethics, 
social sciences, and education; and disproportionately unlikely to be 
drawn from Biblical studies, history, and pastoral care. But the 
overall balance between "classical II and "practical u areas is the same 
for both groups. The major difference between the two groups is that 
the faculty members are noticeably more likely to hold tenure than the 
D.Min. directors. They are also noticeably less likely to have served 
as full- or part-time parish pastors or associates. 

TABLE I Description of Directors and Faculty Respondents by 
Rank, Tenure Status, Field, Parish Service and Highest 
Degree Earned 

D.Min. Directors 
~ 

Professor 
Associate 
Assistant 
Instructor 
Lecturer 
Other 

Tenure Status 
Tenured 
Tenure eligible 
Not eligible 

Field 
Theology/philosophy 
Biblical studies 
History 
Ethics 
Preaching, worship 
Social sciences 
Education 
Pastoral counseling 
Missions, 
world religions 

Parish Service 
served as full time 
pastor 
Served as part-time 
pastor 

Highest Earned Degree 
Ph.D., Th.D. 
S.T.D. 
Ed. D. 
D.Min. 
B.D., M.Div., S.T.M., 
Th.M., S.T.L. 

54% 
29 
10 

0 
2 
5 

56% 
18 
26 

30% 
12 

5 
8 
3 

13 
18 

8 

2 

88% 

83 

76% 
0 

10 
12 

2 
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58% 
23 
11 
<l 

1 
7 

66% 
19 
15 

20% 
23 
10 

3 
13 

2 
9 

16 

3 

72% 

72 

75% 
2 
4 
8 
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Some interesting conclusions can be drawn from these data. The 
post of O.Min. director does not seem to be routinely assigned to 
persons more 11 junior11 in status than faculty overall. There is also 
evidence that D.Min. directors are not drawn disproportionately from 
11practica1 11 teaching areas. The conclusion about seniority is, how
ever, more dependable than this second observation. our faculty group 
is not a random sample. It was possible, however, as noted in section 
II. B. 3. n, Teaching Arrangements, to check the seniority of our 
faculty group against the actual figures for all seminaries as provided 
in the ATS Fact Book- By those calculations, we discovered that our 
respondents are slightly more senior than ATS faculty overall. By the 
same comparison, so are D.Min. directors (54% of D.Min. directors are 
full professors versus 51% for all ATS accredited schools). ATS does 
not, however, provide a breakdown of seminary faculty by fields. 
Therefore we have no way of knowing whether our faculty group is 
adequately representative by field of all ATS faculty. 

Given administrative arrangements as various as those recounted 
here, it is understandable that there is no generally accepted job 
description for the O.Min. director. In the institutions we visited 
and in others whose directors we questioned, it is usually the case 
that the O.Min. director has a broader range of responsibilities for 
the O.Min. program than other academic administrators have for the 
programs they superintend. The D,Min. director is frequently required 
to provide both academic oversight and a range of student services for 
those enrolled in the program. Tasks and responsibilities divided, at 
the M.Div. level, among academic deans, deans or directors of student 
services, financial aid directors, recruiters, admissions directors and 
counselors or chaplains are often centralized in a D.Min. director. 
Below we comment on the serious conflicts we believe such 
centralization can entail. 

Discussion 

Several issues arise from the infonnation we collected about 
program administration. First, the enormous variation in administra
tive arrangements, and especially in staff-to-student ratios, raises 
the question of what constitutes adequate administrative attention to a 
O.Min. program. The same variety that raises these questions, however, 
also makes it impossible to evaluate the arrangements that currently 
exist. Programs with extremely low staff-to-student ratios, may, for 
instance, assign relatively few functions to D.Min. staff, locating 
them instead with other academic and student services administrators or 
in committees of the faculty. Nonetheless, we would urge programs to 
scrutinize themselves with respect to the adequacy of their 
administrative arrangements. Those that fall below the average (the 
equivalent of one full-time professional staff person for each 126 
students), especially if they are programs that pose unusual 
administrative challenges, such as extension or intensive programs, 
should be able to demonstrate that a ntunber of functions often assigned 
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too.Min. professional and clerical staff are, in that particular 
institution, covered by other persons or groups. 

When we undertook this study, we wondered whether we would find 
that a significant number of D.Min. directors were seminary faculty 
members or administrators who had had the D.Min. assignment foisted 
onto them. We found very little evidence that any significant number 
of directors is serving unwillingly. In fact, our interviews combined 
with the overall pattern of highly positive and enthusiastic responses 
by D,Min. directors to almost all our descriptive and evaluative 
questions about the D,Min. suggest that D.Min. directors are not only 
serving quite willingly but also have a high level of connnitment to 
what they do. What we did not expect to find, and what raises for us 
the major issue with respect to D,Min. program administration, is the 
great number and variety of tasks that many D,Min. directors are 
assigned. In many programs, the D.Min. director is the chief recruiter 
of new students, has a major role in admissions procedures and deci
sions; serves as academic advisor to most or all students through the 
course-taking phase; offers the kind of informal counseling usually 
available to seminary students from a chaplain or dean of students, 
dispensing vocational advice and sometimes psychological referrals; 
teaches a D.Min. core course or colloquium, or even a series of such 
courses; conducts the workshop or seminar that orients students to the 
project; has the key role in recruiting, appointing and evaluating 
adjunct faculty members; serves as staff to the D.Min. committee; and 
exercises academic oversight of the program, monitoring student 
progress, identifying students in academic difficulty, making or 
assisting in making judgments about their continuance in the program, 
and negotiating or announcing decisions to terminate students 
from the program. In a smaller number of programs, the D.Min. director 
has even more functions. In some, for instance, the program director 
and clerical staff act as registrars for the D.Min. programs, keeping 
official academic records for o.Min. students while the seminary 
registrar keeps records for students in other academic programs. Some 
D.Min. program staff members are asked to take special responsibility 
for collecting unpaid tuition and fees. A number prepare and publish 
their own publicity, even though publicity for other academic programs 
is prepared by an office of the central administration. 

Two problems arise from the inclusive job descriptions given to 
many D.Min. program directors and staff members. First, and less 
serious, the D.Min. director may have limited expertise in some of the 
assigned areas -- promotion, for instance, or record-keeping, or col
lection of unpaid tuition. Much more serious are the role conflicts 
that arise. The job of a program recruiter and promoter is to generate 
interest among as many potential recruits as possible. The role of the 
academic officer for admissions, however, is to limit the roster of 
students admitted to those who clearly meet the institution's 
established standards. Some D.Min. directors tell us that they are 
expected by the institution to 11prod.uce11 classes of a certain size by 
their promotional efforts, but at the same time they are given key 
roles in the admissions process that require them to make judgments of 
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suitability in marginal cases. Under such circumstances, decisions to 
accept rather than to reject marginal cases are understandable. An 
equally difficult conflict may arise between the roles of counselor to 
and academic monitor of students enrolled in the program. Because in 
many programs student contact with faculty members is somewhat limited, 
the D.Min. director may become the major resource for support and 
encouragement of students who are encountering some difficulties. At 
the same time, however, the program director may have chief respon
sibility for procedures of academic discipline. It is frequently 
difficult for the same person both to encourage and support struggling 
students and to issue official academic warnings and impose penalties. 
Conflicts can arise also between the need to keep program enrollment 
and thus income at an adequate level and the requirement to enforce 
rules with respect to students' progress through the program. As noted 
elsewhere, the students and graduates we interviewed and some who wrote 
to us mentioned fairly frequently the disposition of many program 
directors to bend or break the academic rules they are charged with 
enforcing in order to accommodate students who have fallen behind. 
Some of the same pressures sometimes create a situation in which 
directors do not give students adequate warning about difficult hurdles 
that may lie ahead. In their desire to maintain student morale and to 
keep students from dropping out of the program, some directors minimize 
the difficulty of steps like project proposal approval, making these 
difficult turning points in the program even more difficult for some 
students by adding the element of surprise. 

The strong urging that the role of the O.Min. program director be 
made more parallel with other academic administrative roles in the 
seminary is one of the major recommendations of this study. D.Min. 
programs should not, we believe, be any more segregated administra
tively than an institution's M.Div. program or other major degree 
programs. In many institutions this will mean that the director's 
chief responsibilities (like those of a dean or associate dean with 
chief responsibility for the M.Div. program) will be program develop
ment, faculty recruitment, orientation and supervision of faculty, 
administration of academic policy and enforcement of decisions on 
student standing. Major policies governing the program should be 
finally approved by whatever mechanism -- vote of a curriculum commit
tee or of the whole faculty -- governs the M.Div program. Major 
gate-keeping decisions should not be made by the director alone. Final 
decisions on admissions should be made by an office of admissions 
and/or faculty committee, whichever is the school's general practice. 
Final judgments about student standing and/or termination should be 
made by the chief academic administrator and/or a faculty committee on 
standing, whichever is the school's established mechanism. In those 
few institutions where final approval of the project proposal or of the 
completed project itself is left to the director alone, that 
responsibility should be lodged elsewhere, preferably with a committee 
of faculty members. And, in those institutions which have qualifying 
exams or which decide to institute them, the director should not act as 
sole or final judge of the adequacy of the students' perfonnance. In 
short, there should be a clear division between the director's appro-
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priate general responsibility for retention, which includes structuring 
the program so that students are not unreasonably prevented from 
completing it, and offering help and encouragement to students as they 
proceed, and the specific responsibility of making judgments about 
student continuation or termination in individual cases, a 
responsibility which should be shared among faculty and administrative 
peers. 

last, if major efforts are required to publicize or recruit for 
the D.Min. program, these should be assigned to others. Good promotion 
and publicity take special skills, skills that most D.Min. directors do 
not have, and the requirements of adequate promotion can easily 
distract from or conflict with the director's major responsibility for 
program development and enforcement of academic standards. 

The current problematic structure of many D.Min. director's 
assignments is understandable. D.Min. programs are a relatively recent 
development, and at the outset there was reluctance to incorporate 
their various functions in the "regular" mechanisms of the school. 
Most programs are now, however, quite firmly established. As we shall 
discuss at greater length in a subsequent section on the future of the 
D.Min. program, almost all institutions view their programs as 
permanent. Since this is the case, program features that may have been 
appropriate for experiments or novel undertakings must now be 
regularized. The future of the Q.Min. 1 s reputation for academic 
integrity depends on this. In some programs, we believe, there is a 
problem in reality as well as in appearance: The D.Min. director's job 
description is so manifold that the soundness of the degree is 
imperiled or already damaged. The standards should be amended to 
include the requirement that adequate administrative resources be 
devoted to the D.Min., and that such administrative offices and depart
ments that exist in support of other D.Min. programs take respon
sibility for the appropriate D.Min. functions as well, leaving the 
director free to pursue the major tasks of program development, over
sight and application of academic policies. 

Another holdover from the early days of the D.Min., when many 
programs were initiated amid considerable faculty indifference or 
suspicion, is the almost militantly positive evaluation of almost every 
feature of the D.Min. by almost all program directors. Consistently in 
our data directors evaluate quality of students, of work done in D.Min. 
programs, and of the programs themselves much more positively than do 
faculty members, chief executives or sometimes even students and 
graduates. In interviews and written comments directors sound, our 
research team has frequently noted, more like boosters or 
"cheerleaders" for O.Min. programs than like academic administrators 
with a balanced view of their programs' strengths and weaknesses. Of 
particular concern to us is the great gap between their judgments of 
the quality of the work students do and the overall judgments of 
faculty members. In most institutions, academic standards and criteria 
are established by the faculty and enforced. by academic administrators 
and faculty members in their individual courses. Directors who make 
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judgments so different from those of faculty members evidently do not 
have in mind the criteria or the level of performance the faculty has 
adopted (most often by informal consensus) as the basis for judging 
academic work. Directors who hold such discrepant views are not in a 
good position to interpret the demands of their programs to students or 
to act, as many of them do, as the program's major academic advisor up 
to the point of the project. Thus directors should be sought who, 
while deeply interested in and committed to the D.Min. program and its 
constituency, also understand and in good measure concur with the 
criteria and standards of quality that the majority of faculty employ 
in making judgments about work done in the D.Min. prog-ram. This is not 
an area in which specific guidelines can be reconnnended. When 
assigning responsibility for the D.Min. program, however, institut,ions 
can be careful that the persons designated have a double set of 
capacities: First, to act as strong advocates for the program in the 
faculty as a whole and with individual faculty members who may not 
understand the D.Min. program's special demands; and second, to 
understand the basis for faculty criticisms of the quality of student 
work or program resources and to take action to correct the program's 
weaknesses and flaws. 

One other vestige of the D.Min. as a program innovation remains in 
a few institutions: The lodgement of the program outside the boundaries 
of the school's academic structure, as an auxiliary enterprise treated 
in administrative and faculty proceedings in markedly different ways 
than other academic programs are treated. Such arrangements, in our 
view, are not acceptable for degree programs except (perhaps) during 
the first few years of their existence. The Standards should not 
permit D. Min. programs to operate under different academic rules and 
procedures than the institution's other degree programs. 

We found, in general, that D.Min. program administrators are quite 
popular with their clientele. Directors are usually viewed as highly 
sympathetic, understanding and sometimes lenient at points of academic 
pressure. The overall profile of the directors we have met suggests to 
us that institutions frequently choose D.Min. program directors for 
their warmth, appealing personalities and degree of empathy with 
clergy. Technical administrative skills are, we guess, secondary, 
especially for the directors of small programs. But large programs 
also manage to impress their students as friendly and caring. We 
visited one, a program with several hundred students, in which the 
professional and clerical staff used the program's picture directory to 
memorize the names of each student about to arrive on campus to take 
courses. Being greeted immediately by their first names, having their 
own lounge well-stocked with D.Min. program materials and suggestions 
for recreation while on campus, and the general responsiveness of the 
staff had a profound effect on the students. Treatment of students was 
so highly personalized, in fact, that almost all the current students 
we interviewed expressed surprise at how large the program actually is. 
Most were under the impression that they were part of a moderate-sized, 
somewhat intimate undertaking. A handful of programs have evidently 
had severe administrative difficulties -- an inability to secure an 
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adequate director, or a number of directors who decided to leave in 
quick succession. From students in these progams we collected some 
comments like this: 

The administration of my own O.Min. program is not good. Some, 
but not all, examples: (1) There are at least three different sets 
of rules for completing the thesis, all of which are printed and 
easily obtainable from the office and there are two or three 
significant differences therein. (2) Obtaining books for courses 
from the sources the seminary gave was difficult. After the first 
year I found my own sources. (3) The steps for getting the degree 
are clearly laid out, but the administrators seem to make up new 
steps along the way. 

But the examples given of administrative ineptitude and rigidity are 
fewer than the examples of kindness and special efforts on students' 
behalf. As O.Min. program administration is streamlined and tightened 
as we recommend above, every effort should be made to preserve the 
excellent relationships that now exist between D.Min. students and 
D.Min. administrative staffs. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and Structures 

p. Governance 

Findings 

Internal oversight of D.Min. programs is, in almost all cases, 
lodged in a committee (Directors XI, 1). Almost all these committees 
(90%; Directors XI, la) are faculty committees, or at least committees 
on which members of the core faculty have a majority of votes. (one or 
two of the other cases appear to be consortium arrangements where 
faculty from several institutions share in governance so that no one 
school's core faculty members are a majority; the rest, three or four 
cases, are institutions where students, adjunct faculty and alumni 
representatives outweigh core faculty members in voting.) In most 
cases (82%; see Directors• XI, lb for this and subsequent figures) the 
director is a voting member of the committee; in all cases at least 
some core faculty members are voting members; and almost two-thirds of 
committees (62%) have current D.Min. students as voting members. Also 
frequently members of such committees are academic deans (79%) and 
other D.Min. administrative staff (50%). Adjunct faculty members are 
members of only about one-quarter of all D.Min. committees, and members 
of the institutions's board and ministers not involved in the D.Min. 
program are rarely members. In most institutions (90%) there is not a 
special committee of the board to oversee the D.Min. Half of all 
institutions reporting use a general educational policy committee in 
the board for ultimate oversight of the D.Min. degree (40% of 
institutions do not have a board committee with such responsibility or 
[7%] do not have a board). 

The D.Min. committee usually has a double set of responsibilities. 
It is, primarily in most institutions, the committee that makes 
decisions about particular student cases. Frequently this committee 
has responsibility for O.Min. admissions, for deciding equivalency 
issues at admissions, for approving students' program plans in the more 
flexible programs, for making decisions on admissions to candidacy, for 
approving project proposals, and, in a number of cases, making or 
ratifying the decision about the acceptability of the final project. 
The committee's decisions may also include those having to do with 
student standing, the granting of leaves, termination of students in 
the program and the granting of extensions and deadlines. In addition 
to actual decision making in these many areas, most committees are also 
charged with general curriculum and program oversight, that is, with 
making or developing for faculty consideration the policies that govern 
the D.Min. degree. Though only one-quarter of directors in our survey 
feel that their D.Min. committee has "not enough" time for policy 
discussions, most of the directors and committee members we interviewed 
complained that larger questions about the shape of the D.Min. program 
and its policy are neglected because of the press of the day-to-day 
decisions that must be made about student admissions and progress. 

165 



Governance 

Discussion 

The assignment of the typical D.Min. committee, responsible for 
almost every kind of decision affecting D.Min. students and the program 
as a whole, seems to us an analogue of the manifold program director's 
job description we found in too many institutions. Both are signs of 
an early stage of program development, of the kinds of administrative 
and oversight structures that are created before new program 
experiments are fully integrated into the life of an institution. 

Most D.Min. programs are, we believe, now mature enough that, if 
the institution intends indefinitely to go on granting the degree, the 
structures of oversight as well as administration should be 
regularized. This means that admissions decisions should in many cases 
be given to an admissions committee; decisions on student standing to 
whatever faculty committee makes such decisions for the school's other 
programs; decisions on the adequacy of a thesis project to a group 
especially convened to make such decision in particular years. 
Operating decisions -- in other words, those about individual student 
admissions and progress -- in a mature program should be taken away 
from the omnipurpose D.Min. committee and given to committees that 
carry out those decision functions for the other programs of the 
school. Such a move will leave the D.Min. committee (or the larger 
educational policy committee if there is no D.Min. committee) free to 
focus on such major issues as program purpose, goals, curriculum, size 
and evaluation. If such a move is not feasible or does not fit the 
normal governance pattern of the school, then the policy oversight 
function of the D.Min. committee should be given to some other group. 
Whichever way is chosen of separating the two major kinds of functions 
of the O.Min. conunittee, the point should be to leave some group free 
enough of day-to-day decisions to exercise responsibility for policy 
oversight and development. The aim is also to remove the members of 
the D.Min. committee from the difficult position of both having to do 
the work of decision making with respect to the D,Min. and then having 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the program. 

In general, we believe, the place of the D.Min. director is as 
staff to whatever group exercises policy oversight. Though as chief 
administrator for the program the director will no doubt be present and 
participating when decisions are made about admissions or progress of 
individual students, we believe that, in general, the director should 
not conduct such meetings. Whether or not the director votes in such 
decisions is a matter for schools and their different policies to 
decide. Whatever the arrangement, however, it must be clear whether 
the director is to act as an advocate for students or, rather, to 
function chiefly as critical monitor of their work. Once the role of 
the director with respect to decisions about student admissions and 
standing is determined, the structure should be arranged so that it is 
feasible for the director to exercise that role without constantly 
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being asked or tempted to slip into another one. The cleanest 
arrangements we have observed are those in which decisions about 
individual student admissions and standing are made by committees of 
which the D.Min. director is not a member except as he may rotate into 
membership as part of regular faculty responsibilities. In such 
programs there is no question about conflicts between the director's 
need to support students and maintain program size on the one hand, and 
the school's legitimate interest in maintaining program standards and 
quality on the other. 
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II. B. 2. Program Elements and structure 

q. Progress Toward the Degree 

Findings 

Early in our study, it became evident that many students and some 
institutions view as a major issue the difficulty students encounter as 
they attempt to complete their programs. Such difficulties are almost 
inevitable: Virtually all D,Min. programs now are designed to be 
pursued part-time, requiring focused academic work of persons who also 
have full-time jobs. Many of these persons will have lost, during the 
period of service in ministry required for D.Min. admission, the habit 
of regular study, reading and writing. In addition, some programs 
become more stringent in their requirements as the student advances 
through various program stages. Thus it is not surprising that program 
directors as well as students and graduates talk frequently of the 
problems of 11getting people through." 

A first look at our survey data suggests that most students stay 
very much on track. The graduates we surveyed took, on average, 3.4 
years to complete the degree. Sixty percent of them had finished the 
degree before reaching the four-year mark; another 20% finished by the 
end of the fourth year; and a final 20% took four years or longer (see 
Graduates III, B). A sizeable group {26% -- possibly including a few 
in-sequence graduates) finished in two years; a small handful (2%) took 
between eight and 16 years to finish. Though the students surveyed 
are, by definition, not yet finished with their programs, a similar 
pattern emerges in the tabulation of the lengths of time they have been 
in D.Min. programs: 37%, as compared with 40% of the graduates, have 
been enrolled for four years or longer (Students III, B). These 
figures closely match those that the directors provided for the lengths 
of time various programs should take to complete. The average ideal 
program length is 3.3 years (graduates, immediately above, took 3.4 
years); and almost exactly 40% of programs require four years or more 
to finish. 

Other data, however, lead us to suspect that students do not keep 
as exactly on track as these figures suggest. Because many institu
tions could not distinguish in the lists of their graduates between 
those who had pursued the D,Min. in sequence and those who had taken 
the in-ministry option, our graduate sample contains a number of 
in-sequence graduates from the first years of D.Min. programs. Almost 
all these in-sequence graduates completed their programs in one year, 
thus lowering the average completion time for our whole sample. If 
those who completed the D,Min. in one year or less are omitted from the 
calculation, the average completion time rises to 3.6 years. In these 
revised calculations, slightly more than half of all students finish on 
schedule. A very small group, less than 10% of all graduates, finish 
early. One-quarter of all graduates take one extra year before 

168 



Progress 

graduation; one-fifth of all graduates take longer than a year beyond 
the recormnended period of time (see Directors III, 1). 

In addition to the almost one-half of all D.Min. graduates who 
take longer than the recommended ti.me to complete the degree, there is 
another group in virtually all programs who will never finish. 
overall, directors estimate that 23% of students who enroll do not 
complete the programs (see Directors III, 4). The completion rate 
varies considerably from program to program, with rates as low as 1% 
and as high as 75% reported in our survey. Data from the Presbyterian 
Panel yield a similar figure: Of the clergy responding, 21% are O.Min. 
students or graduates and 6% are dropouts, close to the three-to-one 
ratio the directors report. These apparently precise figures belie a 
fact we uncovered when we requested from the schools lists of persons 
who had terminated their enrollment: Many programs do not keep careful 
records of students' status. one program we studied closely, for 
instance, reported to us that in the preceding year more than one-half 
of students enrolled had not taken courses for credit. The 
non-course-taking students were, we were told, in one of three 
categories: Students who had matriculated but had not yet taken their 
first course; students whose work for a previous course was incomplete 
and who could not register for a new course until the earlier work was 
completed; and students at work on the final project. But the school 
had no statistics at hand to show what proportion of the 
non-course-taking students were in which category. A number of other 
institutions had similar difficulties in analyzing why, for instance, 
the number of credit hours earned toward the o.Min. was dispro
portionately low for the number of students enrolled: or why the total 
number of students in the program is ten or more times greater than the 
number admitted each year. At the other end of the spectrum, several 
programs showed us their elaborate mechanisms for tracking student pro
gress. one such analysis of a relatively small program, for instance, 
shows 57 admissions over a ten year period, 24 graduations, 17 students 
still in progress and 16 withdrawals arxi resignations, two of these at 
the behest of the school, the others for an assortment of reasons, 
including "priority change" (the most frequent), resignation from the 
ministry, death, and failure to complete the program's requirements 
within the maximum time allotted. In this particular program, 28% of 
all students who enroll do not complete the program. This and 
similarly high figures for other programs that keep careful records 
lead us to suspect that, when all "inactive" students are accounted 
for, the non-completion rate may be somewhat higher than the 23% the 
directors currently report. 

This possibility is also suggested by some admittedly rough 
calculations based on figures provided by ATS in its Fact Books. Table 
I explains the basis for our calculations. Entering enrollment figures 
taken from the Fact Book in three selected years are multiplied by 77% 
(the percentage of students that directors say finish the D.Min. 
program). Theo.Min. graduation figure for three years after each 
entering date is then adjusted as explained on the Table. The adjusted 
enrollment and graduation figures are then compared. 
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TABLE I Ratios of Actual to Anticipated Numbers of Graduates 
for 1978, 1982, and 1984 

A. Anticipated graduation figure in 3.6 years, based 
on 1975 enrollment 

Computed graduation figure based on actual 
graduation figures for 1978 

Ratio of actual to anticipated graduations 

B. Anticipated graduation figure in 3.6 years, based 
on 1979 enrollment 

Computed graduation figure based on actual 
graduation figures for 1982 

Ratio of actual to anticipated graduations 

c. Anticipated graduation figure in 3.6 years, based 
on 1981 enrollment 

Computed graduation figure based on actual 
graduation figures for 1984 

Ratio of actual to anticipated graduations 

NOTES: 
Enrollment figures are taken from the ATS Factbook. 

793 

926 

117% 

1140 

1123 

99% 

1264 

1171 

93% 

Enrollment figures are divided by the average number of years for 
program completion as reported by program directors (3.6 years), and 
multiplied by program directors' reported completion rate (77%). 

Computed graduation figures are obtained by multiplying actual three 
year graduation figures by 1.2 to correct for the fact that only 
three year graduation figures are available, but the D.Min., on 
average, requires 3.6 years to complete (3.6/3=1.2). 

As the Table shows, for the earliest period studied, 1978 to 1981, the 
graduation figure is higher than expected. For the second period, the 
graduation figure is almost exactly on target. But for the most recent 
period, 1981 to 1984, the actual graduation figure is only 93% of the 
expected figure. The first two periods' figures include, we believe, a 
nwnber of "in-sequence II D.Min. students who completed their programs 
in as little as one year. Since in-sequence programs have now almost 
disappeared, the most recent figure is probably the more accurate 
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reflection of actual graduation rates from in-ministry programs. These 
calculations suggest that either directors' drop-out and program 
duration figures are somewhat optimistic, or that some inactive 
students are present in this program who have neither dropped out nor 
graduated, but who may never finish. Later, in a discussion of the 
effects of D.Min. programs on seminaries (and also in a separate report 
on the financial aspects of D.Min. programs, which will be distributed 
separately), we note that, when total tuition revenues in some 
institutions are divided by the number of students enrolled, the 
resulting amount paid per student is very low -- as low in some cases 
as 5% of the total tuition the student will have paid when the degree 
is completed. Though these low per-student-revenue rates can be due to 
a number of causes, dramatically low rates such as the one just cited 
also suggest a much slower than average completion rate and/or a 
substantial number of inactive students. At the very least, schools 
with very low per-student-revenue figures or lower than expected 
graduation rates should attempt to understand the reasons for such 
figures. 

Why do so many students -- almost half -- fall behind the recom
mended schedule? Directors report that those who eventually drop out 
of D.Min. programs most often give "job pressures" as their reason: 
Evidently, even though most D.Min. programs are designed with the 
student's full-time job responsibilities in mind, some students cannot 
coordinate full-time work and study for an academic degree. (The 
second and third reasons directors say that drop-outs give, change of 
job and personal or family problems, are unrelated to the focus or 
structure of the D.Min., that is, they are the kind of factors that 
account for attrition from all kinds of degree programs. See Directors 
III, 8.) There is also some evidence that students fall behind because 
some programs fail to enforce their time requirements and deadlines. 
As Table II shows, graduates are more likely than current students to 
say that rules and guidelines were always strictly enforced. But both 
groups acknowledge at least some latitude. 

TABLE II Students and Graduates Reports of Enforcement of 
Guidelines and Rules in Programs 

Students Graduates 
Were guidelines and rules: 

Always strictly enforced? 
usually enforced? 
Enforced in some areas, not in others? 
Rarely enforced? 
No rules 

22% 
57 
10 
10 
~ 

100% 

38% 
52 

5 
2 

____;i 
100% 

In our case study interviews and in written comments we received, there 
were frequent student comments about the failure of program directors 
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and instructors to enforce deadlines and other academic rules. 
Returning from a campus visit, one of our researchers wrote: 

students find the pace of the program grueling, but they point out 
that there is some distance between the rhetoric of requirements 
and their enforcement. Though there is strict language suggesting 
that grades for courses in which work is incomplete will be 
changed to failing grades, those who actually encountered 
difficulty find administrators and faculty "flexible, probably too 
flexible." 

A current student wrote to us: 11 I value my D.Min. program. I only wish 
there was more bite in it to force my completion. 11 Another complained 
of "students who are left on their own until after the completion of 
course requirements," suggesting that a full-ti.me O.Min. director would 
solve that problem in this student's institution. But the students we 
interviewed in programs with full-time directors and other professional 
staff spoke appreciatively but critically of the tendency of program 
staff to bend or break rules in order to keep students in the program. 
The students who spoke to us recognized that they had asked for the 
acconnnodations and extensions they received; but they suggested that 
they might have been better off if their requests for special 
concessions had not been granted. 

The lack of firm deadlines for program completion may also be a 
factor. Most institutions have a maximum limit (average: 4.8 years), 
but over half report permitting extensions beyond it (average: 2.5 
years) and only eight have an absolute maximum beyond which no exten
sions are permitted. The flexibility of many programs may tempt 
students who are busy with many things to dawdle in their O.Min. work. 

our data strongly suggest that students encounter increasing 
difficulty as they progress through stages of their programs. 

TABLE III Difficulties Encountered in Program Stages 
(Means based on 1 = Great Difficulty 4= No difficulty) 

Course taking phase 
Qualifying exams 
Preparing project proposal 
Researching and writing the project 

Students 
3.4 
3.5 
3.0 
2.6 

Graduates 
3.0 
3.0 
2.4 
2.2 

Those who have been participants in D.Min. programs report least 
difficulty at the initial, course-taking phase, more in the preparation 
of the project proposal, and most as they begin research and writing 
for the project. (Difficulty with qualifying exams falls in between, 
but these are not a feature of a great many programs.) Students in 
programs in mainline institutions report slightly more difficulty in 
the writing phase than students in programs in evangelical schools. 
Understandably, students who entered their programs with a lower 
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seminary grade point average and those who have been ordained for 
longer periods of time report slightly more difficulty at both the 
proposal preparation and writing stages. 'Ihe reports of graduates are 
not significantly different for any of these variables. Consistent 
with a pattern of somewhat rosier reports on program details from 
graduates than from those who are currently students, they report 
slightly less difficulty at most points. 

The amount of difficulty students encounter in keeping on course 
does not correspond in any phase to the size of the program in which 
they are enrolled. 'Ihere are, however, slight but consistent differ
ences, not statistically significant, among program fonnat types: 
students in extension programs report slightly more difficulty at all 
phases (except qualifying exams, a feature many extension programs 
omit); and those in campus-based intensive programs report slightly 
less difficulty at all phases. 

OUr site visits provided some examples of the problems and advan
tages of different program arrangements. All three major fonnat types 
have developed strategies for keeping students on course during the 
initial program phase. A local/regional program we visited, for 
instance, a program with no specific D.Min. course requirements, 
insists that students take 18 of the 30 credits required for the degree 
during the first three semesters after matriculating. This insures 
"impact on the student, 11 the director told us, and also that the 
student will be less likely to drift during the program's early stages. 
campus-based intensive programs (and some local/regional programs that 
have a high level of requirements) require the student's presence on 
campus for certain periods each year. And extension programs in which 
members of a group take courses together provide a structure to keep 
all participants moving ahead at the same pace. A director of an 
extension program told us, however, that students who fall behind or 
away from their groups have great difficulty catching up, a factor that 
may account for slightly greater difficulty at the course-taking phase 
reported by extension program graduates. 

Students in and graduates of programs of all format types encoun
ter increasing difficulty in the process of submitting project pro
posals for approval. Again, the difficulty is slightly greater for 
students in extension programs, perhaps because they have had less 
contact with the faculty members who are making judgments about the 
adequacy of proposals. 

The major difficulty students encounter is in researching and 
writing the project once approved. More than half of all students who 
drop-out, directors report (see Directors III, 6), do so after they 
have completed all their course work, and the largest number of these 
drop-out after the proposal is approved but before the project is 
completed. A few programs (nine of our respondents, see Directors III, 
9) offer a certificate for those who complete all requirements but the 
final project. 
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Discussion 

The data we have collected on student progress through D.Min. 
programs suggest to us a problem that must be solved and an issue that 
remains ambiguous. 

The problem is that many D.Min. programs do not carefully track 
the progress of their students through the program. Such tracking is a 
special challenge for large programs and for extension programs, but 
such programs did not seem substantially more delinquent in record 
keeping than programs of other sizes and types. Directors of small 
programs are better able to account anecdotally for all students in the 
program, but few programs seem to us to keep adequate records and 
statistics on student progress. The self-studies for ATS accreditation 
visits that were shared with us rarely mention such matters as the 
difference between recownended and actual program duration. Since such 
statistical comparisons can uncover serious problems in program design 
or conduct, we believe that all programs should be required to keep 
such statistics and to review them frequently. 

An attendant problem, one whose solution also seems quite clear, 
is the failure in a number of programs to enforce deadlines and re
quirements for completion of work. Such deadlines were instituted, one 
assumes, to keep students from drifting aimlessly. If particular 
deadlines and requirements have proved too stringent for a majority of 
students, then they can be changed. Those that are, however, deemed 
reasonable should be enforced. Again, accreditation review can be a 
spur to self-discipline on the part of D.Min. programs: The Standards 
should be rewritten to require programs to show that deadlines and time 
limits, pertaining both to particular phases and to the total duration 
of the program, are set at reasonable levels and are uniformly observed 
and enforced. 

It is far less clear how to interpret and comment upon the fact 
that a significant proportion of students who enroll in D.Min. programs 
do not complete them. On the one hand, one would not expect that all 
those who enroll in a demanding graduate program would complete it. In 
this context; a non-completion rate of between one-fifth and one-third 
seems quite reasonable. In fact, if one takes into consideration the 
fact that the degree is now always pursued part-time, one might 
conclude that it is surprising that a higher proportion of students is 
not distracted or deflected aver the fairly long period of time it 
takes to obtain the degree while also engaged in full-time work. 

But on the other hand, the fact that such a high proportion of 
failures occur at the project phase gives us pause. Granted, dropping 
out at the project phase is common in other kinds of doctoral programs, 
too. Still, we find unsettling D.Min. student reports that standards 
for project proposals are much higher than those imposed in courses 
before the project phase. These reports are complemented by those of 
some faculty members who told us that not until the project proposal, 
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and, in a few cases, even the project itself, did they realize their 
students• inadequacies in conceptual work, research skills and writing. 
We strongly recommend that programs with high drop-out rates in the 
project phase or whose students take substantially longer than the 
recommended period to complete their projects carefully examine the 
progression of activities and requirements leading up to the project: 
Do courses and other activities leading to the project incorporate the 
same standards that will govern the project itself? Do core faculty 
members have adequate opportunity to judge student work in the early 
program phases? Do students who do not have the research and writing 
skills the project will require have an opportunity to develop these 
skills before they begin the projects? Do students come to depend on a 
high level of attention, structure and support during the program's 
early phases and then have difficulty doing without this support during 
the project stage? Again, the standards should require schools to 
scrutinize themselves at this point, to determine statistically whether 
the project is a major roadblock in their program, and to build in at 
earlier stages resources students require for the project's successful 
completion. 
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II. B. 2. program Elements and Structures 

r. Accreditation 

Findings 

Accreditation of the D.Min. degree began after the adoption of 
Standards in 1974. The first batch of accreditation decisions were 
made during the Biennium ending in 1976. Table I reflects something of 
the pace of early accrediting activity. over two thirds of all 
notations imposed to date were imposed in the first two years of 
accrediting. In the recent period, both the imposition of notations 
and the removal of those placed earlier has slowed to a crawl. 

TABLE I 

Notations 
Imposed 
Removed 

115 
17 

BIENNIUM 
78 ru; 80 84 

17 
66 

23 
19 

9 
223 

5 
3 

Total 

169 
128 

Based on data published by the 
Association of Theological Schools 

Chart I, reproduced in the Appendix, shows the frequencies with 
which various notations have been imposed and removed. The notations 
most frequently imposed have been: 

D.M.1: 

D.M.2. 

D.M.5. 

D.M.7. 

D.M.14. 

D.M.15. 

Objectives and goals are insufficiently specific .... 

There is no articulation of what constitutes a high 
level of excellence or competence in the practice of 
ministry .... 

The Biblical, historical and theological disciplines are 
insufficiently central to and integrated into the program. 

There is insufficient use of field oriented learning 
experiences jointly supervised by resident and adjunct 
faculty. 

The program is insufficiently integrative, interdisci
plinary and functional in its orientation. 

The process of student evaluation is insufficiently 
comprehensive and vigorous. 
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D.M. 37. There is insufficient provision made for a D.Min. 
curriculum. 

As Chart I in the Appendix shows in more detail, each of these 
notations has been imposed 10 to 14 times. D.M.2, D.M.15, and D,M.38 
(inadequate utilization of library resources) are still outstanding in 
four or five cases each. If the pattern of notations suggests the 
major concerns of accrediting teams and the Corranission on Accre
ditation, evidently these include clarity about the D.Min. program, its 
academic content, professional content, the integration of these latter 
elements, the quality of evaluation of student work and the failure of 
some institutions to provide appropriate special resources for the 
D.Min. overall, both the notations list and the pattern of awarding 
notations seem about equally balanced between traditionally 11academic11 

and traditionally "professional" concerns. There is one sequence of 
notations, D.M.24 through D.M.30, that all focus on issues having to do 
with adjunct faculty. Among them, these notations have been awarded 28 
times. The number of institutions making substantial use of adjunct 
faculty is quite small, so a number of these notations may have been 
awarded to the same programs. This might account for expressions of 
discontent we heard from some associated with extension programs, that 
the standards and procedures of accreditation are not adequate to or 
potentially sympathetic enough toward extension education and the kind 
of flexibility it requires. 

TABLE II Have ATS Visiting Teams 
Gained Adequate Understanding? 

Chief Executive Director 

Yes, to a great extend 49 % 49 % 
Yes, to some extent 35 23 
No 5 9 
Don't know 11 ...2.Q 

100 % 100 % 

Have you made 
substantial changes? 

29 % 36 % 
21 64 

100 % 100 % 

(Based on Directors XIII, 1 and 2 and Chief Executive v, 1 and 2.) 

In general, both program directors and chief executive officers 
feel that accreditation procedures have worked adequately in their 
particular cases. Only small percentages are convinced that ATS 
visiting teams did not understand their situation. There were several 
complaints about actions that the Commission on Accrediting took 

l - overturning the report of a visiting team, but none, interestingly, 
about teams themselves. One chief executive did remark that, since the 
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Standards for the D.Min. are so vague, members of the visiting team 
seem to him to be using the D.Min. programs at their own institutions 
as a basis for comparison. The suggestions the team made, however, 
were in his view extremely helpful. A judicatory official who wrote to 
us when he heard we were undertaking this study also sounded this theme 
of vague criteria: "There are over 80 such programs available in the 
United States at this time, but most of them are not receiving 
accreditation because ATS simply has not found the criteria nor the 
necessary data to be able to make valid judgments. This leaves us in 
the peculiar position of not knowing which seminaries are offering such 
programs that are theologically sound, educationally sound, and 
administratively sound." 

. About-one third of chief executive officers and directors report 
substantial changes made in response to reports of accreditating teams. 
The kinds of changes reported are extremely varied and fall into few 
patterns. Three chief executives say that they clarified their program 
goals in response to accreditation, and four others say that they 
changed the length of the residency requirement or added a residency 
requirement. Five directors report changes or improvements in the 
project requirement. In addition, a long list of changes is mentioned 
once or twice each: improvements in evaluation of students, clearer 
policies on the M.Oiv. equivalency basis for beginning the O.Min.; more 
core faculty involvement; llf\provement of the theological component of 
the degree; ilnprovement of library resources and accessibility; better 
supervisory training; tighter deadlines for completion of work; the 
addition of seminars for D.Min. students alone; administrative 
improvements; tighter selection standards; elimination of an "in 
sequence" option; and more. Two institutions report that the most 
substantial changes in their program came in response to evaluations 
that were nQt accreditation reviews, but sought by the school for its 
own purposes. 

our survey was in the hands of D.Min. directors and chief 
executive officers at the same time that a major revision of the 
standards for the o.Min. degree was being considered and adopted. It 
was surprising to us, therefore, that 44% of the directors and 41% of 
the chief executives said, in a response to our question about their 
views about these revisions, that they had not "studied the revised 
Standards closely enough to connnent. "· (Chief executives of 
non-D.Min.-granting institutions, surveyed somewhat later, were even 
more likely to report that they had not studied closely the Standards, 
which presumably many of them had voted to approve: seventy percent 
said that they had not studied the new Standards.) In all groups, most 
of those Who have read the new Stapdards favor the changes contained in 
them. Comments we invited on further changes that should be made 
elicited a variety of responses. The majority of comments from chief 
executives pushed in the direction of enhanced program quality, more 
academic emphasis, the need to make a decision about Whether the D.Min. 
is for "the few or the many, 11 and (four comments) the need for special 
controls for extension programs. A smaller nwnber of comments urged 
that the Standards ·should be further revised to provide for more 
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flexibility and a more professional emphasis. One commentator would 
like to see a change in nomenclature to a non-doctoral name for the 
degree. 

Directors' concerns were different. The largest number of them to 
comment on any one issue said they seek more clarity on M.Oiv. equi
valency. Roman catholic women were mentioned as a constituency of 
persons who do not have the M.Oiv. degree but who could often establish 
equivalency if ATS requirements for equivalency were clearer. Another 
group (three) called for more control of off-campus programs, and 
others (one or two each) asked for more unifonnity in the standards for 
the degree and more specificity, elimination of the in-sequence option, 
more specific library standards, higher standards for the project, more 
professional emphasis, more provision for flexibility, a specific 
requirement of supervised field activity, and a multi-cultural 
emphasis. The range of issues covered by the directors' comments was, 
in other words, similar to the chief executives'. 

Discussion 

There is little evident dissatisfaction with the process of 
accrediting D.Min. degrees; nor does there seem to be substantial bias 
built into the notation system or the teams' procedures. The only 
persons who feel that they were dealt with less than fairly are those 
connected with extension programs, and it does seem that the suspicion 
about the solidity of these programs has been to some extent shared by 
those who have drafted the Standards, awarded notations, and visited 
schools. otherwise, the procedures seem to have worked fairly 
evenhandedly, pushing some programs toward greater "academic" solidity 
and others toward greater professional accountability. Thus we 
conclude that the process of accreditation of O.Min. programs is not an 
arena in which there are substantial problems. 

The problem in our view is in the standards themselves rather than 
in their application. As we have noted repeatedly in the sections of 
this report that have reviewed program elements and structures, the 
standards fail adequately to define the O.Min. degree, to specify the 
standard of competence that earning the degree is supposed to signify, 
to indicate any core body of material the degree presupposes or should 
cover, to define the nature of the final project, and to require 
schools to establish and enforce strict procedures for the conduct and 
administration of the degree. Further, the Standards incorporate 
elements of some learning theories and ignore others, and in so doing 
may impinge on the schools' prerogative to choose educational theories 
and methods. 

We believe that the Standards must be substantially improved, and 
made more specific. This process can be accomplished in two stages. 
First there is needed an immediate revision of the Standards to 
include stricter requirements for quality control. (A list of specific 
additions and changes to consider in such a revision is included in our 
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"Summary Report, 11 printed separately.) Then later, after more basic 
discussions of the purpose and scope of the D.Min. have produced 
results, the conclusions of these discussions should be integrated into 
Standards that states, far more clearly than the present one, What the 
degree prepares for, for whom it is intended, and what it requires. 
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II. c. Cl)aracteristics and Motives of students and Graduates 

1. Oiaracteristics of Students and Graduates 

Findings 

Who is the typical D.Min. student? Why does she or he enter the 
pro;iram? Are the ablest clergy entering D.Min. programs? We address 
the first of these questions in this section and turn to the issues of 
the motives and perceived quality of students in the sections that 
follow. 

Faculty members am administrators we met during case study visits 
gave quite different descriptions of D.Min. students, though most told 
us that nale students ovei:whel.min,ly predominate, that students come 
from churches of medium size, and that students are typically the sole 
or senior pastors of these congregations. Most also expressed the 
opinion that few "high steeple" church pastors were arnorq their 
students. 'Ihis designation can refer to churches of either large size 
or high status, or both. 

'lhough we have no measures of church status, we can test several 
of the other il:rpressions against data from our sw:veys. (Most of the 
following ~isons are taken from the Students and Graduates VII and 
Clergy V.) 

As faculty rrernbers suggested., current D.Min. students are over
'Whel.mi.rgly male, by a margin of more than nine to one. 'Ibis dis
trirution is similar to that of non-D,Min. clergy. Since in the years 
the D.Min. has been offered wanen have entered ministry at an 
increasing rate, it is not su,:prising that when the graduate sample is 
broken down by the year that graduates started the program, the number 
of \olCllle!l entrants increases significantly as the years advance, 
especially in 1978 and 1979. We expect the proportion of \olCllle!l in 
D.Min. programs to contirrue to grow as the number of wanen clergy with 
requisite years of pastoral e,,perience for entry increases. CUrrent 
students are also over'Whel.mi.rgly white (93%). AtIDng non-whites, blacks 
are the largest group, although they are significantly un:lerrepresented 
when one considers the total number of black clergy in both historic 
black denaninations and predaninately white denaninations. To nw,et the 
needs of non-white students, at least one of the large programs has 
fonred an entirely black cluster group, and there have been several 
attenpts to offer bilingual. resources for Asian-American students. 
F\Jrther, D,Min. programs at predcminately black schools give special 
attention to the issues black ministers face. An administrator at one 
predcminantly black school said that D,Min. students at his institution 
are seeking a high level of professional skill. 'lbey are, he told us, 
"Youn:J black clergy who recognize that the black church cannot contirrue 
to do business as usual" and want the skills to help their churcbes 
function more effectively. 
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In Table I, we sumrrarize the age distribution for current stu
dents, for graduates an:l for clergy not involved in D.Min. programs. 
'lhe table gives current age, not the age of students arrl graduates at 
the tine they entered a D.Min. program. '!he rrean age of current 
students is 43 years, but 41% are less than 40, an:l al.!rcst one-fourth 
are aver 50. This confirms the obsetvation of one veteran program 
director that there are two major categories of students: yourger, 
rrore aggressive pastors, arrl older pastors who want additional re
sources near the end of their careers, either 11to go out with a bang" 
or as backgrourrl for post-retirement interim work with troubled 
churches. o.irrent students are slightly yc,ur,,Jer than our non-D.Min. 
clergy arrl, as might l::e expected, they are younger still than 
graduates. Further analysis also shCMed that students in nainline 
seminaries are older than those in evamelical schools. 

TABLE I 

Age 

Under 40 
40-49 
50-59 

60+ 

Mean Age 

Age Distributions of students, Graduates, and Non.D.Min 
Clergy 

Students 

41% 
35 
20 

_A 
100 

43 

Graduates 

15% 
36 
36 

J2 
100 

49 

Clergy 

38% 
27 
25 
10 

100 

45 

Mean Age of students and Graduates Combined: 46 

It is often said that in its early years the D.Min. attracted a 
large number of older clergy who had not had previous opportunity to 
pursue a similar degree. These older clergy, it is hypothesized, form 
a kind of "backlog" that has been bolstering D.Min. enrollments but 
will someday be used up. When we break down the graduate sample by 
year of entry into the program, however, we find no age trend. Com
paring entering students in the earliest and latest years and at 
several points in between shows that the average age at entry varies 
between 39 and 41. There is no evidence, in the data on students' and 
participants' ages, that supports the backlog theocy. It may be, 
especially since our sample contains some persons who had completed the 
D.Min. "in-sequence" as a fourth seminary year, that the samples for 
earlier periods were weighted toward youth (in-sequence programs were 
much more common ten years ago than they are now) . Or it could mean 
that older clergy were not recruited into early D.Min. programs at the 
same rate that they are now. This would- accord with other evidence we 
have found that the D.Min. population is becoming more diverse. Or it 
may be that there is a backlog, but it has not been used up. Probably 
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the lack of a discernable trend in age is the result of some combin
ation of these factors. 

Table II, Which tabulates number of years ordained, gives further 
insight into when, in a clergyperson's career, he or she is typically 
involved in a D.Min. program. 

TABLE II 

Years 
Under 10 

10-19 
20-29 

30+ 

Years Ordained: students, Graduates, and Non-0.Min. 
Clergy 

students 

31% 
40 
21 

.....JL 
100 

Graduates 

8% 
32 
37 
~ 
100 

Non D,Min. 

38% 
26 
22 

....li 
100 

Mean Years Ordained 16 23 16 

Mean Years Ordained of Students and Graduates Combined: 20 

Again, we refer to the number of years ordained at the time of the 
survey, not at the time of entry into a D.Min. program. If the average 
clergy career ranges between 30 and 40 years (assuming retirement at 
age 65 and allowing for the increase in second career clergy), most 
clergy are involved in a D.Min. program during the first half of their 
career, especially in the second decade following ordination (30% have 
been ordained less than 10 years, and 40% have been ordained 10 to 19 
years). The latter figure is.out of proportion to the number of 
non-D.Min. clergy at this career stage. As was also apparent in the 
age comparisons, however, older clergy also are enrolling, with almost. 
30% in the last half of their career. 

The denominations from which students and graduates come are quite 
diverse, representing approximately 80 groups. It is, therefore, 
difficult to describe them succinctly by affiliation. In Table III we 
have broken out the two groups by current denomination, listing 
individual denominations represented by at least 2% of either the 
student or the graduate sample. Denominations with less than 2% of 
either are grouped together as 11other. 11 From this, it can be seen that 
the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), combining clergy in the former UPCUSA 
and PCUS denominations, has the largest representation, followed by 
United Methodists and Southern Baptists. Clergy from each of these 
denominations constitute more than 10% of the student and graduate 
samples. Considering the smaller size of the Presbyterian Church 
(U.S.A.) relative to the United Methodist Church and the Southern 
Baptist Convention, it is evident that the D.Min. has had an appeal for 
Presbyterian clergy substantially out of proportion to the 
denomination's size. There are different theories about why the D.Min. 
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has had special appeal for Presbyterians. One view is that the 
denomination historically has emphasized an educated ministry, and a 
o.Min. degree is one way to honor that norm. It is also the case that 
two Presbyterian institutions, San Francisco and McCormick, launched 
large extension programs early in the history of the O.Min., and each 
has graduated large numbers of students who are Presbyterians. It is 
not possible to sort out how much of the high level of Presbyterian 
participation can be attributed to denominational character and how 
much to the historical accident of the establishment of these programs. 
Roman Catholics are considerably underrepresented, and some of the 
catholics in the study are without doubt laity (women religious and 
permanent deacons) rather than priests. The "other" category for 
current students is 5% larger than for graduates, suggesting that 
clergy in smaller denominations have begun to enter O.Min. programs in 
larger numbers than was the case earlier in the program's history. We 
suspect also that the number of Roman catholics will grow, including 
both priests and lay ministers who are members of pastoral teams. 

TABLE III current Denominations of D.Min. students and 
Graduates 

Denomination 

seventh Day Adventist 
American Baptist Churches 
Southern Baptist Convention 
Other Baptists 
Christian Churches & Ch. of Christ 
Christian Church (Disciples) 
Church of the Nazarene 
Lutheran (AI.C, AEl.C, I.CA) 
Lutheran, Mo. Synod 
United Methodist 
Presbyterian (USA) 
Episcopal 
Roman Catholic 
United Church of Christ 
All others 

Students 

2% 
5 

11 
1 
2 
3 
2 
5 
4 

16 
18 

5 
5 
5 

....li 
100 

Graduates 

2% 
8 

12 
2 
1 
5 
1 
5 
2 

18 
20 

4 
4 
6 

--11 
100 

Because denominational affiliations are so diverse, we reclas
sified the denominational affiliations of graduates and students into 
mainline and evangelical categories, using a classification scheme 
similar to the one used for seminaries. (Again we included catholics 
in the mainline group.) Of the graduates, 76% are in "mainline" 
denominations and 24% are in 11evangelica111 denominations. Students are 
only slightly less likely to represent a similar split: 67% are 
mainline in affiliation and 33% are in evangelical denominations. The 
increase among evangelicals is 11% when students are compared with 
graduates, probably an accurate reflection of the growing number of 
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students from evangelical denominations entering the D.Min., partly 
stimulated by the growing number of evangelical seminaries offering the 
degree. Clergy from evangelical denominations who are current students 
still, however, attend mainline seminary D.Min. programs in 
considerably larger proportion than they do evangelical seminary pro
grams: 77% of clergy from evangelical denominations are students in 
mainline seminary programs, while 33% are in evangelical schools. The 
distribution of graduates is approximately the same: 78% of the 
graduates from evangelical denominations attended mainline schools, 
while 32% were in evangelical seminary D.Min. programs. 

The three groups of clergy -- students, graduates and non-D.Min. 
clergy -- do not differ substantially in educational background or 
achievement as measured by degrees earned or grade averages, though 
there are minor differences worth noting (Students and Graduates VII, 
P, U and V; Clergy V, M, Rand S). Ninety percent of the graduates and 
non-D.Min. clergy have B.D. or M.Div. degrees; 86% of current students 
do so. students are somewhat more likely, however, to report having 
earned an M.A., S.T.M. or Th.M. than the other two groups (22% of 
students have done so, but only 13% of non-D.Min. clergy). This 
greater number of current students with masters degrees other than 
M.Div. no doubt reflects the entry of laity, especially Roman catholic 
women, into many programs. (Also reflecting this trend are comments 
from D.Min. directors: when asked what changes they would most like to 
see in accrediting standards, directors frequently said clearer 
guidelines for granting equivalency for those who do not hold the 
M.Div.) Non-D.Min. clergy are slightly more likely to have an earned 
doctorate than either of the other groups. 

The college grade average for each group does not differ sig
nificantly from the others -- all report an average grade of B. Both 
students and graduates, however, report a seminary grade average 
slightly higher than that of non-D.Min. clergy, with the three groups 
ranging between a Band B+. The differences are small but statis
tically significant. Since the D.Min. requires a grade point average 

, of B or above for entry (though some graduates and students reported a 
lower average), we further compared graduates with only those 
non-D.Min. clergy with seminary grade point averages of greater than 
c+. When we did this, the differences remained. The mean for 
graduates was 2.88; for non-0.Min. clergy it was 3.13 (the lower mean 
represents a higher grade point average). 

The measurement of theological position by means of a structured 
questionnaire is never entirely satisfactocy; nevertheless we asked 
respondents to categorize their theological perspectives on a scale 
from "very liberal" to "very conservative" (Students and Graduates VII, 
H; Clergy V, F). The modal category for all three samples is 
"moderate" (42% to 46%); both current students and non-D.Min. clergy, 
however, are significantly more likely to characterize themselves as 
"conservative" or "very conservative" than is true for graduates. This 
proPably reflects the growth of D.Min. programs in evangelical 
seminaries in recent years and the attendant increase of more thee-
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logically conservative students than it does a conservative turn on the 
part of the clergy generally. Indeed, there is a very strong positive 
correlation between theological conservatism and participation in a 
o.Min. program of an evangelical seminary. It may also be true that 
o.Min. graduates are more liberal than the other two groups because of 
a liberalizing effect of D.Min. involvement, regardless of the type of 
seminacy in which the person was enrolled. In a related question on 
the faculty questionnaire, faculty members were asked to describe their 
D.Min. students theologically in comparison with M.oiv. students. 
Three-fourths characterized them as about the same, and 17% believed 
D.Min. students were more liberal. 

At the time of entry into the program, the majority of students 
were sole pastors of a congregation or pastoral charge (51%), with the 
next three types of positions represented (12% or 13% each} being 
senior pastors (with other ordained clergy on staff), associate and 
assistant pastors (Students and Graduates VII, A). Graduates had a 
relatively similar profile at the time they entered the program, 
although there are slightly more assistant/associate ministers among 
current students than among graduates (13% to 8%). 

In Table IV we compare students, graduates and clergy in pastoral 
positions. (Our clergy sample includes only those who serve in con
gregations. students and graduates figures have been adjusted to be 
comparable.) Slightly more non-0.Min. clergy now than students and 
graduates at the time of entry into O.Min. programs are sole pastors, 
and slightly fewer are senior pastors of multiple staff congregations. 

TABLE IV Parish Position at Entry Into O.Min. Program of 
Students and Graduates Compared with Non-O.Min. 
Clergy 

Non O.Min 
Students 

Position 
Graduates Qlergy 

Sole Pastor 64% 66% 72% 
Senior Pastor 

(with staff) 17 21 14 
Assoc./Assistant 16 10 12 
Min. of Education 3 2 1 
Pastoral Counselor 

(in congregation) :S.1 _J, ~ 
100 100 100 

(N= 588 638 642) 

Chi sq. significant at .0001 

A few more graduates than current students were senior pastors of 
congregations with multiple staffs at the time of entry into the 
program; more current students were assistant or associate pastors at 
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the time of enrollment. This suggests that the o.Min. now attracts 
clergy from a broader spectrum of positions than was true in earlier 
years, but the differences overall, though statistically significant, 
are not dramatic. 

The average salary (Students and Graduates VII, O; Clergy V, D) 
for students at the time of their entry into the D.Min. program was 
only slightly higher than that of non-D.Min. clergy in 1982 ($22,284 
and $22,029 respectively). (We used the 1982 figure on the assumption 
that it would more closely correspond with the average time of entry 
into the program of current students.) D.Min. graduates' enterirg 
average salary was lower, as might be expected, since a large number of 
them entered the program several years ago when salaries, on the whole, 
would have been lower. 

Students and graduates (but not non-Min. clergy) were asked how 
satisfied they were with their position at the time they entered the 
o.Min. program, and whether it offered them maximum opportunity for 
expression of their talents (Students and Graduates VI, E and F). 
There is little difference between graduates and students in satis
faction with their position at time of entry. Almost half were very 
satisfied; another 4 out of 10 were moderately dissatisfied. Graduates 
were significantly more likely to say that their position on entering 
the program offered maximum opportunity for expression of their talents 
for ministry (graduates 47%; students 39%). 

The three samples of clergy were asked to rate their innovative
ness as ministers (Students and Graduates VI, J; Clergy IV, J), since 
the idea of "innovativeness'' has frequently figured in studies of 
professionals' motives for continuing education (see cyril o. Houle, 
continuing Learning in the Professions, San Francisco, Jessey-Bass, 
1980). Graduates and current students showed quite similar profiles: 
just under 30% see themselves as highly innovative and another 60% as 
moderately so. For non-D.Min. clergy the comparable figures were 18% 
and 59%. Thus those associated with D.Min. programs are significantly 
more likely to consider themselves more innovative than is the case for 
those Who do not enter. We cannot determine whether this 
self-perception is a consequence of D.Min. participation or a factor 
predisposing to it. The self-perception of being innovative may be 
partly related to what was implied by several directors and faculty 
members when they described their students as more "aggressive" than 
typical clergy, as "high energy people, 11 or as "success-motivated 
entrepreneurs". 

We noted earlier that faculty members have the impression that the 
majority of students come from churches of medium size and that few 
large church pastors participate in O.Min. programs. We can test this 
assumption by comparing the church size at time of entry into the 
D.Min. program of students and graduates with the size of congregations 
of other clergy. 

187 



Characterietics 

The comparisons of the church size at time of entry for graduates 
and students and for the innnediate past parish of non-D.Min. clergy are 
shown in Table V. The Table shows that the sizes of the churches 
served by graduates and students at entry are not significantly dif
ferent from each other or from clergy who have not entered the program. 
If our non-D.Min. clergy sample is at all representative, then there is 
no tendency discernible for the D.Min. to draw disproportionately from 
pastors of smaller or larger congregations. The table shows also that, 
among our six size categories, the modal church size for those entering 
the program is between 200 and 400 members -- what some refer to as 
"midsize11 for Protestant denominations. Only about 15% of graduates 
and students were serving churches of over 1000 members (presumably the 
"high steeple" clergy referred to above); the percentage is 
approximately the same for the non-D.Min. sample. 

TABLE V Comparison of the Size of Congregation at Entry into 
the D.Min. Program for Students and Graduates with 
non-O.Min. Clergy (Size of Immediate Past 
congregation) 

Non-D.Min. 
Students Graduates Clergy 

~ongre9Zlt;i.Qnal 
Size 

<100 13% 9% 12% 
100-199 20 19 19 
200-399 26 28 27 
400-699 18 21 20 
700-999 8 9 7 
1000+ ...li_ -1! 15 

100 100 100 

(637) (675) (642) 

Chi square not significant. p.=.48 

Since the overall D.Min. and non-D.Min. figures included assis
tant/associate pastors, and since there are Roman catholic priests 
(whose parishes are typically quite large) in the student and graduate 
samples, we further compared only those who were sole or senior pastors 
at entry by the size of church at that time. Again, we used the size 
of the immediate past parish for non-D.Min. clergy. Table VI shows the 
comparisons. As noted in the Table, the differences among the three 
groups fall just short of being statistically significant. There is, 
however, a slightly greater tendency for current students to have been 
sole or senior pastors at time of entry than was true for graduates and 
for non-D.Min. clergy in their previous pastorate. Likewise, slightly 
fewer current students were in congregations of 700 members or larger 
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than was true for graduates at entry or for non-D.Min. clergy. Thus, 
there may have been a trend in recent years towards a slight increase 

in sole/senior pastors of small congregations entering the program and 
a slight decline in the number of large church sole/senior pastors. 

TABLE VI Church size at Entry into O.Min. Program of Students 
and Graduates and Non-D.Min. Clergy Who Are 
Sole/Senior Pastors 

Non-D.Min 
students Graduates Clergy 

Chyrch sii!i!: 
<100 15% 9% 12% 

100-199 24 22 21 
200-399 31 31 29 
400-699 19 22 22 
700-999 6 8 9 

1000+ -2 _l! _J_ 
100 100 100 

(N- 463 533 540) 

In sum, faculty members are correct in perceiving that the maj
ority of entrants in O.Min. programs come from mid-sized congregations. 
Pastors of large churches, however, are represented in the O.Min. in 
proportions that reflect their numbers in the general clergy 
population; although our current student data suggest that the propor
tion of sole/senior pastors from these larger congregations may have 
declined slightly in comparison to graduates. 

Several other characteristics of the congregations of students and 
graduates at time of entry can also be noted (Students and Graduates 
VII, G: Clergy V, E). Their congregations were more likely to be in 
small to large cities than is true for non-D.Min. clergy. Whether 
these differences are a function of greater distance of rural clergy 
from available programs, or of the fact that rural charges are 
frequently held by young clergy not yet eligible for some "in service" 
programs, or of a lack of appeal of O.Min. programs to pastors of rural 
churches is not clear from the data. 

students and graduates are somewhat less likely (by 7% and 9% 
respectively) to report that their congregations were growing and 
developing at the time of entry than were non-D.Min. clergy referring 
to a period comparably long ago, and students were more likely by 7% to 
report being in declining churches at entry than were non-O.Min. 
clergy. For both current students and graduates, however, the largest 
proportions reported being in growing or stable congregations at the 
time of entry. 
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Finally, when both students and graduates entered the program, 
their congregations were somewhat more likely to have a larger pro
portion of college educated members than is true for the congregations 
of non-D.Min. clergy. Nine percent of students and 11% of graduates 
indicated that 75% or more of the members of their congregation held 
college degrees, while none of the non-D.Min. clergy reported that this 
was the case in their congregations. on the other hand, approximately 
half of the students and graduates estimated that 25% or fewer of their 
congregation's members were college educated. Black theological 
educators have sometimes spoken of the "push-up11 effect of higher 
educational levels of black church members on black pastors, motivating 
those clergy without formal seminary training to seek it. Perhaps a 
similar 11 push-up 11 effect, making D.Min. enrollment more likely, is 
operating in the case of pastors in highly educated congregations. 

Discussion 

We have made such a large number of comparisons in this section 
that it may help to draw a profile of the "typical" D.Min. stu
dent/graduate. He is a white pastor in his early forties and 
approaching mid-career. He is most likely to be Presbyterian, or 
perhaps united Methodist or Southern Baptist, and he is likely to 
describe himself as moderate theologically as well as somewhat innova
tive in his ministry. He is most likely to be the sole pastor of a 
mid-sized congregation in a small city. The congregation is typically 
described as growing or at least holding its own. 

The data also show that students/graduates differ in some ways 
from the sample of non-O.Min. clergy, though none of the differences is 
especially dramatic. Nevertheless, we can note, in summary fashion, 
those factors which seem to distinguish between those who have entered 
a D.Min. program and those who have not. 

Race: 

Age: 

Years 
Ordained: 

Position: 

Non-whites, especially blacks, are underrepresented in 
D.Min. programs. 

Current students are slightly younger on the average 
than the non-D.Min. clergy sample: there, however, does 
not seem to be any trend when the ages of current 
students at the time of entry are compared with 
graduates when they entered the program. 

Students are more likely to be in the second decade of 
their career (ordained for 10-19 years), 
disproportionately so in comparison to the non-D.Min. 
clergy sample. 

current students especially are more likely to be 
associate/assistant pastors at the time of entry into 
the program than either graduates ( at the time of entry) 
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Location: 

Members' 
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or non-O.Min. clergy; senior ministers are also slightly 
overrepresented among students and graduates in 
comparison to non-D.Min. clergy. 

There do not seem to be differences between the size of 
congregations of graduates and students when they 
entered the program and the size of congregations served 
by the general clergy population. There has been, 
however, a slight increase in entrants from smaller 
congregations in proportion to those from churches of 
other sizes. 

Graduates and students are more likely to be located in 
small to large cities and less likely to be in rural 
areas than is true for non-o.Min. clergy. 

Graduates and students are more likely to have more 
college educated members in their congregations than is 
true for non-D.Min. clergy. 

our study of the characteristics of D.Min. students and graduates 
and our comparison of them to a group of clergy not involved in D,Min. 
programs yields two observations and conclusions. 

First, students who enroll in and graduate from D.Min. programs 
are what statisticians would call "modal" clergy. They are, in other 
words, typical clergy, very much like those who do not pursue o.Min. 
degrees. This finding supports the widespread impression that the 
D.Min. attracts clergy from 11a middle group," neither the very 
brightest and most successful, as a rule, nor the least competent or 
most demoralized. (Obviously there are individual exceptions to all 
these statements. Every D.Min. director can cite some students who are 
extraordinarily able or who are pastors of large and influential 
chruches; and every program has probably also encountered its share of: 
students of limited ability and some who have had great difficulty in 
their ministerial careers.) 

Second, it is evident that the group of clergy interested in 
D,Min. programs is becoming more diverse. More women are entering 
D.Min. programs, more lay church professionals, and, at a much slower 
rate, clergy from racial and ethnic minority groups. With the rapid 
growth of programs in evangelical institutions, the total population of 
D.Min. students and graduates is becoming more diverse theologically. 
The variety of positions held by students at the time they enroll in 
programs is also increasing. In our view, programs should prepare 
themselves for this diversity. Like M.Div. programs several decades 
ago, D.Min. programs have in the recent past encountered a highly 
homogeneous population. Like M.Div. programs more recently, D.Min. 
programs must be reshaped for a more diverse student body. 
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II. c. Oiaracteristics and Motives of Students and Graduates 

2. Motives of students and Graduates 

Findings 

'Ihe description of students and graduates in the preceding section 
not only provides a profile of the typical D.Min. participant but also 
suggests factors that may influence a decision to enroll also in a 
D.Min. program. 'Ihe D.Min. may, for exanple, especially attract 
pastors approa~ mid-career who see themselves as i.nnovati ve and who 
do not always firxi their current position offerin:J them maximum 
opportunity for expressin:J their talents for ministry. For older 
entrants, as one director quoted above suggests, the motivation may be 
to get additional resources near the en:i of their careers. Denomina
tional or mngregational enpiasis on educated or competent ministry may 
also be in play. 'lhese are, however, inferences drawn from the 
characteristics of students and graduates. 'Ihe question of motivation 
was also addresse::i more directly in our surveys. In this section we 
mnsider what we have learned about factors that influence students and 
graduates to pursue a D.Min. and to choose the particular programs in 
which they enroll. 

Section I of the student, graduate and clergy questionnaires asked 
a rn.nnber of questions about mntinuin:J education and about motives for 
D.Min. involvement. Sane of these questions were also asked in the 
Presbyterian panel survey (unless otherwise noted, only pastors• 
responses are reported in this section) . Table I shows a ccmparison of 
the reasons rated as ''very lJl1?0rtant. 11 (For other ratin:Js, see 
Graduates, students and Clergy I, A, and Presbyterian Panel 3.) 

Do clergy who decide to pursue the D,Min. degree have different 
motives f:ran those who pursue mntinuin:J education in non-degree 
programs? To address this question, we asked all our clergy respondent 
groups to rank a rn.nnber of reasons that a clergy person might engage in 
mntinuin:J education and to rate the :inportance of each (Students, 
Graduates and Clergy I, A). '!hey were also asked to i.rxiicate the most 
important J::AAS<m for engagin:J in mntinuin:J education. (For 
ccmparison, students and graduates were also asked to review this same 
list and select from it their chief reason for enrollin:J in a D.Min. 
program. 'Ihe answers to this question are reported later in this 
section.) In all cases, the same item on our list rates highest as the 
motive for mntinuin:J education, and 60% or more of 
each clergy group rates it as very :inportant: Inprovement of practical 
skills such as prea~, cxiunselin:J and administration. Different 
groups made different semoo choices. 'Ihe D.Min. students and 
graduates give as their semrn reason updatin:J theological knowledge, 
while clergy not engaged in the D.Min. and Presbyterian Panel pastors 
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choose spiritual grcMtb. For all groups, the least inp:,rtant reason 
for ~ginJ in continuing education is to broaden one's knc:Mledge by 
studyinJ in non-theological areas such as literature, econanics or 
sociology, though 25% of the Presbyterian pastors rated this as very 
inp:,rtant, corrpared with only 9% of each of the other groups. When we 
sorted the clergy by various background variables, we found same 
differences. Graduates am. students who had been ordained longer 
placed more enphasis on updatinJ theological knc:Mledge, am. those 
ordained a shorter period of time on improvinJ practical skills. Those 
who identified themselves as more liberal theologically enphasized 
updatinJ theological knc:Mledge am. also broadeninJ their knc:Mledge in 
non-theological areas; conservative clergy were more likely to view the 
improvement of practical skills am. spiritual grcMth as inp:,rtant. 

TABLE l Percent Listing Various Reasons for participating in 
Continuing Education as "Very lmportant" 

Non-.D.Min. 
Students Graduates Clergy 

Presbyterian 
Pastors 

Reasons: 
To update theological 
knowledge in an area in 
which he/she has fallen 
behind 41% 

To pursue an area of theolo-
gical interest 30 

To improve practical skills 
such as preaching, counseling, 
administration, etc. 66 

For spiritual growth 45 

To broaden one's knowledge by 
studying in non-theological 
areas such as economics, 
literature, sociology, etc. 9 

44% 

27 

63 

37 

9 

47% 

29 

60 

46 

9 

46% 

33 

68 

54 

16 

Although we have not pursued denominational differences in much of 
our analysis since our student and graduate samples were not drawn on 
the basis of denomination, resulting in a considerable denominational 
spread, we nevertheless crosstabulated denomination for several of 
these questions about reasons for engaging in continuing education, to 
see if differences in denominational norms or other denomin
ationally-related factors can be discerned. To do so, we used only 
those denominational groups in our sample large enough for statistical 
comparisons. Note that the denominational information reported here is 
organized by actual denominations (such as Lutherans, Presbyterians, 
etc.), not the large religious tradition categories (mainline, 
evangelical) used in most of our data analysis. Denominational 
differences (tables not shown) prove sometimes significant. Roman 
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Catholics among our students and graduates samples vary the usual 
pattern, ranking first "updating theological knowledge" rather than the 
usual choice, "improving practical skills." Episcopalians among clergy 
not involved in O.Min. programs also make an unusual first choice: 
Spiritual growth, rather than improvement of practical skills. 
Episcopal D.Min. students and graduates make the usual choice, im
provement of practical skills, suggesting the possibility that Epis
copal clergy who choose to enter D.Min. programs have a different 
orientation to continuing education than do non-D.Min. Episcopal 
clergy. 

Our comparison between motives given for engaging in non-degree 
continuing education and for enrolling in a D.Min. program yields an 
interesting result: The highest ranked reason in both cases is the 
same. the improvement of practical skills. This finding lends great 
weight to the widespread observation that most clergy enter D.Min. 
programs in order to pursue continuing education in a structured 
setting. It should be noted, however, that the second most important 
reason given for pursuing a D.Min. is different from the reason given 
for engaging in continuing education generally: Updating one's theo
logical knowledge, the second-ranked motive for continuing education, 
is supplanted by "pursuing an area of theological interest" in the 
ranking of reasons to enroll in a D.Min. program. 

Spiritual growth is also given less weight as a motive for the 
D.Min. than for continuing education. Presbyterian Panel clergy, asked 
a fairly similar question (Question 30: They were asked to rank the 
reasons they believe most clergy enroll in D.Min. programs), gave a 
similar ranking of reasons: improvement of skills for ministry was 
most important, broadening and deepening theological understanding and 
personal and spiritual growth were next most important. The pastors 
who replied to the Presbyterian Panel were offered the opportunity to 
rank in this list some of those reasons often imputed to O.Min. stu
dents as motives for enrollment: gaining a credential in order to move 
to a better job, making themselves eligible for higher pay, or 
providing themselves with an opportunity for fellowship with other 
clergy. The Presbyterian Panel clergy did not view any of these as 
important reasons why most clergy entered. We did not expect that 
students and graduates themselves would claim that a major motive for 
entering D.Min. programs was to increase their status and mobility. 
(The issue of status as a motive is discussed further below). we did 
think that fellowship with other clergy might be a major motive. As 
reported below, however, it did not rank high in any of the lists on 
which it was included in students• and graduates' questionnaires, 
confirming the Presbyterian clergy's estimation that it is not a major 
motive of those who enroll in D,Min. programs. 

The importance of the focus of o.Min. programs on the practice of 
ministry was borne out by comments from seminary administrators, 
faculty members and students. Students especially appreciate programs 
that "build on ministry experience and recognize the value of that 
experience." Likewise, several comment that they were drawn to the 
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D.Min. because it seemed connected with their day-to-day ministry 
activities and ministry settings. "It did not require me to become 
divorced from my congregation" is a typical comment. Many students 
also value programs that emphasize organizational development, church 
growth and church renewal -- skill areas that had received little 
emphasis in their M.Div./B.D. programs. As we note elsewhere in this 
report, these are distinctive emphases in several of what we call 
"unique content or method" programs. In contrast, however, several 
graduates and students deliberately chose programs that they believed 
were more academic in focus and less practically oriented, and some 
would have preferred to pursue the Ph.D. or Th.D. had they been able to 
do so while continuing to work in a parish setting. Said one current 
student, "I think it is most unfortunate that seminaries so utterly 
neglect the academically oriented minister. I think more Th.D. 
programs are needed." 

we also asked questions about the value of various modes of 
delivery of continuing education (Students, Graduates and Clergy I, D). 
The most noticeable difference in responses among the three groups is 
the more positive value both graduates and students place on degree or 
certificate programs, especially the D.Min. degree. For non-D.Min. 
clergy, greater value is placed on travel-study programs, independent 
study, and, to a lesser extent, non-credit seminars and workshops at a 
seminary or theological center. This difference in preference may also 
provide a clue to one important motive for entering a D.Min. program. 
Students' and graduates' preferences for a degree or certificate 
program -- each of which represents a structured, longer term 
experience -- is consonant with the theme we and others have heard from 
many clergy enrolled in D.Min. programs. These clergy place a high 
value on having a structure. They want "organized and intentional 
education," said one student about himself and others in his program. 
In an earlier evaluation of an experimental D.Min. program at Hartford 
Seminary, ("Pastor and Parish as Colearners in the Doctor of Ministry 
Program: An Experiment in Theological Education," Theological 
Education 16 [Winter 1980): 198), researchers reported that almost all' 
candidates: 

Wanted and needed a structured program to help them do something 
they desired to do but could not accomplish satisfactorily on 
their own. Most had tried, somewhat unsuccessfully, an intensive 
personal study program or had taken several short-term continuing 
education seminars or programs. They hoped. . . to have the struc
tured motivation and continuity of educational experiences that 
heretofore had been lacking in their postordination experience. 

Obviously such experiences need not be degree-related, but degree 
programs currently provide a primary means for meeting the needs of 
those who want structure and discipline in their continuing education. 

Thus far we have considered internal motivations. Are there 
external sources of encouragement that are also important? In recent 
years, for example, United Methodist clergy have been required to take 

195 



Motives 

part in regular continuing education. Other denominations may strongly 
encourage such participation without making it compulsory. In 
addition, the recognition of the importance of continuing education has 
led in some cases to making denominational funds available to clergy to 
cover some of the costs of continuing education. In many judicatories, 
there is also strong encouragement for congregations to make both funds 
and study leave time available to their clergy as a part of their 
contract with the congregation. 

Just over one-fourth of the students and non-D.Min. clergy and 
one-third of the graduates report that their denominations require a 
certain amount of continuing education annually (Students, Graduates 
and Clergy E, 1 and 2). In each group, over 70% believes that there 
should be such a requirement, though more cu=ent students (77%) and 
graduates (80%) ~affirmed this than did non-D.Min. clergy (72%), a 
statistically significant difference. In a similar question (4) in the 
Presbyterian Panel study, 77% of the Presbyterian pastors thought a 
denominational requirement was definitely or probably a good idea, and 
69% of Presbyterian laity agree. A majority of Presbyterian pastors 
and laity also believe that, "all other factors being equal, a minister 
who regularly engages in some educational activity should be hired in 
preference to someone who does not" (Presbyterian Panel 20). 
Approximately two-thirds of the members and elders either strongly 
agreed or agreed with the statement, and almost 80% of the pastors 
agreed. 

When asked whether there was any pressure, either from the 
judicatory or from the congregation/work setting, for them to take part 
in continuing education (Graduates and Clergy E, 3), graduates were 
slightly less likely than non-D.Min. clergy to report much or some 
pressure from their judicatories, but they were considerably more 
likely than non-D.Min. clergy to report much or some pressure from 
their congregations (39% and 27% respectively). Since these are D.Min. 
graduates reporting on their current congregation/ministry setting, we 
cannot be certain that similar expectations influenced the decision to 
enroll in the D.Min. In any case, whether by virtue of internal 
motivation or external pressure, 86% of the graduates report having 
taken part in some continuing education since completing their D.Min. 
program; and 90%~of the non-D.Min. clergy report having participated in 
some form of continuing education in the past three years (Clergy F). 
Thus, although there are some differences in the groups' reports on 
pressure to participate, there is a very high involvement in some form 
of continuing education by all clergy surveyed. 

Do available study leave time and continuing education funds make 
a difference in D.Min. participation (Students I, F; Graduates and 
Clergy I, G)? current students are given substantially more annual 
study leave than non-D.Min. clergy, and somewhat more than graduates. 
While approximately the same proportion of each group reports at least 
two weeks study leave (about 45%), 21% of the students have more than 
two weeks as compared with 11% of the graduates and only 5% of the 
non-D.Min. clergy. 

196 



Motives 

There were no statistically significant differences in amount of 
study time available to students when size of church was compared; for 
non-D.Min. clergy, however, the larger the church, the more study time 
was available. Almost half of the clergy in congregations of fewer 
than 100 members received no study time. There are also statistically 
significant differences in the amount of study time available to 
students and non-D.Min. clergy of particular denominations. For exam
ple, three-fourths of the Southern Baptist non-D.Min. clergy report 
receiving no study leave, while this is true for only 45% of the 
cu=ent Southern Baptist D,Min. students. Other denominations that we 
are able to compare show similar though generally smaller differences. 
Whether somewhat more study leave time was already available to stu
dents before they decided to enroll, or whether such leave was granted 
in conjunction with or in recognition of that decision, we do not know. 
One can infer, though, that having such additional study leave time 
available or potentially available makes participation in a D.Min. more 
likely and perhaps easier. As we shall note below, insufficient time 
was the most important reason for not enrolling in a D.Min. given by 
non-D.Min. clergy who have considered enrolling. 

In spite of their greater amount of time, 35% of the students 
indicated that their study leave time is inadequate. Somewhat fewer 
graduates (31%) and non-D.Min. clergy (26%) complained of inadequate 
study leave time. As might be expected, most students (79%) used all 
of their available study leave, but this was true for only 52% of the 
graduates and 43% of the non-D.Min. clergy. Despite having study leave 
time three out of ten students and graduates report that D.Min. 
involvement was a great burden, and another two-thirds found it a 
moderate burden (Students and Graduates III, K). 

There are no large differences in the proportions of congrega
tions/employers providing funds for continuing education (76% for 
graduates, 75% for students and 71% for non-D.Min. clergy). The 
average amount received by different groups is, however, markedly 
different. For students it is $662 and for graduates, $493; for 
non-D.Min. clergy, the average amount is substantially lower -- $371. 
For both students and non-D.Min. clergy, there is a relationship 
between church size and having some continuing education funds 
provided: The larger the church, the greater the likelihood of 
receiving some funds. 

There are also differences by denomination in the availability of 
funds to students as compared with non-D.Min. clergy. As with study 
time, the differences in funds available are greatest for Southern 
Baptists. Approximately half of those enrolled in D.Min. programs 
receive some funding, while almost three-fourths of non-D.Min. Southern 
Baptist clergy receive no funds. Smaller but still substantial 
differences also appear for the two groups of Episcopal clergy; the 
differences are less, however, for Lutherans, United Methodists and 
Presbyterians. 
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It is interesting, too, that although Southern Baptists showed the 
greatest disparities in the proportions of students and non-D.Min. 
clergy receiving study leave time and funds, among both groups, 
Southern Baptists who do receive funds for continuing education receive 
some of the largest average amounts. The average for Southern Baptist 
non-D.Min. clergy is $568, compared with the overall non-D.Min. clergy 
mean of $371. For southern Baptist students, the average amount 
available is $1038, compared with an overall average for students of 
$662. Only LUtheran Church (Missouri Synod) students received more on 
the average ($1147). United Methodist students received twice as much 
as non-D.Min. united Methodist clergy, and lesser differences are 
evident for other comparable denominations. 

Here, too, as with study leave time, it is probably the case that 
some D.Min. students' congregations/employers make more money available 
because the clergy person is enrolled in a D.Min. program: though, 
again, it is possible that such funds were already available. In 
either case, having the funds made available is important in making 
participation possible. And again as with study leave time, in spite 
of the larger amount of money available, slightly more students (53%) 
believe the funds provided are inadequate than graduates (46%) and 
non-D.Min. clergy (49%). Students were also considerably more likely 
to have used the allowance provided during 1984 (81%) than graduates 
(57%) and non D.Min. clergy (52%). 

Thus far, we have considered a variety of factors that support 
D.Min. enrollment. What influences a person not to enroll? Thirty-six 
percent of our non-D.Min. clergy sample say that they have considered 
enrolling in a D.Min. but decided against it (Clergy I, I), and 49% say 
that it is at least somewhat likely that they will enroll in the future 
(Clergy I, J). For those who had considered enrolling, the most 
important reason for not doing so is time (41% said that time available 
made a great deal of difference in their decision). Cost is the second 
most important reason (32%), followed by the lack of a program within 
reasonable travel distance {28%). Fourth most important (20%) were 
doubts about the value of the D.Min. as a credential. Somewhat less 
important were inability to find a program that fit their interests 
(18%) and doubts about the quality of D.Min. programs. Doubts about 
one's own academic ability and inability to secure admission to a 
desired program were of little importance. Thus time, money and 
distance from available programs are most reported by non-D.Min. clergy 
as deterrents to D.Min. enrollment. 

There has been considerable speculation often cynicism -- about 
other motives for pursuing the degree, notably a concern for career 
and/or status enhancement. In several institutions, faculty suspected 
that students enroll because they think it "will make some difference 
in how they are regarded or paid, 11 as one faculty member expressed it. 
In the Presbyterian Panel, as earlier noted, we asked several questions 
(16-21) about the career and/or status enhancement potential of D.Min. 
involvement. We asked identical questions of students, graduates, and 
non-D.Min. clergy (II, A). From the answers, we can draw some 
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inferences about the possible influence on D.Min. enrollment of these 
factors. The responses are summarized in Table II. 

TABLE II Respondents Indicating "Strongly Agree" or "Agree" to 
Various Consequences of Holding a D.Min. Degree* 

Percent Saying 
Strongly Agree 

Percent Saying 
Agree 

1. All other factors being equal, a minister with a D.Min. should be 
paid more than a minister who has a Masters of Bachelor of 
Divinity. 

Members 
Elders 
Presbyterian Pastors 
D.Min. Graduates 
D.Min. Students 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 

8% 
9 
7 

24 
23 

5 

51% 
51 
31 
49 
45 
37 

2. All other factors being equal, a minister with a D.Min. should be 
hired in preference to someone who has a Masters or Bachelor of 
Divinity degree. 

Members 
Elders 
Presbyterian Pastors 
D.Min. Graduates 
D.Min. Students 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 

5 
5 
3 

15 
14 

2 

35 
31 
17 
41 
36 
18 

3. A minister who has earned the D.Min. should be called "Dr." in 
public settings. 

Members 
Elders 
Presbyterian Pastors 
D.Min. Graduates 
D.Min. Students 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 

12 
8 
5 

17 
12 

5 

44 
51 
37 
56 
50 
32 

4. A minister who has a D.Min. degree is more likely to be respected 
by other community leaders than if he/she did not have the degree. 

Members 
Elders 
Presbyterian Pastors 
D,Min. Graduates 
D,Min. Students 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 
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8 
8 
7 

18 
12 

3 

63 
52 
51 
60 
57 
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TABLE II continued 
Percent Saying 
Strongly Agree 

Percent Saying 
Agree 

5. All other factors being equal, a minister who regularly engages in 
some educational activity should be hired in preference to someone 
who does not. 

Members 
Elders 
Presbyterian Pastors 
D.Min. Graduates 
D.Min. Students 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 

18 
14 
23 
37 
35 
20 

57 
64 
63 
55 
53 
54 

6. All other factors being equal, regular participation in continuing 
education should be given more weight in a hiring decision than 
whether a person has a D.Min. degree. 

Members 
Elders 
Presbyterian Pastors 
D.Min. Graduates 
D.Min. students 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 

16 
16 
25 
17 
21 
24 

64 
65 
66 
53 
52 
54 

* The Presbyterian member, elder and pastor data come from the 
Presbyterian Panel survey. The percentages shown in this 
table for Presbyterian respondents have been recomputed, taking 
out "don't know" and non responses, to make them comparable with 
the percentages from the three D.Min. surveys. 

Although the proportions of students and graduates indicating 
strong agreement with any single item is not large, it is clear that 
both groups agree more strongly than Presbyterian lay and clergy 
respondents and non-D.Min. clergy that the D.Min. should bring addi
tional status/rewards. The major exception is the final question about 
a D.Min. advantage in hiring. There, both Presbyterian pastors (some 
of who have the D.Min.) and non-D.Min. clergy are more likely to 
indicate strong agreement than graduates and slightly more likely to do 
so than students. Presbyterian laity are less likely to indicate 
strong agreement than the various clergy groups on any items; when 
strongly agree and agree responses are combined, however a majority of 
the laity are willing to grant D.Min. extra consideration in issues of 
hiring. Therefore, it seems clear that D.Min. students and graduates 
are more likely to believe that the D.Min. has status and/or career 
enhancing qualities, and, to a lesser extent, the laity surveyed tended 
to agree. In a later section, as we examine some effects of D.Min. 
participation, we will have occasion to examine whether D.Min. 
graduates find there are career and status rewards (including psychic 
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rewards such as self-esteem and improved morale) from earning the 
D.Min. We doubt that these factors are primary motives for most 
students; they are, however, by no means unimportant, and for some they 
may be dominant. With considerable candor one woman graduate indicated 
the degree's importance to her for career advancement: 

As a woman, the extra degree opened a position that would not have 
been available otherwise. That was my hope when I began the 
degree, and it has been realized. The learnings were valuable and 
important, but my primary goal was career advancement. There were 
just too many shut doors and ability and performance were 
outweighed by my sex. (My perception.) In this congregation, the 
education level was a high priority and that prompted them to give 
me a chance, albeit with the help of the Holy Spirit who helped us 
to find one another. 

We have not, of course, exhausted the various motives and factors 
that lie behind the decision to enter the D.Min. We believe, however, 
that those which we have highlighted in this section are primary for 
the majority of those who enroll. To sum up, it would appear that the 
dominant reason for pursuing the degree is to enhance one's skills in 
the practice of ministry, with a desire to pursue an area of 
theological interest as a distant second. Clergy do not typically 
enroll in a D.Min. program to bring themselves up-to-date, or for 
spiritual formation. The D.Min. is an attractive alternative to other 
forms of continuing education both because of its close relationship to 
the practice of ministry and the ministry setting and because it 
provides structure and discipline for continuing education. Career 
and/or status enhancement may also be a factor, though we suspect such 
factors are desired by-products rather than primary reasons for par
ticipation. Also enhancing the likelihood of participation are certain 
external supports, especially, it would appear, having study leave time 
and financial support made available by one's congregation or ministry 
setting. Conversely, the lack of time and adequate financial resources 
-- and to a lesser extent, geographic distance from any program -- are' 
major factors hindering a number of clergy from enrolling. 

Reasons for Choosing a Particular Program 

Once a clergy person has decided to enroll in a D.Min. program, 
what are the factors that influence the choice of a particular program? 
We not only asked how many students and graduates investigated other 
programs before choosing the one in which they enrolled (Students and 
Graduates III, E), but we also provided a list of factors and asked 
them to rank the factors in degree of importance (Students and 
Graduates III, F) . 

In response to the question about investigating other programs 
before enrolling, most (75% of students and 63% of graduates) report 
they did some "shopping around." Among the factors important in making 
their choice, the content and focus of the program was most important 
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for students (53% saying "extremely important") and second most 
important for graduates (47%). Program reputation was first in 
importance for graduates (57% indicating "extremely important") and 
second in importance to current students (43%). Next in importance for 
both groups were reputation of particular faculty teaching in the 
program (37% "extremely important" for graduates and 30% for students) 
and ease of completing the program while working full time (32% for 
graduates and 31% for students). Also important was geographic access 
to a program, either one in a seminary located nearby or one offered 
nearby on an extension basis. Factors such as cost of the program, 
availability of financial aid, the seminary's denominational affil
iation, the opportunity to join a colleague group being formed in one's 
area, and encouragement of a denominational official, were of less 
importance to most persons as reasons for enrolling in a particular 
program. 

In a separate question (Students and Graduates III, G), we asked 
again about the importance of denominational affiliation for the choice 
of a particular program. For just over half of students (56%) and 
graduates (53%) denomination was not a factor in their choice; about 
40% of each group preferred a seminary of their own denomination. 
Approximately one in ten of each group preferred a seminary of another 
denomination than her/his own. 

When we compute correlations between these responses and selected 
individual or institutional factors, several significant differences 
emerge. Although the correlations are not strong, students enrolled in 
evangelical seminaries are more likely to emphasize the importance of 
the reputation of the program and reputation of particular faculty. 
For mainline students, the geographical accessibility of a program, 
whether at a nearby seminary or, especially, through availability of an 
off-campus program are significant factors. While this does not mean 
that reputation of a program or its faculty are unimportant for 
students in mainline seminaries or that location is unimportant for 
evangelicals, it does suggest that the latter are more likely to focus 
on program and faculty reputation than students attending mainline 
schools and, therefore, also probably willing to travel farther to do 
so. In fact, such travel will probably be necessary since there are 
considerably fewer evangelical programs. It may well be that it is the 
evangelical reputation of the schools or faculty that is most important 
to these students. That mainline students attribute significantly 
greater importance to the possibility of an off-campus program no doubt 
reflects the fact that several of the largest off-campus programs are 
those of mainline schools. We also found that the smaller the size of 
a program, the more likely students are to indicate that denominational 
differences were important in their choice. Students in larger 
programs are slightly more likely to emphasize the content and focus 
and reputation of the program. And, since several of the larger 
programs are offered by extension, it is not surprising that there is a 
relatively strong correlation between large size and the importance of 
being able to join a colleague group in one's area. Given the fact 
that some extension programs report that "borderline" students are 

202 



Motives 

occasionally admitted to fill out a group, it is also not surprising 
that there is also a weak, but statistically significant, correlation 
between lower grade point average of students and the importance they 
place on joining a nearby colleague group. 

Discussion 

several issues and conclusions stem from what we have learned 
about clergy motives for enrolling in D.Min. programs and for declining 
to enroll. 

First, it is evident from the similarity between the list of 
reasons given for entering D.Min. programs and those for pursuing other 
kinds of continuing education that the structure and discipline a 
degree program uniquely offers is an important feature -- perhaps the 
most important feature -- for the significant number of clergy who 
choose the D.Min. route. Planners of non-degree continuing education 
programs should take note: many clergy welcome continuing education in 
a form that offers an order of inquiry, expectations and deadlines for 
the completion of work, and evaluation. Most non-degree continuing 
education programs are collections of short-term "events." There is no 
progression or order among these events, and usually they do not 
require that the person attending complete reading and writing 
assignments as preparation. Nor do most include structured evaluation 
of the contributions that participants do make. Our findings suggest 
that these elements excluded in most non-degree continuing education 
are important for, as we have said, substantial numbers of clergy. It 
is thus likely that more order and structure in non-degree continuing 
education programs would be welcomed by their clergy participants. 

There also seem to us to be consequences from our findings that, 
though structure and discipline are the features of D.Min. programs 
that those who enroll in them uniquely seek, the educational resources 
they most hope to gain from the D.Min. are the same as those they most 
hope to gain from all kinds of continuing education, namely improvement 
in skills for ministry. We did not ask D.Min. students and graduates 
to rate their programs, but answers to many of our questions yield 
indirect measures of satisfaction, and in addition many students and 
graduates added comments to their questionnaires specifying what they 
do and do not like about their programs. The most frequent and 
persistent expressions of satisfaction came from students and graduates 
whose programs fall into the category we call "unique content or method 
programs." These programs are perceived as providing specific 
resources for ministry not offered in the participant's earlier 
education. Though we do not recommend that the special foci of these 
programs -- organization development and church growth, for instance -
be adopted by all programs, we do think that students benefit from the 
clarity of focus and purpose that such programs offer, and we would 
urge all programs to examine their offerings and to specify, for 
themselves and their students, what resources for ministry each program 
affords. 
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Last, we make a recommendation. We were somewhat surprised by 
the evidence we collected of a very high level of participation in 
continuing education of all the clergy we surveyed. It is quite clear 
that clergy have heard the message about the importance of continuing 
education and that most have responded. It is also clear, however, 
that the availability of study leave time and financial support are 
critical for more than cursory involvement in continuing education 
programs. Elsewhere in this report we recommend that seminaries 
seriously consider lengthening the course of study required for the 
D.Min. degree, from the equivalent of one year's work to two. This 
will only be possible, we believe, if church officials make a co=es
ponding effort to change denominational and congregational policies on 
clergy continuing education. Though we believe that financial alloca
tions could in many cases be more generous, our view is that time is 
the critical factor. Most D.Min. students, we believe, would greatly 
benefit from specified release time while they are enrolled in D.Min. 
programs. This release time might be made available in the form of a 
regular free period, each week or month, for concentrated work in the 
D.Min. program; or as a sabbatical leave period at some critical point, 
such as project writing. This matter is not incidentally important, 
but rather critical if the quality of work in D.Min. programs is to be 
enhanced. We therefore strongly recommend that denominational 
officials work, in the various ways required by different 
denominational systems, to make some period of release time for study, 
in addition to regular study leave, the norm for students enrolled in 
D.Min. programs." Seminaries can add force to this effort by requiring 
applicants to their programs to negotiate in advance such release time 
for study. 

In making this recommendation we are not, however, necessarily 
advocating denominationally-mandated continuing education, even though 
large numbers of the clergy respondents to our surveys believe that 
there should be such requirements. We note, as have other observers 
(see, for instance, Patrick B. Storey, M.D., "Mandatory Continuing 
Medical Education," New England Journal of Medicine Vol. 298 [June 22, 
1978): 1416-18), the trivializing and abuses of continuing education 
that such requirements have fostered in other professions. Better, we 
believe, would be on-going advocacy for adequate continuing education 
time and funds for clergy, and attention by church executives to the 
individual minister, to see that such time and funds are used in 
creative and individually appropriate ways. 
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II. D. Attitudes TcMard and the Reputation of D.Min. Programs 

Findings 

'Ihis section has as its f=us attitudes toward the D.Min. degree 
and the degree's reputation generally. 'Ihe research reported here (and 
in prece:JJ.n;J sections) is hardly the first occasion for airing 
attitudes about the D.Min. or expressing opinions about its reputation. 
Such activity has been going on fo:anally and info:anally since the 
D.Min. degree's inception. '!here have been debates on the floor of the 
meetings of the Ass=iation of 'lheological Schools, articles and 
exchanges in the public press, studies corxlucted by schools as prep
aration for a decision about whether to give the degree, and numerous 
info:anal conversations and diS01Ssions. In all this debate and 
conversation, several questions are raised repeatedly: Should a 
professional doctorate be given? If so, who should be viewed as its 
potential constituency? Should such a program be open to or even urged 
upon all clergy, as a form of structured continuing education? Or 
should it rather be awarded as a mark of distinction for a smaller body 
of clergy who have met selective admission standards and rigorous 
requirements for the degree's c::ontJletion, and whose work in the program 
makes a significant contribution to the understanding of ministerial 
practice? Are D.Min. programs, whatever their intended constituency, 
soundly structured and corxlucted with rigor and integrity? In this 
section, we report the views and opinions of our various resporxient 
groups on these inq:iortant matters. In subsequent sections (see 
especially III. A, 'lhe Quality of D.Min. Programs) we express our 
views, judgments and conclusions about these matters. 

Running through all the data reported in this section are certain 
persistent patterns. Most marked is a positive, generous and optimis
tic tone. Anong various groups and institutions that grant the degree, 
clergy who are or have been students in D.Min. programs, and members of 
congregations whose pastors have been enrolled in D.Min. programs, 
there is general approval of and enthusiasm for the D.Min. as an 
educational undertaking. At the same time, to different extents am:mg 
different constituencies, there is some doubt about whether all D.Min. 
programs are as well-corxlucted as they could be. In general, as we 
have earlier noted, D.Min. directors are n-ost positive and enthusiastic 
about the current state of D.Min. programs. Olief executives of 
institutions that grant the degree are also highly positive, though 
usually less so than the directors. 'Ihe majority of faculty members 
also generally approve of the degree, though they are far =re likely 
than chief executives and especially than D.Min. directors to have 
questions and concerns about the current design and corxluct of 
programs. Students and graduates are highly positive about the pro
grams they have encountered, though not without =iticisrns of some 
program features. Most negativity is expressed by chief executives of 
institutions that do not grant the degree, clergy who have not been 
enrolled in D.Min. programs, and some of the laypersons in the very 
limited group we were able to contact. several judicatory executives, 
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a group that we did not survey overall, also wrote to us expressing 
reservations about the degree. overall, however, we did not fini airJ 
whole groups that are largely hostile t.cMard either the idea of the 
o.Min. degree or deeply critical of the programs in which it is now 
offere::i, though rrartt iniividuals express strong reservations and 
criticisms. 

1. The Concept of the D.Min. as a Professional Doctorate 

Should a professional doctoral degree in ministry be offered? 
When the o.Min. was first proposed, there was =nsiderable resistance 
to the use of doctoral nanenclature for a professional degree. Does 
this resistance =ntinue? In Table I, we summarize responses to a 
question about the concept of a professional doctorate such as the 
o.Min. Is the ooncept a sound one or not? Seminary administrators and 
faculty members fran o.Min.- and non-o.Min.-granting institutions alike 
are in general agreement. that the ooncept is a sound one. 'Ihere is 
disagreement, however, about whether all current programs are as sound 
as the ooncept that urxlerlies them. 'lbose in schools that offer the 
D.Min. generally think that their own program is sound; m:ist, however, 
do not believe that all programs are sound. Of the three seminary 
resporxient groups, faculty members are less likely than chief 
executives and directors to say that their own program is also sound 
(67% of the faculty carpared with 77% and 84% respectively of the other 
two groups). Just over half of the chief executives of non-D.Min. 
seminaries believe that "a minority of D.Min. programs are of dubious 
quality." 

Approxilllately one-third of the students and graduates believe that 
the concept of the degree is a sound one and that all programs offer 
programs of good quality. Wrote one student: "'lhis is the m:,st helpful 
arxi nieanirgful of all oontinuing education efforts for the active cler
gy." Another student believes that the great value of the degree is 
"that it provides for a =nsistency in study that short-term oontinuin;J 
education does not." A third student carpared the o.Min. and the 
M.Div.: "I do not see the o.Min. as academically m::>re advanced than, 
for exatrple, the M.Div. I do see it as generally m::>re useful sin-ply 
because it comes (for m:ist of us) after several years in the ministry 
arxi hence frequently is ?,lt to m::>re realistic use. 

In addition to those who are generally positive about 1l'OSt D.Min. 
programs, another six of ten graduates arrl students believe that their 
own programs are sound, but are somewhat doubtful about other programs. 
Aioong non-D.Min. clergy, approxilllately half believe that the concept is 
soum but some programs are of dubious quality. Faculty members, chief 
executives of non-o.Min. seminaries, and non-o.Min. clergy are the m:ist 
likely of the various groups to believe that the D.Min. degree is based 
on a sourd concept, but m current programs are of dubious or poor 
quality; though the percentages even for these groups are quite small 
in this category (8%, 17% arxi 6% respectively) . 'lbese three groups are 
also m::>re likely to believe that the degree is based on an \.II1SO\lnd 
concept. 
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TABLE I 'lhe Concept of a Professional Doctorate by Respoooent Type 
Non- Non-

D.Min. D.Min 
CEO Dir. Fae. Stu. Grad. Clerov Sems. 

'Ihe Concept of a 
Professional Doctorate is: 

Sound, and in general all 
seminary D.Min. programs 
offer educational programs 
of gocxl quality. 15% 12% 12% 30% 33% 24% 12% 

Sound, but sane seminary 
programs (not including our 
own) are of dubious or 
poor quality. 77 84 67 60 58 NA NA 

Sound, but sane seminary 
programs (including our 
own) are of dubious or 
poor quality. 7 0 7 3 3 49* 54** 

Sound, but nost or all 
current programs are of 
dubious or poor quality. 1 3 8 <l 1 6 17 

Unsoun:i; the D.Min. 
program should not be 
given. 0 1 5 <l <l 5 7 

No q;>inion 0 0 3 5 4 16 10 

NA means that they were not asked the question. 
* 'Ihe wording of the question for non-D.Min. clergy excluded the phrase, 

(including our own). 
**'lhe question for non-D.Min. seminary CEOs asked about "a minority of 

seminaries, 11 and excluded the phrase (including our own). 

Ol/erall, then, there is considerable agreement that the degree is 
based on a soun:i concept, but respon:lents vary in their views about 
their own program ard others than their own. 

We note, however, in counterpoint to these generally favorable 
assessments of the degree, that many faculty members ard administrators 
inteJ:viewed in our case studies expressed serious doubts about the 
soundness of the program, and several believai that it probably should 
be discontinuai. We cite comments from one school's faculty members 
and administrators as an exanple of particularly strong negative 
feel:i.n;Js about the D.Min. - their own program as well as the degree 
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generally. "'lhis faculty worxiers," said one faculty member deeply 
involved in the school's program, "whether the D.Min. was not oonceived 
in sin and has lived out its life in iniquity." Another faculty 
member, less involved, says there is general "frustration that the 
D.Min. has exparxied arourrl the country the way it has. We have little 
errpirical data, 11 he =ntinued, "but from what we know, we are unhappy 
with what goes on elsewhere. We do not think a student will be hurt 
here in our program. Plenty of interesting things go on. But the 
general view in this faculty is, 'I don't know whether we should be 
doing this. 111 Aro the director of this program concurs: "'Ihe D.Min. is 
in serious trouble nationwide. It has lost its integrity. Good people 
don't want it." He went on to =iticize existing D.Min. programs and 
the clergy who want the degree for an overly functional view of 
ministry which identifies advanced work as "religious education, 
counseling, preaching. 11 He continues: 

I would be happy therefore, if the whole theological world got out 
of the business [of the D.Min.] and investigated what education is 
appropriate for ministers at the advanced level. 'Ihe M.Div. is 
only a nodest beginning. '!here is a place for further 
achievements for the more gifted and for achieving a level of 
mastery. 

A consequence of this negativity, concluded the director, is that "[the 
D.Min. J is our lowest priority." 

In a communication to the research team, a dean of an institution 
that grants the D.Min. also raised other serious concerns about the 
D.Min. degree. Space prohibits full citation of his evaluation, 
though, several of his concerns can be summarized. His basic concern 
is that the D.Min. "distracts us significantly from our reason for 
existing - the education of M.Div. students for entry into profes
sional ministry." '!his is particularly true, he believes, in schools 
with large D.Min. programs who fail to augment their faculty and 
resources ccmnensurate with the number of students admitted into the 
program. "It is ... an embarrassment to me and to many others that the 
Doctor of Ministry program has become, in essence, an institutional 
goose that continues to lay golden eggs for the Board of TnlStees in 
many schools." -:further, he believes that, unlike other professional 
degrees such as the M. D. , D. D. s. or J. D. that are terminal professional 
degrees, the D.Min. lacks a clear identity and purpose. Related to 
this, he notes that many students "enter D.Min. programs for the 
purpose of resolving vocational aro;or identity problems in ministry 
rather than to achieve a new level of academic and professional 
carrpetence." While these are important needs, "I doubt [they con
stitute] a reasonable motivation for engaging in a course of doctoral 
study." 

A current student raised another question about the identity of 
the degree. 'lhough appreciative of sare aspects of the degree, he 
wrote: 
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'Ihe D.Min. degree means little outside the walls of the church (if 
it has much meaning there). 'lbe reason for this is that the 
starrlards for the degree are ill-defined. It is a joke at same 
institutions. It takes work at others. Still others have a lot 
of "make work" which is an atterrpt to set starrlards but airounts to 
little. 'lbe root problem of the whole D.Min. prooess is the 
difficulty of defining ministerial competence. 'Ibis is so hard to 
define that the program may never be completely satisfactory as a 
degree. 'lbe value of the D.Min. program is not the degree but the 
rigor and discipline that it provides for continuing education. 

'!bus, although the questionnaire responses indicated a generally 
positive view of the sourrlness of the concept of the D.Min. from a 
large majority of all resporx:lents, there were some who expressed 
strongly negative feelings and others who raised serious concerns about 
the program as it now is offered. 

2. A Mark of Distinction or Structured Continuing F.ducation 

Should the D.Min. be viewed as a program for most or all clergy, 
or should the degree, rather, be developed to attract a nore limited, 
especially able group? 'Ibis debate has been sharply aired in discus
sions of theological education and in clergy journals. Soite have 
argued that since M. Div. programs are limited in what they can achieve 
by the general lack of experience in ministry of their students, a 
D.Min. or its equivalent in structured, disciplined continuing educa
tion is required for clergy to reflect on and address issues of prac
tice that they were not equipped to appreciate or urx:lerstand prior to 
actual pastoral experience. Such a program should be open to all 
clergy, its advocates argue, and perhaps even marx:lated for all clergy 
at some time in their career. others, however, see dangers in such an 
awroach. '!bough they would not argue against the need for serious 
continuing education after the basic seminary course, they believe that 
it is unnecessary to place such training in a doctoral structure. If 
there is to be an advanced professional doctorate at all, the 
nanenclature should be reserved for a nore selective and rigorous 
program. 

OUr resporx:lents were asked to irx:licate whether the D.Min. should 
be viewed as a mark of distinction with selective admissions policies 
and rigorous starx:lards for completion or as structured continuing 
education for clergy open to all who wish to apply. Table II displays 
replies to this question. 
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TABLE II Attitudes Toward the D.Min. Degree 

a. A mark of distinction 
with selective admissions 
policies and rigorous 
standards for corrpletion. 

Directors 
Faculty 
CUrrent students 
Graduates 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 
Presbyterian Members 
Presbyterian Elders 
Non-D.Min. Seminaiy ems 

b. Open to all clergy who 
want a structured program 
of continuing education 

cros 
Directors 
Faculty 
CUrrent Students 
Graduates 
Non-D.Min. Clergy 
Presbyterian Members 
Presbyterian Elders 
Non-o.Min. Seminaiy cros 

c. 'lhe degree should not 
be given. 

cros 
Directors 
Faculty 
Non-o.Min. Seminaiy cros 
(Not Asked of Others) 

Notes: 

'lhe D.Min. <Xlr/MY Most Programs 
Should Be Program Is/Was m 

85% 

86 
86 
66 
75 
42 
18 
22 
83 

14 
13 
10 
34 
25 
58 
59 
44 
15 

1 
1 
4 
2 

65% 

76 
43 
68 
80 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

33 
24 
57 
32 
20 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

2 
0 
1 

NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 
32% 
41 
35 
NA 
NA 

4 

NA 
NA 
NA 
68 
59 
65 
NA 
NA 
92 

NA 
NA 
NA 

4 

1. NA signifies that the question was not asked of the resporoents. 
2. 'lhe Presbyterian Panel respondents could also check "Don't 

Know/Don't care," or "other;" thus, the percentages for them do 
not add to 100%. 
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The three groups of seminary respondents (chief executives, dir
ectors and faculty members) are in considerable agreement that the 
D.Min. should be a mark of distinction (85% or more). Graduates (75%), 
slightly more than students (66%) also agree. But, only four of ten 
non-D.Min. clergy agree, and only approximately two of ten Presbyterian 
members and elders agree. In majority, these latter groups believe 
that D.Min. programs should be open to all who desire it as a form of 
structured continuing education for ministry. At least one chief 
executive seems to concur in the latter view. He wrote on his 
questionnaire: 

To me the D.Min. program is probably the best ongoing Continuing 
Education program for the pastors of our particular church 
body .... I think the more we enlarge this program, the better the 
ministerium will be serving the congregations of our church .... I 
believe that the present program which offers concurrent full-time 
ministry with the ongoing Continuing Education provided .bY the 
D.Min. program is an excellent way to involve a maximum number of 
clergy. 

Some disagreement prevails when respondents are asked to assess 
their own programs. Faculty members (43%) are considerably less likely 
than chief executives (65%) or directors (76%) to believe that their 
program actually is a mark of distinction. Indeed, a majority of 
faculty believe their program is essentially structured continuing 
education open to all. As is evident, this contrasts sharply with 
their view of what it should be. Twice as many faculty members believe 
that the degree should be a mark of distinction (86%) as believe that 
their school's program actually is a mark of distinction. When we 
control for faculty field, the percentage holding the mark of 
distinction view about their own program drops to 32% for faculty 
members in the so-called classical fields (Bible, theology, history, or 
ethics), but increases to 54% of faculty members in various ministry 
study fields (preaching, pastoral care, worship, education, etc.). 
These differences were typically reflected in our case study inter
views. Faculty members in classical fields were much more likely to be 
critical of their program than their colleagues in the practical 
fields. 

In contrast to faculty members, D.Min. graduates are highly likely 
to believe that their program is a mark of distinction (80%), and 
current students are only slightly less likely to agree (68%) about 
their own programs. At the same time, neither graduates nor current 
students are as likely to believe that most D.Min. programs are, in 
fact, marks of distinction (at least six of ten say they are not). one 
student expressed the widely-held view: "My general concern is in 
respect to the overall uniform quality of D.Min. programs. I am led to 
believe ... that the quality of D.Min. programs varies greatly and that 
some programs are much less than they ought to be." 

We also asked chief executives of seminaries not offering a D.Min. 
for their opinion. Like their counterparts in schools with D.Min. 
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programs, they strongly affirmed the view that the D.Min. should be a 
mark of distinction. More than any other types of respondents, 
however, they are unlikely to think this is the case. Almost 
unanimously (92%) they think most programs are open to all clergy who 
want structured continuing education. 

We gave all seminary respondents an opportunity to indicate that 
they believe the degree should not be offered at all, but only a yea 
small percentage chose this response. This was true whether their 
institution currently offers the D.Min. or not. 

The overall pattern of response, then, is this: Virtually 
everyone, whether or not involved with D.Min. programs, believes that 
the degree should be given. Those who work in seminaries believe that 
the degree should be "a mark of distinction." Students and graduates 
are of divided opinion on this matter. In general, those connected as 
teachers, administrators or students to institutions that grant the 
D.Min. degree are more likely to believe that their own program .iE1 a 
mark of distinction, but faculty members are much less likely than 
others to make this judgment. Those unconnected to seminaries that 
grant the D.Min. are more likely to believe that many or most current 
programs do not function as "marks of distinction." 

We further analyzed views of D.Min. programs by type of seminary 
and program. In Table III, we show responses of chief executives, 
directors, faculty members and graduates and students (combined) broken 
down by seminary and program types. For simplicity, we have used only 
the responses to the "mark of distinction" option (both "should be" and 
"is") in this table. 

When we control for the denominational type of seminaries of the 
various respondents, most of the differences are not great. One 
notable difference is the contrast between what chief executives of 
evangelical seminaries believe the D.Min. degree should be and what 
they believe their own actually is. A 29% difference separates their 
assessments. In contrast, directors of evangelical programs are quite 
high on both evaluations, while roughly twice as many faculty members 
in both seminary types believe the degree should be a mark of dis
tinction as believe their own programs actually are. 
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TABLE III Attitudes Toward the D.Min. Degree by Seminary/Program 
Type Among Various Types of Respondents 

l.a. D.Min. Should Be a 
Mark of Distinction 

CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 
Graduates and students (combined) 

b. Our/My D.Min. Program Is/Was a 
Mark of Distinction 

CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 
Graduates and students (combined) 

Denominational Classification 
Mainline Evangelical 

80% 
86 
88 
62 

67% 
74 
41 
72 

Prggram Format TvPe 

88% 
85 
84 
65 

59% 
82 
46 
80 

Campus-based Extension Multiple 
Local Intensive Colleagye QI;ltions 

2.a. D.Min. Should Be a 
~ Qi Distinction 

CEOs 74 92 75 82 
Directors 90 89 60 82 
Faculty members 90 85 79 90 
Graduates and students 

(combined) 69 63 59 61 

b. Our/MY D,Min. Program Is/Was 
Mark .Q! Distinction 

CEOs 53 72 75 70 
Directors 90 75 60 60 
Faculty members 38 50 42 36 
Graduates and students 

(combined) 78 78 63 81 
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TABLE III continued 

3. a. D.Min. Should Be a 
Mark of Distinction 

CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 
Graduates and students 

(combined) 

b. Our/My D.Min. Program Is/Was 
Mark of Distinction 
CEOs 
Direct 
Faculty members 
Graduates and students 

(combined) 

Educational Philosophy 
Independent Unique Extended 
Specialized Content M.Diy. 

87 67 78 
84 75 92 
89 75 89 

65 51 64 

69 67 57 
69 67 88 
37 38 53 

78 71 74 

The majority of respondents in all program format types believe 
that the D.Min. should be a mark of distinction. Respondents from 
extension-colleague program types are somewhat less likely than the 
others to hold this position; but they are not notably different from 
the other respondents in their views about their own programs. Faculty 
members in campus-based intensive programs are more likely than those 
in other program types to believe their program is a mark of 
distinction. 

Like respondents in extension-colleague program types, those in 
programs of the type we have called "unique content or method" are also 
somewhat less likely to hold to a "mark of distinction" perspective 
about what the O.Min. should be; though the differences are small and 
two-thirds to three-fourths of all chief executives, directors and 
faculty members believe it should be a mark of distinction. But only 
51% of the students in unique content programs hold the mark of dis
tinction view. Faculty members and directors in multi-option programs 
are substantially more likely to evaluate their programs as marks of 
distinction than their counterparts in the other program philosophy 
types. 

We can only speculate why the slightly more "democratic" per
spectives exist in the extension-colleague format types and in programs 
with "unique content" educational philosophy. For the latter, the 
difference may stem from the conviction that the unique focus of the 
program -- case study, church growth, stewardship, organization 
development and the like -- is something needed by all clergy. Since 
the unique content or method of the program cannot usually be acquired 
through the M.Div., it should therefore be available as broadly as 
possible. Several factors may lie behind the slightly more egalitarian 
stance of those associated with extension/colleague group programs. 
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First, programs are not limited to those clergy willing or able to come 
to their campuses to study. Rather, they make themselves widely 
available. Second, as we were told by several administrators in 
schools with extension formats, it is not always easy to be selective 
in admissions when a minimum number of clergy is needed to constitute a 
colleague group. Thus, at least some of the participants may be less 
strong academically than others in the groups. As noted earlier, the 
belief that such programs are not "marks of distinction" is fairly 
widely held. The head of an institution with a different program 
format type expressed the widely-held view: 

I believe strongly that the 
[the] U.S. is out of hand. 
undermining the validity of 
unfair to schools like ours 
credibility for the sake of 

extension D.Min. situation in 
The numbers and low quality are 
the degree in general. This is 
which struggle to give the D.Min. 
the church's ministry. 

In another comparison, we used D.Min. directors' reports about 
their program's admissions policies to construct an index of current 
selectivity. (See section II. B. 3. b for a further discussion of this 
index.) This was done by dividing the number of persons who applied to 
the program during the academic year 1983-84 by the number that were 
actually admitted. Index scores varied from 1.0 (meaning that all who 
applied were admitted -- true for eight schools) to 3.75 (meaning that 
the school admitted just under one in four applicants -- four schools 
ranged between 2.0 and 3.75). We then cross-tabulated the index values 
with the directors' attitudes about their own D.Min. programs. Table 
IV summarizes the results. 

TABLE IV Attitude of D.Min. Directors About Their Institution's 
D.Min. by the Index of Selectivity ges) 

Our D.Min. Is: 

Index of Selectivity 
Low (1.0 - 1.10) 

Mark of Distinction 
With Selective Ad
missions and Rigorous 
Standards for Completion 

Medium Low (1 .. 11-1.25) 
Medium High (1.26-1.50) 
High (1.51-3.75) 

26% 
38 
15 

_l_l 
100% 

(n=39) 

Kendall's Tau c = .27 (probability= .02) 

Open to All 
Clergy Who Want 
Structured 
Continuing Education 

13% 
20 
20 
47 

100% 
(n=15) 

There is a significant relation between the variables; the relationship 
is, however, directly opposite of what we expected. Directors who rate 
their programs as a mark of distinction with rigorous admissions 
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policies are in institutions that accept a high proportion of those who 
apply. Directors who believe their program is essentially open to all 
are more likely to be in schools with higher rejection rates. We are 
unable to provide an adequate explanation for this finding. One 
possibility is that some schools engage in advance screening of 
potential applicants so that those who do finally apply meet admissions 
criteria. Some directors of programs we visited indicated that this is 
the case. But we doubt that this accounts for all of the differences 
evident in the table. We suspect that some directors -- who as a group 
are highly enthusiastic about the D.Min. -- rate their institution's 
program as a mark of distinction regardless of its selectivity in 
admissions. 

3. Attitudes Within D.Min. Granting Seminaries 

To assess further attitudes of various seminary constituencies 
about the degree, we asked chief executives, directors and faculty 
members to indicate what they believe is the majority attitude toward 
the D.Min. in their institution among several groups: Administrators 
(other than themselves), trustees, alumni/ae and other external con
stituencies, M.Div. students and the majority of faculty. They were 
also asked to characterize their own attitude. Table V summarizes the 
perceptions of chief executives, directors and faculty members. The 
table shows that positive feelings predominate, both in self-ratings 
and for beliefs about the attitudes of others. But within this overall 
positive evaluation, faculty members are significantly less likely to 
indicate that they personally are very positive about the D.Min. (49%) 
than are chief executives (65%) and directors (83%). Fifteen percent 
of faculty members say that they are somewhat negative. Further, the 
majority of faculty members are also perceived to be less positive than 
all groups other than M.Div. students. Only 27% believed the majority 
of the faculty is very positive. If our faculty group is indicative, 
however, something close to a majority of faculty is very positive: 49% 
of our respondents described themselves this way. 

Directors are most likely to believe that other administrators and 
trustees are very positive, though they are quite similar to faculty 
members in their perceptions of the attitudes of the majority of the 
faculty, M.Div. students and graduates. Directors are most positive 
about the program, though 5% identify themselves as somewhat negative. 
Chief executives' responses are not too different from those of faculty 
members except for their personal evaluation of the program. Almost 
two-thirds are very positive, and another 29% are somewhat positive. 
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TABIE V Perceived Attitudes Concerning the D.Min.: CEOs, Directors an:'! 
Faculty (Percentages an:'! Means) 

PERCEIVED A'ITI'IUDES OF: 

Administrators (other 
than yourself) 

CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 

Board of Trustees 
(if any) 

CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 

Alumni/ae an:'! other 
external constituencies 

CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 

M.Div. students 
CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 

Majority of faculty 
CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 

Yoorself 
CEOs 
Directors 
Faculty members 

Very 
Mean* Positive 

1.5% 
1.3 
1.5 

1.5 
1.3 
1.5 

1.5 
1.6 
1.6 

1.7 
1.8 
1.8 

1.8 
1.8 
2.0 

1.4 
1.2 
1.7 

58% 
73 
55 

57 
73 
55 

47 
45 
42 

33 
25 
27 

32 
29 
27 

65 
83 
49 

*l = Very positive; 4 = very negative 

Sanewha.t Sanewha.t 
Positive Negative 

37% 
25 
43 

39 
25 
43 

53 
52 
55 

60 
71 
65 

57 
59 
57 

29 
12 
36 

3% 
2 
2 

4 
2 
2 

0 
2 
3 

7 
4 
8 

11 
9 

16 

6 
5 

15 

Very 
Negative 

2% 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
3 
0 

0 
0 
0 

In our disaissions of the data from the study, we came to refer to 
those resporrlents who irrlicate:i that they are ''very positive" about 
their institution's D.Min. as "cheerleaders" for the program. Do these 
irrlividuals vary by the program type? In Table VI the responses of 
chief executives, directors an:'! faculty members who are very positive 
are broken out by program types. 
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TABLE VI '!hose expressin;J ''Very Positive" Attitudes Tc:Mards the 
D.Min by Program Types (Percentages) 

Position of 'Ihose ''Very Positive" 

Prooram Types CEOs Directors Faculty 

1. Size 
10-25 53 73 44 
26-46 72 89 39 
47-86 71 78 53 
86-721 60 93 57 

2. Program Fonnat 
LocaljRegional 67 81 42 
canp.is-based Intensive 77 89 51 
Extension-COlleague 50 80 65 
M.llti--Opt.ions 50 75 44 

3. F.ducational Ihilosophy 
E>d:en:ied M. Div. 54 88 56 
Unique Content 71 100 37 
Indepen:ient Specialized 73 76 45 

4. Denominational Type 
Mainline 61 78 49 
Evangelical 74 95 47 

With respect to program size, the lowest percentages of chief execu
tives and directors who are very positive about their program are in 
the smallest size programs, though even so 73% of the directors and 53% 
of the chief executives in these programs count themselves as very 
positive. At the other end of the size spectrum, 93% of the directors 
of the large programs are very positive, and, though only 57% of the 
faculty members in these programs are very positive, this is the 
largest percentage of very positive faculty members in any of the size 
categories, The largest proportions of chief executives (77%) and 
directors (89%) who are "cheerleaders" are found in programs with a 
campus-based intensive format. Institutions that offer extension 
programs show the largest percentage of faculty members who are very 
positive (65%), while both local/regional and multi-options formats 
have the lowest proportions of very positive faculty members (42% and 
44% respectively). Possible reasons why faculty members associated 
with large and extension programs are so enthusiastic about such 
programs have already been explored. 

When the educational rationale and philosophy of programs is 
considered, almost three-fourths of the chief executives in unique 
content or method programs and independent/specialized programs are 
very positive, compared with just over half of those in programs with 
"extended M.Div. 11 philosophies. All of the directors of unique content 
programs are very positive about their program; only 37% of the faculty 
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members in these programs, however, indicate that they are very 
positive -- the lowest in any of the three philosophy types. In 
contrast, the largest proportion of faculty members who are very 
positive about their school's program are in programs with an extended 
M.Div. philosophy (56%). Thus, while directors of unique content 
programs value highly the special or unique focus that their program 
provides, faculty members seem more appreciative of programs that take 
their shape from the familiar M.Div. curriculum. 

Of the various comparisons by denominational type, both chief 
executives (74%) and directors (95%) in evangelical schools are more 
likely to be very positive than is true for their counterparts in 
mainline seminaries. Faculty members in the two types of schools do 
not differ significantly: Just under 50% of each qualify as "cheer
leaders" for their programs. 

Discussion 

Three issues stemming from this review of data on attitudes toward 
the D.Min. seem to us worthy of further emphasis. 

First, as the current state and future shape of the D.Min. are 
considered, it is important to remember that the D.Min. is an under
taking highly approved by its public, and, in general, positively 
evaluated by most persons and groups that know something about it. 
There exists, in other words, a reservoir of good will toward the 
degree. Most educators, clergy and laity are in favor of seminaries 
granting some kind of professional doctorate, and substantial major
ities of several groups believe that seminaries are currently doing a 
good job of offering such a degree. In looking toward the future of 
the degree, there is no reason to expect a "backlash" of negative 
opinion or even widespread apathy toward the degree. This is a popular 
enterprise, a program in which administrators and most faculty members 
like to teach and clergy like to participate. Even those not closely 
involved with programs approve of it in concept. 

Second, and more troubling, is the evidence we collected that 
despite the high level of approval of the D.Min. as a concept, sub
stantial proportions of some groups, notably seminary faculty members 
from D.Min.-granting institutions, heads of institutions that do not 
grant the degree and clergy who have never been enrolled in D.Min. 
programs, have doubts about the soundness of some programs. In ad
dition, even persons in those groups that think that most D.Min. 
programs are sound are often suspicious of large programs or those that 
operate by extension. As we have said earlier in discussions of these 
two types of programs specifically, and as we shall explore at greater 
length in section III. A, The Quality of D.Min. Programs, the uncertain 
reputation of some kinds of D.Min. programs (or of all D.Min. programs 
as viewed by certain individuals and groups) is a danger to the future 
of the degree. This danger exists whether or not doubts and suspicions 
about programs are justified, because degree programs depend heavily on 
the trust of the public to accomplish their goal of signifying 

219 



Attitudes 

competence at a certain level. A degree program, even if it is in fact 
irreproachably conducted, will have a bleak future unless the public 
believes in its integrity. Therefore, in addition to immediately 
tightening any slipshod practices that actually exist, the community of 
theological schools must deal directly with the strongly-held beliefs 
in some quarters that D.Min. programs, or at least certain kinds of 
o.Min. programs, are of poor quality. As we note elsewhere, we believe 
that this involves reforming the accrediting in Standards and enforcing 
them in ways that make clear that programs that are poorly designed or 
conducted are not being accredited. 

Third, and equally unsettling, we note a considerable discrepancy 
in some groups between what they believe the D.Min. should be and what 
.it actually is. Some of the difference can be discounted as the clash 
between ideal and -reality that attends practically any program, es
pecially a relatively new one. Even so, however, it is evident that 
many persons and groups would like a degree somewhat different from the 
one their institution and most other institutions now offer. We are, 
quite frankly, puzzled that although virtually all our seminary-based 
respondents want the D.Min. to be a "mark of distinction" with 
selective and rigorous standards, the Standards are not weighted in 
this direction. Especially in the 1984 revision, most language sug
gesting selectivity has been removed, and there are few provisions that 
appear to prod schools in the direction of rigor in the conduct of 
their programs. Chief executives, directors and faculty members (as 
well as, to a lesser extent, D.Min. students and graduates) are clear, 
however, in calling for D.Min. programs to be rigorous and selective. 
Since the ATS is a representative body, we are led to wonder why the 
members, who strongly indicate that they prefer a distinctive degree, 
call for no more "bite" or toughness in the standards. In fact, the 
1984 revision seems to us to represent a steep slide in the other 
direction. In any event, we believe that the Standards need 
considerable overhaul, in the variety of ways suggested in this report, 
if they are to enable the degree to become the mark of distinction so 
strongly preferred but inadequately realized. 

The lack of adequate standards is only partly responsible, of 
course, for the failure of programs to be rigorous. There is little to 
prevent an institution from closing the ideal/real gap on its own and 
putting in place a program that is highly selective and rigorous. To 
be sure, a school that does so will have to face competition from 
programs that are broader in selectivity and less demanding. That, 
perhaps, bolsters the argument of those who want to alter the name of 
the toughest and most distinctive programs to something other than the 
D.Min., a move that a few schools are considering. Still, administra
tors and faculties are not limited to the lowest common standard, but 
have the capacity to tighten their own institution's approach to the 
degree. Given the possibility of such self-initiated change, we are 
disturbed by the level of cynicism we found in some institutions. Some 
administrators and faculty members are so negative about the degree 
that we cannot understand why they continue to offer it. 
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Finding!? 

The Impact pf Doctor of Ministry Programs 

What difference do Doctor of Ministry programs make? In three 
parts of this section, we summarize our findings about the impact of 
O.Min. programs on students in the programs and those who graduate from 
them, on the congregations or ministry settings in which these students 
and graduates work, and on seminaries that offer the programs. 

To measure the effects of an educational program such as the 
D.Min. with any precision is not really possible, especially when the 
program objectives, emphases, structures and requirements of individual 
programs vary as much as they do for the D.Min: Further compounding the 
difficulty is the necessity of relying in large part on perceptions of 
effects rather than on direct measures of possible effects, and, since 
this is a cross-sectional study, the absence of 11before11 and 11after11 

measures of effect. To compensate in part for the latter difficulty, 
we are able to report in several instances comparisons with clergy who 
are not engaged in D.Min. studies. 

1. Effects on Students and Graduates 

The Standards for the Doctor of Ministry program established by the 
Association of Theological Schools defines several objectives for the 
degree that broadly suggest possible effects of the program on those 
who complete it. The overall goal of the D.Min. is defined as 
equipping "one for the practice of ministry at a higher level of 
competence than that achieved in the foundational work in the M.Div. 
where the prilnary purpose is preparation for the beginning of profes
sional ministry. 11 More specifically, the content of the program should 
"deepen ... basic knowledge and skill in ministry [acquired in the M.Div. 
program], so that one can engage in ministry with increasing 
professional, intellectual and spiritual integrity." Three educational 
outcomes are then listed as indicators of increased competence beyond 
the M.Div. All are expressed .in terms of "growth11 in capacities 11 to 
understand and interpret the church's ministry in relation to biblical, 
historical, theological and pastoral disciplines; ... to articulate and 
refine a theory of ministry while engaging in ministry and to bring 
practice under judgment by that theory; ... to function in an appropriate 
manner in the skill areas of ministry and to manifest the personal 
qualities normally considered essential at an advanced level of 
ministerial competence." As we have argued elsewhere, these standards 
invoke the language of 11 advanced competence" without defining it. 
Further, by stating objectives in terms of 11growth, 11 they suggest, but 
do not specify, a relative rather than absolute standard of 
achievement. Thus they do not give a great deal of guidance to our 
effort to discover the effects of D.Min. programs, but nonetheless we 
have tried in various ways to identify "effects" that bespeak these 
broad goals. we have asked those who observe D.Min. holders whether 
advanced competence in the practice of ministry has been achieved and 
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have tried to find other indicators of competence as well. We have 
also studied the personal and social consequences for students and 
graduates of involvement in a D.Min. program, both during and following 
enrollment -- for instance, the effect of participation on commitment 
to the ministry setting, the frequency of conflicts among the demands 
of the program and responsibilities within the ministry setting, and 
the incidence of personal or family problems. In particular, based on 
infomation gathered during our case study visits, we sought to measure 
the effects of D.Min. participation on participants 1 commitment to the 
ministry, self-esteem and morale. Time and time again during case 
study visits, we heard these themes expressed so frequently that we 
came to refer to them as the 11 1itany11 of most-observed effects on those 
who participate. 

Assessments were solicited from seminary administrators (chief 
executives and D.Min. directors) and faculty members, from laity 
(participants in the Presbyterian Panel study), and, finally, from 
students and graduates themselves. In most cases, the responses of 
chief executives are not reported, since they closely resemble those of 
D.Min. directors and since they have the fewest opportunities for 
direct observation of D.Min. students and graduates. 

a. What Happens to Students While Enrolled 

The average D.Min. student spends between three and four years 
enrolled in the program. Many students' programs take longer. Thus 
the period of D.Min. enrollment is a substantial portion (perhaps 10%) 
of a minister's total career. It is also a significantly long period 
in the life of a congregation. Thus it is worth assessing the effects 
of the D.Min. on students while they are enrolled. 

Unlike many other programs of advanced professional preparation, 
D.Min. students in in-ministry programs are almost always part-time 
students, working full-time in congregations or other ministry settings 
while they pursue the degree. The multiple demands of job and study 
may prove difficult to handle. At the same time, it should be noted 
that in-ministry programs are typically designed to integrate students• 
work experiences with classroom and other elements of the degree 
program. Thus, the disjuncture between work and study may not be as 
great for clergy in D.Min. programs as it might be for other working 
students. We asked seminary administrators, faculty members, and 
students and graduates to reflect on these issues and to report the 
consequences of D,Min. enrollment that they have observed. The 
perspectives of administrators and faculty members are reflected in 
Table I. 
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TABIE I Effects of the Degree on Students while they are in 
the Program (Director and Faculty Perceptions) 

Regu- Fre- ocea- seldom, 
MEAN larly !l)Jently sionally Never 

Pecame distracted. from their 
jabs by the derrands of the 
program. 

Director 3.3 2% 4% 53% 41% 
Faculty 3.2 2 10 51 37 

Show renewed cammiment to 
their present job 

Director 1.8 35 51 11 3 
Faculty 2.2 13 60 25 2 

Have difficulty meeting 
academic demands and 
requiraments 

Director 3.0 0 16 70 14 
Faculty 2.8 3 22 66 9 

Discover new capacities for 
=itical inquiry 

Director 1.8 30 62 8 0 
Faculty 2.3 12 48 36 4 

Develop personal or family 
problems 

Director 3.5 0 4 38 58 
Faculty 3.6 1 2 35 62 

Discover new depth of 
collegial support with other 
pastors 

Director 1.7 49 36 13 2 
Faculty 2.1 27 44 25 4 

Develop conflicts in their 
ministry settings traceable 
to their involvement in the 
D.Min. program 

Director 3.7 0 2 22 73 
Faculty 3.6 1 2 29 68 

tevelop creative solutions 
to significant problems or 
conflicts in their ministry 
settin;Js . 

Director 1.9 28 52 19 1 
Faculty 2.4 9 43 45 3 
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All respondents report that positive effects of the D.Min. occur quite 
frequently and minimize negative effects. As is the usual pattern in 
our data, D.Min. directors (and the chief executives, whose responses 
are not shown) are more likely to report positive effects and less 
likely to report negative ones than are faculty members. Since in 
responses to other questions faculty members who teach in practical 
departments have been more likely to make positive assessments than 
those who teach in the so-called classical areas, we tested responses 
to this question to see whether field or department affiliations made 
any difference. The result was a little different than expected. 
Faculty who teach in practical areas are, indeed, more likely to report 
positive effects, but they are also more likely to report negative 
effects. Since this (the practical faculty) is a group more likely 
than other faculty members to say that they Jmow more about their 
institution's D.Min. degree, it seems to be the case that observation 
of the effects of being enrolled, positive and negative, correlates 
with how much one knows about the program rather than with teaching 
field. 

several of the specific consequences about which we asked have to 
do with students' ministry settings or personal or family relation
ships. With only slight variations, all respondents agreed that 
students are unlikely to become distracted from their jobs by the 
demands of D.Min. programs, but instead are more likely to show renewed 
connnitment to their jobs. Indeed, in one of the schools we visited, 
both the director and the graduates we interviewed believed that one of 
the program's chief benefits was enabling students to develop renewed 
connnitment to and new resources for their present situation. (In our 
survey data, these particular positive effects are observed more 
frequently by faculty members associated with extension programs than 
by those associated with other types, reflecting the usual pattern of 
response in which faculty in schools that have extension programs are 
more positive about the O.Min.). When during our visits we asked for 
other comments on effects of D.Min. enrollment, one of the most 
frequently noted was also a positive one: 11A new rapport with and 
support from laity," as one faculty member expressed it. There were 
almost no reports of personal or family problems developing during 
D,Min. enrollment (an observation confinned in the survey), nor of 
conflicts or difficulties that developed in the students' ministry 
settings traceable to the D.Min. program. 

students do, according to D,Min. directors and faculty members, 
have some academic struggles. Faculty members are somewhat more likely 
than administrators to believe that students have frequent difficulty 
meeting academic demands and requirements. Those who added written 
comments to their questionnaires sometimes expressed concern about 
difficulties caused by students' considerable distance from libraries 
as well as those that are a function of having to juggle course work 
and job responsibilities. D.Min. directors, as earlier reported in 
detail (see sedtion q, Progress Toward the Degree) report that if 
difficulties are experienced, they will more likely be at the end than 
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the beginning of programs, during proposal preparation or project 
writing. Students are most likely to drop out of programs during the 
project-writing phase. About one-quarter of all D.Min. students do not 
finish. According to directors, when students do run into difficulty 
or drop out, the reason is more often the tension between job and 
academic demands than it is inability to do the academic work. our 
survey of those who have dropped out of D.Min. programs was 
inconclusive, but since, as we report below, one of the major positive 
effects of completing the D.Min. degree seems to be heightened morale, 
we strongly suspect that there is a corresponding strong negative 
effect on the morale of those who fail to complete D.Min. programs. 

Faculty members and administrators differ somewhat in their 
estimations of the amount and kind of educational progress students 
make during their D.Min. programs. only half of all faculty members 
judged that students 11 regular1y11 or "frequently" develop increased 
capacities for critical inquiry. About the same number think that 
students develop creative solutions to significant problems or con
flicts in their ministry settings (such problem-solving is often an 
assignment for D.Min. courses and projects). They are also less likely 
than administrators to observe that students discover new depths of 
collegial support with other pastors, though almost three-quarters of 
faculty members do observe this effect. Again, faculty members in 
institutions that offer the D.Min. by extension are considerably more 
likely to observe some of these effects, most notably the development 
of collegial support and of solutions to problems in the ministry 
setting -- than are faculty associated with other kinds of programs. 
Faculty who teach in local/regional programs, those in which D.Min. 
students roost often take courses together with students enrolled in 
other programs, were quite logically least likely to observe the 
development of collegial support. 

Table II adds to these observations of the effects of D.Min. 
enrollment the view of a group of laypersons, the church members and 
leaders (elders) from the Presbyterian Panel survey. Those laypersons 
who reported that they knew at least one person who had taken part in a 
D.Min. program (about 43% of all laity in the Panel) were asked to note 
which of a list of effects they had observed while the clergy they knew 
were enrolled in D.Min. programs. The list of possible effects given 
to members and elders was quite similar to the one given to seminary 
personnel, though not exactly the same. Though elders in the 
Presbyterian system are members of the church's governing board and 
likely to have more opportunity to observe the pastor than other 
members, members' and elders' observations are actually quite close. 
The pattern of the observations is also much like that of seminary 
administrators and faculty members. Most often observed are renewed 
commitment and enthusiasm for the present job -- two items in the 
11litany11 of positive effects on morale and vocational commitment. Like 
the faculty members and D.Min. directors, the Presbyterian laity are 
unlikely, to any great degree, to observe negative effects of O.Min. 
enrollment. 
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TABLE II Percentage of Presbyterian Lay Member and Elders 
Observing Various Effects on Clergy DUring 
Involvement in a D,Min. program. 

Effects Members Elders 

Became more interested in and committed 
to their jobs in their ministry 

Showed renewed enthusiasm for their 
present job 
Became restless in their current position 
Became more efficient: used time better 
Had trouble managing claims on- their time 

Became distracted from things required in 
their ministry 
Developed family problems 
Dropped out of the D.Min. program because 
it was too demanding 
None of the above 

47% 

36 

20 

19 

17 

17 

9 

2 

10 

44% 

36 

20 

20 

25 

13 

5 

1 

14 

Our samples of D.Min. students and graduates were given a list of 
possible effects similar to the one provided for seminary personnel, 
with only slight wording differences to make some statements applic
able. To help us estimate how different were the experiences of those 
enrolled in D.Min. programs from clergy not enrolled, we provided the 
non-D.Min. clergy sample with a parallel list, asking them not about 
program effects but about "experiences in ministry" during the past two 
years (see Students and Graduates V, A; Clergy III, A.) The magnitude 
and pattern of responses of students and graduates are so similar that 
we treat them together. Like the other assessments noted above, the 
various positive effects were more frequently reported than the 
negative ones. Again, renewed commitment to the present job ranks very 
high. Discovery of new capacities for critical inquiry is ranked 
second. -(About half of all faculty members, as just noted, do not 
agree that capacities for critical inquiry are regularly or frequently 
enhanced.) Developing the ability to solve problems in the ministry 
setting and discovering new collegial support are ranked third and 
fourth. Interestingly, clergy who have not been involved in D.Min. 
programs report quite similar 11experiences11 during the recent period, 
though most of these effects are slightly less likely to be reported to 
have occurred for them. Students are a little more likely than 
graduates to have difficulty meeting academic demands (26% versus 21%; 
no parallel question was asked of non-D.Min. clergy). Like the direc
tors cited above, both students and graduates report most difficulty 
keeping on schedule in the project or thesis writing stage, followed 
closely by the stage of proposal development (Students and Graduates 
DI, Y). 
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We asked graduates and current students how much of a time burden 
the D.Min. creates (Students and Graduates III, K). The responses of 
both groups were nearly identical: Approximately three of ten said it 
was a great burden, and two-thirds said it was a moderate burden. 
Further insight into what activities were affected by program involve
ment comes from current students who were asked to indicate whether, 
since enrolling, they spend more, less or about the same amount of time 
in several activities (Students III, H). overall, with one exception, 
the majority of students indicated spending about the same amount of 
time in the areas listed as before enrollment. The exception was 
"hobbies and recreation, other than vacation." Fifty-five percent 
indicated that they spent less time in this area than they did before 
enrollment. vacations also suffered to some extent (40% saying they 
spent less time; between 30% and 35% indicated that denominational 
activities, family activities, and community service (in ascending 
order) received less time than before enrolling. On the other hand, 
16% responded that ministerial duties were given more time, while 71% 
said "about the same." 

There are notable differences between the observations of chief 
executives, directors and faculty members on the one hand, and those of 
students and graduates. While collegial support was the effect most 
frequently observed by the seminary personnel, it was ranked fourth 
highest by graduates and students. The two sets of respondents 
reversed the order of "new capacities for critical inquiry" -- it was 
second most frequently reported by students and graduates and third by 
faculty members. The percentage distributions for the two sets of 
respondents show the differences more clearly than do the means. 
Graduates and students are much less likely to report experiencing new 
depths of collegial support 11very much 11 than directors. Similarly, 
they are much more likely to emphasize new capacities for critical 
inquiry than do seminary officials or faculty members. 

When we compare the mean scores of students by the type of program 
in which they were enrolled, there were several statistically 
significant differences. The educational philosophy type of the pro
gram was important in several instances. Students in programs of the 
"unique content or method.11 type are significantly more likely to report 
renewed commitment to their job during the program. They are also very 
much more likely to report developing creative solutions to significant 
problems or conflicts in their ministry settings as well as the 
discovery of new depths of colleague support. The latter is also true, 
not surprisingly, for students enrolled in programs offered in an 
extension fonnat. Further, students in extension programs are somewhat 
more likely to indicate that they have discovered new capacities for 
critical inquiry. This is also more likely to be reported by students 
in evangelical than in mainline schools. Finally, to return to 
comparisons by educational philosophy, the one statistically 
significant negative effect was strongest in what we have called 
extended M.Div. programs. Students in these programs are slightly more 
likely to report having developed family problems while enrolled. Why 
this is the case, we cannot say. 
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Most of the comments we recorded during case study visits reit
erated the 11 litany11 of positive effects on confidence and professional 
outlook. Most positively and frequently, we heard over and over again 
of the importance of the D.Min. in renewing the student's conunitment to 
ministry: 11It gave me the incentive and tools to re-evaluate my 
professional and personal goals. It led me to reaffirm my commitment 
to the ministry and to a more honest and, I think, courageous approach 
to dealing with the problems of ministry. 11 One who graduated at the 
age of 69 wrote: 

This accomplishment has been satisfying more for the joy, plea
sure, surprise and amazement which it has given my family, 
friends, associates and former parishioners than it has been for 
me, though the stimulus and disciplines involved have contributed 
to my continuing growth in insight, ability and skill. It is a 
temptation to go for a Ph.D. 

studies of D.Min. programs carried out by institutions of their 
own programs give further evidence of this positive effect. At Nor
thern Baptist Theological Seminary, the development of a positive 
self-image was the most important benefit reported by students 
(Self-Study, 1982 [?], p. 220). Similarly, a study by the Lutheran 
School of Theology in Chicago reported that "at least one of our 
bishops saw an inunediate causal relation between the D.Min. program and 
improved morale (p.76) . 11 

For one student who wrote to us, the experience did not reaffirm 
the conunitment to the present job, though apparently the experience was 
quite potent: 

Due to the research for the dissertation I have changed political 
parties from Republican to Democrat, experienced a marked increase 
in social and economic justice, become less enthusiastic about the 
potential of the church I serve, looked for ways of expressing my 
ministry outside the local church, ... and will make a critical 
career decision ... this summer. A little education may be 
dangerous. 

Numerous comments were also made about academic experiences. One 
student highlighted the challenge which he has experienced through 
encountering "a central core of theory (biblical, theological, 
sociological}, 11 with which to assess his ministry. A rabbi wrote that 
he could not "imagine being able to study and do research in an area 
separate from my work while I had to work full-time. The academic 
requirements of my work gave structure to my o.Min. project and kept me 
on schedule in completing my program. The interaction between seminary 
learning and my work was a consuming and demanding process, but it was 
also a high point of my teaching career and ministry." Wrote another, 
11! feel that the most important part of the D.Min. program was the 
discipline of having to organize time and material, to do the research 
and evaluate the results. This ability can be transferred to almost 
any other field of endeavor." Echoing this theme, one graduate 
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interviewed noted that "designing, carrying out, and evaluating the 
[D,Min.] project has provided me with a paradigm that I will use 
throughout my ministry. 11 

Not all, however, were positive about their academic experiences. 
We had a number of comments about poorly prepared faculty who "placed 
the program on the very back burner. 11 Another complained about "a 
careless advisor [who) failed to provide the support and guidance 
needed and nearly caused me to be disqualified." A student in an 
extension program complained that "the teachers ... placed too much 
emphasis on collegial experience [and were not equipped to deal with 
theology. I would have liked a heavier theological emphasis." Almost 
the opposite was experienced by another student in an institution with 
a strong Ph.D. program. "There is a struggle in [my institution's] 
program as to whether [it] is actually practice-based or not. The 
subtle expectations of academic/Ph.D. thinking appear after the 
assumptions of peer/colleague relationships have been asserted. This 
is a serious problem and sends double messages to participants." 

Developing creative solutions to pressing issues of ministry was 
also the subject of several comments. "My O.Min. was a cornerstone to 
equipping me for a new ministry to singles, 11 one student commented. A 
student in a program with what we have referred to as a "unique content 
or method" educational philosophy wrote: 11My studies and research in 
church growth challenged me to take a good look at my church and see it 
realistically. As a result I learned through my studies how to focus 
in on the reality, pull things together, and lead the church to real 
growth on all levels. 11 Several other students highlighted learning to 
share ministry with laity in their congregations as an important 
consequence of their program. 

Finally, a number of comments have to do with colleague rela
tionships. one student, typical of several others, commented, "One 
reason I'm in this program is to have someone else to talk to. When I 
finish, I will work to find some others. One of my biggest problems in 
the ministry is loneliness. 11 Another student wrote that "spending 
three years with a peer group of 14 ministers was enriching. We shared 
many joys and much sorrow, losing three of our members to untimely 
deaths." At the same time, there was not unanimity among students 
regarding colleague relationships in the program. one student wrote: 
"My group was not compatible. I was also the only woman and not 
treated as a colleague or equal except by one person (and not the profs 
necessarily). 11 A few students wrote that they wished that the kinds of 
peer relations which some programs encourage among students would also 
carry over to student-faculty relationships. They complained that 
faculty often keep students in a dependent relationship rather than an 
interdependent one. 

b. Effects of the D.Min. on Those Who Complete the Program 

Now we tum to what might be called the educational outcomes of 
the O.Min. and its other effects on those who complete the program. 
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Some effects of D.Min. participation are, obviously, continuousi in 
other words, some of the lasting effects of the O.Min. will be seen to 
have their roots in changes first observed while students were en
rolled. Here we shall look more closely, however, at knowledge gained, 
skills developed, and changes in professional functioning, as well as 
at such topics as the relationship between earning the D.Min. and 
career mobility. As before, we shall examine the views of various 
seminary officers and teachers, of the group of laity we surveyed in 
the Presbyterian Panel, and the self-reports of graduates. Responses 
from our sample of non-D.Min. clergy will also be used for comparison 
where appropriate. 

Table III shows the responses of D.Min. directors and faculty 
members to a list of possible effects of the D.Min. program on students 
who have completed it. 

TABlE III Effects of the Degree on Students who have completed the 
D.Min. Program (Director an::l Faculty Perceptions) 

Re;Ju- Fre-- Occa- Seldom, 
MEAN* larly gy.ently sionally Never 

Increased intellectual 
sophistication 

Director 2,0 21% 58% 19% 2% 
Faculty 2.4 10 44 38 8 

Increased capacity for 
critical theolcgical 
reflection 

Director 1.8 27 63 10 0 
Faculty 2,4 13 42 37 8 

Clearer un:lerstan::lirg of 
their theolcgy of ministry 

Director 1.4 57 41 2 0 
Faculty 2.0 28 51 19 2 

Increased spiritual depth 
Director 2,1 27 35 36 2 
Faculty 2.6 8 33 50 9 

Increased self-awareness 
Director 1.7 44 47 7 2 
Faculty 2.0 25 56 18 1 

Increased competence in the 
functions of minist.t:y 

Director 1.6 41 57 2 0 
Faculty 2,0 25 53 21 1 
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TABLE III ( continued) 

RegU- Fre- oeca- seldom, 
MEAN* larly g.iently sionally Never 

Increased enthusiasm about 
the ministry as a profession 

Director 1.5 54 39 7 0 
Faculty 1.9 28 54 18 2 

Renewed cammitinent to their 
pre.sent job 

Director 1.8 33 50 15 2 
Faculty 2.1 15 58 25 2 

Become restless and seek 
new position 

Director 3.3 4 7 55 35 
Faculty 3.2 2 8 55 34 

Become weary of study 
Director 3.2 0 4 59 37 
Faculty 3.2 1 13 54 32 

Greater appetite for reading 
and study 

Director 2.1 10 73 15 2 
Faculty 2.4 7 51 39 3 

Greater self confidence 
Director 1. 7 38 57 3 2 
Faculty 2.0 20 62 17 1 

Greater involvement in 
ecumenical or denominational 
activities, or consulting with 
other churches 

Director 2.3 15 41 39 5 
Faculty 2.5 9 42 40 9 

*l = regularly, 4 = seldom,never 

As before, mostly positive effects are observed. As usual, D.Min. 
directors are most positive and faculty members least. Not shown in 
the Table is a comparison we made between faculty members in practical 
and "classical" fields. As expected, faculty members in practical 
fields were more likely to observe positive effects. There was no 
difference between the two groups in the observation of negative 
effects. Again, effects on morale and vocational commitment are most 
likely to be observed. Survey findings confirm the persistent message 
during our case visits: The D.Min. is highly effective, in the view of 
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many, most effective, in increasing enthusiasm about ministry as a 
profession, in increasing self-awareness, and in fostering greater 
self-confidence. Almost as widely observed in the survey are what we 
might call competence outcomes, a clearer understanding of one's theo
logy of ministry and increased competence in the functions of ministry. 
Again, there is a difference between directors and faculty members: 
Faculty members are not as likely to observe that students frequently 
or regularly develop a greater appetite for reading and study, 
increased intellectual sophistication, or enlarged capacities for 
critical theological reflection. 

A majority of all groups believe that the D.Min. is likely to 
result in a renewed commitment to the present job, though about 
two-thirds observed that, at least occasionally, the D,Min. results in 
some restlessness and disposition to move to a new position. Those we 
interviewed during our visits agree that, on balance, D.Min. partic
ipation is more likely to increase job satisfaction than to create a 
desire to move, chiefly because of its effectiveness in helping stu
dents to deal with difficult parish situations. 

There are few marked differences by program type. Faculty members 
who teach in mainline seminaries are somewhat more likely to report 
positive academic effects of the degree and, as is often the case in 
our data, faculty associated with extension programs are more likely to 
report positive effects overall. 

In addition to the list of more specific program effects on 
graduates, we also asked directors and faculty members to estimate the 
percentage of their D.Min. students for which their program either: 

Enables them to advance to a distinctiyely higher level of 
professional competence than is obtained in the M.Div. 

OR 

May provide an opportunity for them to engage in structured 
continuing education, but does not raise their level of competence 
distinctly higher than that of most non-D.Min. clergy. 

Directors (IV, 3) believe that, on the average, 72% of their students 
advance to a distinctively higher level of competence as a result of 
D.Min. participation. For faculty members (III, 3) the percentage 
drops to 56%. 

The type of program makes some difference in these assessments. 
Those associated with campus-based intensive programs are more likely 
to believe that their students advance to a higher level of competence. 
Differences are also evident when educational philosophies of programs 
are compared. I.east likely to believe that D.Min. students advance to 
higher levels of competence are respondents in specialized-independent 
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programs. Respondents in unique content and extended M.Div. programs 
are considerably more positive. Finally, when programs are compared by 
denominational type, those in evangelical schools are considerably more 
likely than their mainline counterparts to believe that their students 
advance to a higher level of competence. Faculty members in the two 
types of schools are, however, roughly similar in their estimates. 

Presbyterian laity were also asked about effects on graduates 
(25). Their responses are summarized in Table IV. Perhaps most 
notable among the responses is the fact that none is observed by more 
than 36% of either lay respondent group. This is true for both 
positive and negative effects, and when combined with the low response 
rate for Presbyterian laity (almost three-fifths did not know a 
minister with a D.Min. and thus did not answer this question), 
suggests that ADY impact of the D.Min. on the lay members of 
congregations has been slight. 

TABLE IV Percentage of Presbyterian Lay Members and Elders 
Observing Various Effects on Clergy Who Have 
Completed the D. Min. Program 

Effects 

Gained additional prestige and respect 
because they have the degree 

Gained a new theological depth 
Became better preachers 
Became more efficient administrators 
Exercised pastoral and spiritual care 

more competently 
Generally moved to a new position 
Were more likely to attend continuing 

education programs than before 
Were usually anxious to find a new job 
Spent more time in study each week than 

they did before 
Were tired of educational programs, at 

least for the time being 
Spent less time in study than they 

did before 
None of the above 

Members Elders 

32 
33 
31 
25 

24 
20 

15 
12 

10 

5 

2 
8 

36 
26 
25 
22 

20 
17 

16 
16 

16 

3 

12 

The effect Presbyterian laity are most likely to report they 
observe among clergy who have earned the D.Min. degree is that such 
clergy have gained additional prestige and respect because of the 
degree. Perhaps, we speculate, some of the renewed self-confidence and 
higher moral reported in the "litany11 of positive effects by seminary 
personnel and graduates grows in part out of the new esteem and social 
support graduates receive from parishioners or others in their ministry 
settings. The comment of a graduate whom we interviewed makes this 
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point effectively. He is a hospital chaplain and spoke with enthusiasm 
about the new esteem he experienced: 

Because of my project [which necessitated the cooperation of 
physicians and nurses in the hospital] I stand taller with 
them. My organizational development training helped me nego
tiate with the M.D.s. Also, they became genuinely interested 
in my project for professional and personal reasons. 

Several intellectual and functional competencies rank just below 
prestige and respect. Both meillbers and elders believe that D.Min. 
graduates they knew have gained a new theological depth, become better 
preachers, become more efficient administrators, and exercise pastoral 
and spiritual care more competently. Smaller percentages of members 
-and elders believe that D.Min.-- clergy are more likely to attend con
tinuing education programs than before (15% and 16%, respectively) or 
to spend more time in study each week than they did before (10% and 
16%). As for the effects of D.Min. involvement on career mobility, 
approximately two of ten members and elders believe that D.Min. 
graduates move to a new position. 

Lay perceptions of the effects of D.Min. participation have also 
been the subject of several other studies of D.Min. programs at 
individual institutions. A survey by Bethany Theological seminary of 
some 90 laity who had participated in congregational/institutional 
supervisory groups for Bethany D.Min. graduates asked respondents if 
they noticed any difference in the effectiveness of the minister that 
could be attributed to the D.Min. program ["Questionnaire for Congre
gations/Institutions," n.d.]. sixty-two percent responded that the 
minister was moderately or greatly more effective. Just over one
third of the respondents indicated that the congregation/institution's 
relationship with the minister was slightly or much more positive and 
another third indicated no change. Just over 5% were more negative, 
with the remainder not responding or unable to judge. 

Similar results were obtained by Northern Baptist Theological 
Seminary in their 1982 self-study. As at Bethany, respondents were lay 
members of the D.Min. students' Congregational Supervisory Group (n=37, 
or 62% of those surveyed). The Northern Baptist program is described 
as a "generalist program," in which students have only modest 
opportunity to specialize in a particular area. Asked about changes in 
pastoral perfonnance in four professional skill areas 
(preaching/worship, teaching, pastoral care and church administration), 
between 50% and 66% of the respondents believed that their pastors were 
moderately or greatly more effective than before D.Min. involvement. 
Improvement in preaching and worship leadership was most often noted 
(Presbyterian laity also noted improvement in this skill area.) 
Northern Baptist laypersons were also asked about the effect of D.Min. 
involvement on ministerial mobility. In no instance in which a pastor 
left the congregation was the departure attributed to the o.Min. 
program~ several respondents, however, believed the D.Min. program was 
responsible for their minister 1 s decision to stay, and there was 
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considerable overall satisfaction expressed with the role of the D,Min. 
program's impact on their pastor's tenure. One layperson believed that 
the pastor stayed because 11 he [wanted) to experience the •real' growth 
of the seed he has planted through his behavioral change initiated by 
the D.Min, program. 11 Another believed that positive changes in 
pastoral performance reduced potential congregational opposition: 11 1 
doubt that the minister would have remained as effective had he not 
entered the program. It is quite possible his continued presence would 
have been increasingly uncomfortable 11 (Northern Baptist Study, pp. 
248-49). 

one additional study of lay perceptions of pastoral change as a 
result of D.Min. participation is the comparative study of Hartford 
seminary's two program options reported in Theological Education in 
1980 [cited earlier]. The study formd that laity in both program 
tracks (one that involved them a great deal and one that did not} 
perceived 11greater than average pastor change in the area of personal 
spiritual/theological depth, preaching, and goal-setting." Both fac
ulty members' and graduates 1 views supported these lay perceptions. 
The Hartford study also correlated change in the pastor traceable to 
D.Min. participation with parish change during the same pericxi. Parish 
change was measured by a questionnaire to lay members at the start and 
conclusion of the pastor's D.Min. participation. Change in a number of 
areas of congregational life correlated highly with average change for 
15 areas of pastoral performance. The authors comment: "Individual 
parish change and individual pastor change are as strongly related to 
each other as either is to any other factors identifiable in our study11 

(pp. 230-34). Though correlations do not prove a causal relationship, 
this finding still suggests the importance and likely effectiveness of 
efforts to make connections between students' experiences in their 
ministry settings and their work in D.Min. programs . 

. The lo~gest ;ist of possible changes and effects stemming from 
O.Min. participation was sent to the graduates we surveyed, The list 
included 25 items (Graduates V, B). A similar list was included in the 
s~ey of non-D.Min. clergy, though the wording of course was 
different: "To what extent have you experienced the following during 
the last few years?" (Clergy III, B) . 

. , Becaus7 the ;ist is lengthy, it seemed appropriate to combine 
1nd1vidual 1terns_1nto scales expressing common themes. The technique 
0

~ faotor.analysis were used to do this. (The research report to follow 
will provide details of this procedure.) From the 25 items the 
following scales were constructed: ' 

l. Critical The~l99"ical Thinking, which includes items having to 
do with gro~h 1n 1ntel~ectual sophistication, increased capacity 
for theolog1c~l.reflect1on, and clearer understanding of one's 
theology of m1n1stry; 

2, Pastora~ ~are, which includes a combination of 
personal-sp1r1tual growth and pastoral functioning; increased 
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spiritual depth and self-awareness; and improved abilities in 
counseling and serving as a spiritual guide; 

3. preaching apd Worship, which includes becoming a better 
worship leader and preacher; 

4. Qrganizational Leadership. which includes becoming better at 
management; gaining a deeper understanding of how congregations 
and organizations work; improving skills in program development 
and evaluation; and increasing ability to set priorities, analyze 
problems arising in one 1 s ministry, and evaluate one's 
performance; 

5. Ministries Beyond the Congregation, which includes becoming a 
more effective community leader; increased involvement in ecu
menical or denominational activities, or consulting with other 
churches; and increased ability to relate to other professions. 

From the list of 25 items several single items that did not form 
scales are also used: 

1. Became a better teacher; 
2 . Have a renewed commitment to your pre sent j ob; 
3. Became restless and sought (or are seeking) a new job; 
4. Became weary of study; 
5. Have greater appetite for reading and study; 
6. Have greater self-confidence; 

TWo other scales have been constructed from additional items. 

l. Commitment to the Ministry, formed from several items asking 
about the respondent's commitment to the ministry as a vocation 
(Graduates VI, F-I; Clergy DI, F-I); [These items were used in a 
previous study by Dean R. Hoge, et al. "Organizational and Situa
tional Influences on Vocational Commitment of Protestant Minis
ters," Review of Religious Research Vol. 23 (December 1981): 
143-49. J 

2. Sense of Accomplishment, formed by sununing two items 
(Graduates VI, C, 1 and 2; Clergy IV, c, land 2), having to do 
with self-perception of accomplishments in one's ministry. 

we have also included a set of scales and individual items which 
we have called 11 resources for practice." These are constructed from 
questions that asked D.Min. graduates and non-D.Min. clergy to identify 
the resources on which they draw when they face difficult situations in 
their practice. And finally we have examined several different 
measures of career mobility. 
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Table v swnrnarizes the mean scores for graduates and non-D.Min. 
clergy on various measures of effects. 

TABLE V Effects of D,Min. Participation: A Comparison of 
Graduates and Non-D. Min. Clergy (Mean Scores, based 
on 1 = Great, 4 = Not at All) 

Effects 

critical 'lbeological 'Ihink:i.ng 
Pastoral care 
Preachin:J & Worship 
Organizational Leadership 
Teaching Ministry 
Ministries Beyor£l the Congre,iation 
ReneWed Commitnvmt to Present Job 
Becalre Restless and Sought New Job 
Becalre Weary of Study 
Greater Appetite for Readin;J & study 
Greater self-Confidence 
Commitment to the Ministry 
Effectiveness 

Gradµates 

1.80 
1.82 
2.45 
2.01 
2.12 
2.41 
2.02 
3.36 
3.29 
2.21 
1.74 
1.49 
1.97 

*=Statistically Significant Difference at <.0001 

Non-D.Min 
Clergy 

2.20 * 
1.81 (ns) 
2.01 * 
2,35 * 
2.38 * 
2.57 • 
2.26 * 
3.04 * 
3,45 * 
2.25 (ns) 
2.07 * 
1.51 (ns) 
2.23* 

As we inspect this Table we must remember that graduates and non-D.Min. 
clergy were asked somewhat different questions: Graduates to cite the 
effects of O.Min. participation, and other clergy to cite "recent 
experiences." If we assume, however, that the primary difference 
between these two groups is D.Min. participation, we have the means for 
at least crude measurement of possible effects of D.Min. participation. 
There are, the Table shows, statistically significant differences 
between the two groups, as well as differences in the rank order of 
items. on morale and career-related measures, for instance, graduates 
are significantly more likely than non-D.Min. clergy to report an 
increase in self-confidence and a renewed commitment to their present 
job. At the same time, they are less likely to report job 
restlessness. Self-confidence also ranks higher on their list of mean 
scores (second) than it does for clergy (fourth). There are also 
differences in self-reported change in both intellectual and practical 
skills. Graduates rate themselves significantly higher than non-D.Min. 
clergy rate themselves in three areas: critical theological thinking, 
organizational leadership and the teaching ministry. On the other 
hand, non-D,Min. clergy scored themselves significantly higher on the 
preaching and worship measure. (Preaching and worship, it may be 
remembered, is an area where laity typically see~ progress among 
pastors involved in D.Min. programs.) There is no significant 
difference between the two samples on the measure of pastoral care. 
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Nor is one group significantly more likely than another to report an 
increased appetite for reading and study. Graduates are slightly and 
significantly more likely to report a weariness with study. The Table 
also shows the mean scores for two other scales: Commitment to ministry 
and sense of accomplishment in ministry. Both groups are highly 
committed, though D.Min. graduates are somewhat more likely than 
non-D,Min. clergy to report a sense of accomplishment in ministry. 

To explore these various differences between graduates and 
non-D,Min. clergy in greater depth, testing whether they are 
attributable in fact to the D.Min. participation of the graduates or 
rather to other differences between the two groups, we used multiple 
regression analysis, a statistical technique that permits considering 
the contribution that one variable makes to change in another while 
controlling for several other variables simultaneously. The steps we 
took to make this analysis are described in detail in the research 
report to follow. For those interested in such analysis, we should 
note that the r-square coefficients produced in our analysis are, in 
every case, relatively small, due, we suspect, to both unmeasured 
factors and random errors in the data. In spite of the small 
r-squares, however, we believe that the analysis is useful in showing 
the relative weight of D.Min. participation as a contributor to 
observed changes after other variables have been taken into account. 
our model included seven independent variables: Respondent's age, sem
inary grade-point average, denominational type (evangelical, or main
line), personal theology (very liberal to very conservative), 
self~efined ministry style (innovative to traditional), congregational 
size on entry to the program or size of immediate past parish (small to 
large), and D.Min. graduation (no or yes). 

The analysis shows that D,Min. graduation is a relatively impor
tant contributor to self-perceived growth and the capacity for critical 
theological thinking, organizational leadership, teaching ministry and 
involvement in ministries beyond the congregation. It also contributes 
to renewed commitment to one's present job, to self-confidence, to a 
sense of accomplishment in one's ministry, and also to weariness with 
study. Not graduating from a D.Min. program, on the other hand, 
contributes to self-reported improvements in preaching and worship 
leadership and to restlessness with the present job. 

Other of the independent variables are also important in various 
ways: Self-reported ministry style is next most influential. Those who 
style themselves innovative are, as might be expected, more likely to 
perceive more positive changes. Theological conservatism, with other 
independent variables controlled, is also somewhat likely to contribute 
to most of the measures of effects, with the exception of critical 
theological thinking, and increased appetite for study and 
self-confidence. Self-styled theological liberalism, on the other 
hand, is slightly more positively associated with change in the areas 
of pastoral care, ministries beyond the congregation and restlessness 
with the present job. After O.Min. graduation, ministry style and 
theological position, age is the most important among the other vari-
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ables. Also significant for some measures, to a more modest degree, 
are seminary grade-point average and congregational size. Denomina
tional type (mainline or evangelical) has an impact on only one change 
measure: Increase in skill in pastoral care. Mainline clergy are more 
likely to report changes on this measure. This, it should be remem
bered, is one of the few variables for which D.Min. graduation made no 
significant difference. 

In summary, the regression analysis shows that the statistically 
significant effects of O.Min. graduation hold for the self-reported 
change measures reported in Tables VA and VB, even when a number of 
other variables are held constant. Indeed, D.Min. graduation is the 
strongest overall predictor of difference. The multivariate model also 
helps to clarify some other relationships. A large number of changes 
are related to self-reported ministry .style and, to a lesser extent, to 
theological conservatism and to youth, though some of the improved 
morale and increased commitment effects frequently reported for the 
D.Min. are more highly associated with older clergy. 

We also analyzed reported changes in D.Min. graduates by the types 
of programs they had attended. A few significant differences emerged. 
Growth in preaching and worship abilities was more likely to be 
reported by those who had attended evangelical seminaries. An increase 
in capacities for organizational leadership was reported by graduates 
of extension programs, and, to a slightly lesser extent, graduates of 
campus-based intensive programs. Programs with "unique content" 
educational rationales are also strongly associated with this measure, 
as is graduation from an evangelical seminary. These differences are 
traceable to particular programs, usually large, that place special 
emphasis on organization development. Unique content programs are also 
correlated, positively and significantly, with renewed commitment to 
the present job. At several other points in this report we have 
included comments from students and graduates that testify to the 
especially strong effects of such programs on morale and vocational 
clarity. 

On the premise that immersion in a D.Min. program should provide 
participants with new ways of reflecting on issues and new resources on 
which to draw, ,we included on questionnaires of graduates, students and 
non-D.Min. clergy (Graduates and students VI, E; Clergy IV, E) a number 
of items that we have combined into scales. Nine of the twelve items 
formed scales; the other three items were used individually. The 
resources scales are: 

1. The Christian Tradition, which includes the use of the Bible, 
prayer, and examples/ideas from the history and traditions of 
the church; 

2. Theory and Methods from Theology, Ethics apd Secular, 
Disciplines; 
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3. consultation with other professionals, including clergy, and 
with laity in one•s ministry setting. 

In addition, three individual items were included: 

1. Personal commitments and values; 
2. Past experience; 
3. Analysis and understanding of the context. 

Table VI shows mean responses for graduates and non-D.Min. clergy 
(students' responses are not used in this comparison). 

TABLE VI Resources for Ministry Practice, D.Min. Graduates 
Compared with Non-D.Min. Clergy (Means, based on 
1 = Very Often to 5 = Rarely or Never) 

Resources: 

Christian Tradition 
Theory & Methods from 

Theology, Ethics & 
Secular Disciplines 

Consultation 
Personal Commitments & 

Values 
Past Experience 
Contextual Analysis/ 

Understanding 

Graduates 

1.94 

2.69 
2,39 

1.44 
1.72 

1.57 

Non-D.Min. 
Clergy 

1. 90 (ns) 

2.87* 
2.49* 

1.67* 
1.82* 

1.85* 

• statistically significant differences at <.0008 

The only resources scale on which there is no significant dif
ference between graduates and non-D.Min. clergy is the one we have 
called the Christian tradition scale. Non-D.Min. clergy are in fact 
slightly, but not significantly, more likely to report drawing on the 
tradition in difficult situations. With this exception, graduates 
report making significantly more use of other resources than do 
non-D.Min. clergy. Three of the areas in which this is the case -
theory and methods from theology, ethics and the secular disciplines; 
consultation; and contextual analysis -- are major emphases in a number 
of D.Min. programs. It should be noted that, though differences 
between the two groups exist, the relative rankings of the importance 
of different kinds of resources are rather similar. Personal 
colilltlitments and values are most often called upon by both groups; 
contextual analysis and past experience rank next, though in different 
orders for the two groups; and after that, in descending order, 
tradition, consultation, and theory and methods of various disciplines. 
Resources external to the minister, in other words, are less often 
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called upon in critical situations by clergy than "personal" resources 
such as values and experience. This is probably an accurate 
description of much human decision making. Clearly, whatever the 
effects of the D.Min., it does not make those who complete it so highly 
analytical or consultative that they give either theory or the advice 
of others priority over their own insights and practiced intuitions. 

We used multiple regression analysis again to determine whether 
the differences between the two groups are attributable to D.Min. 
graduation or, rather, to one of the other independent variables we 
identified as potentially significant. D.Min. graduation emerged as 
modestly important, except for the amount of use made of the Christian 
tradition (a scale on which there was no significant difference between 
groups) and the use of "past experience. 11 A self-identified 
innovative ministry style and conservative theology remain significant 
in this analysis, as in the previous one. Most of the relationships 
that emerged are fairly predictable. Conservatism in theology and 
enrollment in an evangelical school are both positively related to the 
use of the tradition as a resource (a liberal self-description is 
related, though weakly, to use of theory from various disciplines and 
use of consultants). A higher seminary grade point average is pos
itively related to the use of theories and methods from various dis
ciplines, and, the larger the congregation, the more likely one is to 
use consultants as a resource. Again, the r-square coefficients are 
relatively small and much of the variance thus remains unexplained. 

Perhaps the major topic in casual conversation about the D,Min. is 
clergy mobility. Those not associated with D.Min. programs often 
express their suspicion that a major motive of those who enroll in 
D.Min. programs is to obtain a credential that will lead to a new, more 
responsible or higher paying job. Do clergy who obtain the D.Min. in 
fact frequently leave the position they had during the program to 
obtain a "better" position? Here we examine data on types of positions 
held, characteristics of congregations served and salary of D.Min. 
graduates and non-D.Min. clergy, in an attempt to derive at least 
tentative answers to these questions. 

In the discussion that follows, it must be kept in mind that not 
all our data are easily compared. In retrospect, the year (1982) we 
asked non-D.Min. clergy to use as their basis for comparison with their 
current situation (position, salary and congregational characteristics) 
was not the best for these purposes. We would have been better served 
by information about a longer time period, since we asked graduates to 
compare their situation at date of entry into the D.Min. program with 
the present. Because some graduates entered their programs as many 
years ago as fifteen, we have a problem of establishing comparability 
that we can not entirely overcome. Nevertheless, we have tried to make 
the two samples as comparable as possible. 

Table VII displays some of the results of this effort. The first 
colwnn of the Table reports the figures for non-O.Min. clergy using 
1982 as the basis for comparison. The graduates' situation is reported 
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first (middle column) for ill graduates using year of entry into the 
o.Min. program as the basis for comparison with their current 
situation. In the third column is a second set of graduate percen
tages, using only those who have graduated from a D.Min. program in 
1982 or subsequently and who are in the same denominations as the 
non-D.Min. clergy. When non-D.Min. clergy are compared with all 
graduates, there is considerably more change of position and congre
gation/ministry setting evident for graduates. That is to be expected 
given the different time periods involved; the more comparable graduate 
figures, however, suggest that graduates are more likely to have 
changed positions and churches/ministry settings than non-D.Min. clergy 
even when year of graduation is controlled. Thus, it would appear that 
earning the D.Min. degree is, in fact, often associated with a change 
of position and ministry setting in spite of the renewed commitment to 
one's current position that occurs. 

TABill VII <llanges of Position: D.Min. Graduates am Non
o.Min. Clergy 

Non-O.Min. 
Clergy 

Same JX)Sition, same church or 
minist,:y setting 54% 

Same position, diff&rent churc:h 
or ministiy setting 20 

Different position, same 
church or ministiy setting 4 

Different position, different 
church or ministiy setting 22 

100 

All 
Graduates 

30% 

27 

5 

39 
100 

Graduates 
Since 1982* 

40% 

26 

5 

~ 
100 

(n = 97) 

"Graduates in canparable denominations to non-o.Min. clergy wi1o 
sin::e 1982, 

In Table VIII we examine the average (mean) change in parish 
characteristics for non-D.Min. clergy who have changed parishes (cur
rent vs. 1982) and for graduates who have changed parishes (selecting 
only those who have graduated since 1982 and are members of the same 
denominations as the non-D.Min. clergy). The greater the size of the 
mean, the larger, more urban, more "healthy," and better educated the 
congregation. The figures represent only those respondents who are 
serving in a parish position. As compared with non-0.Min. clergy who 
have changed parishes since 1982, graduates who have changed parishes 
since 1982 are substantially more likely to be in larger congregations, 
larger communities, and more educated parishes, and somewhat more 
likely to be in churches with stable or growing memberships than at the 
time they entered the D.Min. program. 
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TABLE VIII Comparison of Cll.urch Characteristics, D.Min. 
Graduates and Non-D.Min. Clei:gy (Mean Oian:Jes) 

Membership size 
(small= 1, large= 4) 

camnrunity size 
(small= 1, large= 6) 

Health 
(declinin;J = 1, stable = 2 

grCMing = 3) 
Fducational level of members 

(lCM = 1, high = 5) 

Non-D.Min. 
Clergy* 

.135 

.140 

,214 

.332 

Graduates 
Since 1982 

.410 

.346 

.275 

.430 

"mean change between past and current church characteristics of those 
who have changed churches since 1982. 

While both Tables indicate that D.Min. graduation is associated 
with mobility, they still do not provide precise comparability. For 
the non-D.Min. clergy, we are limited to comparisons with 1982; while 
with graduates since 1982, we are comparing their current situation 
with time of entry into the program which may have been several years 
prior to 1982. Another approach to the comparability problem is to 
compare the current situation of non-D.Min. clergy and graduates while 
controlling for ministry experience, represented by the nwnber of years 
since ordination. 

First, we look at church characteristics of current parish clergy 
(non-D.Min. clergy and graduates), controlling for year of ordination. 
The complete table is too complex to include; thus, in Table IX, we 
report only the coefficient of a measure of association (Kenda,ll's tau 
C) between the two groups of clergy and various church characteristics, 
controlling for year of ordination. As can be seen, for three of the 
four measures of church characteristics there are statistically 
significant differences between the two groups of clergy for at least 
three of the four year-of-ordination cohorts. The positive signs of 
the coefficients throughout mean that D.Min. graduates are more likely 
to be in larger congregations, larger communities, and congregations 
with a higher proportion of college educated persons. D.Min. 
graduates, with the exception of the cohort ordained less than 10 
years, are no more likely than non-D.Min. clergy to be in congregations 
that are stable or growing. While, overall, the coefficients are not 
large, they do suggest that D.Min. graduation is associated with 
serving congregations that, in contemporary American church culture, 
are considered "more desirable." 
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TABlE IX Correlations of Church Characteristics of D.Min. Graduates 
arrl Non-D.Min, Clergy, Controllin:J for Years ordained 
(Tau C) 

3C>+-
Cllurch dlaracteristics 

Membership Size .17* 
C.ommunity size .13* 
Health (Declining/Stable/Growing) ns 
F.ducational Level of Members • 16* 

*Significant at <,05 
**Significant at <.001 

Years Ordained 

,19** 
,20** 
ns 

,20** 

10-19 

ns 
,15** 

ns 
.13* 

<lO 

, 11** 
,16** 
,14** 

ns 

One other measure of career mobility can be considered: salary. 
Here, too, we have all of the problems of measurement comparability 
referred to above, plus that of inflation. overall, when the current 
salary of all graduates is compared with non-D,Min. clergy, the average 
salary (including housing allowance if provided, or fair rental value 
of a parsonage) of graduates is $30,217; for non-D.Min. clergy it is 
$26,102. When only parish clergy are compared, the amounts are $28,681 
for graduates and $25,561 for non-D.Min. clergy. When parish clergy in 
the two groups are further compared, controlling for the number of 
years they have been ordained, the differences persist, as is shown in 
Table X. D.Min. graduates receive, on the average, higher salaries 
than their non-D.Min. clergy counterparts. The differences are 
greatest for the two extremes in length of ordination. When we 
controlled not only for years of ordination but also for the various 
congregational characteristics (table not shown), we found no 
statistically significant differences between graduates and non-D.Min. 
clergy in churches of comparable size and in comparable sized 
communities. BUt, as we have previously noted, graduates are more 
likely already to be in larger congregations and communities. When the 
11health11 and educational level of the congregation are controlled, 
graduates still earn somewhat higher salaries than non-D.Min. clergy. 

TABI.E X Average current Salary by Years of Ordination, D.Min. 
Grac!Uates and Non-D.Min. Parish CleJ:<JY 

Years of ordination 

3C>+- years 
20-29 years 
10-19 years 
Less than 10 years 
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GradUates 

$28,661 
29,592 
27,804 
26,201 

Non-o.Min. 
Clergy 

$25,561 
28,689 
26,750 
22,183 
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In summary, even though we have some measurement problems as 
described, it seems clear that D.Min. graduation has some effect on 
career mobility. Whether this is a causal relationship, we cannot say 
with certainty; we can, however, show that there are statistically 
significant associations between D.Min. graduation and most of our 
mobility measures. 

Discussion 

It has been evident throughout this review of our findings about 
the impact of D,Min. programs on students and graduates that, in 
general, the effects of the D.Min. are almost all positive and the 
negative consequences are minimal. This is true for students while 
they are enrolled in the program and for graduates afterward. It is 
also the report of the majority of every group we had an opportunity to 
consult, by either interview or survey. It is even the general report 
of seminary faculty members who, though more negative in their 
observations about and assessments of the D.Min., are still, on bal
ance, more positive than negative. 

In taking note of all these generally positive reports, it is 
again evident, as it has been on many other questions and measures in 
this report, that faculty members and sometimes administrators as
sociated with extension programs are significantly more likely than 
others to make highly positive reports. In this case, it is program 
effects, positive ones, that are more likely to be reported: Commitment 
to the present job, development of creative Solutions to problems in 
the ministry setting, and development and deepening of collegiality 
with other pastors. The last item is easily understandable, since 
extension programs invariably use a colleague learning group in some 
way, and the members of this group usually live in close proximity, 
making continuing meetings, even after the end of the program, more 
feasible. We can only speculate about how other structures and em
phases of these programs are related to the highly positive evaluations 
they receive. Are, for instance, these programs more likely than 
others to focus on the practice of ministry, given their location near 
the ministry setting of the participants? Or might the positive 
reports be attributed to a possibility suggested earlier: Faculty 
members are defensive about extension programs, which have often been 
attacked by other theological educators of lacking in rigor and def
icient in quality control. 

As faculty members champion extension programs, students re
peatedly give highest ratings to those we have called "unique content 
or method" programs, those that have a special focus around which the 
whole program is shaped. The findings reported in this section add 
further to the list of positive evaluations of these programs by their 
students and graduates. In comparison with independent/ specialized 
programs and those that are essentially extensions of the M.Div. 
curriculum, these 11unique content11 programs are more likely to be 
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judged by students and graduates to make important positive con
tributions to their practice of ministry. 

It is also interesting to note amid so many positive reports that 
although seminary personnel and students and graduates themselves are 
all likely to report salutary effects of the D.Min., they disagree 
about which effects most often occur. Most marked are their different 
reports about two effects: The development of new capacities for 
critical inquiry and the development of close colleague relationships. 
Faculty are more likely to observe that colleague relationships have 
developed; students and graduates are more likely to report that they 
have become more proficient at critical inquiry. It may be that 
students can attribute their colleague relationships to factors other 
than their D.Min. participation, or that faculty members and seminary 
administrators overestimate the significance of what occurs in col
league groups. It is probably also the case that faculty members have 
different or more rigorous standards for assessing depth of critical 
inquiry; thus they do not report it as an effect to the extent that 
students and graduates do. 

our own judgment is that, though no doubt D.Min. students do gain 
some added skill or facility in critical reflection, the overall 
standard is not high. We base this judgment on the large number of 
D.Min. projects we read: As elsewhere recounted, very few give evidence 
of capacities to analyze a ministry situation, reflect on it 
theologically, apply relevant theories from the social sciences and 
other disciplines, or to make sound evaluative judgments. This is, we 
believe, a judgment more on D.Min. programs than on those who complete 
them. Most programs seemed to us simply not to be doing an adequate 
job of teaching students to think rigorously and critically about the 
practice of ministry. 

Among all the positive reports of the effects of D.Min. partici
pation, most notable are those that point to improvements in morale, 
self-esteem, self-awareness and renewal of commitment to the ministry. 
D.Min. programs came into being in a period (the 1960s and early 1970s) 
when morale problems were severe among clergy. (Several studies 
documented this, for instance, Gerald Jud, Edgar Mills, and Genevieve 
Burch, Ex-Pastors, New York: Pilgrim Press, 1970.) The D.Min. seems to 
have been not only a response to the problem of low morale but an 
important factor in its alleviation. It is clear that the p.Min. has 
had an important salutary effect on most participants' morale and 
self-image as ordained ministers, an effect that should not Pe taken 
lightly nor ignored. Though we have some sympathy with a faculty 
critic who questioned whether the positive effects on morale and 
self-confidence alone are sufficient justification for the granting of 
a doctorate, we are nonetheless struck by the consistency with which 
all our respondent groups observe that these are the D.Min. program's 
most marked effects. And we do not agree with the implication of the 
remark of the faculty critic, that effects on morale and vocational 
outlook are the only benefits of O.Min. participation, for our data 
suggest otherwise. Further, we believe that these effects on what 
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professional educators.in other fields ha~e som7times called . 
"professional orientation" are necessary ingredients of a professional 
doctoral program. It seems to be essential for effective professional 
functioning that a person have a sense of efficacy, and this is a 
matter not only of knowledge and skillfulness, but also of self-esteem 
and self-confidence. 

OUr data, especially the multiple regression analyses cursorily 
reported in the foregoing synopsis of findings, makes clear that 
completion of a D.Min. program is an important predictor of 
self-reported changes, mostly in desirable directions, in the ministry 
skills and functioning of D.Min. graduates as compared with non-D.Min. 
clergy. What we do not know is whether or not this overall positive 
effect reflects actual changes. This is not simply an issue of the 
accuracy of the.respondents' self-reports, though the accuracy of 
self-reported changes is by no means assured. The fact that chief 
executives, directors and faculty members were also generally positive 
in reporting perceived changes helps to confirm graduates• perceptions. 
There is the further possibility that the overwhelmingly positive 
accounts of D,Min. participation represent a kind of "halo" effect: 
that is, it may be that general positive feelings that graduates have 
about their D.Min. programs create a glow that illuminates most or all 
aspects of the program. The possibility that this has occurred 'is 
heightened. by the fact that respondents no doubt assumed that D,Min. 
programs -- including their own -- are being 11evaluated11 in this study 
and were therefore, out of loyalty, disposed to give positive 
responses. Most of us prefer to avoid negative evaluations of 
activities or programs in which we have made a heavy investment. We 
suspect that something like this is also the case with other groups of 
respondents, especially D.Min. directors who so often appear as 
"cheerleaders" for the program. 

We cannot finally discount these shortcomings of our measures of 
changes nor resolve the issues of assessment that they raise. We are 
left, therefore, to weigh the evidence that we have about possible 
changes that accrue from D,Min. involvement, while remaining aware of 
its limitations. On balance, based on case study interviews and the 
multiple sources from which we secured our questionnaire data, we are 
inclined to accept the overall positive direction of the findings. We 
believe that D,Min. participation makes important contributions to the 
professional functioning, morale and self-esteem of participants, and 
that some graduates are, indeed, raised to a higher level of profes
sional functioning than is possible with the M.Div. degree. 

In large part, we think, this is due to differences in the timing 
of the two degree programs. Most M.Div. students have not had exposure 
to issues in the practice of ministry. We doubt that the ministry 
experience as laity which many older M.Div. students bring to seminary 
is equivalent to what practicing clergy bring to the D.Min. program. 
The opportunities to use that experience as grist for reflection on 
practice, to examine the relationship between what some have called 
one's "espoused theories" and one's 11theories in use" [Chris Argyris 
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and Donald A. Schon, Theory in Practice: Increasing Professional 
Effectiveness, San Francisco: Jessey-Bass, 1974], and to develop more 
adequate theories and theologies of ministry practice, are present for 
D.Min. students as they cannot be for students in a first theological 
degree program. Of course, such reflection on practice is not by 
definition restricted to degree programs such as the D.Min., but can 
also be experienced in various forms of continuing education; the 
O.Min. program, however, offers both structure and reward for such 
reflection. And despite all of the questions we have raised about 
various aspects of D.Min. program structures and practices, we believe 
that program participation contributes in important ways to more 
effective ministry practice. It does so by bolstering morale, by 
introducing new theoretical content and by sharpening minist:cy skills, 
though we note that ministry skills development -- the major motive for 
entering D.Min. programs -- has only middle rank on the list of 
effects, well below increased morale, for instance. 

An additional factor that facilitates professional development for 
D.Min. participants is the interplay between the parish/ministry 
setting and the course of studies that is necessitated in most pro
grams. FUll-time ministerial employment while the student is enrolled 
increases the likelihood that knowledge and skill development will be 
accomplished in relation to minist:cy practice. In addition, our data 
suggest that graduates often experience greater conanitment to their 
parishes and become less interested in moving when program participa
tion enables them to address knotty issues that exist within the 
parish. 

Thus we do believe that positive benefits accrue to participants 
in and graduates from o.Min. programs. At the same time, however, we 
are struck by the estimates of seminary respondents, especially faculty 
meltlbers, who judge that a substantial proportion of their students --
as many as 44% according to faculty meltlbers -- do not advance to a 
distinctively higher level of professional competence. This gives us 
pause. It undercuts the claim of most institutions that the degree 
marks advanced competence. It also raises a question. The faculty 
members who make this judgment are the persons responsible for awarding 
the degree. Why, if they believe that so large a proportion of their 
students fail to meet core standards, do they nevertheless award the 
degree to those students? 

There is some evidence, as we have shown, that D.Min. graduation 
is not only professionally and educationally beneficial, but also 
positively associated with various aspects of career mobility. The 
data, limited as they are by comparability problems, suggest that 
D.Min. graduates have changed positions since graduating from the 
program at a somewhat higher rate than non-D.Min. graduates -
confinning the view of critics who say that clergy often view the 
D.Min. as a 11 ticket11 out of their present rninist:cy position, hoping to 
move to a better one. Whether that attribution of motive is accurate 
or not, our data confirm that D.Min. graduates who do change positions 
are more likely to move to somewhat "better" positions (larger 
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congregations, larger communities, congregations that are stable or 
growing and that have a somewhat higher educational level). 
Furthe:rmore, when compared with the current situation of non-D.Min. 
clergy of comparable years of experience, D.Min. graduates tend to have 
achieved a somewhat higher level of career status. Thus, apart from 
its value as an educational and career renewal, the D.Min. does seem to 
provide a career mobility dividend as well. In our reflections on the 
future of the D.Min. in a subsequent section, we return to this topic. 
There we raise a question: If the D.Min. does not, in the future, 
signify the 11advanced competence" of the holder more uniformly than it 
does now, will it continue to be a valuable credential for job 
enhancement? 
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II. E. The Impact of Doctor of Ministry Programs 

2. Effects on congregations and Other Ministry Settings 

Fj.ndings 

The character of the D.Min. as a professional doctorate and the 
explicit focus of most programs on ministry mean that the linkage of 
program participation with the on-going life of the stUdent's ministry 
setting, congregation or otherwise, is highly likely. Experiences from 
the ministry setting become, as we have noted, "grist11 for reflection 
in classes and seminars. In some programs, there are requirements that 
a student learn to do an analysis (organizational and/or contextual) of 
her or·his ministry setting. some O.Min. courses involve 
"mini-projects11 that require the subject matter of the course to be 
related to some aspect of congregational life. Finally, the O.Min. 
project typically includes an intervention -- often quite substantial 
-- into the congregation or other ministry setting. (See section II. 
B. 2. h, Ministry Site Analysis, for a fuller description of ways 
programs are linked to ministry settings.) Thus, it is important to 
attempt to assess the effects of program participation on the student's 
ministry setting. 

Unfortunately, cost and logistics made the direct study of par
ticipants• congregations or ministry settings impossible. We did, 
however, ask a number of questions of D.Min. participants about the 
impact of programs on the ministry settings, and we have data from the 
Presbyterian Panel about effects on congregations and ministry set
tings, including some from laity. In addition, several studies other 
than ours of individual D. Min. programs gathered data from congregation 
members concerning the effects of a pastor's involvement in a O.Min. 
program on the congregation. 

In the preceding discussion of effects of the program on students, 
we saw that there was considerable agreement among all types of 
respondents that students frequently were able to develop creative 
solutions to significant problems in their ministry settings as a 
result of their program involvement. Further, the majority of these 
respondents believe that only occasionally do students develop con
flicts in their ministry settings as a result of their o.Min. program 
participation. Thus, all types of respondents were generally positive 
about program effects on their ministry setting. The fact that there 
were positive effects reported does not, of course, imply that all 
programs intentionally include the ministry setting as a vital part of 
student learning. 

We asked graduates (V, D) to estimate the proportion of the 
persons in their congregation or ministry setting who knew of their 
D.Min. involvement. The majority (83%) said that all or most knew of 
their involvement. Only 3% said that few knew, and less than 1% that 
no one knew. In one of the large programs that does not deliberately 
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or directly involve congregations, a student told the case study writer 
that the executive committee of his church board knOws about his work 
in the program, but the congregation "doesn't have a clue." He says 
that he uses the materials from the program all the time in the 
congregation, but rarely talks about the program itself. An associate 
pastor in the same program says that her boss was in favor of her 
participation but felt that it should be kept quiet lest the 
congregation think she was "robbing the church. 11 Another graduate 
wrote on his questionnaire that he avoided enrolling in a program that 
required extensive involvement of the ministry setting: 

in light of my experience with a couple of our local leaders who 
have been non-cooperative in important aspects of the church's 
life. I thought if they were willing to sabotage the life and 
witness of their congregation, they might enjoy doing it to my 
D.Min. program also. 

In general, however, such reluctance to make involvement public is the 
exception. Indeed, the experience of 70% of the graduates is that 
those persons in the ministry setting who knew of their involvement 
were enthusiastic (Graduates V, C). Only 1% report that most persons 
would have preferred they not be involved. The remainder report 
indifference or mixed opinion. In the Presbyterian Panel, as Table I 
shows, from half to two-thirds of the three groups of clergy respon
dents believe that most people in the ministry setting "are proud that 
their clergyperson is in the D.Min. program. 11 The two lay groups are 
slightly less likely to report congregational pride (45% of the members 
and 50% of the elders). Less than 10% of all Presbyterian respondents 
believe that members have felt neglected and resentful because of their 
minister's involvement. 

Beyond enthusiasm, pride or resentment because of the clergy
person's involvement in a o.Min., there are questions of the kind and 
extent of effects on the ministry setting of such involvement. As 
Table I shows, for Presbyterian lay members and elders, the second most 
frequently mentioned effect is "no effect on the ministry setting" 
(mentioned by one-fourth to one-third of each group) . On the other 
hand, one-fifth of the two lay groups and 24% to 46% of the clergy 
groups believe that there have been measurable improvements traceable 
to the pastor's D.Min. involvement. Among negative effects, the one 
most frequently mentioned is conflict due to the clergyperson's 
involvement (ranging from 9% to 19% among the various respondents). 
Although the response categories are somewhat different from the 
Presbyterian panel questionnaire, our surveys of seminary adminis
trators, faculty members, current students and graduates reported above 
also indicate that involvement in the D.Min. only occasionally results 
in conflict in the ministry setting. Again we should note that half of 
all Presbyterian laity surveyed did not }mow a minister who holds a 
D.Min., and thus did not answer these questions about effects on the 
congregation. Percentages of those who did answer who noted any single 
effect were fairly low, always less than half. Thus it appears that 
the D.Min. involvement of pastors, even in the Presbyterian Church 
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whose clergy are more involved in the D.Min. than those of any other 
denomination, has had relatively limited effects on congregations that 
laypersons can observe. 

Tl\lll.ll I Presbyterian Panelists I Perceptions of the Effects of 
D,M1n. InvolvE!ltlel1t on the Ministry Settings of D,Min. 
Participants (Percentages obsel:ving the following 
effects.) 

Members Elder§ Pastors 
Effects 

Most people in the ministry 
setting are proud that their 
clergyperson is in the D.Min. 
program 45% 

'lbe minister 1 s enrollment in the 
D,Min. program and not had llD.lCh 
effect on the rninist,:y setting 28 

'.!here have been n-easurable 
.i.trprovernent in the congregation 
or rninist,:y setting because the 
minister enrolled in the D,Min, 
program 22 

Morele in the ministry setting 
has :iJii,roved because of the 
minister's enrollltient in the 
D,Min. program 13 

'.!here has been conflict in the 
rninist,:y setting resu1 tin; from 
the minister's involve:mQnt in 
the D,Min. program 10 

Most people in the setting have 
felt neglected and resentful 
because of their minister's 
involvement 4 

Morele has suffered because of 
the minister's enrolhrent 4 

'Ihe congregation has declined 
n-easurably because the minister 
has been enrolled in the D,Min, 
program 2 
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50% 54% 

32 32 

22 33 

14 27 

9 19 

7 8 

2 6 

2 3 

UPC 
Spec Min 

66% 

26 

46 

38 

15 

5 

7 

2 

Non--tlPC 
Spec Min 

50% 

30 

24 

27 

17 

5 

2 

3 
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We also listed several specific aspects of life in the congre
gation or ministry setting and asked graduates to indicate whether each 
had improved and increased, stayed the same, or declined and worsened. 
Note that respondents were not asked to attribute the changes to D.Min. 
involvement; it is probably the case, however, that the respondents 
made such an attribution. The responses are in the Graduates 
questionnaire (V, F). only a small percentage of the respondents (4% 
or fewer) indicate that things had declined or worsened. Just under 
two-thirds indicate that both "quality of program11 and "clarity of 
purpose in the ministry setting11 had improved or increased. on the 
other hand, approximately two-thirds indicate that the "amount of 
program11 has remained the same, while just over one-third believed it 
has increased. Of the remaining aspects of congregational life, 50% or 
more indicate improvement or increase during involvement in their 
O.Min. program, with "lay involvement" highest at 59%. 

We speculated that program types might be associated with reports 
of changes in the various aspects of the congregation/ministry setting 
during D.Min. involvement. Program fonnat types and the types of 
educational philosophies did prove to be significant, though there was 
no significant difference when the programs in mainline and evangelical 
schools were compared. The program type differences are summarized in 
Tables II and III. As is evident and somewhat consistent with previous 
comparisons, graduates of extension programs are the most likely to 
indicate improvement/increase in the listed attributes, followed in 
most cases by those who participated in campus-based intensive 
programs. In all but one instance, local/regional graduates are less 
likely to report change. For five of the seven attributes compared by 
program format, the differences are statistically significant. 

=11 Effects of D.Min. Participation on Graduates' O:,r,:Jl:egations by 
Program Fonnat (Mean Scores) • 

Program Format TuPes 

Iocal/ Qurpus-base:i Extension- 'Iwo or More 
Regional Intensive CQlJ.eaaue Option 

Morale in ministty 
setting 1.63 1.58 1.45 1.58 •• 

QJality of program 1.48 1.37 1.32 1.42 •• 
AmJunt of program 1. 76 1.64 1.62 1.74 •• 
Lay involvement 1.51 1.40 1.36 1.47 •• 
Oiganizational 

effectiveness 1.58 1.53 1.37 1.47 •• 
Clarity of purpose 1.45 1.43 
QJality of 

1.33 1.40 (ns) 

Relationships 1.50 1.51 1.46 1.53 (ns) 

*Means based on scores fran 1 ( inproved or increase:!) to 3 ( declined or 
worsened) 

**Differences significant at <.001 
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Differences in educational philosophies of programs also account 
for statistically significant differences in mean scores for perceived 
changes in five of the seven congregation/ministry setting attributes. 
Uniformly, graduates of unique content programs are most likely to 
indicate change, and those of extended M.Div. programs were least 
likely to do so. 

TABLE III Effects of o.Min. Participation on Graduates' 
Congregations By Pro;jram' s F.ducational Rlilosophy 
(Mean s=res)• 

Fdµcational fhilosophy 

Extended, M,Qiv. Unique Content Specialized 
Morale in the Ministry 

setting 1.58 1.47 1.56 (ns) 
Qlal.ity of program 1.4 1.28 1.39 •• 
AmoUnt of program 1.74 1.52 1. 72 •• 
Lay involveirent 1.52 1.30 1.43 •• 
Ozganizational 

effectiveness 1.58 1.29 1.53 •• 
Clarity of p.irpose 1.48 1.29 1.42 •• 
Qla].ity of relationships 1.54 1.44 1.48 (ns) 

*Means based on scores from 1 -(inlproved or increased) to 3 (declined or 
>=sened) 

**Differences significant at <.001 

several studies undertaken by individual D.Min. programs tried to 
assess effects on corqregations/institutions in which students were 
serving. At Northern Baptist Theological Seminary, whose program has 
as an objective increasing the effectiveness of the mission of par
ticipants' congregations/institutions, several questions were asked of 
menibers who had been involved in lay supervisory groups [Self-study, 
pp. 239-49]. Of the 37 respondents, almost 95% report that their 
pastors' involvement in the program was of moderate or great benefit to 
the congregation/institution. Written comments included this one: 

We have seen growth and new families come to the church because of 
this program. It helped the church identify appropriate 
professional abilities of the pastor. Roles of professional 
leadership have become clearer (p. 241). 

Two-thirds reported that the program created no special problems. The 
most common complaint (9 respondents) is that the program took too much 
of the pastor's time. When asked about changes in the congrega
tion/institution as a result of their minister's involvement, 
three-fourths of the respondents report improvement in the life and 
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mission of the institution. Where specific positive changes are 
mentioned, they have to do with more intentional planning, quality of 
ministry, congregational participation, improved educational programs, 
church growth and community involvement. 

Findings quite similar to those of the Northern Baptist study were 
reported in a self-study conducted at Bethany Theological Seminary in 
1983 [ 11Questionnaire for Congregations/Institutions"]. Ninety-one 
persons involved in congregational/institutional supei:visory groups 
responded. For these respondents, too, the majority (71%) believe the 
D.Min. was of at least moderate benefit to the congregation, and, as 
before, the majority of those who have complaints about the program are 
critical of the demands the program made on the pastor's time in 
relation to his/her responsibilities. Approximately one-third of the 
respondents believe the program had a positive effect on their 
congregation's/institution's life and mission and overall 
effectiveness. One out of five believe there was no effect. 

The Hartford study [reported in Theological Education 16, Special 
Issue No. 2, Winter, 1980; cited earlier] also provides some insight 
into congregational changes as a result of D.Min. involvement. As 
recounted in Section II. B. 2. h of this report, the study compared 
graduates and their congregations in two program options, a parish 
option in which the congregation actually participated formally in the 
program and a professional option where only the pastor formally 
enrolled. Using a variety of methods to gather data, including an 
extensive congregational survey administered before and after the 
congregations 1/ministers' program involvement, the researchers found 
"significant positive change in member satisfaction in all six core 
ministry [program] areas, greater perception of effectiveness in all 
four organizational functions, a significant increase in morale, and in 
a variety of indicators of mutual ministry," regardless of D.Min. 
program option (p. 223). There was more change, however, in organiza
tional functioning than in performance in the core ministry areas, 
especially in the area of congregational mission. The researchers note 
also that three of the congregations experienced negative changes at 
the end of the program, and one evidenced no change. Finally, when 
they compared effects on congregations in the parish option with those 
whose pastors were enrolled in the professional option, the differences 
in amount of congregational change were small. There were, however, 
slightly more positive changes in parish option congregations in the 
core ministry areas and in their understanding of the ministry of the 
laity -- two areas that received special emphasis of the fac
ulty-consultants who worked with congregations in the parish option. 
Professional option congregations tended to show a slightly greater 
improvement in organizational effectiveness. 

Thus, both our data and those from other studies indicate that 
there are important relationships between O.Min. programs and the 
congregations/ministry settings of D.Min. participants. As we have 
seen, programs vary considerably in how much emphasis they place on 
linkages with a student's ministry setting and in objectives for 
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effecting change in these settings. Some require clear linkages and 
have explicit expectations for the congregation/ministry setting. Some 
apparently have no explicit requirements or expectations. Others, 
while requiring an indication of approval of the pastor's involvement, 
have no expectation that the program should effect change in these 
settings as a result of the pastor's program involvement. Regardless 
of differences, however, the general perception is that changes do 
occur in the ministry settings, and most of these are viewed positively 
by program participants and by persons in the settings. Furthermore, 
we found that positive changes in the participants• ministry settings 
are more likely to be reported by graduates of extension programs and 
of those of the "unique content11 educational philosophy type. 

Discussion 

We were impressed with the generally positive nature of reported 
effects on students 1 ministry settings. We believe that given the 
nature of D.Min. programs as professional doctorates, the positive 
benefits of program participation should extend to the ministry set
tings of participants. We do have Some reservations about programs 
that have as explicit objectives effecting change in the student's 
ministry setting, unless that is an objective accepted by all parties 
at the outset. 

This issue, and the fact that some programs do not make analysis 
of or linkage with the ministry setting a formal program element, lead 
us to suggest that agreements between the seminaries that sponsor 
D.Min. programs and the congregations or other church agencies that 
employ students should probably be more explicit than often they are. 
It is difficult to see how the item in the standards that requires 
"careful utilization of the student's ministerial context as a learning 
environment" can be met responsibly without the fonnal agreement of 
those who represent the "context. 11 Without such agreement, a 
congregation may find itself being used without its permission and the 
student may be set up for potential conflict. As we noted when we 
raised similar concerns in the course of our earlier description of 
program elements that involve the ministry site (see II. B. 2. h), our 
data do not suggest that there are prevalent problems in this area. We 
simply note the possibility for those schools that do not establish a 
clear contract with the participant I s ministry setting. Beyond the 
issue of formal agreements, we believe that there is a need to clarify 
the meaning of the requirements in the Standards for "utilization of 
the context11 and "adequate supervision. 11 

Finally, we note again the apparent potency of two program types: 
Extension programs and those that offer unique content or methods as 
their main objective. Those types are positively associated with 
reported changes in participants' ministry settings. We speculated 
earlier about why this is the case. Apart from our suspicion that a 
certain amount of "cheerleading" for extension programs may stem from 
defensiveness about the criticisms to which they have been subjected, 
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the only explanation that occurs to us is that both types are more 
intently focused on the interdependence of the student's program of 
study and his/her ministry setting. This interdependence may stem 
either from the proximity of the program to the setting (probably the 
case in many extension programs) and thus the greater likelihood of 
their significant relationship, or from this focus of the program on 
specific issues or aspects of professional practice not typically part 
of the M.Div. program. 
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II. E. fhe Impact pf the Doctor of Ministry Programs 

3. Effects on Seminaries 

Fipdings 

In our preliminary studies· for this project, certain hypotheses 
were advanced about reasons for the rapid growth, in a short period of 
time, in the number of seminaries offering D.Min. programs. The view 
most widely held is that a major interest of many institutions in the 
O.Min. is financial, that the degree is a way of bolstering revenues 
that are declining because M.oiv. enrollments, in some schools, have 
declined or have not grown sufficiently to support operations. Two 
other views are often advanced: That seminaries view the O.Min. as a 
means of reestablishing a connection with congregations and denomina
tional structures from which they have grown distant: and that many 
o.Min. programs come into being without a specific motive, such as 
finances or public relations, but rather out of a general sense that 
the successful seminary must do more, and more varied things, to 
survive in the future. In a section of our fuller research report, to 
appear in 1987, we shall comment at greater length on what appear to 
have been seminaries• interests and motives in establishing D.Min. 
programs. In this section, we examine the various kinds of evidence we 
have collected of the actual impact of programs. Here too, we have 
heard various theories, usually connected to judgments about sem
inaries' motives: That the D.Min. has 11saved11 a number of institutions 
that might otherwise have collapsed financially; that by bringing 
faculty members into contact with practitioners it has greatly improved 
M.Oiv. teaching; and that it represents a substantial drain on 
resources, including faculty time, and has distracted from attention to 
other programs the institution offers and from faculty research and 
scholarship. To address these possibilities we shall examine both the 
opinions of administrators and faculty members about these matters and 
the evidence we have collected about the actual impact, especially the 
financial impact, of D.Min. programs on seminaries. 

We 
inaries 
tution. 

asked each of the three groups of 
about several possible effects of 
Responses are shown in Table I. 
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TABI.E I Effects of the D.Min. program on the Semina,:y 

~ ~ Moderate Littl~ None 
'.!he D.Min. has given core 
faculty experience "'1ich 
enriches M.Div. teaching 

CEO 1.8 31% 55% 12% 2% 
Director 1.7 35 62 3 0 
Faculty 2.3 16 46 32 6 

llie D.Min. has drained 
attention am faculty 
ene,:gy from the M.Div. am 
other programs CEO 2.7 5 30 52 13 

Director 3.1 0 21 51 28 
Faculty 2.6 7 36 47 10 

It has enabled us to make 
good use of fixed resources 
that were not being fully 
utilized before. 

CEO 2.5 22 28 26 24 
Director 2.8 8 43 34 15 
Faculty 2.6 13 32 32 23 

It has stretched teaching 
am advising loads beyond 
optm.im. CEO 2.8 4 32 46 18 

Director 2.8 8 28 43 21 
Faculty 2.4 16 35 36 13 

It has provided new research 
areas arx:1 Clp!Xlrtuni ties for 
scrre faculty. CEO 2.5 8 42 44 6 

Director 2.4 9 47 36 8 
Faculty 2.6 6 41 40 13 

It has consumed faculty time 
that should have been used 
for research am writing. 

CEO 3.0 1 25 49 25 
Director 3.0 2 23 52 23 
Faculty 2.6 9 33 47 11 

It has helped our institution 
to :inprove its financial 
situation through providing 
additional revenue. 

CEO 3.0 1 32 31 36 
Director 2.8 6 31 35 28 
Faculty 2.6 11 36 35 17 
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The most positive benefit identified by all respondents is im
provement in the quality of advanced continuing education for ministry. 
All groups of respondents also believe that the public 
relations benefits of the programs have been high, not only with 
graduates directly but also with sponsoring denominations. Whether 
this translates into greater financial support is not known, as we note 
below, though officials at several programs offered in extension 
fonnats believe that their programs help to increase their institu
tions' visibility among denominational constituents in regions of the 
country other than their own. such visibility may aid their recruiting 
for other programs. 

Another arena of impact is teaching. Both chief executives and 
directors believe that the O.Min. has given core faculty experience 
that enriches M.Div. teaching. This view is not so strongly shared, 
however, by faculty members. One-third of the faculty members (con
trasted with 12% of students and 3% of directors) believe that o.Min. 
involvement has had little effect on their M.Div. teaching. Faculty 
members in practical fields were more positive about the effects on 
M.Div. teaching than those in the classical fields. 

In a related question on the faculty questionnaire (V, 10), we 
asked respondents to indicate, for themselves, "To what extent has 
teaching in o.Min. courses changed your methods or style of teaching in 
M.Div. courses?'' Only 6% say that it has done so to a great extent; 
53% say 11to some extent11 ; and 34% say not at all. (Seven percent do 
not teach D.Min. courses.) Of those who say their M.Div. teaching has 
been affected, almost two-thirds report drawing more on students' 
experiences, 59% report using more varied methods, and 41% use more 
practical illustrations. The use of case studies was mentioned in 
marginal comments by several faculty members and another illustrates 
M.Div. lectures using case material reported by D.Min. students. 
Several also report greater sensitivity to group dynamics as a result 
of D,Min. teaching. Also, at one institution, our case writer was told 
that the new M.Div. curriculum includes a senior seminar on theological 
reflection (following a required intern year) that probably came into 
being as a result of experiences in the D.Min. 

Our case studies suggest that teaching methods for D,Min. courses 
changed as faculty members gained experience in the program. In 
particular, teaching for a number of faculty members has come in
creasingly to involve drawing on students' ministry experience. In one 
of our case study institutions, however, this is viewed as having both 
positive and negative consequences. While faculty members are 
generally stimulated by being pushed to relate their teaching to the 
in-ministry issues confronted by students, they are sometimes frus
trated When this prevents first taking seriously the concepts or 
historical situations under discussion. 

A number of written comments from faculty members indicate that 
the D,Min. has led them to a more collegial style of teaching: this 
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too, however, is viewed with some ambivalence by some faculty members, 
especially when the teaching is done in field colleague groups. As 
they expressed it to our case writer, colleague groups become a com
munity of learners in a way that a seminary class seldom does. This 
makes it difficult for faculty members to disrupt the fellowship of the 
student group by indicating that one or several in the group are not 
doing adequate work. Among other effects on teaching styles, it is 
reported in the Hartford study (Theological Education 16, Special Issue 
No. 2, Winter, 1980, p. 238) that faculty learned to incorporate 
consulting into their teaching style, especially in their teaching in 
parishes, but also with D.Min. students. 

Approximately four out of ten of each group, as shown in Table I, 
believe that the D.Min. has been of moderate importance in providing 
new research areas and opportunities to faculty members, with roughly 
equal proportions indicating that it has been of little importance. No 
specific examples were cited. Both faculty members and chief 
executives are slightly more likely than directors to believe that the 
D.Min. has drained attention and faculty energy from the M.Div. and 
other programs, though the majority of all groups say that the D.Min. 
has had little or no effect in this regard. Faculty members are 
somewhat more likely than chief executives or directors to say that 
D.Min. involvement has consumed faculty time that should have been used 
for research and writing. This was especially true for faculty members 
in classical fields. Likewise, they were slightly more likely to say 
that the program has stretched teaching and advising loads beyond the 
optimum. One faculty member we interviewed expressed considerable 
concern about this problem, especially its impact on junior faculty. 

There are no real institutional rewards for this work [the D.Min. 
and other continuing education involvements]. We do get paid and 
we need the money from this institutionally-approved moonlighting, 
but we simply do not have the horses for all these programs. We 
are too extended. I worry about junior faculty who cannot say no 
but who at tenure time are judged only on publication. I can 
think of people who have not gotten promoted because they got 
mixed signals about what was wanted and took the wrong ones. 

Finally, for all of the questions relating to the D.Min.'s impact on 
faculty time and energy, we note that faculty whose institutions offer 
extension programs were significantly less likely to report a negative 
effect on their time. 

Several items in Table I refer to the impact of the D.Min. on 
institutional resources. Presumably, such resources include not only 
buildings and libraries, but also full-time faculty members. The 
majority of all respondents (chief executives and faculty members 
slightly more than directors) believe that the D.Min. has greatly or 
moderately stimulated the use of fixed resources that were not being 
fully utilized before. This is particularly true for faculty members 
in extension programs (65% reporting great or moderate effect). Also, 
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the larger the program, the more likely that faculty members view it as 
benefitting their institution 1 s financial situation. 

Slightly more faculty members than chief executives or directors 
believe the O.Min. program has helped improve their institution's 
financial position by bringing in additional revenue, though a majority 
of each of the three groups believes that the program has had little or 
no effect in this connection. Faculty members in schools with an 
extension program were significantly more likely to believe that the 
program has helped improve their institution's financial situation (68% 
indicating a great or moderate effect, as compared with less than 50% 
of the faculty members in the other program format types). 

In a related question, all three groups were asked if the D.Min. 
is more or less "profitable" than other programs, or whether they 
believe it has about the same financial impact as the others. Faculty 
members and directors are quite similar, with the majority (56%) 
believing the D.Min. 1 s financial impact is about the same as that of 
other programs. Just over one-fourth of each group believes the D.Min. 
is more "profitable. 11 Chief executives, on the other hand, were much 
more likely to assess the program's financial impact as essentially the 
same as that of other programs (71%), with only 14% saying it was more 
"profitable." Several respondents commented that their "more 
profitable" reply was based primarily on the fact that little or no 
financial aid is offered to O.Min. students. several others commented 
that their institutions had not done a cost analyses of their various 
programs. 

We previously noted that most respondents believe that offering a 
D.Min. program has benefited their institution by providing good public 
relations with sponsoring denominations, graduates and others. It may 
be that this heightened good will also affects the financial support 
given the institution by these constituencies. We asked whether 
offerincJ the o.Min. has provided a o.Min. alumni/ae group that is 
helpful in fund raising. Approx:ilnately 30% of each group say that the 
D.Min. has had either a great or a moderate effect in this area, but 
the large majority see little or no positive benefit. Again, faculty 
members in schools with extension programs were most likely to see 
positive benefits (almost three-fourths indicating a great or moderate 
effect, as compared with one-fourth to one-half of faculty members in 
the other fonnat types). In one such program, the president and dean 
commented to our case writer that D.Min. graduates were becoming an 
increasingly important source of alumni giving, and equally important, 
they frequently encourage contributions to the institution by their 
congregations. 

Finally, little negative impact is reported by any of the three 
groups of respondents on their institution's reputation for academic 
rigor. That no significant group of faculty members thinks this has 
happened is a surprise. As we have reported elsewhere, especially in 
connection with our descriptions of extension programs and large 
programs, such charges are frequently made by persons in institutions 
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that do not grant the D.Min. and those in schools whose programs are 
small or offered in other than extension formats. One might expect 
that faculty members, )mown to be sensitive to such charges, would be 
concerned about their effect. This is not, however, the case. 

To sum up administrators' and faculty members' views and opinions 
about the impact of the D.Min.: The greatest perceived effects are the 
improvement of advanced continuing education for clergy and of the 
seminary's relations with the public. The enrichment of M.Div. 
teaching is also seen as a positive benefit by chief executives and 
directors, but slightly less so by faculty members. There is not great 
dissatisfaction, overall, because of time demands made on faculty 
members by the O.Min.; but faculty members more than other observers do 
see D.Min. programs as "stretching them thin" and consuming time that 
should have been used for research and writing. The D.Min. is viewed 
by all as having a moderate, positive effect in helping the institution 
to make better used of fixed resources, but most view the program as 
having only moderate impact or less, on their institution's financial 
health. Chief executives, who probably have the most information about 
such matters, are less likely to view the D.Min. as more "profitable" 
than other programs. (Here again we see a familiar pattern: Groups 
that have less data, in this case faculty members with respect to the 
financial effect of D.Min. programs, often give more positive and 
optimistic estimations than those who have more first-hand information. 
we take this as a sign of the widespread good will toward D.Min. 
programs and institutions that offer them.) The most positive benefit 
identified by all respondents is improvement in the quality of advanced 
continuing education for ministry. All groups of respondents also 
believe that the public relations benefits of the programs have been 
high, not only with graduates directly but also with sponsoring 
denominations. Whether this translates into greater financial support 
is not known, as we note below, though officials at several programs 
offered in extension formats believe that their programs help to 
increase their institutions• visibility among denominational 
constituents in regions of the country other than their own. Such 
visibility may aid their recruiting for other programs. Finally, there 
is little evident concern that D.Min. programs weaken an institution's 
reputation for academic rigor. 

The two studies we conducted of financial dimensions of D.Min. 
programs provide information about their actual financial impact. 
(Reports on these two studies are available separately. They are 
summarized briefly here.) There are, of course, several ways to 
measure financial impact. We have looked at tuition rates for the 
O.Min., the proportional importance of D.Min. tuition revenues, and at 
the relation of D.Min.-related income to D.Min.-related costs. 

Table II shows total instructional fees charged to obtain a D.Min. 
degree, at 1983-84 rates. Since in some programs the total cost of the 
degree to the student varies with the length of time it takes a student 
to finish, we asked business officers in such institutions to assume 
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ttnorrnal academic progress." The average total tuition, about $3,300, 
is, in our view, quite low. Though we have not made comparisons with 
doctorates in other fields, we would venture that tuition for one 
year's full-time equivalent doctoral work elsewhere is almost 
invariably higher than the average figure for the D.Min. FUrther, more 
than half of all programs charge less than this amount, one charging as 
little as $1500; no program charges more than $5500. A chart of 
program fees (not shown) reveals a bi-modal pattern: The two points 
around which the largest numbers of programs cluster are $3000 (12 
programs) and $4000 (8 programs). This suggests an attraction for 
round numbers in the setting of D.Min. tuition fees. 

TABLE II Total Instructional Fees charged to a Student to 
Obtain a D.Min. Degree, at 1983/84 Rates, Assuming 
Nonnal Academic Progress 

N = 
Average total fee (mean) 

Smallest total fee reported 
Largest total fee reported 
standard deviation in total fee 
25th percentile 
50th percentile 
75th percentile 

54 
$3,338.94 

1,500.00 
5,520.00 

782.49 
2,965.00 
3,175.00 
3,918.75 

There are almost no differences in tuition rates among program 
philosophy types, but as Table III shows, mainline programs have, on 
average, higher tuition and fees than programs in evangelical institu
tions; and among program philosophy types, the tuition level of 
local/regional programs is set higher. We suspect that local/regional 
programs, whose students take many of their courses together with 
students enrolled in other programs, are more likely to have tuition 
rates on a par with the (probably higher) tuition charges for other ad
vanced programs. Various statistical tests, including a regression 
analysis, confinn that there is no relationship between D.Min. tuition 
and program size. 

TABLE III 

~ 
Mainline 
Evangelical 
All Programs 

A. Total Instructional Fees Charged to a Student to 
Obtain a D.Min Degree at 1983/84 Rates, Assuming 
Normal Academic Progress, by Denominational Type 

Average 
Total Fee 
$3442.97 
3112.53 
3338.94 
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Standard 
Deviation 

806.44 
696.73 
782 .49 

Number of 
Schools 

37 
17 
54 
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TABLE III B. Total Institutional Fees Charged to a student to 
Obtain a D.Min. Degree at 1983/84 Rates, Assuming Nonnal 
Academic Progress by Program Type 

Average Standard Humber Qf 

Program Fomat Total pee Deviation Sqhools 

Local/regional $3565,00 1111.38 17 

Campus Intensive 3187,96 609.11 23 
Extension College 3295,00 501. 37 5 
Two or more options 3322,22 514, 27 9 
Al 1 programs 3338.90 782,49 54 

Since all in-ministry D.Min. programs are part-time programs, 
payment of the total tuition amounts shown above may be stretched out 
over a period of several years. Several directors told us that, when 
their programs first started, their practice was to bill the student 
for the total amount of D.Min. tuition when the student first matri
culated. This practice was discontinued because of the complications 
in making refunds to students who dropped out of the program at an 
early stage. our survey suggests that few institutions still use this 
method of charging tuition. Half of the institutions that provided 
financial data for our study charge students for each course or unit 
taken. Thus, in a time period in which a student is not taking any 
work for credit, there are no charges. About 40% of our respondents 
charge a flat instructional fee per quarter, semester or year, until 
the total D.Min. tuition has been paid. The remaining few institutions 
use some other system, including the single, one time charge at the 
beginning of the program. The feature all these systems have in common 
is the tendency to assess charges early in the student's enrollment. 
On average, 40% of all tuition due has been paid by the end of the 
first year, 75% of all tuition due by the second, and 93% by the end of 
the third. Thus, however long it takes a student to complete the 
program, in most programs tuition is almost fUlly paid by the point 
that students on average complete the D.Min., 3.6 years after 
beginning. 

Table IV shows similar data in a different form. Here we have 
computed, for 1983-84 financial infonnation we collected, D.Min. 
tuition and fee revenues per student divided by total instructional 
fees charged to a student who obtained the degree, again assuming 
"normal academic progress." As the Table shows in that year, on 
average, schools received from each student 27% of the total D.Min. 
tuition that student would eventually pay. What is most interesting in 
the Table are the outlying figures and the distribution of figures. 
One school received from its D.Min. students in that year only 5% of 
the total tuition due from those students (in other words, if this same 

, , rate were maintained, it would take students 20 years to pay their 
total tuition); half of all schools received 24% or less of total 

l 

265 



~ffects on seminaries 

tuition. A number of factors can explain these low percentages, 
including fluctuations in enrollment and differences in policies for 
making tuition charges, as well as the expected duration of the pro
gram. A program whose students are expected to take five years for 
completion might expect, for instance, to receive only 20% of total 
tuition fees due in any one year, depending on its system of making 
charges. Another possible factor is the presence of inactive stUdents 
who are not paying tuition. Any program whose annual per student 
revenue is significantly lower than what that revenue should be, given 
the expected duration of the program and the institution's charging 
pdlicies, should examine its student records to see whether it may have 
an excessive number of students enrolled but not making progress toward 
the degree. 

TABLE IV 1983/84 O.Min. TUition and Fee Revenues per student 
Divided by the Total Instructional Fees Charged to a 
Student to Obtain the D.Min. Degree, at 1983/84 Rate, 
Assuming Normal Academic Progress 

Mean .27 
Standard Deviation .16 
Min:ilnum • 05 
Maximum .92 
25th percentile .15 
50th percentile .24 
75th percentile .32 

N = 52 

Per student revenues differ to some extent by program type. The 
average per student revenue is higher for evangelical programs than 
mainline programs ($966 vs. $822). Though total tuition charged 
influences per student revenue, that is not the explanatory factor in 
this case, because as shown earlier, mainline total tuitions are higher 
than evangelical ones. Evangelical schools, therefore, either 
front-load more of their tuition charges or have faster program com
pletion rates than mainline programs. Local/regional average per stu
dent revenue is also higher, though that difference can be explained by 
the fact that tuition for these programs is higher overall. There are 
also marked differences among program philosophy types: $993 for 
independent/specialized programs, $689 for unique content or method 
programs, and $754 for extended M.Div. programs. Differences can not 
be explained by differences in total D.Min. tuition rate, since the 
average total rate for all program types was almost the same. Thus it 
must be the case that independent/specialized programs demand payment 
earlier in the program and/or move students through more quickly than, 
in descending order, extended M.Div. programs or those in the category 
we have called unique content or method. 

All these differences among types are, however, relative. The 
overarching fact is that, in almost all institutions from which we 

266 



Effects on Seminaries 

obtained information, the pqctor of Ministry program is not a very 
significant element in the institution's finances. As we have already 
shown, D.Min. tuitions are quite low, and in most institutions con
siderably less than half the total tuition amount due frDl11 a student is 
received in any budget year. Table V documents that this combination 
of relatively low tuition and slow rate of payment means that for 
almost all institutions, D.Min. tuition income is a small percentage of 
tuition income. The Table shows that, on average, D.Min. tuition is 
only 5% of the total tuition and fees collected by institutions that 
give the degree, and only 2% of the amount of educational and general 
expenditures. For three-quarters of all schools, D.Min. tuition is 
only 10% or less of tuition revenue and a little more than 3% of 
educational and general expenditures. As Figure I shows, there are a 
few exceptions. Four schools receive over 20% of their tuition revenue 
from D.Min. tuition and fees, and two institutions receive more than 
one-third of their tuition income from this source. For most schools, 
however, O.Min. tuition is a very small proportion of total tuition 
revenue and covers an even tinier proportion of the total educational 
expenses of the school. Even, for instance, in the institution where 
almost half of tuition and fees revenue comes from the D.Min., only 13% 
of educational and general expenditures are covered by this tuition. 
Thus for almost all institutions, tuition from other programs as well 
as income from endowment and annual gifts are far more important 
revenue sources than the D.Min. 

TABLE V D.Min. Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of Total 
Tuition and Fees, and D.Min. TUition and fees as 
Percentage of Educational and General Expenditures 

Mean 
Minimum 
Maximum 

Total 

25th percentile 
50th percentile 
75th percentile 

Valid Responses 

p.Min, Tuition 
TUition & fees 

4.84% 
0.09 

48.65 
3.22 
5.52 

10.05 

48 

as a Percentage of: 
Educational & General 

2.06 
0.06 

12.81 
0.99 
1.63 
3.39 

47 

EXpepdityres 

The question remains, of course, whether D.Min. programs, as small 
a part of most seminaries' total revenue picture as they are, are 
financially productive or not. In our survey, we asked business 
officers to provide the total amount of costs charged directly to the 
O.Min. and we compared this figure with the revenue for tuition and 
fees. In two out of three cases, tuition revenue covers or exceeds 
budgeted D.Min. expenditures. The problem with this information, of 
course, is that institutions use different systems for assigning costs 
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to programs. An institution with a very small D.Min. program, may, for 
instance, use only personnel for the o.Min. who also function in the 
school's other programs. These institutions may show no "costs center" 
for the O.Min,, or only a very small amount that covers such things as 
postage and supplies. Another institution in an identical situation 
may assign the costs of shared staff to the D.Min. costs center. Thus 
the information from our survey about costs of the D,Min. program is 
not very reliable. 

In order to gain a more accurate sense of the relationship between 
o.Min.-related revenues and D,Min.-related costs, we asked our 
financial consultants, Anthony Ruger and Badgett Dillard, to visit five 
seminaries to do a full cost analysis of their D.Min. programs. We 
chose five programs of different sizes and types. While these five 
programs are not representative of other D.Min. programs in any pro
portional way, they do cover the range and variety of program sizes, 
administrative arrangements and formats. Using standard fonnulas for 
assigning costs to the D.Min., our consultants produced information 
that makes it possible to compare these five programs with each other. 
The results of the analysis are presented in a separate paper and 
summarized only briefly here. 

In this full cost analysis, only one program was shown to cover 
its full costs from revenue from D.Min. tuition and fees. The program 
that achieved this is a large program that takes in revenue that 
represents 106% of the program's full (that is, direct, indirect or 
shared, and overhead or allocated) costs. Three other programs show a 
"deficit" on a full cost basis, taking in 51%, 38%, and 29% of their 
full costs in D.Min. tuition and fee revenue. (One program, whose 
costs for the D,Min. are entirely shared and almost impossible to 
calculate accurately, was excluded from this comparison.) Though the 
only program that covered its full costs is a large one, size does not 
determine financial productivity, since another very large program was 
found to cover only 38% of its costs. The difference. between these two 
large programs, in the view of our consultants, was What they called 
"institutional will," The financially productive program, in other 
words, was one required by institutional policy to pay not only all the 
direct costs of the program, but a generous allocation for indirect and 
overhead costs as well, The program includes arrangements such as 
relatively large D,Min. classes (the target is 40 students in each 
class) that make financial productivity possible. 

The analysts also determined in each case the D,Min. program's 
incremental cost. Incremental costs are those that would not be 
incurred if the institution ceased to offer the D.Min. program. They 
found that four of the five programs covered incremental costs of the 
D.Min. from D.Min. tuition and fee revenue. One program, the large one 
referred to above whose D.Min. tuition and fees is 38% of full program 
cost, did not quite cover its incremental D.Min. cost either. 

Combined survey and case study data suggest the following con
clusions, which must be offered as tentative because comparable cost 
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data are not available from all institutions. For almost all insti
tutions, D.Min. tuition and revenues represents a small percentage of 
total tuition and revenues, and an even smaller percentage of education 
and general expenditures. If the full cost of offering the D.Min. 
program is figured, allocating to it its portion of shared expenses and 
general institutional overhead, almost all D.Min. programs will be 
shown to earn in revenues substantially less than the full amount they 
cost the institution. On a full cost basis, in other words, very few 
D.Min. programs 11make money. 11 Most programs, however, probably do 
cover their incremental costs, and some probably do better than that: 
They also partially cover some of the cost of 11 fixed 11 seminary re
sources that are used in the D.Min. program. Thus it is possible to 
say that D.Min. programs, though they usually do not 11make money11 for 
the institution on a full cost basis, do cover the costs they bring 
with them and in some situations produce income that partially covers 
such expensive fixed resources of the seminary as plant, utilities and 
tenured faculty. 

Discussion 

Most of our findings about the impact D.Min. programs have had on 
seminaries can be summarized with the statement that D.Min. programs 
have had limited impact on the institutions that offer the degree. 
This discovery was a surprise. We had expected that faculty members in 
D.Min.-granting institutions would report that D.Min.-related res
ponsibilities had "stretched them thin" and taken time from their work 
in other programs and their research and writing. We expected that 
financial data would show a considerable financial impact of the D.Min. 
in many institutions. As just recounted, neither of these expectations 
was borne out in the data we collected. The faculty view of the D.Min. 
is positive. Most faculty members like their D.Min. teaching and want 
to continue it, though they do not generally report that it has had 
marked impact on their other teaching or their research. The financial 
benefits of offering the degree, in almost all institutions we 
surveyed, turn out to be far more limited than we expected. But 
neither are D.Min. programs a substantial financial drain. The effects 
of D.Min. programs on seminaries, in other words, are not dramatic, in 
either a negative or a positive direction, 

This limited impact may be traceable in part to the way D,Min. 
programs are constrncted. As we have shown at other points in this 
report, they tend to be conducted on the margins, someWhat isolated and 
insulated from the seminary's other activities. For many faculty 
members, they are optional undertakings, often bringing with them 
additional honorarium income. Many programs are administratively 
segregated as well. If our recommendations in this report for bringing 
D.Min. programs into the mainstream of seminary activity are taken 
seriously, it is possible that the impact of D.Min. programs will be 
more widely felt. 

our particular concern is the impact of this 
seminary's most valuable resources: Faculty time. 

269 

move on one of the 
It seems to us that 



Effects on Seminaries 

o.Min. programs that become more central in the seminaries that house 
them can have either a positive or negative effect, or perhaps both. 
They may, for instance, exacerbate a continuing tension in theological 
education that is rooted in its double accountability to the churches 
and the academic world. AD.Min. program, especially one that involves 
all members of an institution's faculty in teaching, advising and 
oversight, will almost inevitably demand more attention to issues 
rooted in the life of churches, since o.Min. students bring such issues 
with them. Faculty members whose research and advanced teaching has 
been oriented to issues of importance in academic circles may feel some 
tension or dissonance between the two sets of demands. In some cases 
the difficulty may be created not by different foci -- church and 
academy -- but simply by the demands that conscientious D.Min. teaching 
and advisement place on faculty time. Some faculty 
members, in other words, may feel that the time demanded by D.Min. 
involvements must be subtracted from that formerly allocated to re
search and writing. 

But there are positive possibilities as well. The D.Min. can help 
to orient some faculty members' teaching and research to issues that 
arise in church life. This reorientation may have beneficial effects 
on M.Div. programs and may also help to heal what many view as a 
serious split between most theological research and the issues of 
contemporary church life. We believe that such developments are 
possible, however, only in D.Min. programs that set relatively high 
standards for admissions and student academic work. Faculty members 
are unlikely to find either their D.Min. students or the issues these 
students bring to be sources of intellectual stimulation if faculty 
metnbers must in their O.Min. teaching give substantial amounts of 
"remedial" instruction or coach weak students through the program. 
This is one important argument for conceiving the D.Min. program as an 
opportunity for a limited, very able group of clergy rather than as a 
program potentially for all clergy: The more limited program is more 
likely to attract and hold faculty attention to church issues, and to 
afford the opportunity for able clergy to form an productive collegial 
relationship with seminary faculty members. 
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III. Issues 

A. The Quality of Doctor of Ministry Programs: 
Selectivity. Level. Standards. Rigor and Content 

Findings 

The question we have been asked most frequently in the course of 
this study, has been whether Doctor of Ministry programs are, in 
general, programs of good quality. 

In one sense, this question has been difficult even to address, 
much less to answer. Judgments of quality assume an agreed-upon 
standard by which the adequacy of programs in particular institutions 
can be measured. As demonstrated in the extensive discussion of 
program types, the D.Min. degree lacks such a standard. Programs in 
different institutions have different goals. In some cases, different 
program tracks within the same institution will have markedly different 
goals. There is no cu=iculum or body of content widely deemed 
appropriate for most programs. Structures and methods for teaching and 
learning vary greatly from program to program. There is a wide range 
in program size and in patterns of governance and program 
administration; and there is a whole range of other differences and 
diversities, as described in many sections of this report. 

This variety of structures and practices is a sign of deep uncer
tainty about the nature of the degree. As we discuss elsewhere in 
greater detail, there is disagreement about the degree's purpose and 
constituency. A majority of most groups we surveyed (seminary faculty, 
and administrators, D.Min. students and graduates) believe that the 
degree should function as· "a mark of distinction with selective 
admissions policies and rigorous standards for completion." But 
sizeable minorities of the students and graduates group, as well as 
majorities of the groups of non-D.Min. clergy and laity we surveyed, 
believe that the degree should be offered "to all clergy who want a 
structured program of continuing education." The ATS standards do not 
settle this matter: They say that the degree should lead to "advanced 
competence," but they do not give a specific definition of this level 
of competence or make clear whether all clergy or only a more limited 
group may be capable of achieving it. Nor is it clear whether schools 
are expected to specify a standard of "advanced competence" to which 
all their students are held, or, rather, to define advanced competence 
for each student individually, as a step significantly beyond the level 
of competence he or she demonstrated upon entry to the program. A 
minority of those involved in the conduct of D.Min. programs interpret 
"advancement" as a relative matter, but those persons believe 
fervently, as one administrator wrote to us, that D.Min. students 
"should not be compared with others but ... by ... how much better is each 
after the D.Min. than she or he would be if left with M.Div. training 
alone." The difficulty of defining a standard for the D.Min. degree 
does not end with this difference over the meaning of "advanced com-
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petence." It is further the case that, however a particular school or 
program interprets advancement, the definition of the marks of such 
competence and the ways it can be demonstrated are quite vague. 
Lacking, then, agreed upon norms or definitions of the purpose of the 
degree, of its intended constituency, of the appropriate content, 
method, style, and structure of programs, and of the resources neces
sary to support a D.Min. program, it becomes exceedingly difficult to 
make judgments about whether particular programs are doing the job 
poorly or well. It simply is not clear what is the job that needs to 
be done. 

It is possible, however, to discuss conditions for program 
quality. Presumably each program has its own standard, at least an 
implicit one, for educational effectiveness, even if there is no such 
shared standard among programs; and thus one can examine whether the 
program has built into it the features that are required to maintain 
that standard. These include a level of selectivity sufficient to 
ensure that those admitted to the program are capable of pursuing it; a 
level of required program work that is sufficiently advanced; rules, 
guidelines and a=angements that ensure quality in the conduct of 
programs; and adequate enforcement of those rules and guidelines. 
Throughout the foregoing description of D.Min. programs we have com
mented on many of these matters. This chapter summarizes some of those 
comments in order to explore whether the conditions for quality are met 
in the programs we have studied and to recommend how current policies 
and practices can be strengthened. 

Selectivity in admissions and advancement to candidacy. The 
directors of D.Min. programs report that their programs are somewhat 
selective: The rejection rate is reported to be 17% in the recent past 
and almost 25% during the most recent year. At the same time, few 
claims are made that most D.Min. students are very able. As shown in 
Tables I and II, less than half of all faculty members, directors, 
chief executives, graduates and students believe that D.Min. students 
are persons of great ability. 

several other questions shed light on the issue of the quality of 
students. Faculty members were asked to compare their D.Min. students 
and their M.Div. students in several ways. With respect to academic 
ability, the majority (60%; see Faculty I 4b) describe D.Min. students 
as about the same as M.Div. students; most of the remaining faculty 
(36%) think that their D.Min. students are more able, academically, 
than their M.Div. students. Most clergypersons of great academic 
ability, we were told in interviews, would be more likely to pursue the 
Ph.D. than the D.Min. D.Min. students were characterized by one 
faculty member as "folks who've been out, are stale, have continuing 
education budgeted. They are neither low nor high achievers but in 
between." Another faculty member said that he is "happy with about 
half the students admitted, "who are, in his view, "capable of critical 
thinking and have sufficient background in academic theology and the 
practical issues of parish theology." 
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TABLE I 

Level 
Great 
Moderate 
Limited 

Level of Students' Ability, as Judged by: 

Graduates 

45% 
44 
11 

Students 

45% 
44 
11 

Quality 

TABLE II Perceptions of the Ability of students in the D,Min. 
Program by Position of Respondent 

Position 

gQ§ Directors Faculty 

ferce~tion of D.Min. 
Student Ability) 

Very Able 31% 30% 16% 
Moderately Able 41 58 39 
Mixed in Ability 28 12 43 
Generally Weak 0 0 2 

Directors, who are almost always give highly positive estimations 
of the D.Min., are most likely (54%) to say that the quality of 
applicants to their programs is remaining about the same; 38%, however, 
believe that applicant quality is increasing. Directors of smaller 
programs are more likely to report an increase in quality than 
directors of larger programs. On the other hand, directors of the 
largest programs are most likely to rate their students as "very able." 
Thus the relationship of student quality to program size is ambiguous. 
Nor are there clear differences in perceptions of student quality by 
format or program philosophy type. 

In our case studies and in evaluation reports sent to us, selec
tivity in admissions was a major issue. Though extension programs more 
frequently report that they struggle with this issue, because they are 
sometimes tempted to admit marginal students in order to form a 
colleague group of sufficient size, there is little evidence to suggest 
that pressures to admit students in order to form an adequately large 
program group are restricted to extension programs alone. Indeed, 
among the programs we visited most concern was expressed by 
administrators and faculty members in an institution whose D.Min. 
program is of the "independent specialized" type, a form in which 
D.Min. students participate with students in other programs, choosing 
from among the regularly scheduled course offerings of the school. As 
we shall explore more extensively in a section below on the future of 
the D.Min., higher standards in the selection of students at the point 
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of admission is the single change that most seminary faculty members 
and administrators would like to see in the D.Min. programs in their 
own institutions. More than a third of all faculty members' comments 
could be grouped under this heading and, as our interviews had led us 
to suspect, such concern was slightly more likely to be expressed by 
those whose programs operate on an extension model. Clearly the 
quality of students is a matter of considerable concern in institutions 
that offer the D.Min. degree. The Standards do not reflect this 
concern. The most recent version eliminates earlier language that 
suggested that "previous high academic records" or "a capacity for 
excellence" be required for admission. One institution reported to us 
that an ATS visiting team criticized "elitism" in the institution's 
admissions policies (though another reported that its visiting team 
urged higher admissions standards). The matter of the constituency for 
the D.Min. and the selectivity of programs is a problem area: As 
earlier reported elsewhere, institutions' perceptions of themselves as 
selective (or not) do not co=espond to their actual level of 
selectivity; institutions do not agree with each other about how 
selective admissions standards for the D. Min. should be; and it may 
well be that the majority of institutions is at odds with the 
egalitarian emphasis in the Standards. 

Many facets of the problem of selectivity are widely recognized; 
we would add an additional consideration. Though the call for more 
selectivity in D.Min. admissions is almost universal, it is not always 
clear in what ways the programs are being asked to be more selective. 
Many respondents quoted in this section mentioned academic abilities 
specifically. Academic ability is of course important, since the 
D.Min. is a program in an academic framework, but we wonder whether a 
program designed to lead to advanced professional competence should not 
have additional criteria. Different religious traditions have 
different definitions and images of ministry, so it is difficult to 
specify exactly what qualities in addition to academic abilities, 
D.Min. applicants should present. It does, however, seem fair to ask 
each institution to specify those gifts, capacities and abilities that, 
in addition to academic competence, it is seeking in its D.Min. 
students. 

Some institutions that are not selective at the point of admis
sions argue that the most important point of decision in D,Min. pro
grams is not admission to the program but admission to candidacy. 
There is little evidence, however, that candidacy is a point of serious 
and consequential assessment in those institutions that have such a 
step; as noted in section II. B. 2. k, Candidacy, over one-third of all 
programs do not distinguish between admission and candidacy. There we 
argue that candidacy in its cu=ent form is for the most part 
meaningless and that one option is to eliminate it from the Standards. 
More likely to contribute to the improvement of program quality would 
be a move to require that all programs include a serious mid-point 
assessment before advancement to candidacy. Such an assessment might 
include qualifying examinations, special papers or other demonstrations 
that movement toward "advanced professional competence" has begun and 
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is likely to continue during the remainder of the program. Such an 
assessment should offer both students and the institution the realistic 
possibility of the student leaving the program because adequate 
progress has not been made and seems unlikely. If in the future 
D.Min.-granting institutions succeed in agreeing on more precise 
standards and requirements for the D.Min. degree, the mid-point 
assessment would have an additional benefit: It could be an the 
occasion for demonstrating that minimum standards, common to all 
programs, have been met. This proposed mid-point assessment does not 
solve a major problem enunciated by many faculty members: The 
difficulty of teaching students in early phases of the program who have 
remedial needs or who lack the capacity to do advanced work. such 
problems must be faced at the point of admission to the program. But 
serious mid-point assessment would contribute to efforts to establish 
the integrity of the D.Min. degree, which is now too widely believed to 
be available to anyone who has the initiative to apply to a program and 
the fortitude to complete its various required activities. 

The level and rigor of studies for the degree. The ATS Standards 
require that study for the D.Min. be demonstrably more advanced than 
study for the M.Div. degree. In the judgment of most faculty members, 
graduates and students, though, this is the case only about half the 
time. As Table III suggests, in an equal number of cases courses 
offered especially for D.Min. students are judged to be about equal in 
difficulty or less difficult than those offered primarily for M.Div. 
students. 

TABLE III level of Difficulty of Courses Especially for D.Min. 
Students as Judged by: 

facul,ty Graduates Students 
More advanced and 
difficult than M.Div 
courses 51% 51% 45% 

Same level of difficulty 42 38 45 
less difficulty 8 11 11 

Somewhat surprisingly, the students and graduates make fewer claims for 
the high level of difficulty than do faculty members. The more usual 
pattern in our data is for faculty members to make the more stringent 
judgments about the quality and rigor of the degree. In our inter
views, the comment that M.Div. and D.Min. course work are indis
tinguishable was made frequently. "The D.Min. is not more rigorous 
than a good M.Div.," one faculty member told us, echoing many others. 
others argue that the courses are distinguishable, and that those 
offered for the D.Min. "demand a higher level of professional com
petence." The director just quoted was contradicted by a person 
present who had taken some D.Min. courses while completing an M.Div. 
degree. She could not, she said, "tell the difference in the expecta-

. tions of the two degrees." Some directors argue that "level of dif
ficulty" is the wrong phrase to use in distinguishing between the two 
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degrees. They argue that the activities of the D.Min., which presup
poses experience and practice, are simply not comparable to the courses 
and practical experience required for the M.Div. (See section II. E. 1 
for a further discussion of this point.) Others suggest that the 
problem of level is created by too diverse a student body. Even though 
the instructor may have in mind what constitutes "advanced competence," 
the course may not be able to be pitched at that level because too many 
students are present who require a more elementary introduction. As 
this variety of views makes clear, the problem of the level of D.Min 
programs is complex. Confusion about the nature of the degree makes it 
difficult to specify exactly what constitutes "advanced" work. This 
confusion and other factors influence the level of work cu=ently 
offered. We acknowledge these complexities; at the same time, we find 
it alarming that half of all participants in D.Min courses -- both 
teachers and students -- do not judge these courses as "advanced" over 
the level of M.Div. work. Quite evidently the goal of a degree program 
demonstrably more advanced than the M.Div. has not, in many programs, 
been reached. 

An advanced course or program offering will be effective, of 
course, only if students are required to present work that is congruent 
with the level at which the course is offered. Is student work in 
D.Min. courses and other program offerings held to high standards? 
Evidently the required reading for courses is usually completed. 
Nearly two-thirds of graduates and students say that they always 
complete the required reading, and the remainder say that they usually 
do (see Graduates and Students III, I). Most of the information we 
gathered suggests that evaluation of work done in courses and other 
program offerings is not evaluated with much severity. Course exam
inations are very, very rare. Course failures are almost equally rare, 
as explored above in section II. B. 2. e, Courses. In one program we 
visited that organizes field extension groups, faculty members 
complained that grading standards were somewhat lower in the field: 
"There is not the same expectation out there that there is here on 
campus .... Candidates don't realize this because we require the same 
papers and reading, but there, quite frankly, may be some erosion in 
grading, because once you have created a community of faith like that, 
it is really difficult to say 'you flunked!'" The pressure to keep 
student members of extension groups enrolled in the program, so that 
the group does not decline in size to the point where it constitutes a 
financial drain on the program, was mentioned by several persons 
associated with programs that work in this style. At the same time, 
though, several directors of such programs pointed out that.the weak 
student in an extension program has access to highly effective peer 
tutoring. It is also evident that a number of field extension groups 
gQ drop below the size at which they are financially productive. It is 
difficult, then, to argue that the problem of lack of rigorous grading 
is specific to extension programs. There is little evidence that 
D.Min. students in any kind of program are vigorously evaluated in 
courses or other program activities, with the notable exception, 
explored at length in section II. B. 2. m, Final Projects and Theses, 
of project proposal approval. 
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The consensus in our interviews, confirmed by our surveys, is, as 
one respondent put it, that for the persistent student "after all, the 
degree is not that hard to get." The speaker, a current D.Min. stu
dent, elaborated: "The demands of the program are by no means 
unreasonable. There is a lot of work to be done in a short time. But 
mostly I am ready for the work and able to do it." The speaker, a 
current student, does not, in other words, view his D.Min. program as a 
formidable challenge, and this was generally the view of students, 
graduates, faculty and directors. The ultimate measure of an advanced 
program is not, of course, how much difficulty and challenge it pre
sents, but whether it succeeds in instigating its students to do 
advanced work and thereby achieve advanced competence. In the view of 
faculty, this effect is achieved for somewhat more than half of all 
students (58%; see Faculty III, 3); by comparison, 71% of directors 
(see Directors IV, 3) think that D.Min. students advance to a dis
tinctly higher level of professional competence. Faculty in large 
programs are more likely to think that advanced competence has been 
achieved (faculty in large programs are more positive about the D.Min. 
overall) and faculty in campus-based intensive programs are also more 
likely to say they observe the achievement of advanced competence. 
Such programs are more likely than other forms to offer courses and 
seminars for D.Min. students alone, perhaps allowing the level of work 
and the standard for evaluation to be set higher. In the same vein, 
the programs least likely to be viewed by faculty and directors as 
leading to advanced professional competence are those that we have 
labeled "specialized/independent." These programs are the most likely 
to induce students to take courses with students in other programs and 
institutions. Here, apparently, faculty and directors feel that stan
dard of advanced professional competence in ministry is least likely to 
be set and met. 

Issues of quality in the thesis or project. The question of the 
quality of the D.Min. is raised most frequently and pointedly about the 
D.Min. thesis or project. As earlier recounted (section II. B. 2. m, •• 
Final Projects and Theses), 40% of all faculty respondents judge the 
overall quality of projects or theses as fair or poor (see Faculty II, 
4). In addition (Faculty II, 23), almost half the faculty respondents 
judge that half or more of their students "have undue difficulty" in 
carrying out the thesis or project. About one quarter of all theses or 
project reports are returned for more than minor revisions, a sign of 
faculty discontent with the level and quality of many of the projects. 
In many programs, this discontent is evident from the beginning of the 
project phase: Directors of two-thirds of all programs report that 
project proposals are turned back frequently (Directors II, 18). There 
are some differences among program types. Students in those programs 
we call "extended M.Div. programs" feel less well prepared to undertake 
the major project, as do students in campus-based intensive programs. 
(There is a fairly high degree of overlap between these two categories: 
Each forms half of the other.) The "extended M.Div. 11 form of the 
D.Min. is usually more diffuse in its requirements than are the 
"independent specialized" or "unique content and method" programs. 
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Perhaps this accounts for students' uncertainty about their level of 
preparation for the project. Whether because extended M.Div. type 
programs are more rigorous, or because the projects produced in them 
are actually of lower quality, directors of such programs are more 
likely to report that projects or theses are returned for more than 
minor revisions. These are, however, the only evident links between 
particular program formats or types and evident quality of projects and 
theses, and even the differences cited are not dramatic. Though one 
might assume that students in "local/regional" programs and those in 
"independent/specialized" ones (overlapping categories) would have more 
sustained access to both libraries and faculty advisors, there is 
little evidence that such programs produce better projects. In a site 
visit to such a program, one of our researchers noted: "Though I did 
note in the projects a wider range of references and more use of 
original sources than one sees in the projects from other kinds of 
programs, the literary and conceptual quality of the work did not seem 
substantially better. This institution has not, by opening up its 
entire curriculum to D.Min. students, solved the problem of the role of 
research and other •academic' operations in a program of advanced study 
for ministry; nor has it raised substantially the quality of academic 
effort that working pastors seem to produce." 

. our reading of dozens of theses and project reports leads us to 
concur with the view of many seminary faculty members that overall the 
projects are of mediocre quality. Part of the problem is certainly 
located in the indistinctness of the definition of a D.Min. project, a 
vagueness as evident in the Standards as in the program descriptions 
from particular schools. In addition, the project reports from many 
institutions do not appear to be carefully copyread, which suggests 
that advisors are not strict in their requirements for typographical 
and grammatical accuracy. A general looseness seems to attend the 
project. After fairly rigorous review of the proposal, and before an 
almost as rigorous final committee review that causes one project in 
four to be sent back for major revisions, a high standard in the 
conceptualizing of the project, its conduct and its writing does not 
seem to be enforced. Nor, despite the common requirement of major 
revisions, are the final products as bound and placed on library 
shelves impressive either to us or to faculty members in the institu
tions that grant D.Min. degrees. Since the D.Min. project is the most 
public feature of the D.Min. student's work, we would guess that the 
perception of D.Min. programs as lacking in rigor will not change until 
the quality of projects noticeably improves. As we have noted 
elsewhere, this is a multifaceted problem. It is rooted in the dif
ficulty of specifying what kind of research is appropriate to a degree 
like the D.Min., and what kinds of methods, topics and forms of reports 
are consonant with such research. Meanwhile, however, we would suggest 
that schools should at least discipline themselves to meet their own 
standards. Any institution whose D.Min. projects are judged as only 
"fair" or "poor" by a substantial proportion of its faculty (a 
condition we found to obtain in many institutions) should be hard at 
work to improve the quality of the projects by whatever means: Better 
preparation to undertake the project, better advisement and super-
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vision, revision of the cu=iculum leading to the project, or greater 
selectivity in candidacy and admissions. 

structures. rules and their enforcement. Throughout this report 
we have been critical of the failure of Standards to require schools to 
set minimum standards for admission and program continuance and clear 
guidelines for completion of course work and rate of progress through 
various program phases. We have also been critical of institutions 
that adopt rules and policies in these areas and then fail to observe 
or enforce them. Further, we have objected to the considerable laxity 
we have found in a=angements for program administration, oversight and 
governance, and specifically to the widespread over-reliance on the 
D.Min. program director as both promoter and monitor of the program. 
We shall not rehearse here all of these criticisms but rather point to 
some representative ones. 

We uncovered much evidence of lenience on the part of course 
instructors and program directors in the enforcement of deadlines. 
Interestingly, it is students and D.Min. graduates who most often 
complain that programs are too flexible in these matters. "The system 
is sufficiently relaxed," said one student, "to remove necessary 
incentives to get work completed." Added another: "They give you 'only 
eighteen months' to get your course 'holds' removed. They would be 
doing us a favor to give us only three months." Such complaints, that 
programs are "flexible, maybe too flexible," apply to both work to be 
completed for courses and time allotments for whole program phases. 
But even more alarming to us than the failure to enforce deadlines is 
the failure to state them in the first place. Many institutions said, 
in response to our requests for lists of students who had terminated 
enrollment in their programs, that it was hard for them to separate 
those who had "dropped out" from those who had simply "slowed down." 
This suggests a failure to set maximum periods of time for particular 
program phases and to review students' standing on a regular basis. We 
believe that the Standards should require the schools to state 
deadlines for the completion of work and program phases and, further, 
to show in their self-studies that these deadlines are enforced. 

We have also observed that the academic operation of the D.Min. is 
somewhat looser and less formal than the operation of other seminary 
programs. In some cases, this may result from the fact that the D.Min. 
presents special issues and conditions. The use of adjunct teachers, 
for instance, may be far more common in the D.Min. program than in any 
other aspect of an institution's work. Thus a procedure for formal 
screening and approval of adjunct faculty may never have been 
developed, and this may account for the fact that in one-third of the 
institutions that use adjunct faculty, the D.Min. director alone gives 
final approval to their appointment (see Director X, 6a). In general, 
we believe, there should be broader committee or faculty concu=ence in 
the appointment of a person who will represent the school, even 
temporarily, as a faculty member. Similarly, many schools that use 
adjunct teachers only in the D.Min. program may not have established 
procedures for the evaluation of the work of these adjuncts. Therefore 
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it should not, perhaps, be surprising that the chief means of 
evaluating the work of such persons is written student evaluations, and 
that in about two-thirds of institutions adjunct faculty are evaluated 
only by students or not at all, Nonetheless we think that the practice 
of eliminating adjunct faculty from peer evaluation is unwise and 
should be ended. An amendment to the Standards requiring that the 
hiring and evaluation of adjunct faculty follow as closely as possible 
procedures for the hiring and evaluation of regular faculty seems 
warranted. Other arrangements for teaching and advisement deserve 
perusal as well. The fact, for instance, that rate of approval of 
project proposals is much higher in institutions where only the faculty 
advisor (rather than a broader committee) is required to give such 
approval should lead, we believe, to consideration of the roles that 
representatives of the whole faculty should play in evaluating the work 
of D.Min. students and the making of decisions about their standing or 
continuance in the program. In general, we believe, that the more 
thoroughly the whole range of faculty opinion and interest is 
represented in decisions about D.Min. curriculum, admissions, and 
evaluation of student work, the higher the standard likely to be set 
and maintained for the program as a whole. 

The fact that many of the functions just cited are vested in a 
single D.Min. committee in many institutions should also be cause for 
concern. As we have argued elsewhere (section II. B. 2. p, Govern
ance), the press of such decisions about student admissions and 
standing may obscure the critical major task of such a committee: To 
review, evaluate and develop policy for the D.Min. program overall. 
Higher standards for both policy and "operations" will, we believe, 
result from the assignment of decisions about student admissions and 
progress to committees that make such decisions for the school's other 
programs, and from clearing the calendar of the D.Min. committee or 
academic affairs committee in order to consider issues of curriculum 
and policy. 

Finally, immediate attention must be paid to the problem of the 
role of the D.Min. director in many institutions. We have explored the 
problem at length in section II. B. 2. o, Administration. There we 
have stated emphatically that, in many programs, directors are put in 
an impossible position. They are expected, on the one hand, to recruit 
new students and to retain current students in order to keep enrollment 
levels high and, on the other, to act as monitors of standards for 
admissions and student progress. In addition they are burdened with 
numerous administrative and clerical tasks that the academic 
administrators in charge of other seminary programs usually can 
delegate to others. Perhaps no single feature of many D.Min. programs 
so seriously threatens the viability and integrity of the D.Min. as 
this uncomfortably complex and contradictory assignment given to the 
director. Such assignments are a sign, we believe, of ambivalence 
toward the D.Min. at least, and perhaps in some cases of a lack of 
institutional seriousness. We say more about this matter of serious
ness in the concluding comments that follow. 
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Discussion 

The reputation of the D.Min. is not high. Its public in both 
church and seminary seems to agree that in principle and in concept the 
D.Min. is a worthwhile undertaking. The general view is that it has 
salutary effects on those who complete the degree. Yet most observers 
believe that some programs are of poor quality, and a vocal minority 
believes that most programs are poor. 

As noted earlier, extension programs and large programs attract 
the most criticism. Comments such as the following are found fre
quently on the questionnaires returned to us and in interview notes: 

The D. Min. has developed a bad image due to off-campus 
quickie programs that stress skills rather than genuine 
learning. I do not believe it can be saved. Our D.Min. was, 
at its outset, a fine, demanding degree but [it] has been 
undermined by other institutions that give easy degrees with 
minimum on-campus time. 

The creation of extraordinarily large Doctor of Ministry 
programs by means of developing extension centers has created 
in the world of higher education much comment and negative 
criticism. In my opinion much of this is deserved. It does 
not seem likely that a school that does not increase its 
faculty size and adds two, three or even four hundred stu
dents in Doctor Ministry programs can do this at a level that 
reflects serious study well supervised by its faculty. 

In our view, there are some problems and issues of quality that pertain 
to these two types of programs. Heavy use of adjunct faculty, for 
instance, common in some large programs, presents special dangers to 
program uniformity and quality. (This issue was treated at length in 
section II, B. 2. j.) Directors and faculty members who work in 
extension programs themselves suggest that such programs face tempta
tions to admit marginally qualified students in order to complete a 
field group and to compromise grading standards in the field. overall, 
however, we have little evidence that large programs and extension 
programs per se deserve to be singled out as special threats to the 
integrity and quality of the D.Min. Adequate safeguards of program 
quality and discipline in the actual conduct of programs are not 
uniformly or heavily present in some program types and absent in 
others. The examples of shoddy program practices we collected are 
drawn from both large and small programs and from programs of all 
format types, and, similarly, examples of disciplined program conduct 
can be found in programs of all types. Thus the views cited above are 
both right and wrong: There are extension programs and large programs 
that are carelessly conducted, some in a few and some in many ways. 
But the same can be said (and should more frequently be acknowledged) 
with respect to other size and format types. Though much criticism of 
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the quality of D,Min. programs is in our view well placed, it is a 
mistake to locate the problem in a few institutions and programs. We 
suspect that certain types of programs have attracted as much negative 
attention as they have for several reasons: They are more visible than 
other programs, and thus their flaws (which are real) are widely 
evident; theological education, like other graduate undertakings, has 
an ethos that favors the small and is suspicious of the large; and both 
kinds of programs have drawn students who, those involved with smaller 
programs believe, would otherwise have come to them. Extension 
programs in particular have created some competitive bitterness. (The 
president of one institution that sponsors a large extension program 
told us that he had been accused of "transporting cheap goods across 
state lines.") In our view, however, the tendency to pin most of the 
responsibility for poor program quality on a few programs obscures how 
widespread the problem of quality really is. 

Nonetheless the problem of the negative public perception of 
certain types of programs is serious. The integrity of any degree is a 
matter of appearance as well as fact. A degree widely believed to be 
easily obtainable from a few weak programs loses some of its value and 
prestige in general. Thus it seems to us critical that standards for 
accrediting be developed that are specific enough to test the quality 
of large programs and extension programs as well as others. This is, 
of course, no small matter, since even the basic identity of the D.Min. 
degree is in question, and that matter must be settled before usable 
standards can be developed. Nonetheless, the public perception of poor 
program quality (as well as the much broader reality of it) must be 
dealt with, or the reputation of the degree will be permanently harmed. 
We return to this point in the section on the future of the D.Min. 

The uneven quality of D. Min. programs is, we believe, a sign of a 
deeper problem. Despite the popularity of the D. Min. with adminis
trators, faculty, students and others, there are many indications that 
the degree is not taken as seriously as the other activities of the 
theological school. Many of our data support this conclusion: Faculty 
members frequently express reservations about various program features 
-- the quality of students, rigor of admissions procedures, level and 
adequacy of student course work, quality of final projects -- but 
rarely take concerted action to change the aspects of program design, 
policy or implementation about which they have qualms. In many insti
tutions, basic administrative resources are not put at the service of 
the D.Min. Financial aid is rarely available to D.Min. students. The 
D,Min. in most institutions receives neither the level of attention nor 
the amount of support given to the M.Div., other masters degrees and 
other doctorates the institution may grant. The relegation of the 
D,Min. to a second class of attention and support is understandable 
given its relative newness and the experimental quality of many pro
grams at their inception. The degree has now been granted for over a 
decade, however, and if it is to attain a solidity of reputation it 
does not now have (and does not yet deserve), the marks of its newness 
and marginality must soon be removed. In this section we have listed 
some of the changes we think this will necessitate: Higher standards of 
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admissions; procedures for midpoint assessment (qualifying exams or 
similar demonstrations) before admission to candidacy; scrutiny of the 
level of course and other program activities to insure that most are 
indeed "advanced" beyond the M.Div. level; more rigorous evaluation of 
student work in courses; more formal procedures for appointment, 
orientation and hiring of adjunct faculty; more and better administra
tive resources for D.Min. programs and more clarity and reasonableness 
in the definition of directors' roles; and more evaluative attention 
from faculty directed toward the basic curriculum and policy issues the 
D. Min. presents. These changes would, we believe, be signs of a new 
and necessary seriousness about the D.Min. as one of the core 
activities of theological education. Unless such seriousness is man
ifested soon, the degree may become too shaky in reputation to survive. 
Therefore only institutions willing to do the work and shoulder the 
cost of the kind of regularization of the D.Min. suggested by these 
steps should continue to give the degree. 
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III. Issues 

B. The Future of the Doctor of Ministry Degree 

Findings 

In the foregoing sections we have reported many data that have 
implications for the future of the D.Min. degree. In the following 
section, we summarize these data, adding to them results from a ques
tionnaire we sent to the chief executive officers of institutions that 
do not currently grant the D.Min. degree. After exploring likely 
future trends in the number and size of programs and in the shape and 
direction these programs will take, we list several issues as yet 
undecided which we believe will have influence on the D.Min. degree's 
future. 

Trends in the Number of Programs and In Programs• Size 

There is no evidence that any substantial number of the programs 
cu=ently awarding the D.Min. degree have reason to believe they will 
not go on doing so in the foreseeable future. All but two program 
directors, and 92% and 97% of all faculty members and chief executive 
officers, respectively (see Directors XII, 4; Chief Executives IV, 4; 
and Faculty IV, 4), think that their institution will still be granting 
the degree five years from now. This judgment on the persistence of 
the degree in the institutions now granting it is as close as we came 
on any question to unanimity among the three seminary-based respondent 
groups. It does not, however, appear that a large number of 
institutions nQt currently granting the degree will be joining those 
who do and will continue to. Table I shows the results from our survey 
of chief executives of institutions that do not cu=ently grant the 
degree. 

TABLE I Likelihood of Offering the D.Min. Degree in the Next 
Five Years (Non.-D.Min. Seminaries) 

Response 
Already planning to 
Very likely 
Somewhat likely 
Unlikely 
Definitely not 
No response 

Number 

5% 
2 

10 
34 

8 
--21 

80 

284 

Percentage 

6% 
3 

12 
43 
10 
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100 



Future 

Only five institutions have already made definite plans to offer the 
degree; and only an additional two think it very likely that they will. 
If these seven institutions do establish programs and are joined by 
some of those who indicate that it is "somewhat likely" that they will 
do so, the pace of new program development in the next five years will 
largely match that in the most recent period, in which 12 new programs 
were instituted between 1980 and 1985. Half of all institutions not 
cu=ently offering the degree say they are unlikely to offer it or will 
definitely not do so, and if those not responding to our survey are 
added in as unlikely, the total of institutions not likely to offer the 
degree swells to over 75% of the number not now offering it. 
Generally, the institutions likely to begin a program are in the 
denominational categories not currently well represented among 
D.Min.-granting institutions (Roman Catholic, Episcopal, and Orthodox), 
or they are evangelical/conservative institutions. But a number of 
institutions in these categories, are also found in the "unlikely" 
categories. We predict that in the next decade an additional number of 
conservative/evangelical schools, and a small assortment of institu
tions from other categories (Roman Catholic, Canadian, predominantly 
Black, Episcopal) will join the company of D.Min.-granting schools. 
Mainline Protestant seminaries and interdenominational university 
divinity schools, if they do not already give the degree, are unlikely 
to begin doing so. 

The reasons given by schools that think they may start a program 
are mixed. The reason most often emphasized is requests for a program 
from graduates and other constituencies. Institutions that are unde
cided most often cite constraints on their resources as the reason they 
have not heretofore established a program; a small group of these 
institutions have tried to establish a program but been restrained by 
ATS, which judged that faculty and other resources were inadequate. 
For all institutions not currently giving the degree, lack of suf
ficient faculty or financial support for the degree has been a major 
reason for deciding not to establish a program. In institutions that 
have more or less definitely decided not to give the degree, relation
ships with affiliate institutions that do grant the degree and a 
negative view of the value of the D.Min. are also prominent reasons, 
but secondary in most cases to resource constraints. one group of 
institutions reports that the decision not to offer the D.Min. was made 
on the grounds of priorities: These institutions offer or hope to offer 
a Ph.D. or Th.D., and believe that the D.Min. would drain necessary 
faculty time and administrative attention from such research doctoral 
programs. 

As we have noted elsewhere, certain types of programs seem to hold 
more promise for the future than others. Directors of campus-based 
intensive programs and directors of programs in evangelical/con
servative institutions are much more likely than other directors to 
predict that their programs will be larger in the next five years. In 
both cases, the predictions are based on recent experiences, for these 
program types have shown most growth in both applications and 
admissions. 
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Though both the campus-based intensive format type and the evan
gelical denominational type are associated with recent growth and the 
prospect of future growth, the correlation between growth indicators 
and the evangelical denominational type is slightly stronger than the 
link between the campus-based intensive format and growth. To check 
directors' reports and decreases in admissions with more precision, we 
computed for each of the 72 programs for which data were available the 
average annual rate growth over the number of years the program had 
been in existence. Growth rate figures were based on total enrollment. 
They are not exactly comparable to the information we have on 
admissions, since the rate at which students move through programs 
affects total enrollment. Nonetheless, when the annualized growth 
rates of programs of various types are compared, the same patterns 
emerge as were evident in the data on admissions and new student 
enrollments: Campus-based intensive programs have grown at an annual 
rate of 17% a year (compared with 6.5% for local/regional programs and 
-5% for extension programs; the decrease in the size of extension 
programs reflects policy decisions in sponsoring schools). Evangelical 
programs have grown at nearly 17% a year, while the rate for mainline 
programs has been 9%. 

Both the number and size of future programs are ultimately 
bounded, of course, by the total number of clergy interested in pur
suing the D.Min. degree. Table II compares the levels of interest 
expressed by Presbyterian clergy and the clergy in our multi-denomina
tional sample. 

TABLE II Likelihood of FUture D.Min. Enrollment 

Certain to enroll 
Likely 
Somewhat likely 
Not likely 
Very unlikely 

Presbyterian Clergy 

6% 
14 
16 
38 
25 

Non-D.Min Clergy 

4% 
10 
35 
41 
11 

As earlier remarked, Presbyterian clergy have participated in O.Min. 
programs at a markedly higher rate than clergy of other denominations. 
It is reliably estimated, from our data and from others collected by 
the Presbyterian Church, that almost 20% of all Presbyterian clergy 
have either obtained a O.Min. degree or are cu=ently enrolled in a 
o.Min. program. As Table II shows, Presbyterian clergy are more likely 
than the clergy in our multi-denominational sample to say that they are 
likely or certain to enroll in a o.Min. program in the future. They 
are also, however, more likely to say that they are unlikely or very 
unlikely to enroll in a program. This suggests to us that Presbyterian 
clergy may have been confronted with the choice of whether or not to 
enroll in a O.Min. program longer than most other clergy and thus have 
quite settled opinions about their interest. (It is also probable that 
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. Presbyterian clergy are more likely to be interested in the D.Min. than 
clergy in many other denominations, since the degree seems to have 
"caught on" in a special way among Presbyterian clergy.) If all 
Presbyterian clergy enroll in D.Min. programs who say they are certain 
or likely to, approximately one-third of all Presbyterian clergy will 
have obtained the degree. (Fluctuations in this figure will be caused 
by retirements and new ordinations.) We assume that the Presbyterian 
figure is a kind of maximum or ceiling: Interest in the D.Min. in any 
denomination is unlikely to be greater than it has been among 
Presbyterians, where it has been substantially greater than in other 
denominations. We think it predictable, therefore, that no more than 
one-quarter of all clergy will in the foreseeable future enroll in 
D.Min. programs, and in some denominations the percentage may be much 
lower. 

To some extent, we believe, the future size of D.Min. programs 
will be determined by faculty convictions about educational effec
tiveness. Or, perhaps more accurately, we think it unlikely that 
programs of particular types will grow if faculty members are convinced 
that they should not. When we asked a question along these lines, "For 
maximum educational effectiveness, should the D.Min. program in your 
institution be smaller, larger, or remain the same size?", faculty who 
teach in evangelical/conservative institutions, and those who teach in 
smaller programs were markedly more likely to suggest that the programs 
in their institution should be larger. No faculty associated with 
extension/colleague group programs thought that such a program should 
be larger, and those associated with local/regional programs and 
campus-based intensive ones were about equally likely to suggest that 
their programs should be larger in size. It should be noted that two 
categories (large programs and extension/colleague group programs) in 
which faculty members think that growth is not indicated are those most 
likely to win high faculty approval. This suggests to us that if even 
faculty so highly positive feel that there should be no growth in these 
program categories, it is probably to be expected that neither 
extension programs nor programs of any format type that are already 
large will seek or permit themselves to grow in the future. 

Trends in Program Shape and Direction 

As we suggested above with respect to growth in program size, 
strong faculty opinions about particular features or dimensions of 
D.Min. programs are likely to be influential in the future. We asked 
faculty, chief executive officers and D.Min. directors what changes 
they would like to see in D.Min. programs in their own institutions, 
and we coded and tabulated the results of their written responses. 
Table III shows some of the results. By far the largest number of 
comments are those calling for more rigor and higher standards of 
quality for D.Min. programs. Of the 169 comments in this category 
almost half focus on issues of student selection; the others on various 
aspects of D.Min. programs, including evaluation of student work, 
standards for the project, length of the program, use of examinations 
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and the like. The second largest number of comments call for more 
professional emphasis in D.Min. programs: More practical studies, more 
use of innovative teaching methods, more off-campus opportunities for 
students to study, and better integration between the practical and 
theoretical dimensions of the program. The number of comments calling 
specifically for more academic emphasis is relatively small, though a 
number of comments calling for more rigor probably could have as easily 
been placed in this category of comments calling for a more academic 
standard for the conduct of the degree. The expected and familiar 
difference between directors and faculty emerge: More academic emphasis 
on the faculty side, more professional emphasis from the .directors. 
The assortment of opinion among these categories suggests, however, 
that though future changes in the D.Min. may very well take the path of 
more rigor and higher academic standards in programs, the professional 
emphasis and the variety of subject matter and teaching methods 
associated with it is also important, not only to program directors but 
also to faculty members, who are likely to have considerable influence 
in future program direction and design. 

TABI.E III. Changes SUggested by Faculty, Directors, and CEOS 

More More Eliminate 
I.eave Academic Profes. Better Drastic-

Program More Errph./ Errph./ Adminis- ally 
As Is Rigor ~ Rigor tion Revise 

Source of Comments 
Faculty 7% 36% 10% 20% 5% 3% 
CEX)s 7 26 8 21 4 
Directors 10 24 3 30 6 

'fype 
In:l./Specialized 9 34 6 20 6 2 
unique OJntent 3 29 21 22 8 2 
Extended M.Div. 8 31 9 25 3 2 

Fo:anat Tvoe 
Local 8 32 7 24 4 3 
canpus-basecljintensive 7 24 12 25 5 1 
Extension 8 35 6 15 12 

Denominational 'fype 
Mainline 9 34 8 20 4 2 
E.Van;Jel ical 4 30 11 27 6 2 

NI.U'aber of Comments (42) (167) (46) (118) (25) (12) 

The only notable difference among program philosophy types with 
respect to views of desirable changes in the D.Min. is the especially 
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high percentage of comments from faculty and administrators who teach 
in the unique content and method type of program calling for more 
academic emphasis and higher academic standards. Since such programs 
often do not include as much treatment of the core subjects in the 
theological curriculum as do other program types, these calls for more 
academic emphasis are understandable. The differences among format 
types are few but interesting: The campus-based intensive form, by far 
the most popular with faculty and administrators as earlier reported, 
is less likely than the other forms to evoke calls for more rigor; the 
extension form is notably less likely to provoke comments suggesting a 
more professional emphasis, but more likely to elicit comments calling 
for improvements in administration. Denominational differences are not 
notable. 

The following comments are representative, in tone and in the 
issues they raise, of the hundreds that were sorted and coded to 
compile the table above: 

[There should be) greater selectivity in the admissions process, 
increased emphasis on traditional theological disciplines at both 
independent study and project levels, and increased willingness 
and better evaluative tools -- to dismiss persons admitted to 
candidacy but unable to complete requirements. 

(There should be) development of quality programs through the 
selection process, more attention to basic competencies and 
skills, and more rigor in projects and independent studies (per
haps through better supervision). 

[There should be) a candidacy-admission element at a specific 
point and a procedure for early recommendation that a student 
withdraw. 

Aside from the continued needs (real and imagined) for more 
resources and outstanding students, I am generally satisfied with 
the theory informing our D.Min. program and reasonably satisfied 
with the overall quality of the students. There is always room 
for better students, but our expectations are probably too high. 
We certainly have had some graduates who have attained positions 
of significant leadership and who benefitted substantially from 
the program. 

Either raise the standards for admission or refuse to grant the 
degree. I prefer the latter. Continuing education in profes
sional ministry is absolutely necessary; other professions require 
it but do not grant degrees. I prefer that model -- ongoing 
continuing education for certification -- because I do not think 
the level of competency is doctoral. 

Make it sufficiently rigorous that some people actually aren't 
able to be admitted, or actually aren't able to graduate, as would 
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be the case with a respectable degree program anywhere, let alone 
a "doctorate." 

[There should be] stronger Biblical, theological and sociological 
components, and more rigorous evaluation of projects and theses, 
by way of justifying the professional doctoral designation and 
also enhancing the professional level of ministerial functioning. 

[There needs to be] more Biblical and theological study options 
available; more ethical issues dealt with; more learning from 
D.Min. students gathered to impact the M.Div. program structure. 
[There should also be] higher rigor in acceptance standards. The 
degree is cheapened in the long run if available to all applicants 
regardless of level of competence and there is no failure allowed. 
[That is a) great continuing education concept, but poor for a 
doctoral degree. 

Money for faculty needs to be poured into the program. Stop trying 
to operate the program with vastly limited funds, courses and 
staff. 

[There should be] more faithful attention to deadlines by both 
faculty and students, for papers, book lists, syllabi, etc. [There 
should also be) training of faculty and adjunct faculty for 
contextual supervision of students. 

[There should be) better recruitment for extension clusters so as 
to avoid admissions compromises among the bottom 20% of cluster 
participants; and improved models and supervision of the project 
and writing thereupon. 

[There should be) more faculty ownership. It was instituted as a 
"pilot" program with the promise of regular evaluation. We are 
keeping the promise by a thorough review. Faculty who have 
participated on a volunteer basis are more favorable than others, 
who tend to think it lacks academic quality. 

More regularization of standards and expectations. 

We expect to see ongoing change in programs in the direction 
suggested by these comments and summarized on Table III. Deeper 
involvement of the seminary's core faculty, more academic content and 
rigor, stricter standards for the initial selection and later evalua
tion of students• work, and at the same time the preservation of the 
"professional" focus in elements of D.Min. programs are all likely 
directions for program development. 

Factors and Issues that will Influence the Future of the D.Min. 

In addition to the factors just sketched -- the size of the D.Min. 
"market," the likely growth of or decline of particular program types 
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and forms, directions for internal changes in the D.Min. urged by 
faculty members and administrators -- there are several issues having 
to do with the shape and impact of the D.Min. degree more broadly that 
will, we believe, affect the degree's future. 

1. The diversity of program types and forms gathered under the 
rubric of the single degree will, we are convinced, undermine the 
D.Min. in the long run. We favor flexibility and variety in forms, but 
we do not believe that a single degree name is adequate to communicate 
four or more different conceptions of what constitutes advanced 
professional education for ministry. Without some agreement about what 
features and elements are central and essential to D.Min. education, 
and which may vary from program to program, we believe that the D.Min. 
will create confusion among its public and its potential clientele that 
will, in the long run, undercut its appeal and perhaps its existence. 
Schools now offering the degree must consult together until they have 
established a common rationale for the D.Min. degree, a definition of 
its basic purpose or direction, a specific statement of the standard of 
work expected, and some protocols that will cause D.Min. programs 
offered in different institutions to resemble each other in basic ways 
while offering as well the wide range of foci and emphases needed to 
match ministers' varied interests. 

2. The future of the D.Min. degree also depends, in the long run, 
on improving its uncertain public reputation. As we have demonstrated, 
there is enormous good will toward the degree in principle and in 
concept, and the widespread view that seminaries should continue to 
give it, even among seminary faculty members, whom we did not expect to 
be so enthusiastic. At the same time that there is nearly unanimous 
approval for the granting of such a degree, however, it must be noted 
that almost everyone associated with the D.Min. believes that some 
institutions are conducting programs of poor quality; and many faculty 
members, although they approve their institution's own program in 
general, make negative judgments about many features of that program, 
from the quality of students and standards for selection to the ade
quacy of the final thesis or project report. 

Thus the degree lacks lustre. Laity in Presbyterian churches, the 
denomination in which the degree has had the most airing, do not think 
the possession of a D.Min. should weigh at all heavily in pastoral 
selection or setting pastoral pay scales. Though the desire to get a 
better job and make more money is widely disdained as a motive for 
seeking a D.Min. degree, it is nevertheless the case that unless the 
degree takes on enough meaning to have some weight or influence when 
decisions are made about employment of clergy, it will not have 
succeeded as in fact being trusted as a mark of having achieved 
"advanced professional competence for ministry." There is, it seems to 
us, a close relationship among the actual rigor and integrity of a 
program, the public perception of and trust in the efficacy of the 
program, and the utility of the degree or certificate the program 
yields for decisions in the evaluation and employment of professionals. 
If medical board exams in specialty areas did not, for instance, 
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generally signify an advanced level of competence, dependably enough so 
that some evaluative and hiring decisions can be based upon that 
certification, few physicians would seek board certification. By the 
same token, unless the D.Min. takes on the kind of power as a signifier 
of advanced competence that degrees and certificates from other 
advanced training programs yield, its future, we think, may be bleak. 
Therefore the vigorous upgrading of the degree standards and the 
re-evaluation of institutions that offer it by those new standards is 
essential for the degree's survival. 

3. As noted much earlier in the section on the D.Min. 's history, 
the D.Min. degree lacks strong analogues. The most widely regarded 
professional doctoral degrees are those that are earned in a foun
dational program of preparation, such as the M.D. or the J.D. Also 
well trusted are professional doctoral programs that are second degrees 
but that have many features that resemble those of "academic" 
doctorates. In this category, increasingly, are found such degrees as 
the Ed.D. and the Psy.D. Though intended for practitioners more than 
researchers, the degrees are quite similar in structure to the Ph.D., 
the major difference often being the nature of the final project or 
dissertation. The Ed.D. has, as we earlier noted, in many institutions 
become indistinguishable from the same school's Ph.D. in education. 
The D.Min. is neither a foundational professional doctorate nor a 
second professional doctorate with many of the features of the Ph.D. 
degree. It attempts to chart a third course. We believe that it is 
appropriate to try to find this third way but that it is extremely 
difficult to do so in a context where few parallel programs exist in 
other professions. A degree gains its legitimacy, if it is new, partly 
by comparison with accepted degrees. The degrees that have looked most 
like the D.Min. -- the Doctor of Business Administration, for example 
-- have not had a bright career. The lack of analogues makes the task 
of communicating the purpose and utility of the D.Min. degree all the 
more difficult. 

The combination of these factors -- lack of standardization among 
D.Min. programs, the uncertain reputation of some programs and many 
program element structures and standards, and the lack of comparable 
doctoral degrees that would help communicate to the public the purpose 
and meaning of the D.Min. -- suggests that the D.Min. degree faces a 
difficult struggle for a=eptance and survival over the long term. 
Even though there is currently considerable good will toward the degree 
among educators, church officials, clergy and laity who have observed 
its effects on clergy morale, the persistence of the issues just 
outlined, along with the strong indications that the market for the 
degree is "leveling," lead us to make emphatic recommendations that the 
purposes of the degree be specified, that its content and expectations 
be standardized, and that changes required to insure adequate program 
quality be made immediately. 
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CHART ONE 

r=IOR OF MINISTRY NOTATIONS: IMFDSED, REMOVED AND OOI'STANDING 

Imposed Remov@ outstanding 
D.M. L Objectives and goals are 

insufficiently specific to provide 
functional guidelines for develop
irg arrl evaluating curricular 
prcgrarrs ard. student perfo=ce. 14 

D.M.2. 'Ihere is no articulation of 
'.H'hat constitutes a high level of 
excellence or competence in the 
practice of mini.stcy arrl hON its 
aca:mplishment by the student will 
be ascertained. 14 

D.M. 3. '.Ihe level of ccarpetence expected 
is not demonstrably higher than 
M.Div. 4 

D.M.4. 'lbe puXJtam does not have 
sufficient professional 
orientation. 

D.M.5. 'Ihe biblical, historical, ard. 
theological disciplines are in-
sufficiently central to ard. 
integrated into the program. 

D.M. 6. 'lhe instructional context does 
not provide sufficient! y varied 
kinds of learnirg. 

D.M.7. 'Ihere is insufficient use of 
field-oriented learnirg experiences 
jointly supervised by residential 

1 

11 

0 

ard. adjunct faculty. 11 

D.M. 8. 'Ihe field-oriented learnirg 
experiences do not provide 
sufficiently for critical evalua
tion ard. growth in ~ce in 
the actual practice of ministry. 2 

11 3 

6 5 

3 1 

2 0 

8 3 

0 0 

11 0 

0 1 



Appendix 

D0CI0R OF MINISTRY NorATIONS, IMP:>SED REM)V.EI) AND CUI'STANDING 

Imposed Rell\O'Jed outstanding 

D.M. 9. Field-oriented learning is 
not jointly supervised by 
residential an:l adjunct faculty. 

D.M.10. 'Ihere is insufficient use 
of engagement/reflection, 
action-training rrethodology, 
arrl/or clinical pastoral 
education as integrated elements 
in the total curriculum 

D.M.11. '!he puxposes of the profes
sional project lack adequate 
clarity. 

D.M.12. No project of substantial 
scope is included in the program. 

D.M.13. 'lhe project fails to 
derronstrate two or lt'Pre of the 
elements identified in the 
Standards. 

D.M.14. 'Ihe prcgram is insufficiently 
integrative, interdisciplinary, 
ard furctional in its orientation. 

D.M.15. '!he process of student 
evaluation is insufficiently 
o:xnprehensive an:l vigorous. 

D.M.16. '!here is not adequate 
provision for re;3lllar arrl 
on-goi.rg evaluation of the 
program. 

2 

2 

4 

1 

1 

12 

10 

2 

D.M.17. '!he program does not adequately 
meet the Stan:lard on Duration. 0 

D.M.18. .Admission requirements fail 
to meet Standards. 5 

D.M.19. 'Ihe admissions process does 
not provide sufficient basis for 
detennini.rq an applicant's capacity 
for achievement of excellence in 
the practice of ministry. 2 

2 0 

2 0 

2 0 

1 1 

1 0 

11 1 

6 4 

2 0 

0 0 

5 0 

2 0 
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=R OF MINISTRY NOrATIONS, IMFOOED REMJVED AND Olll'STANDlliG 

Impose;! Remove;! outstanding 

D.M.20. 'lhe number of students in the 
residential camp:,nents of the 
program is too small for effective 
peer learning and evaluation. 1 0 1 

o.M. 21. 'lllere is inadequate use of 
peer groups for learning and 
evaluation in the field dimensions 
of the program. 9 7 2 

D.M.22. 'Ihe faculty is .i.n.:tdequate in 
size for the number of students 
in the program. 1 1 0 

D.M.23. 'Ihe faculty is inadequate in 
size for the number of degree 
programs offered, 3 2 1 

D,M,24, '!'here is insufficient partic-
pation by adjunct faculty 2 2 0 

D.M,25, Adjunct faculty teJrl to be 
inadequately orientw to the 
purposes, expectations, and 
Standards of the D.Min, 6 4 2 

D.M,26. nie faculty does not include 
the variety of resources required 
by the program. 2 1 1 

D.M.27. An insufficient portion of the 
faculty is c:onunittw to inter-
disciplinary teac.hin:J orientw 
to professional ministry. 1 1 0 

D.M.28. Adjunctive supervisory 
faculty are not sufficiently 
traine;l in supervisory me,thods. 6 7 0 

D.M.29. Adjunctive superviscry and 
residential faculty do not 
function in a significant and 
integrate;! manner. 6 6 0 
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IXlCIDR OF MJNISIRY NOrATIONS, IM!USED REMJVED AND OOI'STANDING 

Inv;,osed Removed OUtstandin;, 

o.M. 30. '!here is inadequate liaison 
an:l quality =ntrol in =nnection 
with adjunctive instruction in non
residential ccrnponents of the 
program 3 

D,M.31. Faculty loads have been 
adversely affected by the D.Min. 5 

D,M. 32, '.Ille D.Min. had adversely 
affected other degree programs 2 

D,M,33. Faculty catpe1:encies needed 
for the D.Min. have been given 
inadequate attention. 3 

D.M.34. '!here is insufficient 
provision made for the direction and 
administration of the program. 1 

D.M.35. Libracy holdings an:l other 
instructional materials are in-
adequa~ for the D. Min. 2 

D.M,36. '.Ille additional =sts for the 
o.Min. have been incurred without 
additional offsetting :lncone. 1 

D.M.37. '!here is insufficient provision 
made for a D.Min. curricultnn. 12 

D,M. 38. 'l'he utilization made of library 
resources is inadequa~. 4 

D.M.39. One of more program fonn.s by 
which the D.Min is offered are 
inadequa~. 1 

D.M. 40. '!he o.Min. program does not 
include adequa~ periods of 
residency. 0 

169 

4 0 

3 2 

1 1 

1 2 

1 0 

0 2 

1 0 

9 3 

0 4 

2 0 

0 0 

128 41 



IIL\TIIIIW. SI1JDJ OF lllOCIOll OF lllmSIIIJ IPIKllGltA!IS 
D.Min, Director's Questionnaire 

(P.U.. #SA~ l'El'ICtNlS O~l.£SS OTHERwLS\: S'lAIB:>J 

Your Institution: ____________________________ _ 

City: ______________ _ State: ___________ _ 

Note: All questions refer to in-ministry Doctor of Ministry programs. 

I. AI11JIIIIIE 1IIJIIQAJW liiiE 11.llfflll. 

1. Which one of the following statements best describes your opinion 
of theD.Min. degree, in general? 

The cooc.ept of a prof"essi.omal doctorate: 

12 is a sound one, and in general, all seminary D.Min. programs 
offer educational experiences of good quality. 

'<?4 

0 

3 

is a sound one, but some seminary programs (not including our 
own) are of dubiOUS or poor quality. 

is a sound one, but some seminary programs (including our own) 
are of dubious or poor quality. 

is sound, but most or all current seminary D.Min. programs 
are of dubious or poor quality. 

is E.!!,SOund; the D.Min. degree should not be given. 

0 No opinion 

2. Which one of the following statements best describes what you think 
the D.Min. should be? Which best describes what you think your 
D.Min. program act~lly is? 

Should 
k 

13 

C-. 

Actually 
Is 

0 

A mark of distinction with selective admissions 
policies and rigorous standards for completion. 

Open to all clergy who want a structured program 
of continuing education. 

The degree should not be given. 
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II. Pll!lGUII El!MIASIS AIID lll!IPOIIENiS 

Listed below are a 
programs may have. 

variety of 
For each, 

substantive emphases 
please indicate: 

that D.Min. 

First, how much immersion in the subject area you feel 
students in your institution's D.Min. program receive; and 

Second, whether you would like to see this exposure 
increased or decreased, or feel it is about right. 

Extent of immersion in your I would like this 
D.Min. Program exposure: 

Great Some Little None Increased Same Decreased 

a. Systematic, 
philosophical or 
historical theology 

b. Pastoral or 
practical theology 

c. Biblical studies 

d. Ethics 

e. Church history 

14 

54 

£. Spiritual formation I\ 

g. Sociological theory 3 

h. Psychological theory 13 

i. Organizational 
development 

j. Ministerial arts 
practical studies 42 
(e.g, preaching, 
pastoral counseling, 
Christian ed, etc.) 

k. Other: 

1. Other: ____ _ 

70 

42. 

°l-2. 
65 
40 

4"1-

S't 

G4 

llo 

5 
I I 

25 

4"1-

3\l 

32. 

12 

2..1 

3 

G 

- 2 -

0 

0 

0 
3 

11 

5 

G 

5 

2. 

0 

0 

1 't 

2.2 

2..1 

34 
15 

'-10 

2..'t 
15 

I =f 

12 

2.'7, 

81 

20 

0 

2.. 

0 
0 

3 
3 

2.. 
3 
z. 

5 
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2. Listed below are a variety of structures and methodologies common 
to many D.Min. programs. For each, please indicate: 

First, the amount of use or emphasis that each receives 
in your D.Min. program. 

Second, whether you would like to see this use or emphasis 
increased, decreased, or remain about the same. 

a. Seminars 

b. Faculty lectures 

c. Supervised practice 
(e.g, CPE, work in 
student's parish) 

d. Case studies 

e. Library research 

f. Analysis/evaluation 
of ministry setting 

g, Career assessment 

h. Colleague/support 
group 

i. Peer or collegial 
learning 

j, Learning contract 

k. Course exams 

1. Qualifying exams 

m. Adjunct faculty 

n. Off-campus courses 

o. Involvement of 
laity in student's 
ministry setting 

Extent emphasized in your 
D.Min. Program 

I would like this 
emphasis: 

Great Some Little None Increased ~ Decreased 

30 

'2.3 

2.4 

L/5 

/0 

50 

2..9 

14 
2-4 
15 
17' 

2.9 

2.6 

59 

2..2 

'13 
'U, 

2..9 

3-=i

lld 

'-If 
32.. 

3.5 

3 

I '-I 

2.0 

2.5 

'i? 

9 

32 

l =t 

i I 

32 
"2.5 

\ I 
31 
2..9 

26 

- 3 -

Cl 

2. 

5 
0 

0 

IG 

'l 

2_ 

I I 
25 

4~ 
3 
22. 

"I 

11 

2. 

32.. 

2D 

31 

2.2. 

2.5 

,3 

11? 

13 

2..4 

'-10 

0 

io 

2.. 

0 

2... 

0 

() 

3 
0 

3 
8 
3 
3 
2. 
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3. If your D.Min. program requires students to prepare a written 
learning plan or contract, is it strictly adhered to? 

I') Always 
31 Usually 
6 Sometimes 

L-t Rarely or never 
"sJ A learning contract is 

not required. 

4. What arrangements for peer interaction and learning does your program 
provide? (Check all that apply.) 

'2.5 

52. 

Students form an organized colleague group and the students in 
the group take several or all of their courses together. 

Students join a colleague group which is not a 'course'; rather 
its primary function is support and interaction. 

Collegiality is expected to develop through informal exchanges 
in courses and/or residence halls. 

f, D.Min. students in our program do not have a great deal of 
collegial contact with each other. 

2.1 Other: 

5, In what form(s) are courses offered in your D.Min. program? 
(Check all that apply.) 

51 

33 

Yo 
04 

Weekly, semi-weekly or more frequent meetings over the 
length of a quarter or semester 

One week/five-day intensives 

Two week/ten-day intensives 

Longer than two week intensives (specify length of 
session: 

l<o 

L_ a. 

Other: 

Please circle the course form above which is most typical. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

How many 
require? 

student contact hours 
contact hours 

does this "most typical 11 course 
YO 

What is the average 
"typical" course? 

number 
\'-\ 

(O""\EFIM) 

of students enrolled 
students (mEAN) 

in this 

In this "typical" D.Min. 
are not D,Min,students? 

course, what percentage of students 
\ j/ % (rnEAN) 

6. What is the largest number of students you will admit to a course 
exclusively or primarily for D.Min. students? 

I 8 students (rnEAN) No established maximum 

- 4 -
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7. May your D.Min. students borrow circulating library materials by mail? 

'i!(, Yes 14 No 

8. If your program offers courses away from the main seminary campus, do 
you make available at the site a 11 travelling library" of reading 
materials required or recommended for the course? 

Lf3 Yes, in all cases 
II Yes, in most cases 
I~ Yes, in some cases 

25'/ No 
C> Not applicable: we do not 

offer such coursP.s. 

9. If your program offers courses away from the main seminary campus, how 
does the quality of off-campus education compare with D.Min. work 
offered on campus? 

10. 

lD._ general, compared to on-campus work, 

a. Off-campus teaching is: b, Students' off-campus work is: 

6 
"1-'l 

6 
q 
C, 

Better 
The same 
Inferior 

No opportunity to judge 
Not applicable: no such courses 

When does a 
the degree? 

D.Min. student in your program 
(Check as many as apply.) 

become a candidate for 

'2.J We do not have a stage called "candidacy" in our program. 
'22. Upon admission to the program 
JG Upon passage of qualifying exams 
31 Upon completion of credit hours or units 
31 Upon approval of a proposal for the final project, 

thesis or dissertation 
I '1 Other: 

11. If you have a formal, post-admissions procedure for advancement to 
candidacy, who makes the decision to admit a student to candidacy? 

50 The D. Min. committee 
II The D.Min.director, acting alone 
'i The institution's committee on academic standing 
2. The academic dean 

33 Other: 

12, If you have a formal, post-admissions procedure for advancement to 
candidacy, approximately how many students last year were: 

a. Admitted to candidacy without conditions? /0 students (rnEAt-l) 
b. Admitted to candidacy with conditions? 3 students (mEA.t-J) 
c. Denied candidacy but could re-apply? 0,5 students (IY)e:AJ,J) 
d. Denied candidacy and terminated from program? O, 2. students (t'r\EAN) 
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13. In the period before the final project, who is typically assigned 
as the student's official academic advisor? At the project or thesis 
phase, who is typically assigned as the student's project or 
thesis advisor? 

Advisor 
Before Project Project Advisor 

4':/-
42 
5 
2. 
5 Other: 

The D.Min. Director 
A regular seminary faculty member 

An adjunct faculty member 
No one 

2. 
gq 

3 
0 
6 

14. In your view, do the students in your program receive adequate guidance? 

Before Project During project 

.33 
G2. 

5 
6 

Always 
Usually 

Sometimes 
Rarely or never 

33 
59 

'i! 
0 

15. What is the nature of the final project required for your D.Min. degree? 
(Check more than one if you have options for the project.) 

S\ A dissertation in scholarly form on a theological and/or 
practical topic. 

An extended essay, without full scholarly apparatus, 
on a theological and/or practical topic. 

-=,.a An experiment or project in the local setting, followed 
by a written project report. 

15 Other: 

16. What is the primarv purpose of the project? (Check one.) 

1'2. 

To m~ke a contribution to knowledge. 

To demonstrate the student's level of accomplishment 
in ministry and/or capacity to integrate knowledge 
and skills gained in the program. 

Other: 
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17. Who finally approves or rejects project/thesis proposals? 

G 
51 
2. 

21? 

14 

No approval is required. 
The D.Min.committee 
The D.Min. director, acting alone 
The faculty member(s) who will serve as advisor(s) 
for the project 
Other: __________________________ _ 

18. How frequently are project proposals that have been submitted for 
final approval turned back for revision? 

G2. Frequently 34 Sometimes 5 Rarely or never 

19. Do you offer a seminar to orient students to the final project, 
provide research tools, and~or help them draft a project plan? 

6"::/- Yes, a required seminar 
1, Yes, an elective seminar 
18 No 

20. For each type of final project what is the number of typed, double 
spaced pages that is the: 

Minimum Maximum 
acceptable Average allowable 

(if fil!l'.2_ Length (if 2Etl 
a. essay, thesis or 

dissertation ,01 OJ,rs) 134 c.,,,) 2.54 (N,~J 

b. report on ministry 
project or experiment &2- ("'23) 1'25 <•,3~ 2_0 C. (N< lzj 

21. How would you assess the overall quality of the projects/theses 
you have seen from your D.Min. students? 

14 Excellent =t6 Good '? Fair 2._ Poor 

22. How would you assess the quality of each of the following elements or 
aspects of the majority of the project reports/theses of your 
D.Min. students? 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Not 
Applicable 

a. Use of primary sources 15 S'i? 2.4 .3 

b. Use of secondary sources 30 G6 5 0 

c. Use of theological methods f, G4 2=t- 2. 

- 7 -
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Excellent Good Fair Poor Not 
Applicable 

d, Use of methods and theory 13 52 34 2. f ram the human sciences 

e. Relevance for ministry setting 6'2 32. 0 a 
f. Demonstration of 'i2- 55 ::, 0 ministry skills 

g. Evaluation component I I 65 2.4 0 
of project 

h. Written expression i =/0 2.1 2.. 

23. What portion of your D.Min. students seem to you to be capable of 
carrying out their major project or thesis without undue difficulty? 

3 All (ol-f Most 25 Half 6 Some 2._ Few 

24. Who gives final approval of the completed thesis or project? 

2.0 The D.Min. committee that has general oversight of the 
program 

b,3 A committee especially formed to judge each project/ 
dissertation, or a series of two or more readers 

9 Only the faculty advisor for the project 

0 Only the D.Min. director 

'i? Other: 

25. Is an oral defense of the project report or thesis required? 

"12._ Yes 'o! No 

26. Roughly what percentage of project reports/theses submitted for 
final approval/defense last year were returned for more than 
minor revisions? .b.:l._% (!T)£A,i) 

- 8 -
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III. lPIIOGRESS TIIROIJCII Ill!! -

l. If a student keeps to the recommended schedule, how many years 

YE!\!\S 
2. 

should it take to complete your D.Min. program? ____ years 
N-= c;.2. 

What percentage of your students do you estimate: 

3 
~ 
5 
'=, 

a. Finish the program in less than this time? 

b. Finish the program in about this amount of time? Y3, 1- % (~tJ) 

c. Take up to a year longer than this to complete the 
program? 2-4,T % (rnEAf.l) 

d. Take more than a year longer than this to complete 
the program? 19 ,5 % (.,EA~) 

2. What is the minimum amount of time a student must be enrolled to 
complete the degree? 

3, 

We have no minimum. 

A minimum of years, or 
-- semesters/quarters 

What is the maximum length 
to remain in the program? 

of time you will 
( Check one. ) 

1590 We have no maximum limit. 

permit 

'fo 
- 23 
- <o8 

'? 
a student 

We have an initial limit of years, but extensions 
of up to __ years can be granted. 

We have a maximum limit of __ years, with no extensions. 

4. What percentage of students who enroll in your program do 
not complete the degree? 2.3_ % (rnEAtJ) 

5, At which, if any, of the following points do significant numbers of 
students in your program encounter difficulty in keeping on schedule? 
(Check all that apply.) 

\~ The course-taking phase 
g Passing qualifying exams 
~ The period of preparing a project or thesis proposal 

-:;,O The period of researching and writing the project or thesis 
12 Other: 

Other: 

- 9 -
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6. At what point in your program do students 1llQil often drop out 

7, 

or fail to finish? (Check one.) 

!G During the first year 
20 After the first year, but before completing course work 
'2.3 After completing course work, before approval of the 

the thesis or project proposal 
3~ After approval of the project proposal, but before completion 

of the project 
3 Other: 

What percentage of students who have had 
accepted do not complete the program? 

a project/thesis 
10 % 

proposal 

8. How frequently are the following given by students as their reasons 
for dropping out or failing to finish your program? 

Ver.y With some Rarely 
frequent! v frequency or never 

a, Financial difficulties 5 23 'll 
b, Change of job 15 5(, 2."l 
c. Job pressures '2... "I 54 l1o 

d. Difficulty in 'ii 51 academic work 41 

e, Personal, family I I 52-or psychological 3':f 
problems 

f. Other: '-f 2. 42. 

g. Other: 

9. Do you offer a certificate (or other type of formal recognition) for 
students who opt or drop out of your D.Min. program after completing 
all requirements for the degree other than the final 
project/thesis? 

I Lj Yes 'iii'., No 

- 10 -
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Il'. EftlECIS OF 1lllllE DmHE Ollli 1lllllE smJlElillS 

I. How often do you observe each of the following effects of involvement 
in the D.Min. program on students while they~ involved in the 
program? 

No 
Reg- Fre- Occa- Seldom Opportunity 

ularly guently sionally Or Never to observe 

a. Become distracted from 
2. their jobs by the 4 53 42.. 

demands of the program 

b. Show renewed commitment 35 51 t I 3 to their present job 

C • Have difficulty meeting 
0 16 14 academic demands and 

requirements 

d. Discover new capacities 30 62. 0 
for critical inquiry 

e. Develop personal or 0 '-1 38 5'i? family problems 

f. Discover new depth of 
Y't 13 2.. collegial support with 

other pastors 

g. Develop conflicts in their 
2_ =t-3 ministry settings traceable 0 

to their involvement in 
the D. Min. program 

h. Develop creative solutions 
Z.8 52 19 to significant problems or 

conflicts in their 
ministry setting 

i. Other: 51:) 33 1-=t 0 

j. Other: _______ _ 

- 11 -
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2. How often do you observe the following effects of the D.Min. program 
on students who have completed the D.Min, program? 

Reg- Fre-
ular ly guently 

a. Increased intellectual 
sophistication 

b. Increased capacity for 
critical theological 
reflection 

2..1 

2.=i-

c. Clearer understanding of 5=,. 
their theology of 
ministry 

d. Increased spiritual 
depth 

e. 

f. 

Increased self-awareness 41..f 
Increased competence in ul 
the functions of l 
ministry 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

Increased enthusiasm 
about the ministry as a 
profession 

Renewed commitment to 
their present job 

Become restless and seek 
a new position 

Become weary of study 

k. Greater appetite for 
reading and study 

1. Greater self-confidence 

54 

33 

0 

lO 

m. Greater involvement in 
ecumencial or denominational 15 
activities, or consulting 
with other churches 

n. Other: so 

- 12 -
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3'--f 

39 

'56 

YI 

Occa- Seldom 
sionally Or Never 

10 

2. 

3G 

2... 

15 

55 

5'7 

15 

3 

:33 

() 

6 

2._ 

0 

0 

2. 

2... 

2.. 

y 

0 

No 
Opportunity 

to observe 



DIRECTOR 

3. Estimate the percentage of your D.Min. students for which your program 
has the following effects: 

Enables them to advance to a distinctly higher level of 
professional competence than is obtained in the M.Div. 

May provide an opportunity for them to engage in structured 
continuing education, but does not raise their level of 
competence distinctly higher th~that of most non-D.Min. 
clergy. 

100% 

w. SfflJCI1JRE .Mill ~ 

l. Is your D.Min. program conducted cooperatively with other institutions? 

G,3 No. 

13 

2.4 

0 

Yes, but each participating institution enrolls its own students 
and grants its own degrees 

Yes, but all students are enrolled at our institution and we 
grant the degree 

':es, but all students are enrolled at another seminary that 
grants the degree 

0 Yes, and the degree is awarded by the following cluster 
or consortium: --------------------

2. Which !.ill§. of the following best describes your in-ministry D.Min. program? 

35 

48 

0 

We offer more than one track, each track differing 
from the other(s)infocus, format, requirements, goals 
or intended constituency. 

We offer a~ single track with opportunities for 
different foci m:. specializations. 

We offer 2_ single specialized track, that focuses 
in the area of: 

1":f. We offer a single general track. 

a. If you offer more than one track, please list the tracks here. 
(Do not list areas of specialization within a single track.) 

Track 1: -------------------------
Track 2: ______________________ _ 

Track 3: _____________________ _ 

- 13 -
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3. What percentage of courses and/or supervised field work creditable 
toward your D.Min. degree is required or prescribed for all 
students? 

23 75 - 100% required 

3\ so - 74% required 

I '1 25 - 49% required 

14 Less than 25% but more than a single course 

2 A single course 

5 None 

4. How many credits, in total, are required for completion of your D.Min. 
program? 

_ Quarter hours, or 
Semester hours, or 
Other (Explain: __________________ _ _______________ .) 

a. How are these credits divided among program components? 

~ Credits in required courses 

15_ Credits in elective courses 

...3:_ Credits in supervised field or clinical work 

i Credits for completion of project or thesis 

J-'L Other: 

Other: ______________________ _ 

5. Which one of the following best describes the majority of credit 
courses your students take? (Check one.) 

35 

51 

Courses are selected from a wide variety of courses open to 
both D.Min. students and those in other degree programs. 

Courses are selected from courses offered exclusively or 
primarily for D.Min. students. 

1Y Courses are self-designed, independent study projects and/or 
courses taken at other institutions. 

- 14 -
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6. In your D.Min. program, what percentage of a student's total credit hours: 

7. 
'ro... 
'llt.1E'EkS 1$ RE51t:eic.,Y 

2. "'" - !~"lo 
3 II 
'i - 22. 

,;-:i- - 2.2. 
i·IO - 2.ll 

1 
IOOqo 

,N= i) 
'1-b, 
~\ODS oF 
'PESLl:ENCJ'. 

I - Z.. 'l'!'o 
2. - I 'I 
3 - ( ~ 
LI - lq 
5 - <t 
6- 5 
g_..,5_ 

I 6c:,'l)o 
(N•2~) 

a. Must be taken at off-campus sites to 
which a faculty member or approved 
adjunct comes to teach? 

b Must be taken on campus? 

c. May be taken at an off-campus site? 
established by your institution, but 
may also be taken on campus? 

d. May be taken at other institutions 
of higher education? 

*Note: The percentages in this column will not 
necessarily total 100%. 

May students take a majority of their D.Min. courses off-campus, at 
sites established by your institution and/or other institutions? 

2."I Yes =/-I No 

a. If yes, how many weeks of campus residency, in total, are required 
for students who take a majority of courses off-campus? 

(IY)EAN) 5, 2. weeks 

b. If yes, how many separate periods of residency are required? 
2 separate periods (M~Nj 

c, If yes, what are the purposes of the period(s) of on-campus 
residency? (Check all that apply.) 

I~ Initial orientation to the program 

31 Intensive course-taking 

2-."=t- Planning of project with faculty advisor 

12. Evaluation of/examination on completed project 

q Other: ___________________ _ 

Other: 

- 15 -



8. 

DIRECTOR 

W~at opportunities to earn credit 
does your D.Min. program provide? 

for supervised work experience 

Tvpe of supervised training: 

a, Clinical supervision for 
those specializing in 
pastoral counseling or care 

b. Clinical supervision of 
counseling for those not 
specializing in counseling 

c, Supervision of work in 
parish or other non
clinical setting 

Not 
offered 

34 

4!..\ 

1-J'i 

Required 

33 

Provided 
as 

option 

Lj(, 

53 

23 

9. If you offer supervised work for credit, what training or credentials 
do you require of supervisors? 

a. For supervision in clinical settings: 

b. For supervision in congregations and other non-clinical settings: 

Wl[_ -

l, How much effort does your institution make to recruit D.Min. applicants? 

8 None 

23 Minimal (brochure made available on request, etc,) 

'-Ft 

'23 

Modest (mailings to potentially interested groups, 
occasional advertisements, etc.) 

Energetic (personal, direct recruiting of persons 
identified as potentially interested) 

- 16 -
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a. Has this effort increased, decreased, or remained about the same 

over the last 3 - 5 years? 

Increased greatly 
Increased some 
Remained the same 

'9 Decreased 
2. Decreased 

some 
greatly 

3. If the institution does any recruiting, is it yielding good results? 

20 Yes, very good 
3-=t Yes, fair 
2. No, poor 

20 Hard to tell 
'2.0 We do not recruit. 

4. How would you assess the pool of persons likely to be interested in 
your D.Min, program? 

Lf2.. Getting larger 
22. Getting smaller 

'2..G Remaining about the same 
l \ Cannot assess 

5. Which institutions, if any, do you regard as your chief competitors 
for D.Min. students? 

a. 

b, 

C, 

1'Il. Al'IPUCATI<lll Mm AIIIIIIISSIIJ!III 

1. How many persons would you estimate~ inquiries about your 
D.Min. program last year (September, 1983 - August, 1984)? J.03. (l'r)EF\N) 

a. How many completed applications did you receive? ~(1'S£11t,).) 

b. How many of those who applied were admitted? il_ (m£AN) 

C' How many of those admitted enrolleQ in the program? J.2._("1CAt,)) 

2. Which of the following does your D.Min. program require for 
application and admission? (Check as many as apply.) 

859◄ A relatively lengthy essay by the applicant on backgrou~d, 
dinterests, reasons for seeking the degree, or other topics 

~4'J, An M.Div. degree from an accredited seminary 

An M.Div. grade or grade point average of 2,<J~ ( IT)EAt,)) 

GRE test scores (Minimum combined GRE of ~i-0 ) ( """'"') 

- 17 -



Requirements for application and admission (continued): 

13 Psychological test results 

51 Personal interview 

DIRECTOR 

Evidence that the applicant's church governing board or employer 
approves the applicant's participation in a D.Min. program 

I{,, 

Evidence that ecclesiastical superiors approve the applicant's 
participation in an D.Min. program 

A commitment ·from the applicant to try to remain in his or 
her job until the program is completed 

(rnEAN) .2.!.L years in ministerial service since seminary graduation 

31 Other major application/admissions requirements: 

3. Have you ever waived any of your application/admission requirements? 

"Ct-/ Yes 2-"J No 

If yes, which requirements and under what circumstances is this 
normally done? 

4. Are there any denominational or doctrinal limitations affecting 
admissions to your D .Min. program? 11 Yes 8'7 No 

If yes, please describe: 

- 18 -
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5. Who makes the decision to admit or reject D.Min. applicants? 
(Check one.) 

3 The D.Min.director acting alone 
2 The institution's director of admissions acting alone 
22. A special D.Min. admissions committee 
~~ The D.Min. committee which makes other decisions about 

the program 
IT The institution's regular admissions committee. 

CJ' Other: 

6, In the last five years, what percentage of in-ministry D.Min. 
applications would you estimate have been rejected? l=t'. ! % (l'r\£.At..1) 

a. What are the major reasons for these rejections? (Check all that 
apply to a significant number of those rejected.) 

84 Evidence of academic weakness 
31 Evidence of emotional or psychological instability 
30 Evidence of inappropriate motivation for seeking 

'i2. 

2.'t 

13 

the degree 
Evidence that your program would not meet the 
applicant's needs 
Relative inferiority to other applicants competing 
for a limited number of places in the program 
Other: 

7. Has your program become more or less selective in D.Min. admissions 
in the last 3 - 5 years? 

YI More selective '2... Less selective 
5'3 Has remained the same Program has just begun 

8. Please describe the trends in applications and admissions to 
your program in the last three to five years. 

a, 

b, 

C • 

The 

The 

The 

Generally 
Increased 

Remained Generally 
About Decreased 

_____ The Sarne ____ _ 

number of applications 32_ Y"r 13 

quality of applicants 38 SL/ 5 
number of persons 

admitted 2.3 Y"l 2.1 

- 19 -
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9. If the number of persons admitted has increased or decreased, 
what is the primary reason? 

51 More or fewer applications 
2.4 Policy decision to limit or expand program size 
R Declining/increasing quality of applications 

16 Other: 

DIRECTOR 

10. Are D.Min. students eligible for financial aid from your institution? 

aD Yes, under same policies as students in other programs 
'2..G Yes, under special aid policies established for the D.Min, 
sf No 

a . .1f. D.Min students .ru:g_ eligible for aid from or administered by 
your institution, in what form is the aid? (Check all that apply.) 

Yo Grants 
12. Loans 
lb Work/study funds 

ll. l'!l(JJ1;Dll SllZIE 

1. What is the total number of students currently enrolled in your 
institution's in-ministry D.Min. program? 8<a (f'r'lB\N) 

2. Is there a formal limit on the total 
be enrolled in the D.Min. program? 

If~• what is the limit? 

number 
3'-1 

of students who can 
Yes 66 No 

3-Q students (('r)EA~) 

If .!lQ., what do you think is the largest number of students 
your program(s) could accommodate? q7 students (010,'i) 

3. For maximum educational effectiveness, should your D.Min. program 
be larger or smaller than it currently is, or is it about the 
right size? 

2.':r Should be larger 
9 Should be smaller 

65 Is currently about right 
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I. lUCIIIDIIG ~ 

Note: In the following questions, the term "core faculty" refers to persons 
with full faculty status (usually but not always full-time and appointed for 
more than one year), eligible to teach in several or all of the school's 
academic programs. "Adjunct" or 11D.Min." faculty applies to persons, whether 
or not full-time, appointed to teach only in the D.Min. program. 

1. What percentage of your institution's core faculty teach and/or 
advise students in the D.Min. program? 8D % (f'T'\&.tJ) 

2. Of all courses offered by your institution to D.Min, students 
last year (1983-1984), what percentage were offered by: 

a. Core faculty 32. 
b, Full-time faculty who teach .2111.Y. in the D.Min. program 3 % (l'r\EAN) 

c. Adjunct faculty from other seminaries or universities !b % (rn.Ell..0 

d. Adjunct faculty whose other profession is not teaching ~1~2,.__%(~EA~) 

3. How are~ faculty compensated for course teaching and advising 
students on the final project/thesis in your D.Min program? 

D.Min. 
Teaching 

Project 
Advising 

52, All is part of regular load; there is no additional 
compensation. 

:C:,. I 
' 

'2. \ All is in addition to load; extra compensation is paid. 2.4 

Some is counted as part of regular load; some is in 
addition to load and extra compensation is paid. 58 

4. If you pay~ faculty honoraria or extra compensation for course 
teaching or project advising, how much did you pay in 1983-84? 

a. Course teaching: $ 1"300 per course ( l'"lEI\ N) 
b. Chief advisor or first reader: $ 31'.'l per student (fYlEllN' 

c. Second project reader: $ =t-5 per student (rv-.eAN) 

5. Of the core faculty who teach and 
(_~)percent would you estimate: 

advise in your D.Min. program, 

2j_% 

c;3 % 

Would welcome the opportunity to do more work in the 
D.Min, program 
Feel that the balance 
and other assignments 
Would like to do less 

between D.Min teaching/advising 
is about right 
work in the D.Min. program 

- 21 -
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6. If you use adjunct faculty in your D.Min program: 

a. Who, other than the Board, finally approves the appointment of 
adjunct D,Min. faculty? 

33 The D.Min. director 
31 The D.Min. committee 

6 The faculty 
22. The academic dean 

DIRECTOR 

~ Faculty appointments committee '1 Other: _______ _ 

b. What percentage of the adjunct D.Min faculty appointed last year 
had the following qualifications? 

ll"\EASS) 

22.. % Had a D.Min, degree 

=l-'1 % Had an academic doctorate 

:i\-1: % Had experience in ministry 

<a6 % Had prior teaching experience in a seminary or 
university 

c. Do you provide orientation on campus for ~djunct D.Min, faculty? 
.Il1fil. 
I - 22.d/o>Yes, a - io'lo ---

3 - y ~6 

days No 

d. How do you evaluate the course teaching of D.Min. adjuncts? (Check 
all that apply and then circle most typical.) 
9•'-"~ 

li¾No formal evaluation 

51 Written student evaluations 

Observation of class sessions 

15 Other: -------------------
e. How much were adjunct D.Min. faculty paid in 1983-84? 

$ ) l-lr, 1-0 per course 

$ Lt4Y ,3-2 for acting as chief project advisor or first reader 

$ ) l\ ,'2.5 for acting as second reader on the project 

$,____ Other: __________________ _ 

$ ____ Other: ___________________ _ 
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7, What has been the trend in your D.Min. program in recent years? 
( Check one. ) 

2\l 

5\ 

We have used core faculty more heavily and adjunct 
teachers/advisors less. 

The ratio of core faculty to adjuncts has remained about 
the same. 

We have used adjuncts more heavily and core faculty less. 

We have used no adjunct teachers/advisors. 

Our program is new, so no trend is evident, 

Il. ~ 

1. Is there an internal committee which oversees the D,Min. program? 

"!(; Yes y No 

a. If yes, do core faculty members have a majority of votes? 

't2_ Yes ~ No 

b. If there is such a committee please indicate who served on the 
committee last year (1983-1984). 

Voting Non-Voting Not A 
Member Member Member 

D.Min director '?8 10 2-
Other D.Min. administrative 3~ 12_ So staff 

Academic dean %5 'i 11 
Core faculty member(s) 100 0 0 

Adjunct faculty member(s) 2..=i- 0 =t3 
Current D.Min. student(s) 55 3 YI 
Former D.Min. student(s) YI 0 5'1 
Member(s) of the board of 14 0 ~6 
trustees 

Minister(s) not involved 10 5 if, in the D.Min. program, 
faculty or board 
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2. How do you assess the time given in your institution to evaluating 
your D.Min. program? 

0 Too much (o9 About right 31 Not enough 

3. How many persons, including yourself, have professional (i.e., non
clerical) administrative responsibilities for your D.Min. program? 
How many secretarial and clerical staff have responsibilities 
for the D,Min. program? 

Number 

Professional Clerical 

a. Full-time SEJC -
b. 4/S's time 

PAGE 
2.4A 

C • 3/S's time 

d. 1/2 time 

e. 2/S's time 

f. 1/5 time 

.Ill . lllFHCllS OF "lllllllE lllllllilil!E Olli "lllllllE ~1' 

1. To what extent, if at all, has your D.Min. program had each of the 
following effects on your institution? 

Don't 
Great Moderate Little None Know 

a. The D.Min.has given core 
35 ~2. 3 0 0 faculty experience which 

enriches M.Div, teaching. 

b. The D.Min. has drained attention 
and faculty energy from the 0 2-1 5\ 2.g 
M.Div, and other programs. 

C. It has enabled us to make good 
use ,:if fixed resources (tenured 

I':) 0 faculty, space, etc.) that 
'i? y::, '2, '-I 

were not being fully 
utilized before. 
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XI.3 Professional and Clerical staff 

Average Number of Professional Staff (Headcount) 
Average Number of Professional Staff (FI'E) 
Average Number of D.Min. students 

per Professional Staff FTE 
Average Number Clerical Staff (Headcount) 
Average Number Clerical staff (FTE) 
Average Number of D.Min students 

per Clerical staff 

filename: STAFF.TAB 

"2.4 A 

1.6 
1.2 

126.0 
1.4 
1.1 

136.0 

DIRECTOR 
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Great Moderate Little None 
Don't 

Know 

d. It has stretched teaching and 
advising loads beyond the 8 
optimum. 

e. It has provided new research 
areas and opportunities 
for some faculty. 

f. It has consumed faculty time 
that should have been used 
for research and writing. 

g. It has helped our institution 

9 

2. 

to improve its financial 6 

h. 

situation through providing 
additional revenue, 

It has provided good public 
relations with our sponsoring 33 
denomination(s), graduates 
and others. 

i. It has enabled our institution 

22 

31 

to improve the quality of 59 32 advanced continuing 
education for clergy. 

j. It has provided us with a D.Min. 
alumni/ae group which is helpfuJ UJ 
in our fund raising program. 

k. It has weakened our 
institution's reputation 
for academic rigor. 

0 0 

'i3 

2.3 

35 

2. 

51 2.1 

2. Which -2.!!£. of the following three statements best expresses your view 
of the relative effect of your D.Min. program on the financial 
well-being of the institution? 

25 The D.Min, is more "profitable" than other programs. 

I '7 It is less "profitable" than other programs. 

~ It has about the same financial impact as other programs. 
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3. What do you believe is the majority attitude toward your D.Min. 
among each of the following groups: 

DIRECTOR 

Very Somewhat Somewhat 
Positive Positive Negative 

Very 
Negative 

Don't 
Know 

a. Administrators (other 
than yourself) 

b. Board of Trustees ( if any t'f2. 

c. Alumni/ae and other 
external constituencies 

d. M. Div. students 

e. Majority of faculty 

f. Yourself 

'i5 

25 

2..9 
~3 

2.6 

52.. 

+I 

5'6 
I 2. 

3 

2.. 

i.i 
C) 

s 

0 

-3 
C:, 

4, Do you think that five years from now your institution will still 
offer the D.Min. degree? 

9jl Yes 2_ No 

a. If yes, how do you think the program in five years will compare 
with the present program in size? In quality? 

31 
GO 
'l 

Larger 
About the same 
Smaller 

Quality~ be: 

Higher 
About the same 

Lower 

5. Given the current situation in your institution, what future for your 
D.Min. program do you think the majority of your institution's 
faculty would endorse? What future would you endorse? 

Faculu Yourself 

15 To expand our program '-16 
-=+2_ To keep our program the same size '15 

11 To decrease our program in size 'i? 
2. To eliminate our program 2.... 
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6. What changes would you like to see in your D.Min. program? 

llII. ACClEllITKl'IO!!I 

1. Do you think that ATS accrediting teams that have visited your 
D.Min. program gained an adequate understanding of the purposes, 
methods and effects of your program? 

2. 

Yes, to a great extent 
Yes. to some extent 

'l No 
20 Don't know 

Have you made substantial 
accreditation reports? 

program changes in response to 
3<:. Yes '°4 No 

If yes, what changes? 

- 27 -



3. What is your opinion of the 1984 revisions in the Standards for 
accrediting D.Min. programs? 

5 

'-l'i 

3 

Generally favorable toward the changes 

Generally unfavorable toward the changes 

Have not studied the revised Standards closely 
enough to comment 

Other: 

4. What further changes, if any, would you like to see in D.~in. 
accrediting standards? 

- 28 -
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nv. Silllll>Ellilr CllilAcnnsTICS 

1. Please describe your current D.Min. student body. (If detailed 
statistics are not available use your best estimates.) 

a. Gender: :ii_% male ..:)_% female 

b. Age: 2.4 % under 35 '23 % 35 - so 15 % over 50 

C • Years in ministry: _g_ % under 5 (£,2. % 5-15 2._ =t % over 15 

d. Occupation: .&lL% Parish ministry _j_% Chaplains 

~ Church executives 

L % Other specialized professional ministry 

j__% Laity 

e. Citizenship a_% U.S . ..3.._% Canadian L% Other 

f. Race/ethnic origin of U. S. citizens: 

i3 % White/ Anglo 5 % Black (o - % Native American 

2. % Asian American -'--%Hispanic 2, % Other 

2. If yours is a denominationally-related institution: 

3. 

a. Roughly what percentage of your D.Min. students are from your 
institution's denomination? 59 % 

b. Roughly what percentage of your M.Div. students (if you have 
an M.Div.) are from your institution's denomination? :t':! % 

If you have an M.Div. program, what percentage of your 
students are M.Div. graduates of your own institution? 

current 
3:i' 

D.Min. 
% 

4. If your institution has both an M.Div. and a D.Min. program, how do 
the student bodies of the two programs compare: 

With respect to: 

a. Denominational background 

b. Academic ability 

c. Theological orientation 

D.Min. students~ generallv: 

6 less diverse than 
Yl.f about the same as M.Div. students. 
Y 9 more di verse than 

3 less able than 
Lill about the same as M.Div. students. 
Yll more able than 

3 More conservative than 
"13 About the same as M.Div. students. 
2.4 More liberal than 
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5. In the last 3 to 5 years, how has your D.Min. student body changed, 
if at all, with respect to the following: 

INCREASED STAYED DECREASED 
Greatly Some Same Some Greatly 

a. Percentage of females 8 '-le'.. 45 3 2.. 
b. Years of ministry 0 experience ?.5 (,=t '3 0 

c. Percentage of racial/ 3 'l'-t 51 2... () 
ethnic minorities 

d. Intellectual ability 3 'ii 4i 0 

6. Overall, would you say your institution's D.Min. student body is: 

"30 Very able 12. Mixed in ability 
58 Moderately able 0 Generally weak 

ff. "fOIIIII M<ClliliWlllll 

1. Gender: ~5 Male 5 Female 

2. How many years have 
D.:-iin. program? 

you served as Director of your institution's 
5 years (ME"A>-l) 

3. What was your previous position? SE.E 'PAGE 3:)A 

Was this previous position at your current institution? =J-2.. Yes 2.'2 No 

4. What is your highest earned degree? SEE. 'PRGE 30A 

If you have specialized in an academic or professional field, 
what is it? --'S,.,,E:..,E._-'P..tFl,;G;;iE...__-'30"""''-"A,_ ___________ _ 

5. Have you ever served as a full-time parish pastor/associate? 

Sll Yes IZ. No 

6. Have you ever served as a part-time or interim parish pastor? 

i:3 Yes 

- 30 -



QUESTION XV-3 Previous Position of D.Min. Director 

D.Min. Director 5% 
Dean 6 
Professor/teacher 51 
other Seminary Administrator 13 
Adjunct Faculty 1 
Field Education B 
Non-seminary Administrator 3 
Pastor 11 
Pastoral Counselor 2 

QUESTION XV-4 Highest Earned Degree 

Ph.D., Th.D. 
Ed.D. 
D.Min. 
M.Div. or equivalent 

QUESTION XV-4 Specialized Field 

Theology, Philosophy 
Bible 
History 
Ethics 
Preaching/Worship 
social Sciences 
Education 
Pastoral care/Counseling 
Other 

3oA 

76% 
10 
12 

2 

30% 
12 

5 
7 
3 

14 
19 

8 
2 

DIREC70R 



DIREC~OR 

7. Are you assigned full-time to direct/teach in the D.Min. program? 

8. 

l'i Yes 

If no, how is your salaried time allotted? 

'f2. % 

~ % 
2.C! % 
.5 % 

Time spent 
Time spent 
Time spent 
Other: 

directing and/or teaching in D.Min. program 
tea'ching in other programs. 
in other administrative responsibilities. 

---------
100% 

What is your faculty status: 

S'! Professor 0 Instructor 
2. "I Associate Professor 2.. Lecturer 
10 Assistant Professor 5 Not a member of faculty 

a. If a faculty member, to what field, department or area 
are you assigned? 

2=t- Theology, ethics 
2.. Biblical studies 
~ History 

lo\ Practical, pastoral or ministry studies 
:;> Other: 

b. If a faculty member, what is your tenure status? 

Sb Tenured 
IS Will be considered for tenure in the future 
2f, Faculty member, but not eligible"for tenure 

c. If you have a faculty appointment, do you receive additional 
compensation for serving as Director of the D.Min. Program? 

3'a Yes 62_ No 

'lbaimJk you for completing this questionnaire. Please seal it in the 
accompanying envelope and return it by Vednesday. February 20t.h, 
to the chief executive officer of your institution. 

If you wish to enclose any additional comments on the Doctor of Ministry 
degree, they will be most welcome. 
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Note: All numbers are %sunless otherwise indicated 
Number Responding= 67 

INIATIIJIIIAL STIJll)J OF IDOCl'IJll O!F KllNIISlltl l'IIOGIAIIIS 
Chief Executive Officer Questionnaire 

Your Institution: 

CEO 

-------------------
City:_________________ State: 

Note: All questions refer to in-ministr" Doctor of Ministry Programs. 

I. J:I n:IOOI! lltlilABIII) DE ll.i!IIINI. 

1. Which~ of the following statements best describes your opinion 
of the D.Min. degree, in general? 

'lhe concept of a professional doctorate: 

is a sound one, and in general, all seminary D.Min. programs 
offer educationarexperiences of good quality. 

is a sound one, but some seminary programs (not including our 
own) are of dubious or poor quality. 

is a sound one, but some seminary programs (including our own) 
are of dubious or poor quality. 

is sound, but most or all current seminary D.Min. programs 
are of dubious or poor quality. 

is ~sound; the D.Min. degree should not be given. 

No opinion 

2. Which one of the following statements best describes what you think 
the D.Min. should be? Which best describes what you think your 
D.Min. program actllBlly is? 

Should 
k 

Ji./ 

2. 

Actually 
Is 

3.3 

2. 

A mark of distinction 
policies and rigorous 

with selective admissions 
standards for completion. 

Open to all clergy who want a structured program 
of continuing education. 

The degree should not be given. 

- I -



3. Overall, would you say your institution's D.Min. student body is: 

3 I 9'o Very able 
1-f l Moderately able 

a<i? ~ixed in ability 
O Generally weak 

4. How would you assess the pool of persons likely to be interested in 
your D.Min. program? 

2.'79o Getting 
/'79o Getting 

larger 
smaller 

52.. 
5 

Remaining about 
Cannot assess 

the same in size 

5, For maximum educational effectiveness, should your D.Min. program 
be larger or smaller than it currently is, or is it about the 
right size? 

2.3% Should be larger. 
--=,. Should be smaller. 

-:;,.J Is currently about right. 

II . ~'ICE 

1. Does your Board of Trustees have a committee responsible for 
the D.Min. program? 

Yes, a special committee on the D.Min. 
Yes, the same committee that oversees other 
educational programs 
No 
This seminary does not have its own board 

2. In your institution's administrative structure, to whom does the 
Director of the D.Min. program report? 

20~6 To the chief executive officer. 
~J.i To the chief academic officer. 

6 Other: 

3. How many members of your~ faculty (i.e., faculty on regular 
rather than adjunct appointment) hold the D.Min. degree as their 

4, 

highest earned degree? ___ MEAN=• 'il 

How many administrators who are not core 
as their highest earned degree? 

faculty hold 
MEAN:,-=,. 

- 2 - CEO 

the D.Min. 

CEO 



CEO 

Ill. ll!l'FEClfS OF llIB llllGHE Olli llllllE SlllIDEIIIITS 

I. 

MEl'\NS 

1.8 

2..0 

Z..1 

How often do you observe 
in the D.Min. program on 
program? 

each of the following effects of 
students while thev are involved ~--

involvement 
in the 

a. Become distracted from 
their jobs by the 
demands of the program 

b. Show renewed commitment 
to their present job 

c, Have difficulty meeting 
academic demands and 
requirements 

d. Discover new capacities 
for critical inquiry 

e. Develop personal or 
family problems 

f. Discover new depth of 
collegial support with 
other pastors 

Reg
ularly 

(1) 

2.5 

g. Develop conflicts in their 
ministry settings traceable -
to their involvement in 

h. 

the D. Min, program 

Develop creative solutions 
to significant problems or 2-.0 
conflicts in their 
ministry setting 

i. Other: 

j. Other: ______ _ 

- 3 -

Fre
quently 

(2) 

69,, 

5 

Occa
sionally 

(~) 

!o'i- '.i 

4 

84 

q 

14 

31 

Seldom 
Or Never 
-(4) 

2..=t-% 

II 

4 

-

No 
Opportunity 
1Q. observe 



CEO 

2. How often do you observe the following effects of the D.Min. program 
on students who have completed the D.Min. program? 

r<JEAt-J5 

2.. I 

1.9 

2...0 

3. I 

3,5 

2.. I 

a. Increased intellectual 
sophistication 

b, Increased capacity for 
critical theological 
reflection 

Reg
ularly 

Gl 
(2.'fo 

c. Clearer understanding of L.fO 
their theology of 
ministry 

d. Increased spiritual 
depth 16 

e. Increased self-awareness 2..9' 

f. Increased competence in 33 
the functions of 
ministry 

g. Increased enthusiasm 
about the ministry as a 
profession 

h. Renewed commitment to 
their present job 

i. Become restless and seek 
a new position 

j. Become weary of study 

k. Greater appetite for 
reading and study 

1. Greater self-confidence 

9 

m, Greater involvement in 
ecumencial or denominational i 
activities, or consulting 
with other churches 

Fre
quentlv 

Cl) 

YG'Jc, 

53 

G 

32 

Occa
sionall v 

('3) 
2-'lo/o 

14 

23 

15 

I I 

2.0 

4S 

Seldom 
Or Never 
-(4\ll 

470 

2.. 

2.5 

2. 

II 

n. Other: C. Q ~ --========= J I lo C.1-\EC,KEI) 011-1._n 

- 4 -

No 
Opportunity 
to observe 



CEO 

3. Estimate the percentage of your D.Min students for which your program 
has the following effects: 

3J_% 

100% 

Enables them to advance to a distinctly higher level of 
professional competence than is obtained in the M.Div. 

May provide an opportunity for them to engage in structured 
continuing education, but does not raise their level of 
competence distinctly higher th~that of most non-D,Min. 
clergy. 

IV. IJ:FFEC'IS OF 1!11E lllEGllEl! Olli lB1E SEllfilllil'f 

IYlEA'-1S 

I ''il 

2...5 

2..5 

.3.0 

3.0 

1. To what extent, if at all, has your D.Min. program had each of the 
following effects on your institution? 

a. The D,Min has given core 
faculty experience which 
enriches M.Div teaching. 

Great 
(1) 

b. The D.Min. has drained attention 5 
and faculty energy from the 
M.Div. and other programs. 

c. It has enabled us to make good 22.. 
use of fixed resources (tenured 
faculty, space, etc,) that 
were not being fully 
utilized before. 

d. It has stretched teaching and 
advising loads beyond the 
optimum. 

e. It has provided new research 
areas and opportunities 
for some faculty. 

f. It has consumed faculty time 
that should have been used 
for research and writing. 

g. It has helped our institution 
to improve its financial 
situation through providing 
additional revenue. 

5 

2.. 

- 5 -

Moderate 
Ci.) 

30 

32.. 

YI 

25 

32.. 

Little 
(3.) 

l'29o 

53 

46 

44 

49 

31 

13 

2.4 

/ '2, 

25 

Don't 
Know 



MEAN$ 
1.i 

1.5 

2..13 

3 '-=t-

IIEANS 

1.5 

f.5 

1,5 

I , ::,. 

I. 'il 
1.1.f 

CEO 
Don't 

Great Moderate Littl!i: No(~) Kn.o,;_ 
(I) G?5 (3) 

It has provided good public h, 3\°lo 54~o 130/o 290 relations with our sponsoring 
denomination(s), graduates 
and others. 

i. It has enabled our institution 4 to improve the quality of 4 fj '1 l 
advanced continuing 
education for clergy, 

j' It has provided us with a D.Min. 
alumni/ae group which is helpful 5 51 {'3 
in our fund raising program. 

k. It has weakened our 
institution's reputation 2. 3 1-=7- 71- 'i? 
for academic rigor. 

2. Which one of the following three statements best expresses your 

3, 

view ofthe relative effect of your D.Min. program on the financial 
well-being of the institution? 

14"/0 The D.Min is~ 11 profitable 11 than other programs. 

I~ It is less 11 profitable" than other programs. 

'=ti It has about the same financial impact as other programs. 

What do you believe is the majority attitude toward your D.Min. 
among each of the following groups: 

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don't 
Positive Positive 

(1) (2,) 
Negative 

(3) 
Negative 

('i) 
~ 

a. Administrators (other 5'69o 3-:,i)o 3'% 2.'%, 
than yourself) 

b. Board of Trustees (if any) 5f9, .3"1 4 
C' Alumni/ae and other 4=1- 53 external constituencies 

d. M. Div. students 33 60 G 
e. Majority of faculty 32. 5-=f t I 
f. Yourself GS 2...'7 (, -

- 6 -



CEO 

4. Do you think that five years from now your institution will still 
offer the D.Min. degree? 

a. 

Yes 

If yes, how do you think 
with the present program 

310Jo Larger 
5-=,- About the same 
f 3 Smaller 

the program 
in size? 

No 390 
in five years 
In quality? 

will compare 

Qualitv will be: 

Higher G4~o 
About the same .3G 

Lower 

5. Given the current situation in your institution, what future for your 
D.~in. program do you think the majority of your institution's 
faculty would endorse? What future would you endorse? 

Facult::i: Yourself 

W"lo To expand our program 2$°lo 

G'f To keep our program the same size 66 
I e:, To decrease our program in size I? 
3 To eliminate our program 3 

6, What changes would you like to see in your D.Min. program? 

- 7 -



V. A(DIIIDIJAnOIIII 

l, Do you think that ATS accrediting teams that have visited your 
D.Min. program gained an adequate understanding of the purposes, 
methods and effects of your program? 

2. 

Yes, 
Yes, 

to a great extent 
to some extent 

5 
I I 

Have you made substantial 
accreditation reports? 

If yes, what changes? 

program changes 
Yes 
2.9';>o 

No 
Don't know 

in response to 
No 
,-1~0 

3. What is your opinion of the 1984 revisions in the Standards for 
accrediting D.Min. programs? 

540)0 Generally favorable toward the changes 

3 Generally unfavorable toward the changes 

4 I Have not studied the revised Standards closely 
enough to comment 

2. Other: ____________________ _ 

- 8 -
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4, Was there 
program? 

initial faculty opposition 
Is there currently faculty 

to instituting your D.Min. 
opposition? 

Initially Currently 

Yes, strong opposition 
Yes, mild opposition 

No significant opposition 
Don't know 

5. As far as you know, has your program served as a model for other 
institutions? 

1'8"]0 Yes ------------
10 No 

programs 

--=f2.. Don't know 

CEO 

6. Which of the following best describes your institution's history with 
in-sequence D.Min. programs? 

9 

9 

We have never had an in-sequence program. 
We have always had Bloth in-sequence and 
in-ministry programs or options. 

- Our current in-ministry program began as an 
in-sequence program and changed form. 
Originally we had both in-sequence and in-ministry 
options; now we have only an in-ministry program. 
We dropped the in-sequence option in 19 __ _ 

7. From what you know of your in-ministry program's history, what were 
the major reasons for instituting it? 

- 10 -



4. Was there 
program? 

initial faculty opposition 
Is there currently faculty 

to instituting 
opposition? 

Initially 

Yes, strong opposition 
Yes, mild opposition 

No significant opposition 
Don't know 

your D.Min. 

Currently 

5. As far as you know, has your program served as a model for other 
institutions? 

1i<l)0 Yes ___________ _ 
________________ programs 

10 No 
":f2, Don't know 

CEO 

6. Which of the following best describes your institution's history with 
in-sequence D,Min. programs? 

fo'P'!o • 
16 

We have never had an in-sequence program. 
We have always had both in-sequence and 
in-ministry programs or options. 

9 

9 

- Our current in-ministry program began as an 
in-sequence program and changed form. 
Originally we had both in-sequence and in-ministry 
options; now we have only an in-ministry program. 
We dropped the in-sequence option in 19 __ _ 

.' 7. From what you know of your in-ministry program's history, what were 
the major reasons for instituting it? 

- 10 -



nI. B&.CIGliOIIIMll 

1. How many years have you held your current position? MEAN ::. 6 

2. What was your previous position? 

Was this previous positior;:i at your current institution? Yes 

35"/o 3. What is your highest earned degree: 

4. Have you ever served as a full-time parish pastor/associate? 

'il::390 Yes 

5. Have you ever served as a part-time or interim parish pastor? 

{,00), Yes No 4090 

6. Do you serve as both chief executive officer and chief academic 
officer of your institution? 

3o9o Yes 

7. How much would you say you know about your institution's D.Min, 
program? 

:,-5% A great deal 
~'o/o Some 

A little 
Nothing 

'DDank you for completing this questionnaire. If you wish to enclose 
additional comments on the D.Min., we would be happy to have them. 

Please return this questionnaire and the others distributed to your 
institution by Fria!lay. Febrtmairy 22. 

- 11 -
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Yo-ur Institution: 

City:_________________ State: 

Note: All questions refer to in-ministry Doctor of Ministry programs. 

(ALL #S AR£ ~ UNLESS OTI-<ERWl5£" ,SlRtED) 

I. Af:H:tttm.r; 'lmW.il.D 1llllE JD.KIN. 

FACULT\:' 

1. Which~ of the following statements best describes your opinion 
of the D.Min. degree, in general? 

1he COPC.ept of a professional doctorate: 

12 is a sound one, and in general, all seminary D.Min. programs 
offer educationalexperiences of good quality. 

is a sound one, but some seminary programs (not including our 
own) are of dubiOUS or poor quality. 

is a sound one, but some seminary programs (including our own) 
are of dubious or poor quality. 

is sound, but most or all current seminary D.Min. programs 
are of dubious or poor quality. 

5 is .!!!!_Sound; the D.Min degree should not be given. 

3 No opinion 

2. Which one of the following statements best describes what you think 
the D.Min. should be? Which best describes what you think your 
D.Min. program act~lly is? 

Should 
Be 

10 

Actually 
Is 

'-\2. A mark of distinction with selective admissions 
policies and rigorous standards for completion. 

Open to all clergy who want a structured program 
of continuing education. 

/ The degree should not be given. 

- 1 -



FACULTY 

3. Overall, would you say your institution's D.Min. student body is: 

1'1 Very able 
~ Moderately able 

~ Mixed in ability 
2. Generally weak 

4. If your institution has both a M.Div. and a D.Min. program, how do 
the student bodies of the two programs compare: 

With respect to: 

a. Denominational background 

D.Min. students are generally: 

15 less diverse than 
y~ about the same as M.Div. students. 
3q more di verse than 

b. Academic ability ~ less able than 
5=, about the same as M.Div. students . 
.&; more able than 

c, Theological Orientation more conservative 
about the same as 
more liberal than 

than 
M.Div. 

5. For maximum educational effectiveness. should your D.Min. program 
be larger or smaller than it currently is, or is it about the 
right size? 

f~ Should be larger 
l3 Should be smaller 
~'1 Is currently about right 

6. Of the faculty who teach and advise in both D.Min. and other 
programs, what percent would you estimate: 

1.L% 

55 % 

2."I % 

Would welcome the opportunity to do more work in the 
D.Min. program 
Feel that the balance between D.Min. teaching/advising 
and other assignments is about right 
Would like to do less work in the D.Min. program 

students. 

7. Would you, personally, like to have more or less involvement in the 
D.Min. program, or is your current D.Min. load about right? 

l-=t- Would like to have greater D.Min. involvement 

It Would like to have less D.Min. involvement 

~2 Current D.Min. load is just about right 

- 2 -



2..3 

l,Lf 

2.6 

2,3 

FACULTY 

II. PIIOGUI! l!lll'!IASJ:s DD ClllHll'OllllNi 

I. Listed below are a 
programs may have. 

variety of 
For each, 

substantive emphases that D.Min. 
please indicate: 

First, how much immersion in the subject area you feel 
students in your institution's D.Min program receive; and 

Second, whether you would like to see this exposure 
increased or decreased, or feel it is about right. 

Extent of immersion in your 
D.Min, Program 

I would like this 
exposure: 

Great 
(I) 

a. Systematic, 
philosophical or 7:f-
historical theology 

b. Pastoral or 62. 
practical theology 

c. Biblical studies 10 

d. Ethics 5 
e. Church history J 
f. Spiritual fcrmation ~ 

g. Sociological theory b 

h. Psychological theoryl5 

i. Organizational 2!) 
development 

j, Ministerial arts 
practical studies 
(e.g, preaching, 
pastoral counseling, 
Christian ed, etc.) 

lf3 

Some 
12) 

61 

34 

64 
50 

3"! 

I.JO 

3°F 
8) 

53 

'ft 

k. Other: _____ 
1
13%, ci!B:1<$ 

1. Other: 

Little 
13) 

~f-

3 

crTWER 

- 3 -

None Increased 
('1) ) 

'i 

2... 

b 

u; 
(3 

12. 

=r

b 

15 

Same Decreased 
~ ll) 

50 

55 
'i:'.f 

G3 

51 

62.. 

9-5 

=i-0 

1 

1l 

1 

3 
2... 
,3 

=r 
l1 

2.0 

I." 

1,5 

j,Cf-

1,G 

I .-9-

1. ') 

I • ') 

I,') 



EAN 
,y 

.0 

2. Listed below are a variety 
to many D.Min. programs. 

of structures and methodologies 
For each, please indicate: 

common 

First, the amount of use or emphasis that each receives 
in your D,Min. program. 

Second, whether you would like to ~ee this use or emphasis 
increased, decreased, or remain about the same. 

Extent emphasized in your I would like this 
D.Min. Program emphasis: 

FACULTY 

Great 
(J) 

Some Little 
l3l 

None Increased 
,) 

Decreased 

a. Seminars 

b. Faculty lectures 

c, Supervised practice 
(e.g, CPE, work in 
student's parish) 

d. Case studies 

e. Library research 

f. Analysis/evaluation 
of ministry setting 

g. Career assessment 

h. Colleague/support 
group 

i. Peer or collegial 
learning 

j. Learning contract 

k. Course exams 

1. Qualifying exams 

m. Adjunct faculty 

n. Off-campus courses 

o. Involvement of 
laity in student's 
ministry setting 

f.4 

2.1 

1i 

15 

34 

13 
'-f3 

23· 

5 

10 

t'1 

rs 
2.1 

~ 
31 

5'7 

34 

43 
36 

34 
39 
2.1 

'-f6 
3f, 

42.. 

y 
JG 

21! 

25 

2.5 

LS 

- 4 -

~ 
2 

4 
12-

15 

2.3 

5) 

6 

2.2.. 
Cf 

12.. 

10 

2P 

21-/ 
2.3 

2.2. 

I\? 

!4 

33 

10 

15 

31 

GS 
2 
10 

2. 

1 

2... 

2.. 

2.. 
4 
2.. 
-=,. 

=I 

I 

1.',l 

1.5 

t.7 

L 'ii 

\. '? 

1.9 
I • ::,. 

2..0 

c..O 

I, "I-



l'fB\r,J 

2..G 

2.,2. 

2.,lo 

2.,G 

j,7 

2.,0 

2..4 

~-5 

FACUL?Y 

3. If your program offers courses away from the main seminary campus, how 
does the quality of off-campus education compare with D.Min. work 
offered on campus? 

l!1. general, compared to on-campus work, .. a. Off-campus teaching is: ,.- b. Students' off-campus work is: 

4 Better 5 
82. The same 'l-'1-14 Inferior I 'ii' 

No opportunity to judge 
Not applicable: no such courses 

If ~G.:S BASED ONL:( ~ "!1-lOSE CJ-n,::~1tJG 1lET!cR ~, ,._ lfvFf:l<I~ (N = li:.1) 
4. How would you assess the overall quality of the pr'ojects/cheses 

you have seen from your D.Min. students? 

9 Excellent 52. Good 33 Fair S Poor 

5. How would you assess the quality of each of the following elements 
or aspects of the ma~ority of the project reports/theses of 
your D.Min. students. 

6, 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Not 
(I) ~ (3) l'IJ Applicable 

a. Use of primary sources 'l 'fO 35 JG 

b. Use of secondary sources 13 59 25 3 
c. Use of theological methods lo 3"1- '6 12. 

d. Use of methods and theory 
from the human sciences 6 '.3'j 43 12. 

e. Relevance for ministry setting 44 'iG to 

f. Demonstration of 
ministry skills 

22 54 22. 2. 

g. Evaluation component \ I 4{; 3?.. II 
of project 

h. Written expression G % 32 Cf 

What portion 
carrying out 

of your D.Min. students seem to you to be capable of 
their major project or thesis without undue difficulty? 

2. All 54 Most 26 Half llj Some 4 Few - None 

- 5 -



FACULTY 

m. DflllCttS OF 1111' JJl!AEE OIi 1IIIE SIIIDEJ!IIS 

I. How often do you observe each of the following effects of involvement 
in the D.Min. program on students while they~ involved in the 
program? 

No 
RP.g

ularly 
(\) 

Fre
quentlv 

Occa- Seldom 
sionallv Or Never 

Opportunity 
.IQ_ observe 

a. Become distracted from 
their jobs by the 
demands of the program 

b. Show renewed commitment 
to their present job 

c. Have difficulty meeting 
academic demands and 
requirements 

d. Discover new capacities 
for critical inquiry 

e. Develop personal or 
family problems 

f. Discover new depth of 
collegial support with 
other pastors 

g, Develop conflicts in their 
ministry settings traceable 
to their involvement in 
the D. Min, program 

h. Develop creative solutions 
to significant problems or 
conflicts in their 
ministry setting 

i, Other: 

j, Other: 

2. 

13 

3 

1 

'l 

1-qo 

- 6 -

<,.) 13) [Ii) 

to St 

2... 

35 

2. 

'-15 2.5 4 

2 2.9 G'? 

43 '-!G 3 

(;< EC,{<£1) °™ER 

2,/ 

3.G 

2.~ 



FACULTY 

2. How often do you observe the following effects of the D.Min. program 
on students who have completed the D.Min. program? 

a. Increased intellectual 
sophistication 

Reg
ularly 

(~ 

10 

b. Increased capacity for 
critical theological \3 
reflection 

C. Clearer understanding of 2.~ 
their theology of 
ministry 

d, Increased spiritual 
depth 

e. 

f. 

Increased self-awareness 25 

Increased competence in 2:S 
the functions of 
ministry 

g. Increased enthusiasm 
about the ministry as a 
profession 

h. Renewed commitment to 
their present job 

i. Become restless and seek 
a new position 

j. Become weary of study 

k. Greater appetite for 
reading and study 

1. Greater self-confidence 

15 

2. 

2.0 

m. Greater involvement in 
ecumencial or denominational 
activities, or consulting 9 
with other churches 

- 7 -

Fre
guentlv 
~ 

L/Y 

Y3 

51 

53 

54 

5'3 

'ii 

[3 

51 

42. 

Occ.s
sionall v 

(3) 

:i'il 

l "l 

2..1 

55 

54 

39 

Seldom 
Or Never 
- (~) 

'1 

'ii 

3 

q 

2. 

2... 

32. 

3 

No 
Opportunity 

!.Q_ observe ~ll 

2..', 

2.,6 

z..o 

\.9 

2,/ 

3.2. 

?.. () 

2..s 
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3. Estimate the percentage of your D.Min students for which your program 
has the following effects, 

5f_% Enables them to advance to a distinctly higher level of 
professional competence than is obtained in the M.Div, 

May provide an opportunity for them to engage in structured 
continuing education, but does not raise their level of 
competence distinctly higher th~that of most non-D.Min. 
clergy. 

100% 

IV. l!PFB.'.IS OF 111iE !lEGREE OIII TIIJE SEl!miAIIT 

1. To what extent, if at all, has your D.Min. program had each of the 
following effects on your institution? 

Great 

a. The D.Min has given core 
faculty experience which 
enriches M.Div. teaching. 

(I) 

b. The D.Min. has drained attention 
and faculty energy from the 1" 
M.Div. and other programs. 

c. It has enabled us to make good 
use of fixed resources (tenured 
faculty, space, etc.) that 13 
were not being fully 
utilized before. 

d. It has stretched teaching and !G 
advising loads beyond the 
optimum. 

e. It has provided new research 
areas and opportunities 
for some faculty. 

f. It has consumed faculty time 
that should have been used 
for research and writing. 

G 

9 

g. It has helped our institution 
to improve its financial (I 
situation through providing 
additional revenue. 

- 8 -

Moderate 
(2\ 

4G 

36 

32.. 

35 

'-\I 

33 

36 

Little 
(3) 

3C> 

40 

35 

None 
(ID 

T 

10 

2,3 

13 

II 

Don't 
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FACULTY 

Don't 
Great Moderate Little None Know 

6j ~) <'.3) l'tl 
h. It has provided good public 

relations with our sponsoring 35 53 1'2... I 
denomination(s), graduates 
and others. 

i. It has enabled our institution 
4 to improve the quality of '-10 4G I l 

advanced continuing 
education for clergy . 

j. . It has provided us with a D.Min. 
alumni/ae group which is helpful 

2._9 t./'l 15 in our fund raising program. 7:/-
k. It has weakened our 

(, \ institution's reputation 10 
for academic rigor. 

2. Which one of the following three statements best. expresses your 

3. 

view of the relative effect of your D.Min, program on the financial 
well-being of the institution? 

2":f [] The D.Min is~ "profitable" than r:ither programs, 

1:,. [ J It is less "profitable" than other programs. 

~ [J It has about the same financial impo~t as other programs. 

What do you believe is the majority attitude to~~rd your D.Min. 
among each of the following groups: 

Very Somewhat Somr:what Very Don't 
Positive Positive Neg<.1tive Negative Know 

Administrators 55 Y2. 3 -a. 

b. Board of Trustees (if any) S5 !{3 2. 
C • Alumni/ae and other LJ2. 5S 2. 

external constituencies 

d. M. Div. students 2--=1- G0 8 

e. Majority of faculty ~ sG 16 

f. Yourself '1'il 35 14 

- 9 -

f'\E'A\) 
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1, 9 

2..1 
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FACULTY 

4. Do you think that five years from now your institution will still 
offer the D.Min. degree? 

9c. Yes 'iJ No 

a. If yes, how do you think the program in five years will compare 
with the present program in size? In quality? 

Size will be: 

32 Larger 
s=,. About the same 
ll Smaller 

Quality will k;_ 

Higher 
About the same 

Lower 

50 
4~ 
2. 

5. Given the current situation in your institution, what future for your 
D.Min. program do you think the majority of your institution's 
faculty would endorse? What future would you endorse? 

Faculty Yourself 

'20 To expand our program 2..-=t-

6'::f To keep our program the same size 55 
10 To decrease our program in size 12.. 
'-f To eliminate our program G 

6. What changes would you like to see in your D.Min. program? 

- JO -
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2..'l 23 

15 14 

2.3 19 
2.◊ 15 
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FACULTY 

D.H:ml. OllllSES (If you have taught a course in the last three 
involving D.Min. students, please fill out this section, 
have not taught such a course, please check here [], 
and skip to VI. BACXCROmffl. 

years 
If you 

1. In what form(s) have you taught D.Min. courses in the past three years? 
(Check all that apply) 

a. Weekly, semi-weekly or more frequent meetings over the 
length of a quarter or semester 

One week/five day intensives 

Two week/10 day intensives 

Longer than two week intensives (Specify length of time: ___ ) 

Other (Specify: ___________________ ) 

b. Please circle the course form above that you most commonly 
.QI. typically offer; and answer questions lC --icr-below with regard 
to this most typical D.Min. course you teach. 

c. How many classroom hours does the course require? 34 

d. Does it require student preparation before the course begins? 

e, 

f. 

g. 

69 Yes l'il No \3 Varies 

How much reading does this typical course require? 1300 pages (r'f)EAN) 

How many pages of work written by the student does this 
typical course require? 32. pages (rnEAt,J) 

Roughly, how much weight do you give to each of the following in 
determining a D.Min, student's grade in this typical course? 

2..~ % To class participation 

5.±_% To student papers or project reports 

..3:_% To examinations 

Q_% Other: 

100% 

- 11 -
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In a typical D,Min. course 
are not D.Min. students? 

you teach, what percentage of students 

EU 
If there is a mix of D.Min. and non-D.Min. students, does this 
mix have a positive, neutral or negative effect on eRch of the 
following groups/persons? 

a. On the D.Min. students 
b. On the non-D.Min. students 
c, On you as the instructor 

Positive Nei..:::ral Negative 

1:3, 
5 
14 

3. If you offer courses especially for D.Min. students, how would you 
compare the level of difficulty of these courses with advanced 
courses offered for your senior M.Div. 's? 

42. About the same level of difficulty. 
Sl D.Min. courses are more advanced and difficult. 
g D.Min. courses are less difficult. 

4. How many D.Min. students fail a typical D.Min. course you teach? 

+3 None 22. One 4 Two L '.iore than two 

5. How frequently would each of the following kinds of reading materials 
be likely to appear as required reading on your typical D.Min. 
course syllabus? 

Almost Infrequently 
Always Frecuently Never 

a. Textbooks Y'I 
b. Scholarly books which may be 

readily purchased 

c. 

d. 

Popular or general audience books \2 
which may be readily purchased 

Out-of-print materials or journal {~ 
articles available only through 
a library 

e. Duplicated materials supplied by 3'1 
the D.Min. office or by you as 
the instructor 

10 

35 3 

36 36 IS 

35 35 16 

16 

6. Which of the above type of reading material dom:nates the required 
reading list of your typical D.Min. course? 

2."f A 5'7B 5 C 2. D 

- 12 -
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7. In general, do students complete the assigned reading for your D.Min. 
courses? 

24 Always 
'l-1 Usually 

4 Sometimes 
Rarely 

Never 
Don't know 

8. Do you require written reports on assigned readings in your D.Min. 
courses? 

39 Yes, al\olays 45Yes, sometimes \G No, never 

9. To what extent do you employ different methods or styles of teaching 
in D.Min. courses than you use in advanced M.Div. courses? 

10, 

1. 

To 
or 

39 To a great extent 
liO To a limited extent 

what extent has teaching in 
style of teaching in M.Div, 

lo To a great extent 
53 To a limited extent 

\5 Not at all 
'=, Do not teach advanced M.Div. 

D.Min. courses changed your methods 
courses? 

34 Not at all 
~ Do not teach M.Div. courses 

a. If your M.Div. teaching has been affected, which of the following 
changes have you made in your M.Div. teaching? (Check all 

Your 

that apply.] 
(N•l!G) 

S1 Use more varied methods 
YI Use more practical illustrations 
GLt- Draw more on the students' own experiences 
II Present more simplified theoretical presentations 
II (Other: 

lOther: 

rank/title: 
Sl Professor 
23 
II 
I 
I 
=, 

Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 
Instructor 
Lecturer 
Other: 

Of: SEE ?f'):;E' 13 A 
field/area/subject 

2. Your tenure status: 
"- tenured 

3. 

I~ will be considered for tenure in the future 
\5 not eligible for tenure 

Are you an adjunct faculty member 
received this questionnaire? 

- 13 -

at the institution from which you 
II Yes 8'! No 



FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE 

FIELD/AREA/SUBJECT 

Theology/Philosophy 
Bible 
History 
Ethics 
Preaching and Worship 
Social Sciences 
Education 
Pastoral Care 
World Religious 

Respondent/Highest Degree P.arned 

Ph.D. I '!'H.D. 
St. D. 
Ed.D. 
D,M.in. 
Rel BA or MA 
Other Masters 

20% 
23 
10 

3 
13 

2 
9 

16 
3 

75% 
2 
4 
8 
7 
4 

FACULTY 



4. Your highest earned degree: SEE ffiGE 13A 

5. Have you ever served as a full-time parish pastor/associate? 

~Yes 2.'l No 

6. Have you ever served as a part-time or interim parish pastor? 

'C/2 Yes 21? No 

7. For each of the following types of possible involvement in your 
institution's D.Min. program, please indicate whether you have 
been involved regularly (in most academic years); occasionallv 
(every second or third year); rarely; or never. 

Occasion-

FACULT'! 

Regularly ally Rarely Never 
a. Teach course(s) primarily or 3D exclusively for D.Min. students Z.."- ?..."I I 'I 

b. Teach course(s) in which D.Min. 
33 2.S \0 

students, among others, may enroll 

c. Advise D.Min. students as they plan 1..\6 2.<o 11 
their programs 

d. Advise D.Min. students on their 25 10 
major project or theses 

e. Read and evaluate theses or 2...4 
major project reports 

f. Other: ~2.. 13 3 

8. Have you ever served on the committee that oversees the D.Min. 
program in your institution? 

\ i Yes, as chair Y5 Yes, as member only 3":f No 

9. How much would you say you know about your institution's D.Min. 
program? 

<o% A great deal 
'26 Some 

6 A little 
/ Nothing 

10. Are you currentlv serving as academic dean? 14 Yes 83 No 

"IIIANl 100 for completing the questionnaire. Please seal it in the 
accompanying envelope and return it by Vednesday. February 20th, to 
the chief executive officer of your institution. 

- 14 -
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GRADL\TE 

I. ABOUT CONTINUING EDUCATION 

Note: The following questions pertain to continuing education in general, not specifically to D.Min. programs. 

A. Below are listed some reasons why a minister may want to take part in a continuing education program 
Please check how important each of these reasons shouJd be for a minister's taking part in continuing education. 

Somnvhat No< V,ry 

1. To update theological knowledge in an area in 
lm"8F't Im~• lm~f"t lm~ranl 

which he/she has fallen behind .'fl_ ':t3.. lL 2. 
2. To pursue an area of theological interest ~ .53- .l.'L .J._ 
3, To unprove practical skills such as preaching, 

counseling, administration, etc. ~ 3L -6._ .12... 
4. For spiritual growth ;:a_ :IQ_ .L'i.. c:L 
5, To broaden one's knowledge by srudying in 

non-theological areas such as economics, 

t 1i B 

Le 
literature, sociology, etc. 5L ~ 1:15. 1!:L 

In general, which of the factors listed above should be the ONE MOST IMPORT ANT reason for a minister to 
take part in continuing education? Please write in the number (from the list above) of the most important 
reason. 

Which of the factors listed above was the most important reason for your becoming involved in a D.Min. 
program? Please write in the number (from the list above) of the most important reason. 

D. Ministers, like others, have different needs and opportunities for continuing education. In general, however, 
how valuable do you think it is for ministers to pursue continuing education in each of the following ways? 

Very Somewhat Not 

E, 

1. In a program working toward a Ph.D. in a 
theological field 

2. In a program working toward a D.~. degree 
3. In a program working toward a theological 

degree or certificate other than a Ph.D. or 
D.Min. 

4, 
5. 

6, 
7, 
8. 
9, 

10, 

In a degree program at a secular institution 
In non-credit seminars or workshops at a 
seminary or theological center 
In non-credit seminars at a secular institution 
In a trave!-studv program 
In independent study 
In a study group made up of local clergy 
On a spiritual retreat 

VaJ_ytble V:t"!ble V't_Mble V~ble 

-1L ~ ~ 
5.L ~ ~ ..L 

lL ':EL alt .!:L 
~ 33. 53. lb. 

.&. !;D. ~ _l:L 

.s,__ ~ .sa. ~ ~ ~ ~ 
$_ ~ .':L 

a. .!:13.. _i,_ 
~L .!I!!.. 3.L .':L 

1. Does your denomination or judicatorv require its ministers to do a certain amount of continuing education 
each year? 3E:._Yes ~0 

2. In your opinion, should it require a certain amount of continuing education? 

3, How much pressure is there on you to engage in regular continuing education: 

From your Judicatory? 

1. A great deal 
2. Some 
3. Little or none 

1 

From your congregation 
or work setting? 

JL 
~ 
!o.L 

mEAIJ 

t.1 
\,9 

1.4 
1,, 

2.,G 

2..G 
l,G 

2,3 
2..::/ 

2.,2 
2,,'f 
2.~ 
2,"3 
2,~ 
i!,2. 
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F. Have you taken pari in a continuing education program since completing your D.Min. program? 

~ Yes RNo 

H yes: 1. What kind of continuing education was it? In the left hand column, check as many categories as apply. 

2. In the column on the right give an estimate of the number of days that you have spent or will spend 
through May 1985. mEJl,tJ oF -nio:sE 

P;lffldpated 
INOturrtNG AN'f 

No. of Days 

s__°lo 
3:... 
Q 
~ 

2.:1:. 
lJ:Z.. 
~ 
':iL 
fi.. 

Formal program working toward a degree or certificate at a theological seminary ~3~1 _ 
Formal program working toward a degree or certificate at a secular institution 

Non•credit seminars or workshops at a seminary or theological center 

Non•credit seminars or workshops at a secular institution 

Travel•study program 

!ndependent study 

Study group consisting of local clergy 

A spiritual retreat 

2-'l 

14 
!2 
2.3 
20 

15 
10 

Other:---------------------- ~l'I~_ 

G. How much annual study leave (excluding sabbatical) does your congregation or employer provide? 

~one Lf~ Two Weeks .§_Four Weeks Lsix Weeks or more 
11... One Week !::L. Three Weeks .0... Five Weeks 

1. If study leave time is provided, is the amount adequate? 61.._Yes 31__:,Io 

2. If studv time isfrovided, did you use it in 1984? 
S2... Yes, all o it ~ Yes, some of it 11...No, none of it 

H. Does your congregation or employer%vide funds for you to use in paying the cost of continuing education, 
such as for tuition, travel, etc? Yes 2.!:f:.:.No 

1. If yes, what is the allowance? $ 49:3 (per year) (mEMJ) 

2 .. If yes, is the amount adequate? SV'es 4.6..No 

3. If an allowance is provided, did you use it in 1984? 

5:L_Yes, all of it .3Q_yes, some of it ~o, none of it 

2 



GRADUATE 

II. ATITTUDE TOWARD TIIE DOCTOR OF MINI~lTRY DEGREE 

Note: In this section, we would like to have your opinions about the Doctor of Ministry program in general. 
Later we will ask you about the particular program in which you participated. 

A. Listed below are several statements about the D.Min. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each. 

1. All other factors being equal, a minister with a 
D.Min. should be paid more than a minister 
who has on!va M.Div. orB.D. 

2. All other factors being equal, a minister with a 
D.Min. should be hired (or appointed) in 
preference to someone who has onlv a 
M.Div. orB.D. • 

3. A minister who has ea med the D.Min. should 
be called "Dr." in public settings 

4. A minister who has a D.Min. degree is more 
likely to be respected by other community 
leaders than if he/she did not have the degree 

5. All other factors being equal, a minister who 
regularly engages in continuing education 
should be hired (or appointed) in preference 
to someone who does not 

6. All other factors being equal, regular partici~ 
pation in continuing education should be 
given more weight in a hiring decision (or the 
appointive process) than whether a person 
has a D.Min. degree 

Strongly 
A-
0) 

i;H___ 

l!i... 
.a_ 

LL 

Strongly 

'8i '"or' °"'@ 
':J:l_ 2.4 ,3_ 

'iL ili ..5._ 

& 2.2 ..!-L, 

Go ~ L. 

5.5. J_ 

8. Which one of the following two statements better describes what you think the D.Min. should be? Whi_ch 
better describes what you think your D.Min. program actually was? Which better describes most D.M1n. 
programs? (O,eck one in each column.) 

1. A mark of distinction with selective admissions 
polices and rigorous standards for completion 

Should .. 
°' 

Myl'rognm 
AmullyWu 

Most Programs 
Actu.&lly Ate 

o, 

2. Open to all clergy who want a structured 
program of continuing education ~ '6Q.. 5.9. 

C. Which one of the following statements best describes your opinion of the D.Min. degree, in general? 

The concept of a professional doctorate: 

":l.~ is a ~ound one, and in general, all seminary D.Min. programs offer educational experiences of good 
~quality 
.sg__ is a sound one, but some seminary programs (not including my own) are of dubious or poor ~uality 
..3._ is a sound one, but some seminary programs (including my own) are of dubious or poor quahty 

±: !s sound, but most oi: all current seminary D.M!n- programs are of dubious or poor quality 
IS unsound; the D.Mm. degree should not be given 

J:i_ no opinion 

III. INVOLVEMENT IN A D.MIN. PROGRAM 

A. From which seminary did you receive your D.Min. degree? 

Seminary: 

StateorProvince: _______ -,c-c:-:,,------------------------(...,...,) 
3:6,3 Receive your degree? B. In what year did you: Begin? 

C. Where did you take most of your D.Min. courses? On campus 6=1-% At off campus sites 339o 

3 

"1EAt-J 

2.1 

2..3 

2., I 

2..1 

I. 'I-

2..1 
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D. Which best describes your D.Min. program? (Check one.) 

\0 General in overall focus 
_6L General in focus, but allowing for some specialization 
~ Specialized in focus 

Area or field of specialization (if any): -----------------------

£. Before decidin_g to enroll in vour D.Min. program, did you investigate any other D.Min. programs? 
Yes f,3 No 3':t 

F. How important were each of the following reasons in decidirg on the D.l~·n. progra~at you chose? 
Ex~ely e So hat {--0 
Important Important Important Unimportant 

1. Geographical proximity of the seminary a_g,_ z..:... 2:1_ 2'. 
2. Possibility of an off-campus program Z-9.... .IL .13.... -3. Content and focus of the program a ~ L ..L 4. Reputation of the program li... ~ J.':L. ..,3_ 
5. Reputation of particular faculty teaching in 

the program fz= ~ }i :&:: 6. Cost of the prog;:am =--7. Availabilitv of ·nancial aid ~ J1- ~ 51. 8. Denomina-tional affiliation of seminarv fi_ ~ ao_ ~ 9. Ease of completing program while wo"rking 
full time ~ aa. ~ _II_ 

10. Opportunity to join a D.Min colleague group 
forming in my area Jj__ .a.. .15.. .SC 

IY\EI\N -2,4 
2.,, 
1,5 
I.=. 

1.9 
2.,'1 
3,3 
a..& 

2 '\ 

3,0 
11. Encouragement of denominational executive ~ J..Q.. .ll,... f3_ 3,5 
12. Other: 64 \2.. 

G. In what way did denominational affiliation affect your choice of a D. Min. program? (Check one.) 

'::£Q.J wanted a D.Min. from a seminary o_f my own denomination . 

..2.....J wanted a D.Min. from a seminary or a denomination other than my own. 

S3-Denomination was not a factor in my choice of a program. 

22. 

H. What was the total amount charged by the seminary in tuition and fees related to yourD.Min. degree? (Please 
give total before any financial aid was deducted.) $ 36YC (fY\EAW) 

Please estimate the total of all additional costs (e.g., travel, housing, meals, books, typing, etc.) related to your 
obtaining of the degree. $ ,30,23 (m£11\'-l) 

I. Did you receive any financial aid grants or loans for your D.Min. program from: 

1. The seminarv? 
2. Your denomination? 
3. Your congregation or employer 
4. Other: 

Grants Loans 

0,1 
Q,j_ 
o.,!i. 
2 

Total dollar amount of grants from all sources? $ ______ _ 
Total do!lar amound of loans from all sources? $ ______ _ 

J. How much of a financial burden did you find it was to meet the expense of your D.Min. program? 

(o Great burden 52 \1oderate burden ~ Little or no burden 

K. How much of a time burden did you find it was to be involved in your D.Min. program? 

30 Great burden ~Moderate burden , f, Little or no burden 

4 
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IV. D.MIN. PROGRAM EMPHASIS AND COMPONENTS 
k Listed below are a variety of emphases that D.Min. programs may have. For each, please indicate: 

First, how much emphasis was placed on each in your D.Min. program. 
Second, how valuable you found the emph.asis to be for your overall persona!, professional and 
inte!lectual growth. (If not applicable, circle 0.) 

Extent of Emphasis in Your 
Value to You D.Min. Progral!\ 

OlE:A'1 "!\\"' "rt',' '&'l' N(!\'j• G~al "rt',' 't~· i)· NA ME!IN 

2., I 1. Svstematic, philosophical or 
historical theology ~ fi:)_ ~ .3:.. ~ ':16... is.L ~ 2,C 

1.5 2. Pastoral or practical theology 59. 33.. I,_ .2.... ffi_ 32.. 3:... ..L 1,5 

2,1 3. Biblical studies 2.4 !ft 2.1 .f,__ ':lL ~ R .3_ I. 2 
2..5 4. Ethics 12 .':1.1... 3,3_ .L'l. a... ':I.':!.. 3.L 1- 2...3 
2. '1 5. Church history .L 2"1- ~ 25 1L 3'±_ ~ li2.. 2.., 
2.S 6. Spiritual formation .a_ ~ 30.. JS_ a_ $1. 22. ..2_ 2.,1 
2,3 7. Sociological theory ?J... 40 22 _11_ ?.3... ~ az.. 2- 2..C 
2..1 8. Psychological theory a !:13. " .2...._ 33__ Jg_ 2.1 5- 2.,0 
2.,0 9. Organizational development 3a. ;;f,_ H.. 3___ ~ 3=t. 15... £ I,? 
I • 'i? 10. Ministerial arts, practical studies 

(e.g., preaching, pastoral counseling'.':t.5. 
~ J.i. _:I._ 51±.. 3L g_ ,3_ I , ,;; Chi;-istian ed, etc.) 

B. Which two (if anv) of the above areas would vou most have liked to have emphasized more in vour D.Min. 
program? (Write.appropriate numbers.) • --- • 

C. Which two (if anv) of the above areas would vou most have liked to have emphasized less in your D.Min. 
program? (Write i-ippropriate numbers.) • 

_a,_ C.. 
'EMPll~Si ;a£D ll' ~AS12£Dlf 

"10A,E LE:ss 

I. 5'C'STEm~1 fi.1LOSO~HICAL ~ 10 15 
\llSTIJRtCI\L "l'HEOioGY 

Z,. l'RSrt>\AL 01\. 1'1!.""'1CJ\L "1\le,t!)gf 15 6 
.'3, 1l1BLI<!JIL Sll)PIES Ii 5 
'{, EllliC.S ={- 9 
5- Cfl\)l\ci< \-IISTOf\Y 3 15 • 
G, SP111mJAL. ~ION 1'7 6 
C/-, =ioi.t:GICAL ""™f:OR'i' 3 ! 11 
g, 'P:S(<:,\.IOUlGl~L "1llEPR.Y ~ JI a 

i. ~Nl"i!ATIOWAL- llc\lE\,Ol'llBJT ~ 12-
10, 11'\itJ\S'lERIM. IIIITS, 'i'I\AC!1UIL S1U0IES 13 3 
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GRADUA'E 

D. Listed below are a variety of structures and methodologies common to many D.Min. programs. For each, 
please indicate: 

First, the amount of use or emphasis that each received in your D.Min. program. 
Second, how \'aluable you found the structure/methodology to be for your own personal and pro-
fessional learning. (If not applicable, circle 0.) 

Extent of Emphasis in Your 
D.Min. Program Value to You 

l'OEA~ M•ch Som, Little None Great Som, Little None NA 

1. Seminars !2j_ a -5.... .,3__ @_ 2."'I- _LL_ _L I ,'1 
2. Faculty lectures ~ ~ .16.... ~ %._ ~ ill... _I L+ 
3. Supervised practice 

(e.g., CPE, work in student's parish) 3.5.. ~ ft 22. 'ft. ~ lfi... JO__ ,.i 
4. Case shldies a !f5_ 2.J 3=__ 35._ .':IQ_ cD 5- l,'l 

5. Librarv research 3:i_ fi a. ,3_ '!Q__ 'iL .!!I:... ,5__ t.~ 
6. Analysis/evaluation of 

'H. 3.L .l(,__ :L ministry setting ':Ii... 3L .1£.... 5- !.II 

7. Career assessment 3..... 3.L ;:.6__ ?.5. 13:_ .35. 3&._ E:. 2.Y 
8. Colleague/support group 39:. -4- a 1.2c. '12,.._ 3!±... .ii.. .&.. l.'l 

9. Peer or collegial learning ~ 35_ a_ 9- !J2L 35 12._ 5- I. 'l 
10. Leaming contract !fi__ 32 £'±_ 3a. .IB... 3(,_ ~ H. 2,5 

11. Course exams !.:L .:,':(_ i:-3. ,3Q "'l..._ 33... 3!:t. J9_ _2.(; 
12. Qualifying exams a 2.!:l:. fl.. 3:l.. 16._ a3.. ~ i;5_ 

13. In:,,~lvement of laity from your 
ministry setting 33,_dl_ .a_ ~ lf&_ ~ j,S_ J.Q_ 

E. Which two (if any) of the above areas would you most have liked to have emphasized morr in your D.Min. 
program? (Writeappropriatenumbers.) __ _ 

F. Which two (if any) of the above areas would you most have liked to have emphasized less in your D.Min. 
program? (Write appropriate numbers.) ___ ___ ,t-

E, EW>WASI~ ~Elf I'", El'lPAAS\;!Et> /.J;SS 

I, SEIYl1NAl'IS 1Q"ln 7 
2, Fl\CJ.JI.TI' =1ll'\ES __ ', __ 
3. Slf£R>J lSED ffiPC!l CE I 2. 
Lf, CASE S1\Jt>IES _'l~-
.S, LlBRAII'< ~l\<:.H --5~-
~. ANAt.:{SIS /etAWfTT10N CF 

1")1NlS'TP.Y ~NG 

'f. CJ\RW.. ASSESSme.fl'" 

ji!' CDI.IEI\GLE I Sl)f'f'CRT" GR:>0P 
q. f'Ea:: ~ CC>UE6lAL Lf:AA,iit,G 

10, LEl'II\NilllG COlsfTI>;ACJ" 
11 , COO~E 'E)(l\l()S 

l.t, (i)l)f>ILIF'(ltJE, El<II\V\S 

13 , 11.)~0~ <F lJ\tT'( l=I\ON"I 
YOllR t't\<NlSll'\'i SE'TT1N6 

15 
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4 

6 

q 

':I 
6 
'I 

1-1: 
10 

2,G; 

I.' 



GRADUATE 

G. How would you evaluate the overall quality of teaching in yourD.Min. program by: 

Excellent Good f;air 
Not 

Poor Applicable 

1. Full-time faculty from the seminary 

2. Adjunct faculty 

li 
SQ_ 

1:6... 2,.... .L 
':JQ... JQ.. .L 

H. Many D.Min. programs have rules about completion of assignments within specified time periods and max
imum periods of time one can spend in various program phases. In the program you attended were these 
guidelines and rules: (Check one.) 

~oAlwavs strictlv enforced 
5a. Usually enforCed 

5 Enforced in some courses/areas; not in others 
3 Rarely enforced and/or easy to get waived or extended 
2. Program had no such guidelines or rules 

I. In general, did you complete the assigned reading for your D.Min. courses? 

~Always 
- 32... Usual!y 

2 Sometimes 
=Rarely 

Never 

J. Thinking back to your B.D./M.Div. course work, how would you compare the level of difficulty of advanced 
B.D./M.Div. courses to the courses in yourD.Min. program? 

~About the same level of difficulty 
SJ_D.Min. courses were more advanced and difficult 
u_ D.Min. courses were less difficult 

K. How would you assess the level of ability of those D.Min. students you had an opportunity to observe in 
your program? What percent would you say were persons of: 

1. 45 % great ability 
2. '¼4 % moderate abilitv 
3. ) I % limited abilitv • 

100% • 

L. What priority did you perceive that the D.Min. program and students received from {amity? 

21 Highest ~ High 14 Moderate _l_Low ~owest 

M. What priority did you perceive that the D.Min. program and students received from administration? 

ILHighest ~igh 2.1 Moderate !±_Low J Lowest 

N. Think of a typical D.Min. course that you took. 

1. How many students do you estimate were in this course? l CZ (rn£1'N) 'RANGE 

2. Do you feel that the size of this class was too large, about right or too small? 

~Too large q4 About right _L Too small 

3. About what percentage of students in thi~ class were not O.Min. students? ~1~1 __ % 

0. Do you think it is a good idea to have non-D.Min. students in D.Min. courses? 

9' Yes, in all courses 
.~es, in some courses 
~o,never 
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GRADUATE 

P. How easy was it for you to obtain needed reading matetia!s for: 

1. Courses 

2. Major project/thesis 

Usually Usually 
Easy Mixed Difficult 

L 
5... 

Q. What was the nature of your final project/thesis for your D.Min. degree? 

3~ A dissertation in scholarly form on a theological and/or practical topic 

"':f An extended essay, without full scholarly apparatus, on a theological and/or prnctical topic 

54 An experiment or project in the local setting, followed by a written project report 

2. Othe, -----------------------------

R. What was the primary focus of your D.Min. major project/thesis? Desai be it in a sentence in the space below. 

5. In carrying out your major project/thesis, how much use did you make of each of the following: 
Very~uch ~· ~· 'i"~' fYlcf\tJ 

1. Seminan· librarv at '±3.. ~ R. .:!:... 18 
your institution· 

2. Nearby seminary or college 
library 

2.\l ~ Jj_ 2.0 2..3 

3. Public librarv 1L aL 3-2.. 23:. 2.,=/-
4. Your own library 53 3"t :±_ j_ I,~ 

T. In formulating, implementing and writing your major ?roject/thesis, to what extent would you say that you 
drew on each of the following types of resources? (Please try to make distinctions regarding the relative use 
made of each.) 

1. Your present faith commitments V•'\I\'""' ~· t.'\'' 't!o' lrl~N 
and values @_ ~ .a ...L 1,4 

2. The Bible and methods of Biblical 
study 'R. 4'2. !.!±.. L I. 'i1 

3. Examples/ideas from the history and 
tradition of the church ~ 'iS.. 2.5 5- 2, I 

4. Your past experience in similar 
ministry situations 3Z.. ~ .If,_ ,5_ I, 'l 

5. Prayer and meditation 1.!:L ',39_ !±.0. __g_ 2,4 
6. Content and methods of theology 

and ethics 2',_ %. 2!+ ~ 2.0 

8 



GRADUATE 

Very much Som, Little None 11\EJ\IJ 
7. Literature, philosophy, the arts JL ~ i'i 12. 2..G 
8. Theorv and methods from the human 

scienCes (psychology, sociology, 
organizational development, etc.) ~ ~ lQ__ £_ l.b 

9. An analysis you developed of your 
2.-=i- _:I:_ ~ ministry setting and your role in it 6.L 1.5 

10. Consultation with other clergy J.j_ ~ tl l 2..2 
11. Consultation with other professionals a Lfi. &L ..f_ '2..0 
12. Consultation with laih· in vour 

36. ministry setting ~ .LG... .9.... 2,0 

u. How would you rate the preparation your D.Min. program gave you to undertake the major project/thesis? 

Excellent Good --Fair __foor 

V. How much did you consult the fo!lowing kinds of sources or texts in preparing your D.Min. project or thesis? 

Ve1,ruclt ~'l" 'm' 
1. Original sources and texts !:Fl- 34 .L'±. 
2. Scholarly secondary literature 42. 'N_ _:I:_ 

3. Works on ministry and theology 
intended for a f.eneral audience 

d.. 46 i3Q. (i.e., non-scho arly) 

W. Overall, how would you assess the benefits of the major project/thesis? 

3=t% The most valuable feature of my D.Min. program 
56 Very valuable, but not the most valuable feature of my D.Min. program 
• ~ Somewhat valuable 

J Of no value 

"t''IJ' ~N 

.5-. I, g 
J_ I '"1-

2., 2. 

X. To what extent have the skills and abilities required to complete your project or thesis been of use in your 
continuing ministry? 

S-:,. To a great extent 
3g To some extent 

1 Of little use 
_j__ Of no use at all 

Y. How much difficulty did you have, if any, in keeping 01. schedule at each of the following points in your 
program: (If not applicable, circle 0.) 

Grut No 
Dif?,culty t,,j' '-&'\' Dil~lty NA ME/lN 

1. While taking courses .,3_ ~ .:iL 3.5 3,0 
2. yvhile preparing for and taking qualify• 

.3..... 2.6 35. 3G.. 3.0 mg exams 

3. While preparing a project/thesis 
IS.. ~ Q 1£ '2.,4 proposal 

4. While writing the project or thesis ~ '±3_ 13... .I.J±_ a. '2. 
5. Other (specify): "1-2. 10 1,3 5 1 . ,;i 
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GRADUATE 

V. EXPERIENCES DURING AND SINCE INVOLVEMENT IN D.MIN. PROGRAM 

A. To what extent would you say that each of the following was true for you during the time you were involved in 
your D.Min program? 

Very t3uch So't~what A[~ttl, No\4)A.II 111E1\>,l 
1. Became distracted from my job by 

the demands of the program .5-- 3.3.. .Y.L Z,.1- 2. .'il 
2. Experienced renewed commitment 

~ 3.'.L !& ,3_ I,":/-to my job 

3. Had difficulty meeting academic 
demands and requirements _.&_ il 3f,_ :12,. 3,2. 

4. Discovered new capacities for 
critical inquiry ~ ~ 13_ ,3_ I. '3 

5. Developed personal or family 
problems traceable to my D.Min. 

.!:I:... 3.._ fl. 69 3,5 involvement • 

6. Discovered new depth of collegial 
support with other pastors ~ 3!::2_ 3Q_ J.!l 2.3 

7. Developed conflict(s) in my ministry 
setting traceable to my D.Min. .&__ "3:__ 16... :1:5. 3 .<;, involvement 

8. Developed creative solutions to 
significant problems or conflicts in 

~ L:IQ. 2!) JL 2.0 my ministry setting 

B. Listed below are several possible changes that can occur as a result of participation in a D.Min. program. Please 
assess to what extent you belie\·e each has occurred for you as a rt'SiJ/t vf lim•ins participated in t/Jc program. 

GO)a< 
I) 

Metrate A little 
0) No(!// all r<JEAN 

1. Gained increased inte!lech1al 
Z3. ;B_ ~ £ 2. .o sophistication 

2. G,1ined increased c,1pacity for 
3Q. 53. 16... J_ 1,q theological reflection 

3. Gained clearer understanding of your 56 3Y:_ _3_ _I 1.5 theology of ministry 

4. Gained increased spiritual depth .a '±L a6_ .f,_ 2.3 
5. Gained increased self-awareness .':IQ. ~ 15.. _j_ I, 'i! 
6. Impro\'ed your worship leadership .lf,_ 3!±. 33. ti_ 2.5 
7. Became a better preacher a '::I.L -a_ .13.. 2,4 
8. Became better at management 'B: ~ ~ ~ 2., I 

9. Improved your counseling abilities 2.:1: 33 2.'i! _g 2.2 
10. Became a better te,,cher 2.4- 4G '2.4 ~ 2.., I 

11. Increased your skills as a spiritual 
~ 30 12. 2,4 director/guide 15. 

12. Gained a deeper underst<1ndin~ of 
how congregations/organizations 3-=f- "31 2.2. 10 2,0 work 

13. Bec;ime a more efft'ctive leader in a.. ~ 32. fl 2..,5 the community 

10 



G?JUlUATE 

'ill" Mt'2.,rate •~~I• N"i,l"II fflef\N 

14. Improved your skills in program 
development a .!±£_ ~ ....L 2.1 

15. Have a renewed commitment to ~ 3iL JL ...LL 2..0 
your present job 

El+ 
16. Became restless and sought (or are _L J.L JJ:.. 3.3 

seeking) a new job 

~ 17. Became wean.• of studv L jQ_ ~ 3.3 

18. Have greater appetite for reading 'ZJ) 44- .aQ_ ...Q_ 2.2. 
and studv 

19. Have greater se!f~confldence 40 43: ~ 2- I.':/-

20. Increased your ability to set priorities ~ ~ ~ 5 2,/ 

21. Increased vour abilitv to analvze 3':, !±,5_ .15- l.j. 1.9 
problems ihat arise ill your rriinistry 

22. Increased vour abi!itv to evaluate ~ fil_ 16 ~ t.9 
your perfcirmance 

23. Increased vour abilitv to evaluate 35 ~ 15 Lj 1.9 
progr;ims In which v'our -
con):jregation/ministry setting is 
engaged 

24. Increased vour abilitv to relate to 2,/ 4G 25 'i1 2.'2. 
other professions 

25. Increased vour involvement in l'il 2..C/ 32. 2.1 2.,6 
ecumenic.ii or denominational 
activities, or consulting with other 
churches 

C. If you had it to do over again, what decision would you make about enrolling in a D.Min. program? 

qJ% I would enroll in the same program 
'=f I would enroll in a different program 
3 I would not enroll in any D.Min. program 

D. During the time of your participation in a D.Min. program, what proportion of persons in your congregation 
or ministry setting would you estimate knew you were involved in a D. Min. program? 

35 All 'i8 Most 13 Some 3 Few None 

E. Among those who knew of your involvement, what was the majority opinion? 

-=1-l'lo Most were enthusiastic 

2...0 Most were indifferent 

1 Most would have preferred that I were not involved 

8 Opinions were thoroughly mixed 
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F. While you were involved in the D.Min. program, what happeneci in the following areas in your congre~ation/ 
s;ttinf If you served in more positions during that time, refer to lhe one you served longer. (If not app icab!e, 
arcle •) Improved or Stayed the Declined or 

In~ ~e Woer_red NA ~ 

1. Morale in the ministry setting 5Q.. !Ki... .5.... 1,5 

2. Quality of program ~- 3cc _L 1,4 

3. A.mount of program ~ G2 3....- I, "I-
4. Lay involvement 5j_ !:IQ. _L 1.4 
5. Organizational effectiveness 55. ~ 3- 1.5 
6. Oarity of purpose of the 

ministry setting /h2. ~ £.. 1.4 
7. Quality of relationships ~ ':LL _I:±_ 1,5 

VI. SOME GENERAL QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR MINISTRY 

A. A variety of factors affect a minister's status as a leader in a congregation or other setting in which he/she 
works. How important is each of the following factors for your confidence in yourself as a leader? How im-
portant for the lav people with whom you work are the following qualities or credentials for their acceptance 
of your ministry? (Note: Since it is unlikely that everything can be of highest importance, please tn· to make 
distinctions in the importance of the factors.) lmportante lmportan~ • 

for Your for Those in Yollr 
Confidente In Yollrself Congregation/Setting 

IY\El'IN Hifflest 'rir" sl!l'l' L(//j' H~est ~ "el)' ti31• ro.1\~ 

'2.,0 1. Ordination ~ !:IQ. ao. .L 1:15. .':lb .ID. -3... I '°'I-
I,~ 2. A basic seminary degree 31:±.. 5L 1.3... J_ ~ ~ a. ..3.- I.~ 
1.9 3. An earned advanced degree ti_ s,j:_ 15.. z.... 1.5... 21:l 1::JQ_ _II 2.,5 
f.'I 4. Competence in the various tasks 

of ministry Si_ ~ .b. _L ':ili_ 1H. ~ _L I ,c;; 

1,5 5. A clear sense of call horn God ~ u_ .st_ .3._ ~ ~ g._ J:l I , ::,. 
I ,Lf 6. Personal faith ~ a _I:±_ _L 5a.. 3.':l:_ L £_ 1,5 
l,'6 7. Ability to inspire faith in others 35. 53. 1L _L 5.L 1±1... ::L l..... 1,~ 

I,~ 8. Depth of learning and ability to 
think critically 31±. 5S. J.L J_ lL ~ 1:5. 5- 2.5 

1,3 9. Fairness, integrity, personal honesty 1,8. ~ _a_ J_ k3. 3.3. _:l_ _J_ 1.4 

f.S 10. A'.1 open, affirming style of dealing 
~ ~ with others .5... J_ ':iL 'ft _j_ J_ I , "'I-

1,5 11. Capacity to show pastoral concern 5.3_ ~ £ _J_ 6.L 35. ...!:L I 1,4 

2.,4 12. Physical appearance 3- ~ 3I. ~ :L ':fl. ;3'.t ..5... 2.,4 

2,1 13. Contin~in\supdort by the official 
govemmg oar of vour congrega- 22 ~ fl .s_ ~ 'fl a 3:. 2.1 tion/setting • 

'2.,-=l- 14. Continuing support of a judicatory 
5L '31_ 3% .IB.. fl_ ~ 38 3£, e. ,'l official or body 

2.,lj, 15. Recognition of your clergy peers :L 'ili. 3'l .:L a_ ~ lfi. '2Z 3.0 



GRADUATE 

B. Looking back over the preceding list, write in the number of the one factor which is most important for your 
confidence in yourself as a leader. __ _ 

C. To what extent is each of the following true for you? 

Always Often Occuionally Never IY\EAN 
1. I feel that I am really accomplishing 20 ,-0 ~ J_ l , 'l something in my ministry 

2. I feel successful in overcoming dif-
lL ~ a _Q fi.culties and obstacles in my ministry 2.0 

3. I frequently seek the advice and input 
of other ministerial colleagues in 
my work 

L ~ 51:i.. ..3.... 2.,5 

D. Who should be the primanJ evaluators of clergy? (Check one.) 

~ Ecclesiastical supervisor or superiors 
"---- Clergy peers 
59- Laity in the ministry setting 

E. When you encounter new or unusual problems in ministry, on which of the following resources do you 
typically draw? 

v,,,, Rarely or 
O8i" 0&5" So"o'f" 'lfo" m81N 

l. Your present commitments 
3Z__ ~ _Q__ and values 53.. ,.4 

2. The Bible ~ ~ G5.. 2... '2. .o 
3. Examples/ideas from the historv 

and tradition of the church • L aa. 52- q 2.,G 
4. Your past experience in similar 

ministrv situations ~ 53.. .:L ....L l, '1-
5. Prayer and meditation 35__ !:!..L 2.L ~ I • '7 
6. Content and methods of theology 

and ethics ~ 30 ~ .8_ 2..=i-
7. Literature, philosophy, the arts &.. J..Q_ 53.. i35 3,2. 
8. Theorv and methods from the human 

scienCes (psychology, sociology, 
organizational development, etc.) l..:l ~ 33. _fu___ 2.2. 

9. Your understandin~ of your ministry 
5Q_ '±3_ 3:_ 0 t. G setting and your roe in it 

10. Consultation with other clergy 1£.. ~ ~ 5- 2,4 
11. Consultation with other professionals _j__ 3Q.. ~ lL a.~ 
12. Consultation with laity in your 22.. ~ 21. Ji_ '2., I ministry setting 

F. How strong is your commitment to the ordained ministry as your vorntion? 

75 Very strong 
20._Moderately strong 

.5._Vacillating 
_I_Quite weak 

_I_No commitment; ready to change 

1 3 



G. If you could make the choice again, would you enter the ordained ministry? 

(JLDefinitely yes 
aProbably yes 

£uncertain _l__oefinitelv no 
2. Probably no 

H. How certain are you that the ordained ministry is the right profession for you? 

=t3_ Very certain 
~ Moderately certain 

.,3_Moderate!y uncertain 
_J_ Very uncertain 

GRADUATE 

I. How seriously, if at all, have you thought during the last year about leaving the ordained ministry? 

3.5.. Never thought about it J4___ Somewhat seriously 
~ Not at all seriously ~ Quite seriously; considering it 

.J._ Very seriously; now trying to leave 

J. Throughout your ministerial career, would you say you have been: 

~ Highly innovative 
5.9... Moderately innovative 

jQ_ Slightly innovative 
~ Have generally stuck to traditional methods 

VII. BACKGROUND 

A. What was your primary position at the time you began yourD.Min. program? (Check one.) 

SQ$sole pastor of a congregation or pastoral charge 
IL-Senior pastor with other ordained clergy on staff 
...&_Associate/assistant pastor with general duties 

-Z._Minister of education in a congregation 
.l,_ Pastoral counselor on staff of a congregation 
z__Pastoral counselor in private practice or with a counseling center 
..'2.._Denominational staff or executive 
...L_Staff or executive of ecumenical agency 
..a._Seminarv facultv/administrator 
12 Other: _· ___ • _________________________ _ 

In what year did you begin this position? 19 ...i.L(MEAJJ) 

B. What is your current primary position? (Check one.) 

Same position as in A. above; same congregation or organization as in A. above. 
Same position as in A. above; different congregation or organization from A. above. 
D~fferent position from A. above; same congregation or organization as in A. above. 
Different position from A. above; different congregation or organization from A. above. 

If your current primary position is different from A. above, what is it? (Check one.) 

a 
3.L 
-1. 
_j__ 
_j__ 

ft= 
k:: 
'2.1 

Sole pastor of a congregation or pastoral charge 
Senior pastor with other ordained clergy on staff 
Associate/assistant pastor with general duties 
Minister of education in a congregation 
Pastoral counselor on staff of a congregation 
Pastoral counselor in private practice or with a counseling center 
Denominational staff or executive 
Staff or executive of ecumenical agency 
Seminary facultv/administrator 
Other: - • 

In what year did you begin this position? 19 _jQ_ (n,~,J) 

C. Since ordination, in how many different, primary positions have your worked (i.e., full-time positions or part
time positions that represent your major ministerial commitment)? 'i, S (fr\c"N) 

How many of these positions ,;ere as a parish minister? 3 ,C, (IY'IEAtJ) 
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GRADUATE 

D. What is your approximate annual, before tax, cash salary? ( Include any housing allowance that you receive or 
an estimate of the fair rental value of your pasonage.) 

1. At the time you began your D.Min. programs _...JIL..'l-4,_'l.,_o"'--4,__---'('-mEA--' ~) 

2. Currently S 30 2.1 '.::/-

E. At the time you began your D.Min. program, how satisfied were you with the primary position you then held? 

4~ Very satisfied 
.!13,_ Moderately satisfied 

2 Oissatisfied 
~ Very dissatisfied 

F. At the_ time you began your D.Min. program, did your primary position offer you maximum opportunity for ex
press10n of your talents for ministry? 

L(=l, Yes, definitely 39 Yes, to some degree ~No, not really 

G. If, at the time you began your D.Min. program and/or currently, you serve(d) in a parish ministry position, 
please answer each of the following by checking the appropriate category for: 

(1) Your congregation at the time you began your D.Min. program. 

(2) Your current congregation {whether the same or different). 

(3) Your immediate past parish (answer only if different from one and two). 

(1) (2) (3) 
a. Membership of congregation: At Entry C=t Put 

1. Less than 100 'l .2L l 
2. 100-199 K J.!L a_ 
3. 200-399 22,_ .a... 2,5_ 
4. 400-699 ll_ ,25_ ZL 
5. 700-999 _3_ -11,_ .1.0... 
6. 1000 plus .l'i.. ~ ~ 

b. Size of communitv in which (1) (2) (3) 
congregation located: Al Entry c~, Put 

1. Under 2,500 (rural, open country) _11_ -6,__ 12.... 
2. 2,500-10.000 (town) .li.. .a. .a_ 
3. 10,000-50,000 (small citv) ~ _ag_ 3.L 
4. 50,000+ (metro suburb) l.L ..J.Z.. fr:: 5. 50,000-250,000 (medium city) .L!I.- Jh.. 
6. 250,000+ (large city) J.'L ~ E-

C. The congregation is/was: 

1. Growing and developing 39'l, 5~ 1!0 
2. Holdin~ its own y., 311 52. 
3. Genera ly declining 15 I! I II 

d. Approximate proportion of members who have/had college degrees: 

1. Less than 10% 2.1 12. 20 
2. 10%-25% 2'! 25 3~ 3. 25%-50% 
4. 50%-75% 2.~ 29 23 
5. 75%ormore fG ,i lb 

II I\;, ~ 

H. Ackl"l';)wledgi~g _tha.t broad categories are at best imperfect approximations, within the broad spectrum of 
Amencan Chnstiamty which one of the following best describes your theological perspective? 

_:I_ Very Liberal ~ Moderate • 2. Very Conservative 
1,,5_ Liberal '23,_ Conservative 
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I. In what year were you born? 19 3:f 
K. Denomination in which ordained? 

GRADUATE 

J. Year ordained' 19 toJ 

L. Current denomination? ------------------------------

M. What is your race/ethnicity? 

':fi_White/ Anglo 
J_Asian American 

.!:/_Black 
L Hispanic 

I Native American 
-Other: ______________ _ 

N. Citizenship? 9':t US 2 Canadian Other:-~--------------

0. Gender: % Male _L:!_Jemale 

P. Which of the following degrees do you hold? (Check all that apply.) 

qQ B.D. or M.Div. Seminary: ______________________ _ 

State or Province: 
M.R.E. 
M.A. 
S.T.M.!Th.M. 
Th.D./5.T.D./Ph.D. 
Honorarv Doctorate (D.D., L.L.D., etc.) 
Other (eXcept for D.Min.): _______________________ _ 

Q. What is your marital status? 

~ Single, never married 
_.3... Divorced, separated 

90Married 
2V\'idowed-

R. Has your marital status changed since you began your D.Min. program? 

::i_ Yes .5!.LNo If yes, please indicate how it has changed. 

5. In what state did you live when you began your D.Min. program? ______________ _ 

T. In what state do you currently live? 

u. What was your college grade average? 

..6__A 3:l_B+ .li_B- J_c 

JLA- .aQ..B 3_c+ __ Less than C 

V. What was your seminary grade average? 

JQ...A 3"/- B, 2....B- _z._c 

~A- li.. B _1_ C+ Less than C 
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VIII. IMAGES OF PASTORAL MINISTRY 

to 

3 

I 

L 

NOTE: The following questions are to be completed by PARISH CLERGY ONLY. Non-parbh clergy have com
pleted the questionnaire. 

A. Listed below are several images or dominant roles in terms of which clergy variously orient their ministry. 
Please rate each of the role images in terms of its appropriateness as a description of your ministry. 

1. Minister of the Word/Teacher of the Congreation: 
Finds primary fulfillment in preaching and 
teaching, and is attracted to a congregation with a 
strong educational emphasis. 

2. Pan"sh Administrator: Fulfillment comes in 
administering and managing a productive and 
effective church organization 

3. Social Activist: Ministry centers in relating the 
Gospel to the social context; enjoys being on the 
cutting edge of social concerns and involvement in 
community affairs 

4. Enabler/Facilitator: Centers ministrv around work 
with small groups of people, helping them relate 
particular interests and needs to the Gospel; 
organizes parish around a variety of interest and 
task groups 

5. Ct!lebnmt!Liturgist: Is most at home in leading the 
congregation in worship; deep appreciation for 
ritual and ceremonial in both formal and informal 
settings 

6. Spiritual Guide: Encourages development of the 
spiritual life by all in the congregation; works 
intensely with those interested in pursuing spiritual 
disciplines; the minister's own spiritual life is 
exemplary 

7. Witness: focus of ministrv is in sharing the Gospel 
with those in and outside the church; developing 
the church's evangelistic witness is a primary task 
of ministry 

8. Counselor/Healer: spends a major part of each week 
in pastoral counseling and visiting in homes and/or 
hospitals; finds fulfillment in helping people face 
their crises 

9. Commimity Chaplain: finds fulfi!Jment in civic roles 
and leadership; often serves on communitv com
mittees and task groups; may be chaplain to 
community groups 

Very Much 
Like Me 

Moderatelv 
Like Me-

Modentely 
Unlike Me 

B. Looking back at the various images, which one is most like ymi? Write in the number ___ _ 

17 

VervMuch 
Uniike Me MEAi 
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STUDEllT N • ¾9 
(Au.. ils A<\t ?E!,CENTl\6t'S ll>l~ O"T\!El?<l1Sf STA"ltl)) 

I. ABOUT CONTINUI~G EDUCATION 

Note: The following questions pertain to continuing education in grneral, not specifically to D.Min. programs. 

A. Below are listed some reasons why a minister may want to take part in a continuing education program. 
Please check how important each of these reasons should be for a minister's taking part in continuing education. 

FoR_ 1 Very Somewh•t Not tl1~1VJ: 
DNIIN Impprw>I lmP9o=• 1m.._,..,,, Imw.rw>t 

c.=c.c==-+-i~;?.c--1. To update theological knowledge in an area in ti) <Z) ·1.3J ('tJ 
g which he/she has fallen behind l:LL 2:tJ_ ..1.5... ..L.. I , ~ 

I 2
3

. TTo pursue an area of thke
1
o!ogical interesth 3CL ¼ J.i_ J_ I, c, 

<o! . o rmprove practicals i ls such as preac ing, fJ:J._ ~ ..5- J__ 4 
t"l counseling, administration, Ptc. I, 
r 4. For spiritual growth ~ ~ 1 :::i I 

I, 3 5. To broaden one's knowledge by studying in ...LI.- -- I.'! 
non•theological areas such as economics, 
literature, sociology, etc. .3,_. a_ ~ .l5L.. 

B. In general, which of the factors listed above should be the ONE MOST IMPORTANT reason for a minister to 
take part in continuing education? Please write in the number (from the list above) of the most important 
reason. __ _ 

C Which of the factors listed above was the most important reason for your becoming involved in a D.Min. 
program? Please write in the number (from the list above) of the most important reason. __ _ 

0. Ministers, like others, have different needs and opportunities for continuing education. In general, however, 
how valuable do you think it is for ministers to pursue continuing education in each of the fellowing ways? 

E. 

1. In a program working toward a Ph.D. in a 
theological field 

2. In a program working toward a D.Min. degree 
3. In a program working toward a theological 

degree or certificate other than a Ph.D. or 
O.Min. 

4. In a degree program at a secular institution 
5. In non-credit seminars or workshops at a 

seminary or theological center 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

In non-credit seminars at a secular institution 
In a travel-studv program 
In independent· studv 
In a study group made up of local clergy 
On a spiritual retreat 

Very Somewhat Not 
Valu;ible V.dua)ble Valuable Valu.able 

(I) (2 <3) ('I) 

JO._ ir? !:tl_ _lL 5CL _s_ _J_ 

ID... 
_3_ 

E:... 
_.s_ 
.lk.. 
...IL 

:ft: 
1. Does your denomination or judicatory require its ministers to do a certain amount of continuing education 

each year? 2.9 Yes =t2,No 

2. In your opinion, should it require a certain amount of continuing education? lQ._Yes 

1 

2.7/. 

2..3 
2., "'1-
2..?. 
2. .'l-
2 .~ 
2..3 
2..3 
2,0 
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F. How much annual study leave (excluding sabbatical) does your congregation or employer provide? 

23 None 4c:; Two Weeks Cf Four Weeks 
!ff 

5
~ne Week ~ree Weeks uAt a Five Weeks 

1. • dy leave time is jffiWided, is the amo cl.equate? 

~ix Weeks or more 

;,s__Yes 

2. lf studv time is yrovided, did you use it in 1984? 
li Yes, all o it Ji_ Yes, some of it ~o, none of it 

G. Does your congregation or employer provide funds for you to use in paying the cost of continuing education, 
such as for tuition, travel, etc? li Yes ZS No 

1. If yes, what is the allowance? S ~2 (per year)- (Y)EA~ $ ArroUITT 

2. If yes, is the amount adequate? 'fi_Yes 

3. If an allowance is provided, did you use it in 19S4? 

iL_ Yes, all of it ~es, some of it 5-!Jo, none of it 

II. ATilTUDE TOWARD THE DOCTOR OF MINISTRY DEGREE 

Note: In this section, we would like to have vour opinions about the Doctor of Ministry program in general. 
Later we will ask you about the particular program in which you participated. 

A. Listed below are several statements about the D.Min. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each. 
Strongly Strongly 

I. All other factors being c.-;".lal, a minister with a 'ri "5.i °i3j "t<ir' 11\EAIJ 
D.Min. should.be paid more than a minister 

23 4-5 .d_ L 2.1 who hasonlv a M.Div. orB.D. 
2. All other fadors being e(ual, a minister with a 

D.Min. should be hired or appointed) in 

R;eference to someone who has onlv a 
~ !fu_ .5..__ .Div.orB.D. • .l!L 2.-~ 3. A minister who hasec.-,.,··d the D.Min. should 

4. 
be called "Dr." in public settings R._ 5Cl.. --3Q._ .L 2.,3 A minister who has a D.Min. degree is more 
like Iv to be reshected bv other communitv 

lb.. 2._q leadE!rs than if e/she did not have the degree 51... .£ 2.'2 5. All other factors being :~qua\, a minister who 
regularlv enga3es in continuing education 
should be hire (or appointed) in preference 

-1L _L to someone who does not I , 'il 
6. All other factors being equal, regular partici• 

pation in continuing education should be 
given more weight in a hiring decision (or the 
appointive process) than whether a person 
has a D.Min. degree ~ 5.a.. ;:,s 2. 2..0 

B. Which one of the following two statements better describes what you think the D.Min. should be? Which 
better describes what you think your D.Min. program achially was? Which better descnbes most D.Min. 
programs? (Check one in each column.) 

Sho\lld MyProgrun Most Progruns .. AdllallyWu Actually Mt 
I. A mark of distinction with selective admissions 

policies and rigorous standards for completion 
& a 32-or or or 

2. Open to all clergy who want a structured 
~ 3& 6.8.. program of continuing education 

2 



STUDENT 

C. Which one of the following statements best describes your opinion of the D.Min. degree, in general? 

The concept of a professional doctorate: 

.3Q_ is a sound one, and in general, all seminary D.Min. programs offer educational experiences of good 
quality . . 

-6.Q_ is a sound one, but some seminary programs (not including my own) are of ~ub1ous or poor guahty 
_a__ is a sound one, btlf some seminary programs (including my own) are of dubious or poo~ quality 
_J__ is sound, but most or a!\ current seminary D.Min. programs are of dubious or poor quahty 
__L_ 's uns?~nd; the D.Min. degree should not be given 
-5.-noopm1on 

III. INVOLVEMENT IN A D.MIN. PROGRAM 

A. At which seminary are you enrolled in a D.Min. program? 

Seminary: 

State or Province:----------------------------------

B. lnwhatyeardidyou enter? ____ Do you plan to graduate? ____ (year) ----Y,·1CRQ-l'H-~ 

C In the program in which you are enrolled, where have you taken most of your D.Min. courses? 

bf Oncampus 33 At off campus sites 

D. Is yourD.Min. program? (Check one.) 

\'-1. 
.,Q_ 
2lL 

General in overall focus 
General in focus, but allowing for some specialization 
Specialized in focus 

l'Fl-9 
l~O 
i't'itl 15 
1~2. 20 
1~3 12-'i? 
1~~4 IS 
ltt5 I 2. 

Area or field of specialization (if any): ---------------------------

E. Before deciding to enroll in your D.Min. program, did you investigate any other D.Min. programs? 
9-5 Yes 25 No 

F. How important were each of the following reasons in deciding on the D.M_in. progranJ._ttiat you chose? 
Ex~mely Wry So~hat (~) 
Important Important Important Uniih!S'ortant 

1. Geogra-phical proximity of the seminary .29._ 25 Z2. '2.4 
2. Possibility of an off-campus program ..2.!:L JI: B:: :JY:: 
3. Content and focus of the program ,53_ .,3;L ~ -2,._ 
4. Reputation of the program ~ l{L J:L _.3_ 
5. Reputation of particular faculty teaching in ..30.... ~ ~ ..,8_ 

the program 
6. Cost of the program J..L EE:... 
7. Availability of financial aid ~ ..l.CL 
8. Denominational affiliation of seminarv J'1_ ~ 
9. Ease of completing program while w0rking 

10. 

11. 

full time 31-
Opportunity to join a D.Min colleague group 
fanning in my area 
Encouragement of denominational executive 

fl_ 

--':L 
JS,_ 
.a_ 

G. In what way did denominational affiliation affect your choice of a D.Min. program? (Check one.) 

3~ I wanted a D.Min. from a seminary of my own denomination. 

=f.__!_ wanted a D.Min. from a seminary or a denomination uther than my own . 

.5c,___Qenomination was not a factor in my choice of a program. 

3 

l'\l'f\ Ill 
a.~ 
a.G 
1., 
I.~ 
a.1 

2..11 
3,3 
2.,i 
2., I 

3,0 
.3,'5 
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STUDENT 

H. Since enrolling in yourD.Min. program, please indicate whether you spend more, al'out the same, or less time 
in each of the following activihes. 

About The 
Mr,re ·~· 1Si f'JEAN •l 

I. Ministerial duties ~ R J3.. 2.,0 

2. Vacation _L Ea .'ill. 2.~ 
3. Family activites, other than vacation L ~ .32.. 2..2. 

4. Hobbies and recreation, other than 
.::L -':IL .55 '2.5 vacation 

5. Community service s_ 5=t. 3,5_ 2,3 
6. Denomin.itional activities 1.L 52... 30... 2.2.. 

I. Are you receiving any financial aid grants or loans for your D.Min. program from: 

ii 1. The seminarv? 
2. Your denomination? 
3. Your congregation or employer 
4. Other: 

Gmg_1o 

~ 
.3Uo 

J. How much of a financial burden have you found it to be to meet the expense of your D. Min. program? 

..13..... Great burden 5i.. Moderate burden &LJ..ittle or no burden 

K. How much of a time burden have you found it to be to be involved in your D.Min. program? 

'2.9 ' Great burden 6-=1, \1oderate burden _:I_ Little or no burden 

IV. D.MIN. PROGRAM EMPHASIS AND COMPONENTS 

A. Listed below are a variety of emphases that D.Min. programs may have. For each, please indicate: 

First, how much emphasis is placed on each in your D.Min. program. 

Second, how valuable you find the emphasis to be for your overall personal, professional and 
intellectual growth. (If not applicable. circle 0.) 

Extent of Emphasis in Your 
D.Min. Program Value to You 

'l.u<h ~· '&l' ~~e ~al (>.j' 'i!l1' ~)e NA 
!. Svstematic. philosophical or ') 

historical theology ao ~ b'i. ..s_ 22.... _!fl_ 20... ..5.--
2. Pastoral or practical theology @_ .32. ...3..... ..L :l:L ~ ..:L ..L 
3. Biblical studies ,;5. .52. fl. .lL ':lS. ~ .1L -3_ 
4. Ethics .lL .!:If,_ ,:,2.. ..lL .12.... :fl 25._ 3:_ 
5. Church historv 5....~ ~ m.. .13... 32._ 35.. .15... 
6. Spiritual formation Q~ 25 .L ~ li .l.':L L 
7. Sociological theory Z1 !la ~ l.Q_ ~ !J:8_ E3.. .:L 
8. Psychological theory a.3..~ 2J... ~ ~!H:. &L ~ 
9. Organizational development 3lL .!ffi... J.9.... .3._ 3.:t:..~ a._ 2-

10. Ministerial arts, practical studies 
(e.g., preaching, pastoral counseling,!¼i. :¾.. .LY... 2.. s.z..~ 9:-.. 2.. Christian ed, etc.) 

4 

~SIN 

2.0 

1,3 

I, 'I-

2. .2. 

2..5 

I . 'l' 

2.2. 

2.., I 

I, 9 
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1,5 

\."I 

2,5 

2..2. 
f. "J 

1 .'il 

2,'s 

'2..'2. 

I,') 

2.'=> 
3.0 
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B. VVhich two{if any) of the above areas would you most like to have emphasised more in your D.Min. program? 
(\Vrite appropriate numbers.) _ 

C. Which two (if anv) of the above areas would vou most like to have emphasised lt·ss in your D.Min. program? 
(Write appropria'te numbers.) _ • 

D. Listed below are a variety of structures and methodologies common to many D.Min. programs. For each, 
please indicate: 

First, the amount of use or emphasis that each receives in your D.Min. program. 

Second, how valuable you find the structure/methodology to be for your own personal and profession-
al learning. (If not applicable, circle 0.) 

Extent of Emphasis in Your 
D.Min. Program Valuf.' to You 

Much Somt 1&r None Great Somt Little N~"' NA 
(,) (2) l•) (<) <2) 0) 'l) 

1. Seminars fil ii __f,_ ..3..... (a_ :2.'I. ..':L J_ 

2. Facultv lectures 2a.$ J.':L --':L .':Q,_ 1:15.. JL 2._ 

3. Supe1Tised practice 
(e.g., CPE, work in student's parish) 0:.2'±. -"- a l:iL 3.L .l.'L lQ_ 

4. Case studies 2.2.._.':!3.. a .:L 3!:l n 2.1 ,,5_ 

5. Librarv research 3.L!il. l'L ..':L & .:l.':l..- H_ _3__ 

6. Ana!vsis/evaluation of 
ministry setting ':15_ s3(;_ 1.!:L .5__ 5L 35_ lL 3-

7. Career assessment lL~ ~ ~ ~ & 22... 11._ 

8. Co!league/support group 3.'L .3C)_ ~ J.::l 'iL m H.. 2-. 
9. Peer or collegial learning 3.2...R ..tl_ 3:- ':JD... :::a_ 1..2... 5----

JO. Leaming contract £0...Q ~ 3D. G'.J_ 29.. 32..- L'i_ 

11. Course exams .I,_ Q_ 'cl.. ~ .5..... 23.. 2,j:_ .33... 
12. Qualifying exnms R..." .a_ _l:!3_, J.O_ a .2L.32-
13. Involvement of laity from your 

ministry setting a~ ~ .l.'L R ~ H... _:L 

SE£ 
PAGE 
5A 

P'EA~ 
1,11 

I.=/-

<?..O 
2, ~ 

/. 1 

I." 
2..:i 

, .~ 
I.') 

2.,5 

3.0 
2.9 

2..C 

E. Which two {1f any) of the above areas would you most hke to have emphasised more in your D.Mm prngrnm]. (Write appropriate numbers.) _ 

program? ~ F. Which two (if any) of the above areas would you most like to have emphasised less in your D.Min. 
{Write appropriate numbers.) - 5A 

G. How would you evaluate the mxm/l quality of teaching in your D.Min. program by: 
No< 

E:,,;cwrnt 't~' '<!ii •~5 Applicable ll'lEA -
]. Full-time faculty from the seminary :!CL :§_ JL ..L 1.4 
2. Adjunct faculty ':fj_ ai.. .J2,__ £_ l,i' 

5 
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STUDIES 

E'. 
mof>.E 
Eml>ta AS Is )I' 

12.. 
9 
11 
9 
5 

_j_2.._ 

9 
15 
15 

13 
9 
s 
c3 

I 

II 

i;; , 
4-

_ 18 
_s_ 

.s 
2 
15 

5A 

> 

i=-. 

= Efl')f'HASi,S '( 

5 
10 
:;, 
8 
3 
.3 

6 
2. 
6 
8 
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S'I'UDENT 

H. Many D.Min. programs have rules about completion of assignments wiLhin specified time periods and max
imum periods of time one can spend in various program phases. In the program you attend are these 
guidelines and rules: (Check one.) 

Alwavs strictlv enforced 
Usuaf[v enfor(ed 
Enforc"ed in some courses/areas; not in others 
Rarely enforced and/or easy to get waived or extended 
Program has no such guidelines or rules 

I. In general, do you complete the assigned reading for your D.Min. courses? 

Alwavs 
Usuaily 

~Sometimes 
_t_Rarely 

~ Never 

J. Thinking back to your B.D./M.Div. course work, how would you compare the level of difficulty of advanced 
B.D./M.Div. courses to the courses in your D.Min. program? 

About the same level of difficu!tv 
D.Min. courses were more advaTlced and difficult 
D.Min. courses were less difficult 

K. How would you assess the level of ability of those D.Min. students you had an opportunity to observe in 
your program? What percent would you say were persons of: 

1. ~5 oh great ability 
2. ~s % moderate abilitv 
3. % limited abilitv 

100% 

L. What priority do you perceive that the D.Min. program and students receive from _(aC11lty? 

~ighest .5S__High aY__Moderate Lowest 

M. What priority do you perceive that the D.Min. program and students receive from administration? 

9' Highest 2.L High 33._Moderate -6._Low _._I_ Lowest 

N. Think of a typical D.Min. course that you have taken. 

1. How many students do you estimate were in this course? __ _ 

2. Do you feel that the size of this class was too large, about right or too small? 

9 Too large '}-J About right _I _Too small 

3. About what percentage of students in this class were Mo/ D.Min. students? 2..'1 
0. If there has been a mix of D.Min. and non~D.Min. students in any of your courses, does this mix seem to have a 

positive, neutral or negative effect on each of the following groups/persons? 

Positive Neutral Ne-g.ative 

1. On the D.Min. students 35.. .ss. J.D.. 
2. On the non-D.Min. students 53.. ~ ~ 
3. On the instructor ~ ~ .3.. 

P. How easy has it been for you to obtain needed reading materials for: 

Usu.ally Usuallv Not 
Easy Mixed Oiffic:u"u Applicable 

1. Courses t:L ~ _3_ 

2. Major project/thesis 5.2.... ~ _ill_ 

6 
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Q. How well do you feel that your program is preparing you to undertake your major project/thesis? 

Verv well 
Fairh1 well 

12 Poodv 
.3:,_ -)o sOon to judge 

R. To date, how much difficulty have you had, ifany, in kmg on schedule at each of the following points in 
your program: (If not applicable, circle 0.) V Y SOfTlE ~ ~r~t 

. (I) ~ - 0) ('O. 1. The rnurse-takmg phase L ...l!:L ..itf.._ 

2. Passing qualifying exams ..:i._ JD_ l:L. R_ 
3. Preparing a project/thesis proposal 

4. Researching and writing the 
project or thesis 

.LL 3z... u_ 
:ill. Jil_ 

V. EXPERIENCES DURING AND SINCE INVOLVEMENT IN D.MIN. PROGRAM 

A. To what extent would you say that each of the following has been true for you during tile time you hat1e been 
involved in your D.Min. program? 

1. Became distracted from mv job bv 
the demands of the progra'm • 

2. Experienced renewed commitment 
tomy job 

3. Had difficulty meeting academic 
demands and requirements 

4. Discovered new capacities for 
critical inquiry 

5. Developed personal or family 
problems traceable to my O.Min. 
involvement 

6. Discovered new depth of collegial 
support with other pastors 

7. Developed conflict(s) in my ministry 
setting traceable to my D.Min. 
involvement 

8. Developed creative solutions to 
significant problems or conflicts in 
my ministry setting 

ve7iruch So~rhal \~~rie NoM) All 

.3:__ 

% 

..':L 

2.. 

f.!_ 

2. 

32-

3.5... ~ 

~ JO.. 
.35. 

':il... 

3:..... 
;g 

G 

3'.i_ 

f±.. 

23 

32. 

20 

68 
15 

3:..... 

IV\EAN 

3.o 

I. '3 

3.G. 

Z.,6 

B. If you had it to do over again, what decision would you make about enrolling in a D.Min. program: 

~~ I would enroll in the same program 
L I would enroll in a different program 
..,3_ I would not enroll in any D.Min. program 

C. What proportion of persons in your congregation or ministry setting would you estimate know you are 
involved in a D.Min. program? 

20 All ~Most Z.4 Some '"3::._Few ~one 

D. Among thos who know of your involvement. what is the majority opinion? 

~ Most are enthusiastic 

2..4 Most are indifferent 

LMost would prefer that I were not involved 

j__Opinions are thoroughly mixed 

7 
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VI. SOME GENERAL QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR MINISTRY 

A. A varietv of factors affect a minister's status as a leader in a congregation or other setting in which he/she 
works. How important is each of the following factors for vo11r confidence in yourself as a leader? How im-
portant for the lay people with whom vou work are the following qualities or credentials for //te1r acceptance 
of your ministrv? (Note: Since it is unllkely that everything can be of highest importance, please try to make 
distinctions in the importance of the factors.) Importance Importance 

for Your for Those in Your 
tnOST Confidence In Youn.elf Conpgalion/Setting 

lff'lPo~ 

""""'" Hifi}est tf '&1' uA~e Hifrest ~f Som, l~• ~ C,) 

Lf a.o I. Ordination ~_!!J_ J.2__ _:j_ ..':lL .':f.5_ .lQ_ ..!L 18 

l.~ 2. A basic seminary degree 3..L 5!cl l':L 2- ~ ~ & .!L 2.1 

2.1 3. An earned advanced degree 20__ ~ ~ ..,s__ ..L 1.f_ .':1.5 ~ 2.. 'ii 
23 I,~ 4. Competence in the various tasks 

~ _,;_ _L_ ofministrv 51._ ':Ul.. L _I 5::l.. 1.-. 

30 1,5 5. A clear sense of call from God 6?... 3Q_ ~ 2.... lfi_ 35_ .1L _,3_____ I.~ 

l'-1 t.3 6. Personal faith aa .3.... _L ~ 32_ .5.__ __L 1.5 

'I ,.i 7. Ability to inspire faith in others ~5:t... R _\_ 'R- ':i,3__ 3:.._ 2.... !. (; 

'-I \,'i 8. Depth of learning and ability to 
think criticallv ~g_ J.Q._ ...L 3__ 31:._ ':tl. l 2.5 

? I.~ 9. Fairness, integrity, personal honesty @__~ ~ _L_ 53.-_ .32. ...::L _j___ IS 

'ii 1,, 10. An open, affirming stvle of dealing i1__ _I ':l!i__ .L with others • 9::, :!':L ':G_ .L l ., 

'--\ 1 ,(, 11. Capacity to show pastoral concern .1:l2__ .'ili... _J:_ 59.. ~ ,s__ _L 1,5 

0 2.,$ 12. Physical appearance ill.. :IQ_ .':l.L JJ2.. 'L ':!.5- 'ffi__ ..L 2..S 

2.'2. 13. Contin~inisup~ort by the official 
governing oar of your congrega- 2D SI 22. .'L L ':t.'L 2.5 lL 2..3 tion/setting 

0 2.a 14. Continuing support of a judicatorv 
official or body • 10 ~ ~ & .5...... ~ & 35 3,Cl 

a.G 15. Recognition of your clergy peers _j_ ?ii. ~ .1.3.__ ,3___ E.L ':12.-- 3-'l. "3-1 

~ B. Looking back overt;.~ preceding list, write in the number of the one factor which is most important for vour 
confidence in yourself as a leader. • 

C. To wJ,at extent is each of the following true for you? 

(I) ~) {3) (~) IY\EIIN Always Often Occas1onally Never 

I. I feel that I am really accomplishing 
something in my ministry 

1.5... R E._ ...L 2,0 

2. I feel successful in overcoming dif-
.1L ficulties and obstacles in my ministrv li. m.. 2.. I 

3. I fce~uently ~eek .the advice and input 
....'l.. of ot ~r mm1stenal colleagues in 32.. 53. ...L 2.,S 

mywor!.. 
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STUDENT 

D. Who should be the primary evaluators of clergy? (Check one.) 

~ 
Ecclesiastical supervisor or superiors 
Clergy peers 

~ Laity in the ministry setting 

E. When you encounter new or unusual problems in ministry, on which of the following resources do you 
typically draw? 

V,ry R.uelyor 
or,,n Often Sometimes !flt mEAN I) '2) (3) 

1. Your present commitments 
and values ft. .':12_ .5__ _L LG 

2. The Bible ~ 32- ~ £ l."I 
3. Examples/ideas from the history 

and tradition of the church ..5._ 3L 53. JL 2..:=i-
4. Your past experience in similar 

ministry situations 3C.. & J.':L I.~ 

5. Prayer and meditation ~ .Qj_ ll. 2. I.~ 

6. Content and methods of theology 
~ 3.L 5.L R_ c.:=1-and ethics 

7. Literature, philosophy, the arts 2- J.L ~ jl_ 3,3 

8. Theorv and methods from the human 
scienCes (psychology, sociology, 
organizational development, etc.) 13__ ~ ~ -=L 2.,Y 

9. Your understanding of your ministry 
~ 'il_ JQ_ I , ::,. setting and your role in it 

10. Consultation with other clergy lL 3S... ~ ...!:L 2.,'I 
11. Consultation with other professiomis 3:...... .f3.. .51.. ..13_ 2.:=i-
12. Consultation with laity in your 

J.'.L 'i"L ~ i ministry setting 2.2. 

F. How strong is your commitment to the ordained ministry as your vocation? 

Very strong ..Q___ Vacillating 
Moderately strong _ Quite weak 

_J__ No ccmmitment; ready to change 

G. If you could make the choice again, would you enter the ordained ministry? 

a Definitelv ves £uncertain _I_ )efinitely no 
2..S._ Probably' y'es _3_.Probably no 

H. How certain are you that the ordained ministry is the right profession for you? 

~2. 
2.'L 

Verv certain 
Moderately certain 

__!i_ Moderatelv uncertain 
....l.__ Very uncet'tain 

I. How seriously, if at all, have you thought during the last year about leaving the ordained ministry? 

32. 
'H... 

Never thought about it 19 Somewhat seriously 
Not at all seriously ~uite seriously; considering it 

_j_ Very seriously; now ttymg to leave 
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STUDEi!T 

J. Throughout your ministerial career, would you say you have been: 

2_-=,. Highlv innovative 
~ Mode"rately innovative 

~lightlv innovative 
=z._Ha\'e gent:'rally stuck to traditional methods 

VII. BACKGROUND 

A. \\'hat was your primary position at the time you began your D.Min. program? (Check one.) 

51 
£L 
ll 
I 

_J_ 
__L 
_J_ 

-'.J3-. 

Sole pastor of a congregation or pastoral charge 
Senior pastor with other ordained clergy on staff 
Associate/assistant pastor with general duties 
Minister of education in a congregation 
Pastoral counselor on staff of a congregation 
Pastoral counselor in private practice or with a counseling center 
Denominational staff or executive 
Staff or executive of ecumenical agency 
Seminarv facultv/administrator 
Other: • • 

In what year did you begin this position? 19 ..3:3:_ (ft\EAN) 

B. What is your current primary position? (Check one.) 

Sam<' position as in A. above; same congregation or organization as in A. above. 
Same position as in A. above; dilferent congregation or organization from A. above. 
Different position from A. above; same congregation or organization as in A. above. 
Di.ffermt position from A. above; di_ffermt congregation or organization from A. above. 

If your current primary position is different from A. above, what is it? (Check one.) 

~ 
...3.... 
3.
..!:L 

1-
.lL 
if_ 
..2L 

Sole pastor of a congregation or pastoral charge 
Senior pastor with other ordained clergy on staff 
Associate/assistant pastor with general duties 
Minister of education in a congregation 
Pastoral counselor on staff of a congregation 
Pastoral counselor in private practice or with a counseling center 
Denominational staff or executive 
Staff or executive of ecumenical agency 
Seminarv facultv/administrator Other: _· ___ · ___________________________ _ 

In what year did you begin this position? 19 ..:l3_ (MEAtJ) W:: l'tO 

C. Since ordination, in how many d(fferent, primary positions have your worked (i.e., full-time positi_ons or part
time positions that represent your maj01 ,ninisterial commitment)? 3,4 (Number) (l'T\EPIW) 

How many of these positions were as a parish minister? 2, ~ (Number) (f'r\0\W) 

D. What is yor1r approximate annual, before tax, cash salary? (Include any housing allowance that you receive or 
an estimate of the fair_rental value of your parsonage.) 

1. At the time you began your D.Min. program S 2.'2. 1 224 (m.&itJ) 

2. Currently S '2..G I G 2. I.\ (l't\f]\,-i) 

E. At the time you began your D.Min. program, how satisfied were you with the primary position you then held? 

'i~ Very satisfied 'i Dissatisfied 
Lj I Moderately satisfied :Z:::S,ery dissatisfied 

F. At the time 11011 begnn your D . .\1in. program, did your primary position offer you maximum opportunity for ex
pression ot your talents for ministry? 

'3 ~ Yes, definitely ':f:f_ Yes, to some degree .12_ No, not rea](y 
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STUDEllT 

G. If, at the time you began your D.Min. progra_m and/,Jr currently, you serve(d) in a parish ministry position, 
please answer each of the following by checking the dppropnate category for: 

__ (1) Your congregation at the time you began your D.Min. program. 

__ {2) Your current congregation (whether the same or different). 

(1) (2) 
a. Membership of congregation: At Entry Cuffl.'nt 

1. Less than 100 _a :Ji 2. 100-199 20...-
3. 200-399 ~ 2' 
4. 400-699 .if::_ _g_ 
5. 700-999 Jl_ 
6. 1000 plus ~ . .1.6.... 

b. Size of communitv in which (1) 
C!Jw.Efil congregation loca·ted: ITT ""11'¥ 

1. Under 2,500 (rural, open country) ¼ :1i:: 2. 2,500-10,000 (town) 
3. 10,000-50,000 (small citv) i~ 2{, -4. 50,000+ (metro suburbi .lQ_ II 
5. 50,000-250,000 (medium city) IS .J.S_ 
6. 250,000+ (large city) I~ Ji_ 

c. The congregation is/was: Irr 
(ll 

. El,ITT\'( 
(Z) 

CU!l!lEllT 
1. Growing nnd developing 41 £._ 
2. Ho!din~ its own ~I _3j__ 
3. Genera ly declining Ii ...JO_ 

__ d. Approximate proportmn ot member:; who,~ve/had colleg~fiegrees: 
·W ~'( cl)~a<!T 

__ 1. Less than 10~1o '25 , 3! 
2. 10%-25% fl ~ 
3. 25%-50~10 24: __zy._ 
4. 50%-75% 15 12 
5. 75~1oormore 9 _.,,_1 _ 

H. Ackn<;>wledgi~g .tha.t broa9 categories are at b~st imperfect ~pproximations, within the b~oad spectrum of 
Amencan Chnsharnty which one of the following best descnbes your theological perspective? 

/erv Liberal 
Liberal 

Lf2. Moderate 
.3J_ Conservative 

Lvery Conservative 

I. In what year were you born? 19 43 (fV\~) 

K. Denomination in which ordained? 

J. Year ordained? 19 :f() (MEAlJ) 

L. Current denomination? ------------------------------

M. What is your race/ethnicity? 

9~hite/Anglo 
__ _,__ Asian American 

~Black 
j__ Hispanic 

N. Citizenship? ~ US 

0. Gender: ~Male 

ilanadian 

_6_Female 

.J...... Native American 

..&.. Othe,c -------------

\ Other:, _______________ _ 
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STUDEIJT 

P. Which of the following degrees do you hold? (Check all that apply.) 

~ B.D. or M.Div. Seminary: ----------------------

3 M.R.E. 
l.3__ M.A. 
3._ S.T.M./Th.M. 

State or Province: 

_j__ Th.D./5.T.D./Ph.D . 
...L_ Honorary Doctorate (D.0., L.L.D., etc.) 
_s_ Other (except for D.Min.): -------------------------

Q. What is your marital status? 

f- Single, never married 
I Divorced, separated 

'.?'J Married 
_.l__ Widowed 

R. Has your marital status changed since you began your D.Min. program? 

G Yes 'i:l:_ No If yes, please indicate how it has changed. 
I, l'<.9o 
a.5~00 
3, 111'~ 
l.f' 12. 

5. In what state did you live when you began yourO.Min. program? __ 'l"-4.u2~6c..cS~A~l'r\'-"E"~~S[IITE==----

T. In what state do you currently live? _____________ \iG><-°luo,_~S~W::.,:ITCHc:e:~'ED=------

U. What was your college grade average? 

.1._ A ~+ 20 B- :J- C 

JL A - ~ LC+ _I _Less than C 

V. What was your seminary grade average? 

!Q__ A 3'/- 3+ iZ._ 3- - C 

~ A- IL8 3._C+ - LessthanC 

VIII. IMAGES OF PASTORAL MINISTRY 

NOTE: The following questions are to be completed by PARISH CLERGY ONLY. Non-parish clergy have com
pleted the questionnaire. 

A. Listed below are several images or dominant roles in terms of which clergy variously orient t~eir ministry. 
Please rate each of the role images in terms of its appropriateness as a description of your mirustry. 

MC)3!" ,,_ITT 
Very Much Moderately Moderately VeryMudl 

Like Me Like Me Unl~Me Unlike Me 
(;!) ('\) (I) 

1. Minister of the Word/Teacher of the Congreation: 

'-Fl-% Finds primarv fulfillment in preaching and 
teaching, and ls attracted to a congregation with a 
strong educational emphasis. Q,'f 2.\1 2. _L 

2. Parish Administrator: Fulfillment comes in 
administering and managing a productive and 
effective church organization Y'1 23 .L 

3. Social Activist: Minish'\' centers in relating the 

2. Gospel to the social c6ntext; enjovs being on the 
cutting edge of social concerns and involvement in 

3j! fo3_ communitv affairs ~ 

12 
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rr 1~m 

IG 

5 

'-I 

13 

I 

L B. 

Very Much Modentely Moderately 
Lut.e Me Like Me Unlut.e Me 

4. Enab/er/Faci/itatvr: Centers ministrv around work 
with sniall groups of people, help{ng them relate 
particular interests and needs to the Gospel; 
organizes parish around a variety of interest and ::tl_ lfi_ & task gioups 

5. Ce/ebrant!Lit11r1;ist: Is most at home in leading the 
congregation in worship; deep appreciation for 
ritual and ceremonial in both formal and informal 30 39 settings 

6. Spin"tiwl Gidde: Encourages development of the 
spiritual life by all in the congregation; works 
intensely with those interested in pursuing spiritual 
disciplines; the minister's own spiritual life is 

~ ?H_ exemplary 

7. Witness: focus of ministry is in sharing the Gospel 
with those in and outside the church; developing 
the church's evangelistic witness is a primary task 

20 of ministry 

8. Coimselor!Healer: spends a major part of each week 
in pastoralcounselingand visiting in homes and/or 
hospitals; finds fulfillment in helping people iace 

~ their crises 

9. Community Chaplain: finds fulfillment in civic roles 
and leadership; often serves on community com-
mittees and task groups; mav be chaplain to 

.IQ_ i;.tl_ Z¼", community groups • 

Looking back at the various images, which one is most like _vmi? Write in the number 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

Please return to: 

National Doctor of Ministrv Studv 
77 Sherman Street • • 
Hartford, CT 06105 

Very Much 
Unlike Me 

l_ 

f,_ 

2. 

f,_ 

5---

m 

If you wish to add any additional comments on your experience or perceptions of the Doctor of Ministry degree, 
they will be most welcome. 
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Note: All Nunbers are %sunless otherwise indicated 
Nu~ber Respondin~ = 7h9 

non-D,t:in Cler5y 

I. ABOUT CONTINUING EDUCATION 

m!;;et-J 
I.\! 

I .'I 
1-5 

I. 'i! 
2.,G 

MEAN 
.2..'1-
:2..3 
,(.,6 

~-'i! 
2, l 

a.::i: 
2.,5 
2., I 
2.,3 
2.,1 

Note: The following questions pertain to continuing education in general, not specifically to D.Min. programs. 

A. 

B. 

D. 

Below are listed some reasons why a minister may want to take part in a continuing education program. 
Please check how important each of these reasons should be for a minister's taking part in continuing education. 

1. To update theological knowledge in an area in 
which he/she has fallen behind 

2. To pursue an area of theological interest 
3. To improve practical skills such as preaching, 

counseling, administration, etc. 
4. For spiritual growth 
5. To broaden one's knowledge by studying in 

non-theological areas such as economics, 
literature, sociology, etc. 

Very Somewh11t Not 

1mw~· Im~=• 1mir,I'.'."' '"'"llf"' 
3:/90 ~• J5J,, ,2& 
~ ~ .1.2_ 2-

3-. 

.aa 

.3.5. 

3.L 

3:... 
.IL 

....L 

...:3... 

In general, which of the factors listed above should be the ONE MOST IMPORTANT reason for a minister to 
take part in continuing education? Please write in the number (from the list above) of the most important 
reason. 

1 .. \ 0"10 z. 150/o ,3 . '-16"!0 ¼, 2J:',Cfo 5, 0~ . 

Ministers, like others, have different needs gind opportunities for continuing education. In general, however, 
how valuable do you think it is for ministers to pursue continuing education in each of the following ways? 

Vory Somewhat Not 
Valuable Valuable Val11;1ble Valuable 

l. In a r,rogram working toward a Ph.D. in a 
1Qj, ~o !:l'.t9<, .l!:fJ, theo ogical field 

2. In a program working toward a D.Min. degree a %._ 36... .,5... 
3. In a program working toward a theological 

deRlee or certificate other than a Ph.D. or 
D. in. 3:... 3!-1:. !iQ. _9_ 

4. In a degree program at a secular institution ..!:L ~ ,sg._ ..12... 5. In non-credit seminars or workshops at a 
seminary or theological center ft ,sg_ a6._ _!::L 

6. In non-credit seminars at a secular institution ...s.... ~ .!Jf,_ lt 7. In a travel-study program JO_ !:la 39:. 
8. In independent stud~ -:ll it ~ i 9. In a study group ma e up of local clergy 

10. On a spiritual retreat ...:;_ ~ '5.. 
E. 1. Does your denomination or judicatory require its ministers to do a certain amount of continuing education 

each year? 23!!lt,Yes ~No 

2. In your opinion, should it require a certain amount of continuing education? ':.12.% Yes 2.9~oNo 

3. How much pressure is there on you to engage in regular continuing education: 

From your Judicatory? 

1. A great deal 
2. Some 
3. Little or none 

1 

From your congregation 
or work setting? 



l'\EJ\NS 
;a,3 
~.c 
3,0 

?., 6 

Non-D,Min. Cl.Ergy 

F. Have you taken part in a continuing education program in the last three years? 

90..°&_ Y.,s l~o 

If yes: 1. What kind of continuing education was it? In the left hand column, check as many categories as apply. 

2. In the column on the right give an estimate of the number of days that you have spent or will spend 
through May 1985. 

PMticipated No. of Days 

JoOJo Formal program working toward a degree or certificate at a theological seminary __ _ 

6__ Formal program working toward a degree or certificate at a secular institution 

5:l:.... Non~credit seminars or workshops at a seminary or theological center 

2,g Non-credit seminars or workshops at a secular institution 

ljt__ Travel-study program 

~ Independent study 

~ Study group consisting of local clergy 

~ A spiritual retreat 

Lr.. ()the"---------------------- __ _ 

G. How much annual study leave (excluding sabbatical) does your congregation or employer provide? 
' 

~one t./5 Two Weeks J Four Weeks 2 Six Weeks or more 
20._0ne Week z Three Weeks _a_ Five Weeks --

1. TfShtdy leave time is provided, is the amount adequate? ~ Yes 269
0

~0 

2. If studv time is provided. did you use it in 1984' 
~ Yes, all of it '#~ Yes, some of it J~o, none of it 

H. Does your congregation or employer provide funds for vou to use in paying the cost of continuing education, 
such as for tuition, travel, etc? +~ Yes 2..~~No 

1. Ifyes,whatistheallowance? S 3:l:2 (peryear) -MERN 

2. If yes, is the amount adequate? 51 GJo Yes 4~o No 

3. If an allowance is provided, did you use it in 1984? 

52~0 Yes, all of it 3590 Yes, some of it 130)1>1\Jo, none of it 

I. Have you ever considered enrolling in a Doctor of Ministry program? 

b~ Yes 3G'1No 

If yes, to what extent did each of the following reasons influence your decision not to enroll? 

A Great A Not At 
£oal "ml'' l~• $1,' 

]. Cost ofD.Mln. program ~ ~ 'ii{}o 
~o 2. Amount of time D.Min. programs demand !t{__ =-- 1.!L 3. Could not find a program that corresponded 

to your interests llL ft 12... !:fl 4. Could not find a prograM within reasonable 
travel distance ~ ft 1£. a.:l 

2 



I<\ Efi 1-1$ 
3,4 

3,0 
:2.,g 
3,9 

A Great 

°!il' 5. Doubts about your academic ability to do 
the work n, 

6. Doubts about the qualitv of D.Min. pro~rams J.Z._ ~o 
7. Doubts about the D.!vtin'.'s value as a ere ential 20 qo 
8. Not accepted by the program that most 

interested you 2- ~. 

9. Other (please comment): 

J. How likely is it that you will enroll in a D.Min. program in the future? 

, I.J~Certain 
t~ery likely 
3~omewhat likely 

'/lZtJot likely 
11..~~efinitely not 

Hon.D.:lin Cer(rlr 

A Not At 

·w· i'q6 110 .15.% zo.~. 9, Ji.L% 
~9o 1£..90 _l,D. 'i', 

0,5%, Lo/o .5l5 "lo 

II. ATTITUDE TOWARD THE DOCTOR OF MINISTRY DEGREE 

lnEA1"S 
;a., =t 

3,c, 

2..~ 

a.G 

a, I 

a..o 

Note: In this section, we would like to have your opinions about the Doctor of Ministry program in general. 

A. Listed below are several statements about the D.Min. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each. 
Strongly Strongly 

A'f,'i' A~ Di't,') Oisr I. All other factors being equal, a minister \•vith a I) 

D.Min. should be baid more than a minister 500 3'1'10 41.flo I LfYlo whohasonlvaM. iv.orB.D. 
2. All other faders being i/ual, a minister with a 

D.Min. should iJe hired or ahpointed) in 

CT
eference to someone who as onlv a L J.E._ 53: &i .Div.orB.D. -

3. A minister who has earned the D.Min. should 
5-. '2&_ ~ 20 be called "Dr." in public settings 

4. A minister who has a O.Min. degree is more 
likely to be respected by other community 

~ 42. %.. 3-leaders than if he/she did not have the degree 
5. All other factors being equal, a minister \vho 

regularly enga1jes in continuing education 
should be hire (or appointed) in preference ;zo 54 2,3 -3 to someone who does not 

6. All other factors being equal, regular partici-
pation in continuing education should be 
given more weight in a hiring decision (or the m fil 20 £ appointive process) than whether a person 
has a D.Min. degree 

B. Which one of the following two statements better describes what vou think the O.Min. sl/011/d /11•? Which better 
describes most D.Min. programs? (Check one in each column) • 

1. A mark of distinction with selective admissions 
policies and rigorous standards for completion 

2. Open to all clergy who want a structured 
program of continuing education 

or 

3 

Should ., 

sz.9:, 

Most Programs 
Actually Are 

or 



Non-D.Min. Clergy 

C. Which one of the following statements best describes your opinion of the D.Min. degree, in general? 

The concept of a professional doctorate: 

a~ is a sound one, and in general, all seminary D.Min. programs offer educational experiences of good 
qualitv 

~ is a sOund one, but some seminary programs are of dubious or poor quality 
.£ is sound, but most or all current seminary D.Min. programs are of dubious or poor quality 
..i5_ is unsound; the D.Min. degree should not be given 
1.£._ no opinion 

III. RECENT EXPERIENCES IN YOUR MINISTRY 

A To what extent would you say that each of the following was true for you during the last two years? 

,e:11\JS v,~~•<h ~'i·" •,~o 
N°b-3 All 

3,c, 1. Became distracted fromi,our job by 
other interests and invo vements ~ :;;¥;."!o 3200 

I, 't 2. Experienced renewed commitment 
~ to your job !il 1.5.. ..5_ 

2..'3 3. Discovered new capacities for critical 
inquiry and academic study G.. 11.&. 32. &.. 

~.2. 4. Developed personal or family problems ~ Q... 30 ~ 
a.6 5. Discovered new depth of collegial 

support with other pastors Et.. 25l ~ 6-L 
3,1 6. Developed conflict(s) in your ministrv 

setting • 3- ii_ 3,3. lJz 
i<-.4 7. Developed creative solutions to 

significant problems or conflicts in 

I.J... !:If,_ your ministry setting lL 
B. To what extent have you experienced the following during the Inst fro. 1 years? 

El\tJS Great Moderate A little Not~)~I Ul (2) ti) 
a..L\ 1. Gained increased intellectual 

!Iflo fil?o ~o ~ sophistication 

.t,3 2. Gained increased capacih· for 
theological reflection , a QQ_ ~ _3_ 

l!..,0 3. Gained dearer understanding of vour 
theology of ministry • ¥.. .s..!.. ZD. .,:i_ 

2..0 4. Gained increased spiritual depth ~ ~ 2.G 2.. 
I . 'l 5. Gained increased self-avvmeness 3.L ':l:l.. il _J_ 
2,0 6. Improved your worship leadership i':!:I:. 56. a .a_ 
2.,C> 7. Became a better preacher 2H.. S3- gJ__ J_ 
2.,4 8. Became better at management iL '±3. Yo lD.. 
2.,5 9. Improved your counse!inh abilities 13... .38. !ki. J.Q_ 
z..4 10. Became a better teacher 13- !i3. 3-=,- ±. 
2.,4 11. Increased your skills as a spiritual 

director/guide 12. !1£_ 36.. 3:.. 



Non. D.Min ClerQ' 

Great Moderate A little Not at all 

IYlel'\NS 

2..1 12. Gained a deeper understanding of 
090 how congregations/organizations ~ m ~o work 

2.' ::i- 13. Became a more effective leader in .i.. 32 '±L ii_ 
the communitv 

i:.,b 14. Improved your skills in program (; 35. lB:. ~-development 

2.,3 15. Have a rene1.ved commitment to 
~ 6f_ k_ your present job ro., 

3.0 16. Became restless and sought (or are 
l!l. 15... 2.5. !:If,_ seeking) a new job 

3,4 17. Became weary of study J_ .9.... 32. 5=l-. 
2-,2. 18. Have greater appetite for reading 

and study 2..0 ig_ 30... .2_ 

2,1 19. Have greater selfvconfidence 2.Q. $. ~ _1_ 

2,3 20. Increased your ability to set priorities 15... Lf2- 3Z.. G 

2,2. 21. Increased your abilitv to analvze 
problems fhat arise il1 your niinistry JZ... .55. 3Q_ ;;3_ 

2,4 22. Increased vour abilitv to evaluate 

'L 32_ J_ your perfOnnance , 56... 
Z,3 23. Increased vour abilitv to evaluate 

progra~s in which yOur 
congregation/ministry setting is g_ 5.L 3G !L engaged 

2.5 2 •. Increased your ability to relate to q ':i{)_ 1£,. "l_ other professions 

2,5 25. Increased vour involvement in 
ecumenic.ii or denominational 
activities, or consulting with other .fl JS. churches 

5 
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IV. SOME GENERAL QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR MINISTRY 

A. A v;irietv of foctor.s ,,ifcct ,, mini-;kr's st.1tus ,b ,1 k,kh'r in .-i cnngrt:.>).;<1\inn nr other setting in which he 1she 
\.\'Ork.s, How import;int i-; t.',1Ch of thl' f1l!lowin).; fad\\T" t'llr _11,,w· c,rntidenct' in .\'our.self .:is a leader? How im
port,1nt for the l,w peopk with whom y1iu \Hlrk Ml' lhL' t'11\l,_iwing qu,1\ttiec; or credenti,1\s for 1/reir accept,1nce 
of ;-'our ministry? {Note: SinCt.' it is unlih\\" th,tt V\'t'T\'thing Gtn bt.' nt hii;ht.">t import,,nce, ple,,se try to m,1ke 
distinctions 1n !ht.' import.1nce ot' t ht.' facttirs.) lmportaote lmpor1vice 

I• 't 1 Ordin,,tion 

'2.,0 2. A bilsic seminary degree 

2.,'a 3. An earned advanced degree 

t.b 4. Competence in the v<1rious tasks 
of ministrv 

1,4 5. Aclearsenseofca!l from God 

\, 1f 6. Personal faith 

\ 1 CJ 7. Ability to inspire faith in others 

2.0 s. Depth of \earning and abilit~· to 
think criticallv 

1,4 9. Fairness, integrity, personal honesty 

I.'!- 10. An open, affirming style of dealing 
with others 

I, G 11. Capacity to show pastoral concern 

2,b 12. Physical appearance 

2,1 n Contin~ing support by the official 
govermng board of vour congrega-

2,6 

tion/setting • 

Continuing support of a judicatorv 
official or body • 

15. Recognition of your clergy peers 

for Your for Tho~ in Your 
Confidence In Yourself Congregation/Setting 

";!~"' &' 
~'K& 
~ ~ 
$._ ~ 

Y.!L 
~ 

1Q.. 

gL_ 

':fL 

l'i _j_ 

.':J;._Q.S 

g_o..:J 
.L C2Q 

.ill_ 13... 

33. a 
nil 

Highest 
C,J 

~ 

a 
.!L 

JJ:J.__ 

5':i 
.2_ 

2D 

'f.'L 

35. 
3.5. 
!t3 

~ 
& 

l 
ft 
j_ 

1Q.. 

SL 
.5.... 

0,5 

3-
__L 

.J_ 

!.CL 

j_ 

6,5 

3... 

Looking back over the preceding list, write in the number of the one factor which is most important for vour 
confidence in yourself as a leader. ___ • 

C. To whilt extent is each of the following true for vou? 

MEANS 
2., I 

2,3 

1. I feel that I ~m reali~· accomplishing 
something in my ministry 

2. I _feel .successful in overcoming dif• 
hcu\ties and obstacles in my ministrv 

3. I frequently seek the advice and input 
of other ministerial colleagues in 
my work 

6 

Always 

~ 

.3... 
=t 

Often Occasionally Never 

S!f}o ~ C>,3% 

~ 32.. 0,5 

~ 55. ..3.. 



Non-D.Min Clergy 

D. Who ,;lwuld be the 1nimary evaluators of clergy? (Check one.) 

~ Ecclesiastical supervisor or superiors 

~ Clergy peers 
Laity in the ministry setting 

E. When vou encounter new or unusuul problems in ministry, on ,vhich of the following resources do you 
typicalfy draw? 

Very Rarely or 

fl\tl\NS Often Often Sometimes Never 

I' 't 1. Your present commi,ments 
and values m 5.'.{fo. 3!lo sflo 

2.0 2. The Bible ~ :fl 2(, ~ 
'2. ,.; 3. Examples/ideas from the history 

and tn,dition of the church .R.. 3;;. fi _:L 
I,\! A Your past Pxperience in similar 

ministry situations ::I':/__ fil.. !.S... ...L 
l,'i? 5. Praver and meditation ~ ~ lR_ 2 
2..i 6. Content and methods of theology .s_ .L'±.. and eth\:s 25 ~ 
;:,.L/ 7. Literature, philosophy, the arts 2.. 3:__ ~ fl 
2...=i- 8. Theorv and methods from the human 

sdenCes {?sychology, sociology, 
organizational development, etc.) :L ?:I) lfl:. lki_ 

I,'? 9. Your understandin~ of your ministry 
setting and your role in it 30 55 l:L J_ 

2,4 10. Consultation with other cleq;y K,_ a'±_ :fi 3._ 

2., ") 11. Cm1sultation with other professionals _Q_ 22 53. ID_ 

2..2. 12. Consultation with laitv in vour 
~ ~ 2-9 4 ministry setting 

F. How strong is your commitment to the ordained ministry as your vocation? 

~Lery strong ~acillating O,_aNo commitment; ready to change 
2.l_ Moderately strong ~Quite weak 

G. If you could make the choice again, would you enter the ordained ministry? 

~Definitelyyes L Uncertain LDefinitelyno 
~ Probably yes ...2,._ Probably no 

H. How certain are you that the ordained ministr:· is the rii:;ht profession for you? 

~oVervcertain 3 Moderatelvuncertain 
~ Moc.ierately certain Q,3 Very uncel'tain 

I. How seriously, if at all, have you thought d11r!11:_.:: the la~/ J/<m about le,,ving the ordained ministry? 

3J.j, 
so.. 

Never thought about it .lfz._ Somcvvhat seriouslv 
Not at all seriously 2 Quite seriously; corlsidering it 

_J_ Very seriously; nov,"'trying to leave 

7 



Non-D.Min Clergy 

J. Throughout your ministerial career, would you say you have been: 

EIIN '> I ll>l1l. Highlv innovative l'l ...... = . 
,S:L_Moderately innovative 

20 Slightly innovative 
:s=J-iave generally stuck to traditional methods 

V. BACKGROUND 

A. What was your primary position in May 1982? (Check one.) 

~oSole pastor of a congregation or pastoral charge 
l:Z. Senior pastor with other ordained clergy on staff 
LO.__ Associate/assistant pastor with general duties 
T7v[inister of education in a congregation 

O, I Pastoral counselor on staff oi a congregation 
0,3 Pastoral counselor in private practice or with a counseling center 
1,3 Denominational staff or executive 

Cu.J__Staff or executive of ecumenical agency 
O,&Q_Seminarv facultv/administrator 
t.a_Other: _· ___ • --------------------------

In what year did you begin this position? 19 __ 

8. What is your current primary position? (Check one.) 

I Snme position as in A. above; same congregation or organization as in A. above. 
Same position as in A. above; different congregation or organization from A. above. 
Different position from A. above; same congregation or organization as in A. above. 
Different position from A. above; differrnf congregation or organization from A. above. 

If your current primary position is different from A. above, what is it? (Check one.) 
')!\P,BJ"T • ..a, 
0'5\il0N - 6, 1Q...5ole_ pastor of a ~ongregation or pastoral charge _ 

15__5emor pastor with other ordained clergy on staft 
9 Associate/assistant pastor with general duties 

Olt ~inister of education in a congregation 
0 ___I'astoral counselor on staff of a congregation 

0,3--Pastoral counselor in private practice or with a counseling center 
O,'f _Denominationa I staff or executive 

C _Staff or executive of ecumenical agency 
O,I __ Seminary faculty/administrator 

6 _Other: 

In what year did you begin this position? 19 __ 

C. Since ordination, in hO\v many diffm:nt, primnry1 positions have your worked (i.e., full-time positions or part-
time positions that represent your major ministerial commihnent)? ___ MEMJ = 3, 2,· 

How many of these positions were as a parish minister? ___ "'9\t,J '= 2..~ 9 

D. What is .1/tlur approximate annu,1!, before tax, ca::/1 s.ilary? {Include any housing allowance that you receive or 
an estimate of the fair rent:i.l value of your earsonage.) 

In 1982 S 2.2 0 2. ") (MEAN) 

Cunently S 2£, I IO 2.. 

8 



Non-D.Min Clergy 

E. If you currently serve in a_par';sh minist_ry position ,md!o; your previous position was in the parish mi11istry, please 
answer each of the following by checking the appropnate category for: 

{1) Your current congregation (if you currently serve in a parish position). 

(2) Your immediate past parish (if your previous position was in the parish ministry). 

a. Membership of congregation: 

1. Less than 100 
2. 100-199 
3. 200-399 
4. 400-699 
5. 700-999 
6. 1000 plus 

b. Size of community in which 
congregation loca'ted: 

(1) 
Current 

~ 
a_ 
2'>-
hL 
_s_ 
...L 

(2) 
P;1sl 

.12.Jo 
i1: 
2Q._ 
3-
...15.. 

NOTE : CURR El-Jf Al-ID msr 
lf\E &>5Et) a..i ll\FFF...RBIT 

Nl.)ll)eE'I\$ CF RESmiJ!lENT, 

1. Under 2,500 (rural. open countrv) ~o ~o 2,500-10,000 (town) • JS._ 2. 
3. 10,000-50,000 (small citv) rr 2D.. 
4. 50,000+ (metro suburb) .10.. 
5. 50,000-250,000 (medium citv) JL J!L 
6. 250,000+ (large city) • .a.. ..J2._ 

c. The congregation is/was: 

1. Growing and developing 
2. Holding its own 
3. Generally declining 

d. Approximate proportion of members who have/hdd college degrees:-

1. Less than 10% ~ ~o 2. 10%-25% ~ 
3. 25%-50% 'H:: 2':)_ 
4. 50%-75% 15... 
5. 75% or more .Ji_ .Cl... 

F. Acknowledging that broad categories are at best imperfect approximations, within the broad spectrum of 
American Christianity which one of the following best describes your theological perspective? 

3"o Very Liberal 't~oderate Q_Yery Conservative 
16-_Liberal 33...._Conservative 

G In what year were you born? 19 41 (l'\EA~) 

H. Denomination in which ordained? 

J. Year ordained' 19 =,CJ (frt"lEAN) 

I. Current denom;n,bon? ____ "J,_OJ1.,e,.._.,,W\..,,_V..,E,.._,s.J=~~~ED=~D'-'8J=c,\=-c.lN-'-'-'Ail-'--O_"l__;S ___ _ 

J. What is your race/ethnicity? 

9~White/ Anglo 
O ,5_ Asian American 

K. Citizenship? ~S 

0 • 'd 31ack 
o::r-Hispanic 

2.. Canadian 

L. Gender: Cf~ale _6.1oFemale 

0 ,5 Nati\'e American 
t.t.L. Other:--------------

0,5 Other: ______________ _ 

9 



Non-D. Min Clerr,y 

M. Which of the following degrees do you hold? (Check .ill that apply 

Cb~ B.D.orM.Div. Seminary:------------------------

3 M.R E. 
GMA 
'l._5TM!Th.M. 

State or Province: 

H h.D./5.T.D./Ph.D. 
onorarv Doctorate{D.D., L.l.D., etc) 

IQ Other:_· ___________________________ _ 

N. What is your marital s1<1tus? 

!5% Single, ne,·er married 
"3% Divorced, separated 

'::tl2ol\1arried 
~ Widowed 

0. H,1s your marit.tl st,,tus changed since May 1982? 

Go/o Yes No If }1<'5, please indicate how it has changed. 

P. In what state did you live in May 1982? 

Q. In what state du you currently live? ___ ?.3=:c°.J.,_,,oc....cfl/',c...c>fE.::.--.eCl<:c...~_..c.ca:,cc........cS,_l\_l-'ES"-----------

R. What was your college grade awrage? 

~AO)~ 8-0l~B-<>) :'f:.._C(a) 

.KL A"l z.LB ~ .1,__C+(•J ~.essthanc(j) 

S. What was your seminary grade average? 

~ A (t) 35_B-Ol .u_B.../5) _?,__C ('I) 

lb._ A-QI ~B ('l ~C'"'I Q,l_LessthanC<'l!) 

VI, IMAGES OF PASTORAL MINISTRY 

Ml:AN = 3 . ") 

3.3 

NOTE: The following questions are to be completed by PARISH CLERGY ONLY. Non-parish clergy have com
pleted the questionnaire. 

A. Listed below are several images or dominant roles in terms of which clergy variously orient their ministry. 
Please rate each of the role images in terms of its appropriateness as a description of your ministry. 

1,3 

2..3 

Mini.,tcr of the Word!Te11cl1t'r of tl1t' Ctm1;rentitm: 
Finds primary fulfillment in pr'eaching and 
teaching, and is attracted to a congregation with a 
strong educational emph.tsis. 

2. Parish Admi111.~fmt1ir: Fulfillment comes in 
administerin)."; and managing a productive and 
effective church organization 

3. Socio/ Adi,,ist: Ministry centers in relating the 
Gospel to the social context; enjoys being on the 
cutting edge of social concerns and involvement in 
community affairs 

JI) 

Very Much 
tt,jM• 

66'l>o 

l'i 

Moderately Moderately Very Much 

L~iM, U•'&I M• U'l'~,•M• 

~o 3 'Po o~'h 

'.11_ 2.8 _:l 
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Non-D .!1in Clergy 

Very Much Modrralely Moderately V•:r. Much 
ll'lfll»S Like Me Like Me Unl~)Me Unr,'ke Me 

4. Enabler/Facilitator: Centers ministrv around work I •l IZ) 4) 

2.0 with small groups of people, helping them relate 
particular interests and needs to the Gospel. 
organizes parish around a variety of interest and 2.::i-1' 51110 "?.D~o ~o task groups 

2., I 
5. Ct'lchm11t!Lit11ry:ist: ls most ilt home in leciding the 

congregation in vvorship; deep ,1pprecicition for 
ritual and ceremonial in both formal ,md infnrmal 

3..L ~ 11._ settings 

6. Spiritual Guide: Encourages development of the 
2-.1 spiritual life b\' all in the congreg,1ti11n; works 

intense]~, with those interested in pursuing spiritu,11 
disciplines; the minister's O\vn spiritu;;il life is 

~ 2-' exemplary 

7. Witness: focus of ministry is in sh,1ring the Gospel 
2.:2. with those in ;md outside the church; de\·eloping 

the church's e\·angelistic witness is a primary task 
tl ~ 2.'i 5 of ministrv 

8. Counsc/orlHl'nlcr: spends a maior part of each week 

2.,0 in pastoral counseling and visiting in homes and/l)r 
hospitals; finds fulfillment in helping people foce 2.."I .':fl 2D their crises 

i 9. Comm1111ih1 Chap/11i11: finds fulfillment in ci\·k roles 1
2.s and leadel'ship; often sen·es on community com-

B. 

mittees and task groups; ma\' be chapl.1in tn _j_ ?3: community groups 

Lookin:,:?; back at the various imap;es, which nne is mo~/ like _11ou? \\'rite in the number 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

Please retllrn to: 

National Doctor of Ministr\' Stud\' 
77 Sherman Street 
Hartford, CT 06105 

3_L} 

If you \·vish to add any additional comments on your mini':>try experience or perceptions oi the Doc!l)r of l\.tinish;,• 
degree, they will be most welcome. 

11 



THE NOVEMBER, 1983, QUESTIONNAIRE 

PRESBYTE:RIAH PA11EL APPE"NDIX A 

NUl!IOOr le Nlmer Percent 
The Samole Rese:;nding Rese::nd: nq 

MEXSERS 1,551 807 52% 
EWERS 749 395 53% 
PASTORS 828 602 7~% 
UPC SPEC MIN 286 197 69% 
Nil'J-UPC SPEC MI~ 260 168 65% 

This mt>nth's t,:-,pic is CN1tinuing educatiNi fe>r "Ministers ,:,f the \lk>rd" (e>rdained ministers, including t~,:,se ...:-r'<in:i i~ 
nc,n-parish settings for secular institutic>ns) "f the Presbyterian Church. The V0cati,:,n ,!\gency is internst~ in fincE~,~ 
out ;,tJ.at yC"u think abC"ut variC"US continuing educatirn pre-grams for Ministers c,f the \lk>rd and the effect ,:,f such \)r(\(jre.::i" 
c,n their ministries. Fc,r the sake c,f brevity, the tenn ":ninister" will be used tc, refar 1:0 e>rdained ''Ministers 0f the 
We>rdN through0ut t.'lis questiNmaire. 

Continuing education here refers t.c> f,:-,cused study c,f at least c;ever.;11 days' duratic,n following .,;n 0rganized, discipline:' 
plan. Continuing education as the term is used in this questi0nnaire d,:,es n0t include workshe>ps, meetings, N reu.,i:-n.; 
where there are guest speakers. Those types of activities may be very valuahle but are nc,t the Subject c,f ::his ste.tdy. 

PART I 

1. Below are listed s,:,me rease>ns why a minister may want t0 take part in a cc,ntinuing educatic-n program. Pleilse 
check how important yt'U think these reasons are f<'r taking part in continuing education. If yt'U do not have 
an e>pinion 0n why a minist=r should take part in continuing educati0n place a check in this box { J and go 
on to question t3. 

MEMBERS 
ELDERS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

checked OC>x 

" 2% 
• 

VERY 
IMPCRTANT 

SC'l'IEW!lAT NOT 
IMPCRTJ,N'r I!'PGRT,'.,.·JT H'PORT;...vr 

A. 'ro UPDATE THEOLCGICAL KNCWI.EOJE IN AN AREA WHERE HE/SHE HAS FALLEN BEHIND 

"""'13ERS 35% "' 15% " EWERS 34% 43% 14% " PASTORS 46% 38% 15% !% 
UFC SPEC MIN 5511 34% " 2% 
NON-UFC SPEC MIN 46% "' 15% " 

•• 'ID PURSUE AN AAEA. OF THEOLCGICAI.. INTEREST 

M!21SERS 19% 44% 27% " ELDERS '" 42% 31' 6% 
PASTORS 33% 47% 19% • 
UPC SPEC MIN 35% 47% 16% I% 
NOO-UPC SPEC MIN 28% 45% 23% 3% 

C. 'ID IMPROVE PRACTICAL SKIL.!.5 SUCH AS PREACHING, COUNSEL.ING, AOOINISTAATION, ETC. 

MEMBERS 58% 33% " !% 
EIDERS 58% 36% 4% I% 
PASTORS '" 28% 3% 1% 
UPC SPEC MIN 60% 32% " NOIHJPC SPEC ~ri~ 59% 33% 5% " o. FOR SPIRITUAL GRCWl'H 

M£l'\BERS 49% 34% 10% " ELDERS 52% 27% 14% 2% 
PASTORS 54' 34% " !% 
UPC SPEC MIN '" 27% 14' " NON-UPC SPEC Mm 38% 35% 20\ " 

E. TO BROADEN ONE'S KNCWLEIX,E BY S'ruDYii.;.::; IN NCtl-THEOLCGIOJ.. AR~ SOCH AS ECONCMICS, 

ME<BERS 12% 29% 38% 16' 
ELDERS IOI 24\ 40% "' PASTORS 161 31% '" IO\ 
UK: SPEC MIN 25% 32' 39% " NON-UPC SPEC MIN "' 34\ "' " 

A - 1 

OON'T NO 

~ RESP0!'!SE 

!% " " " • 
1% H 

I% 

I% " I% 2% 
I% 
2% 

I% I% 

• " • " 1' 
l% I% 

I% 

1% 3% 
1% 3% 
• I% 

" I% " 
L.ITEAATURE, SOCIOl.ffiY, 

" 3% 

" " • 11 
1' 
I% 

ETC. 



2, In genercll which 0f the abC've fact0rs d0 y0u think is the ONE .'\OST IMPORT.\N'!' reaS0n fN a :.iinister t0 
take part in CT'ntinuir,; educati,:-n. Please circle the letter (relaud to the list ab0ve) c-f the m0,;t 
imp:,rtant reaS0n 

M"'8£RS 
EWERS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

14% 
12% 
12% 

"' 20, 

_L _£_ _£_ 

" " 11% 
11, 

" 

47' 
55% 
47' 
.16% 
41% 

'" 25% 
24% 
23% 
15% 

' 
" " 3\ 
5% 

" 

NO RESP~~SE 

3. In terms 0f c0ntinuing educati0n, ministers (clergy), like 0thers, have different needs and 0pp('rtunit'.es. 
In general, however, how valuable do you think the f0ll0Win:J are for ministers to use 0f their study 
leave time? 
~ please answer in terms of ~ur own experien-::~.) 

VFF.Y Sa-1EWHAT Nor 00N 'T KNCW/ N,) 
Vilu.U"-BLE VALUABLE VI\LU"-BLE VALUABLE NO OPINION RESPONSE 

A. IN A FOR-11\L PRCGRAM WORKrnG TCWAAD A DEGREE OR CERTIFICATE AT .I\ 'I'HEOLCGICAL SEMINARY 

M"'8£RS 
El.DSRS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

"' 25% 
31% 
36% 
26% 

JS% 
36' 
34% 
38% 
48% 

20, 
26% 
24% 
22% 
18% 

" " " 2% 
5% 

5% 

" 3\ 
2% 
2% 

B. IN A FO!MI\.L PROORAM WORKnlG TCWAAD A DEGREE OR CERTIFICATE AT A SECULAR INSTITUT!a,.. 

MDIBSRS 
ELDERS 
PASTORS 
UPC: SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN" 

" " 12% 
15% 
18% 

32% 
26% 
30% 
35% 
38% 

37% 
41% 
40\ 

"' 33\ 

" 17% 
12% 

" " 

" 5% 

" 1% 

" 
C. A'I'l'El-lth'G NCl<--cREDIT Sfl-lINAFS OR WORKSHOPS A.T A SEMINARY OR THEOLCGICAL CENTER 

Mfl-lBERS 
EWffiS 
PASroRS 
UPC SPEC ~IN 
NON-UPC SPEC Mll< 

12% 
12, 

"' 23% 
ll\ 

46% 
45% 

"' 52% 
56' 

"' "' 16% 
20% 

"' 

" " 1% 

" " 
D. ATI'E..'<DING Net-I-CREDIT SOl.INARS Ort WORKSP.OPS AT A SECULAR UIST!TlJI'ICN 

MEMBERS 
EWERS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC ~!N 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

" " 10% 
13% 

" 
E. TAKING PART IN A TRAVEL PRCGRJ•l'I 

MEMBE:RS 
ELDSRS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MW 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

F. OOING INDEPENDENT ST\JDY' 

M"'8£RS 
ELDB.RS 
,,,,"ORS 

UP:: SPEC M!N 
NON-UPC SPEC Mll< 

" " 131 
131 

" 

" " '" 22% 
16% 

JO• 
27% 

"' '" 41% 

16% 
13% 
28' 
291 
261 

40% 
40% 
49% 
47% 
401 

G. TAKING PMT IN A STUDY GROUP MADE UP OF LOCAL CI.EJCi 

ME>IBERS 
ELDERS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
HON-UPC SPEC MIN 

H. 00: A SPIRITUAL RE'Im'.AT 

M"'8£RS 
ELDSRS 
"'5'l'ORS 
UPC SPEC "Im 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

1 

12% 
10% 
161 
22, 
111 

22\ 

"' "' ,,. 
23' 

43% 

"' 441 
35% 

"' 
42% , .. 
'" 34% 
39% 

"' 45% 
37% 

"' 40% 

43% 
41% 

'" '" 42% 

"' 381 

"' 251 
33% 

311 

"' 31% 
35% 
37% 

24% 

'" 20% 
251 
26' 

" 15% 
7% 

" " 
23% 
301 
13% 
12% 
15% 

" 7% 

" " " 

" 5% 

" .. 
10% 

" " 3% .. 
" 

5% 
5% 
1' 

" 2% 

" " " " " 
,. 
" " " " 

" 3\ 
l% 

" " 

" " " " 2\ 

" .. 
" " " 

" " l% 
l% 

" 
5% 
3\ 
1% 
2\ 

" 

5% 

" " " " 

" 5% 

" " " 

" " 1% 

" " 

" " " 1% 

" 
4\ ,. 
1% 

" " 



4. s::"ui.:: thi! ? re s~r.-" r ia., c.~.u~:::n F.:::;utH:: i :;s m:.n:..;ters " 
,, 

' cert.aln 1',/n('\,l.'\t ,, cr-nt.inuin:; edu:::6t.i!'n 

YES, PROB~.SLY r::£:':NtTI:LY 00N 'T !'!lCW so 
DE?~t:!:'Et'f PRCS.~.Et.:' '.iO'r :::'.J'l' "° OPr:,/!CN RESPC-:JSE 

:,\E,.\\SE..q$ 31' 38% 19' " " " El'...!:ERS '" 33% '°' " 
,. • 

P.ZISTCRS 43' 34% 15% " l\ 11 
UPC S?EC :<!IN 54• 28% 10% " " 11 
tlON-U?(; SPEC :-t!N '" 34' 18% "' l\ l\ 

5, 51"'.('u:O a r.iinister ~et t..~.e o;p?rc,val c-f his/:-.er :::r-n-;regatir,n c>r supervisc-,r of the r:i.inist.ry sett1ng 
for t.'le type c,f continuin:; education he 0r She undertakes. 

toN 'T ic:a~/ NO 

~ N:l NO OPINi:C:-1 RES?~ISE 

M!MB ERS ,,. 
"' 10% ,. 

ELI.i::'.RS "' "' 5\ 11 
P.bS!'O~ ,,. ,,. 

" l\ 
UPC SPEC MDI 60% ,,. 

" " NON-UPC SPEC SIN '" '" 
,. 

" 
6. Has )'('Ur paste>r Ulken par>; in a c<:>nt.inuiN;! fi,;lucation pre-gr~ in the last fi-,,e years? (~ a:i.s·..rer 

this queStlon in tems c,f yC1ur own ex~rien:::e.) 

NO (Ge~ NO 

~ Question #-8) W.l' T i'NC'W RESPC:lSE 

MD1B::RS 61\ " '" " ELDE:'"...S 77' 

" 16\ " P>.ST:JRS 94' " • " UPC SP~ MlN an ::, 
" " NON-{JP:: sn:: MIN 70% "' 11' " 

each year? 

If "Yes,~ wnat type t'f continuin;; education did he/she take part in? (Che:::k At.L t;le apprC'priate cate.,or~i!S.) 

I U!lO!=r i:hat c!'le:::ke:: yes 
Mem=,ers R=.:92 
Elders R=303 

!'S•.3ERS 
Er.::~ 
PASTORS 
UP: SPEC MIN 
N:::tl--U?::' SPEC MIN 

and raisp,N'.ded t\"' the 
Pastors R:566 
'JP: ~c .'lin R.,.17: 

checked 

28' 
3' ~ 
26\ 

"' "' 

rem.;inder l"'f C'Jestion 6 and Q~estion 7 are 
N\"'n-U?:-Spe::: Min R•l~7 

IN A FOR-<AL PRXR/\M WCR.-:::;~ T:::w;,.i::.;:s A DE:OREE OR C~IFICATE AT A SEC'J:.J\il WSTIT'JT:ON 

-•= 
WlERS 
PASTORS 
UFC SPEC MIN 
NOl,-UPC SPEC MW 

" " " 12\ 
131 

AT:'00:NG Nctl<F\£.DIT SD>ll~ OR WC?KSHOPS AT A SD-l!NAAY OR THE:OL.:xaCAL C~R 

MEMBERS 
El.DE;;..:, 
PAS1'::,'.S 
Ui'C Sr'EC MIN 
N~N-VK: SPEC MIN 

45\ 

"' 76% 
61' 

'" 
ATreND::,ic; Na,.1-:REOIT SE:>\INAKS OR WORKSHOPS AT A SECtJt.AA INST!TiJI'ION 

Ml>!BERS 
ELCE:RS 
PASTORS 
UFC SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC 3PEC MIN 

TAK::NG P.6.RT IN A TRAVEi. PRCGR>M 

Ml>IBERS 
ELDERS 
P>.SroRS 
VFC SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

"' '" "' "' 28\ 

261 

"' 25' 
32\ 

"' 
A - J 



6. (Cc>ntin.aed) 

tom:.~S'Mn' 

.,,.,ERS 
ELI>:RS 
PASrORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
N~-lJPC SPEC MIN 

checked 

,., 
33\ 
491 
48\ 
461 

TAKm; PARl' IN A S'MJDY GROUP CCIIBI~ a u:x:AL Ct.m:.'i 

,., ... ,,. 221 
ELOERS "' P"5TCRS 441 
UiC SPEC HIN "' NOO-lJPC SPEX'.: MIN 221 

~ A SPIRl'I'IJ,\L RE:'meAT 

ME>1BERS 341 
ELDERS 361 
P"5'TORS 421 
UP: SPEC MIN 38\ 
N~-UP: SPEC MIN 271 

OCN'T l(NCW 

ME<BERS "' EWERS .. - • 
UP: SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN " 

7, \,,hat types c,f impc,rtant changes, if any, have occurred because of ~ur past.or tllldng part in this educatic-n7 
(CI.E!CY answer in terms of your experience) If }'PU ~"' c,f in:>re than one person chc>ose the respc,nse that typifies 
m':'St cf the instances 'J,'r'U have observed. 

Ft>r the nunber responding tc, Question 7 see note at Question 6 

BEOll".E A MORE EFFICIENI' AtMINISTRATOR 

ME><BERS 
EWERS -UFC SPEC MIN 
NOO-UFC SPEC MIN 

BF.CAME A BETI'ER PRE.I.CHER 

..,.,ERS 
EL.llERS 
PA510RS 
UFC SPOC MIN 
NON-IJPC SPEX'.: MIN 

checked 

"' 131 

'" 391 

'" 
'" 291 
591 
371 
411 

EXE:JCIStD PASTOML ANO SPIRITUAL CARE MORE CCNPeTENI'LY 

MOOERS 
EUJERS 
PAS'roRS 
UFC SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

HAD A NEW THEOI.O::aCAL. DE:Pnl 

-ERS 
EUJERS 
PASTORS 
UFC SPE:C MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

ANXIOUS TO FIND A NEW J'CS 

MHERS 
EUJERS 
PAS'roRS 
Uie SPEC MIN 
Nct--UPC SPEC MIN 

321 
281 

'" 571 

'" 
,,. 
, .. 
'" '" 471 

,. 
" ,. 
1' 

" 



7. (COntmued) 

MOVED TO A N~ PCSIT!ON 

MOOlERS 
ELDERS 
PASTORS 
Ufi'C SPEC Mrn 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 

checked 

.. 
" .. .. 

15' 

SPENT MOO TIME IN STUDY FJ.CH WEEK THAN f!RMOL!St.Y 

MOOERS 
ELDERS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MD{ 
N~-UPC SPEC MDI 

SPDn' USS TIME IN S'NDY THAN E'REVIOIJSL.Y 

HOO ERS 
ELDERS 
PI\S'l1JRS 
1JPC SPEC MIN 
NON-uPC SPEC MIN 

.. 
51 

'" '" 161 

• 
ll 
ll 
l\ 

MCRE UKEL.Y THAN BEFCRE TO ATI'END CCNI'INIJm:; E:DIJCATICll PR00AAM 

M!>!llERS 
ELDERS 
PASTORS 
IJPC SPEC MIN 
NON-UPC SPEC. MIN 

BEC»IE TI:RED OF EDOCATIONAL ~ 

Mi>IBERS 
ELDER.5 
P"5TOR5 
UPC SPEC Mill 
N~-UPC SPEC Mrn 

13' 
lOI 
37\ 

'" ,,. 

• 

GA.INED ADDITIONAL PRESTIGE AND RESPECT FRCM THE C~TION 

ME<BERS 201 
ELDERS ,,. 
PASTORS 19\ 
UPC SPEC MIN 151 
NON-uPC SPEC MIN 14\ 

NO CHANGES ARE APPARENT 

"''""''" 17\ 
ELDERS 21, - " 1JPC SPEC MIN " NC.to-UPC SPOC MIN " 

~•T KNQo/ 
_,,ERS !81 
ELDERS 151 
PASTORS ll 
UPC SPOC MIN .. 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN 1, 

8. a:iw much annual stl.dy leave (excl~ing sabbatical) de-es yc,ur congregati<'n provide for its p11stN7 
If you have more than one pastor answer in terll\S of }'t'UE" senior paster. (CL.E:RlY answer in tenns 
of how much study leave you receive in }'t'ur pc,sition), -

SIX OR 
!2!'. ~ !!!2 ~ = = !:!l&... NO RESPOOSE 

MD'ISERS (R•379)* " 11, 57\ SI 12' • " 10\ 
£LDERS (R•289) • " 1, ••• " 10\ • l\ 7\ 
MSTORS (R•S97)* l\ ,. .,. " 2\ " UPC SPEC MIN (R•l84)* " " '11 3\ .. " 1, 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN (ft•l32)* •• " ... 3\ " •• 151 

• '1be ab(ove percentages are based on the nlmlber of respondents wtr, said they kn:ow hc>W much study 
leave their cr:,ngregation prc,vides. 'lhe percentages of tt>tal respc,n:lents ...tlC" said they d<'n't kr'ICW 
hl."iw mu:h aMual study laava are: Ml!lllbers 53\, R-492 Pastors 1\, R-6 Non-UPC Spec Min 21\, R-36 

Elders 27\, R-106 UPC Spec Min 7\, R-13 
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9, If ~u know how much stu.:ly tir:"<e is provided, please indicate if you think the time pr0vi.ded is adequate. 
Please indicate how muc.'i tll!le SHOULD BE PROVIDED if you. think too much or ti;,o little ti~ is pre-vided. 

CIO''T !INCW 
TOO MOCH TIME TOO UTI'U: TIME IF IT IS NO 

AIEQUATE IS PROVIDED IS PROVIDED ADEQUATE OR ~OT RESPCNSE 

MEMBERS (R•379)* 
ELDE:R.S (R=289J * 
PASTORS (R=597) * 
UPC SPEC MIN {R•l84)* 
Na,1--.JPC SPEC M.IN {R•l32) * 
* The nl.lllber responding is given 

" " 17\ 

• 

" because the-se who checked ~dcn't know• in Q.t-8 
lll 
skipped Q,t9, 

'" ,,. 
83' 
100, 

'" 
lo. Does your o:-ngregation provide funds for the minister to use in paying the c,;:,st of eontinuing educatie,n such as fN 

tuition, travel, etc.? (~ please answer in terns of your situation) 

""""''' ELD£'5 
l'ASl'(J;S 
UPC SPEC MIN 
Nct{...JPC SPEC M!N 

·11. If your congregc1tion does provide 

!!aL. 
53\ 
741 

"' 701 
581 

'"""' (~ answer in tenns of your situation) 

~ 
ME'IBE:RS (R-428) SOI 
Et.DE:RS (R .. 291) 

'" PASTORS (R-519) 54\ 
Ui'C SPEC MIN {R,.138) ,,. 
Na-l~PC SPEC MIN (R-97) SOI 

!!L 

" 121 
12\ 
181 
20\ 

'" eontinu.ing 

!!£.__ 

121 
131 
44\ 
401 

"' 

"' CIO''T KNOW RESP0'5E 

34\ .. 
121 21 
• 11 

" 41 

'" 51 

education is the amount ~equate? 

"' ro.J'T KNOW RESPONSE 

36' ,. 
"' 21 
ll 11 
41 11 

161 ll 

12. Should congregatic,r,s provide paid sabbaticals (l,:,ng periods of time for stu::ly, usually six weeks or nr,re, every 
four to seven yearn) for minister in addition to regular study leave time? 

OEFlNrreLY DEFINITEL'i COO'T NO 
YES !!aL. !!L NOT ~ RESPO<SE 

M!l<B,:,S lll 37' 281 " 171 .. 
ElDERS 

" '" 321 " 231 ,. - 401 34\ 121 ll 10, " \Ji<: SP!X: MIN 43' 39' .. ll .. ll 
NCll~P::: SPEC MIN 371 3S, 141 ll .. " 

13, Co yi:,u regularly spend tlmo in studying in a structured education program (i.e., enrolled in 

!!aL. !!!L. NO RESPCt-lSE 

-= , .. ... 
" EUlERS 241 ... " PASTORS 211 ,., 
" UPC SPEC MIN 25' 731 " IICN-IJE'C SPEC MIN ,., ... .. 

14. Do you regularly spend time reading professional j~s or books on your own? 

-= 
EUlERS -UPC SPEC MIN 
tf:ti~PC SPEC /llIN 

'" '" 911 .,. ... 
!:!L 

32\ 
301 .. 
" ., 

A • 6 

NO RESPOOSE .. 
" ll 
ll 

" 
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PART II 

For t.'ie last ten years .seminaries have been granting a new degree, the tlc'ctr>r of Ministry (D.Min.l. r-t:>st D.Min. degr~es 
are awarded to clergy Who have a basic seminary degree [Bachelor of Divinity (B.D.) or Master of Divinity (M.oiv.)} and 
have been active in ministry for saveral years. The degree is a pr<'fessional, rath!!r than an academic docttirate, ar.d 
focuses more on tbe practice of ministry than on preparation for teaching ard researcti. 

15, Before receiving this questionnaire had you ever heard of the D.Min. degree? 

MOO!ERS 
ELOE!>S 
PASTCl'S 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NQHJPC SPEC MIN 

l?,l!_ 

,., 
"' 99\ 
1001 ,.. 

!!!L. 
51' 
481 
• 

" 

NOT SURE NO RESPCNSE 

10, " 10, 11 
• 11 

11 

" 11 

EVen if you have little specific knowledge about the D.Min degree, it is still imp:>rtant to obtain yPur general feelings 
on the following issues, Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements by placing a mari< 
in the appropriate space. 

STRCN.t.'t CON 'T S'I'RctGL'l SO 
JIGREE ~ ~ D!S.?GREE Dis.:GREE RESPONSE 

16. W. 01'HER F~ BEING Ei;.tlAL, A MINISTER wrm A D.MIN. S11X1LD BE PAm MCFE THAN A MINIS~ WHO K'5 A MAS"ro'1S CR 
BICHELCR OF DIVINIT'l. 

......... 
ELOE"5 -UPC SPEC MIN 
NCJ.1-.JPC SPEC MIN 

" " " " lOI 

,,, 
39\ 
27\ 
26\ 
31\ 

221 
221 
121 
151 
10, 

281 
261 

'" '" '" 

.. .. 
ll\ 
10, 

" 

21 
21 
11 

" 11 

17. ALL O'I'!iER F1C'I'ORS BEING Eou,,.L, A MINISTER WITH A D.MIN. SHOULD BE liIRED IN PREFERElCE TO SCMEONE WH:> ~ A MASTEFIS 01 
BACHELDR OF OIVINIT'i DEGREE. 

MOO!ERS .. 211 191 481, " " ELOE"5 .. 251 161 471 " 21 
PASro<S ,. 151 "' 48' 19' " UPC SPEC MIN " 231 11' '" 121 11 
NOt>Hlf'C SPEC MIN .. 19\ 13' "' 12\ 11 

18. A MINISn:R WHO HAS EARNED THE D.MIN. SHOULD ae CALLED ·tiR.. IN PUBLIC SE'ITINGS. 

"""'ERS ,. ,,. 221 251 .. 
" ELDERS .. '" "' 231 71 " - " 30\ 191 301 14' ,. 

UPC SPEC MIN 

" 28\ 161 371 141 11 
NON-UPC SPEC MIN .. "' 11, 30\ 171 .. 

19. A MINISTER WHO IV>..5 A O.MIN. 

""""' IS Mau: UI<EI.Y TO BE RESPECTED B'l oniER CCM-\WI'I"i LEADERS THAN IF RE/SHE DID 
NOl' S\VE THE DEGREE. 

-ER$ .. '" 18\ 31\ SI ,. 
EUlERS 6\ , .. 22' 27' .. " - " "' 24' 261 " " UfC SPEC MIN 21 "' 

,., ,., SI 11 
NCIHJPC SPEC MIN 81 421 23\ 241 3\ 11 

20. ALL cmtER F1CTOFIS BEmG EQUM., A MINI~ WHO REOUtARL'l rnGAGES IN SCNE EDI.CA.TIONM. N:Tivrr'l SHOULD BE 
HIRED IN PREFER.DoCE 'lU &MECm: WHO 00£5 t,OT. 

,., ... ,,s 
ELOE"5 -UPC SPEC MIN 
taHJI<: SP£C MIN 

161 
12' 
21, 
321 

"' 

SOI 

'" ,., 
so• 
511 

13\ 
81 

" .. .. 
181 
191 
11\ 

" 161 

11 
21 
l\ 
21 
21 

21 .. 
l\ 
l\ 
2\ 

21. ALL OTHER P~ BEING £(:Ulol., REXruIAR PAR'I'ICIPATICN IN CCNI'INlJmJ EDOCATiai sa:JULD BE GIVEN ~ WEIGRl' IN A BIRnt 
ttX:ISION ~ WHE'n!ER A PERSOO HAS A D,MIN. IEGREE, 

"""'""' 12\ ••• "' 151 11 .. 
ELDERS 12\ 501 211 "' 21 21 - 2ll 561 14\ .. 11 l\ 
UPC SPEC !'!IN 291 47\ 13\ 10\ 11 l\ 
NCtl-UPC SPEC MIN 281 48' 161 .. 11 l\ 
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22. Given What you know of the O.!"lin. program which ('f the following represents )":'Ur opinion ,:,f the D. M!n pre-gram. 
(ChecK onJ.y ONE rnsp,nse.} 

IT SHOUU, BE 1'. MARK IT SHOUI.D BE OPEN 
OF DISTnCI'ION Wiffl TO ALL CLJ;:R'jY WHO WMtJ' 
VER'i SELECTIVE 1'.CJolISSION A S'm.OC'lVREO E'Rcov.M OF OON'T IQ.CW/ NO 
PCILICIES. CQ.ITD/Uit-G ,:OUC,:l'l<>, 00.'T CARE cm,,:R RESP0.50: 

"""'""' 181 591 141 " 
.. 

""""' 22\ 5" 15' " 
,. 

•=• lS\ 701 " " " UPC SPEC MIN 191 '" " 12% ,. 
NOO-UPC SFEC MW "' "' " "' 1' 

23. Cb ~u know of at least one person wtx> has been or is enrolled in a D.Min. program? (~ if )'OU persc,nally 
have been enrolled please YIS\Ottr "YES•) 

:t!'a'L !!L NOT SURE NO REsro,isE 

"""'""' 25\ 57\ 161 " EUlERS ,., 581 13\ " PA.STCRS '" 181 • " UfC SPEC M:rn 83\ l3\ l\ " tOHJPC SPEC MIN 78\ 17' " " 
IF YOU ~ -Yts• 'Itl QJESTION J23 Pt.EASE N&iER fflE RfMAINn;G QJESTIONS. CI.ZRG'l WHO DID Naf ANSWER ~..S, PR.O:::EEO TO 
QUESTICN t29. MD!BERS AND ELDERS WHO DID NOT ANS<l'E:Ft "YES• 'IO QUESTICN t23 WI.VE FINISHED THIS QIJESTICNN1\IRE. 'raANK 'iOU 
Fa1. YOUR HEU>. IF 'lOU WNIT 'IO MAKE MN C(J,NENI'S CCN:DrnmG THE O.MIN. DroREE CR CCNl'nnJING EDOCATION PLV,SE W?.I'F- '!OUR 
CCff.1ENTS AT THE END OF fflE QJESTICtrnAIRE. 

'Ihe nunber that respon::led to questions t24-26 are Members R-199 
Elders i-t•llO 

Pastors Fl-472 Non--OPC Spec Min R-131 

In questions 124-26 we 1<,0\llcl like your 
been or is enrolled in such a program. 
the instances ~u have observ~. 

UPC Spec: Min R•l64 

opinion of the effect that the D.Min. proqr.im had i:in the per~n ru k..'X'W ...tio ~ 
If )'OU kll:>w of more than one person choose the response that typifies l'!C>St ,:,f 

24. Please think 6f the per~ns ~u knew ..tio have entered o.M!n. pr,:,groll!IS. W"lich of the· following effec~s dicl yc-u 
observe while they were in the pr£9ram? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

Btr..a.ME MORE INTERESTED IN ANO CO'MITt'Etl TO 'fflEIR JOBS IN THEIR MD<ISTRY S£TI'ING 

"""'""' WlERS -UPC SPEC MIN 
tm-UP:: SP.EC MIN 

47> 
441 
53\ 
65\ 
52' 

BECN4E OIS'mACTED FFtCJri!. THINGS REQJIRED nl 'fflEIR Mn!IS'm'l 

MEMBERS 
""""5 -UPC SPEC MIN 
NCN...UPC SPEC MIN 

171 
l3\ ,., ,., 
17\ 

1IAD TROUBLE IWW.1INO CLAIMS ~ THEIR TIME 

""""""' Ell>ERS -UPC SPEC Mn! 
MCII...IJPC SPEC MIN 

81.CNtlE MCIU: EFPICttm', USED TIME B2:Tl'E:R 

Mf><BE>S 
EUlERS 
PI\Sl'OaS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
Nai...UPC SPEC MIN 

nev&tDPEO FAMILY PRCBlEMS 

"""'""' """'5 
l'i\STORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
MCII-UPC SPO:: MIN 

17\ 
25\ 
36\ 
321 
28\ 

19\ 
20\ ,., 
40\ 
24\ 

" " 12\ 
12\ 

"' 



24. (Continued) 

25. 

DROPPE:D 01.n' OF niE D.MIN. PRCGW-1 Ba:Al..'SE IT WAS TOO CE.°'1ANDING 

MDIBEPS 
il,Df;i'\S 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NCIHJPC SPEC MDI 

" 1' 
13\ 
n, 

" 
SHCWED RENEWED E?m!USIA&I FCR 'n!EIR !?RESENI' JOB 

"""'"" EIJlERS 
PASTORS 
UP: SPEC Mlli 
NOHJfC SPEC MIN 

B&:»IE RESTI.ESS IN 'mEIR CL'RRENI' POSITION 

-= 
EIJlERS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MlN 
t«:N-UPC SPEC MIN 

NONE OF 'lllE ABOVE 

"""'""' = PAS'rolS 
UfC SPEC Mill 
NON-Uf'C SPEC Mrn 

36' 
36' ,,. 
58' 

"' 
'°' "" 301 

"' 271 

10\ 
14' ,. 
" lll 

'lhink of the persons \friml have ili1;let.ed D.Min. 
~u observed? (OW:::X ALL nll\T Pt.'i) 

~ MCRE EFFICIENI' AD'illlIS'mA.TORS 

== 
EIJJERS 
PASTORS 
UPC S?tc MIN 
NC:tHJPC SPEC MIN 

BD:»1£ B£TI'tR PRE1,CHERS 

..,.,,,,. 
EIJlERS 
PASTORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NCJ\1-UPC SPEC MDI 

25\ 
221 
321 
411 
211 

311 
25\ 

'" 26' 
271 

programs. Wiich if any of the following effects have 

EXE:A:ISEO PASTCIW. AND SPIRITl1U CARE MCJI.E ctMPETDn'LY 

-= 
EIJ>£RS 
PASTOOS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NCN-UPC SPEC MIN 

GAlNED A NEW 'ffiEOLCX:m:AL IEPnl 

"""'"" EUERS 
PASTOOS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NCN-UPC SPEC MIN 

WERE tEiUAU.Y ANXIOUS 'ID FIND A NEW' JOB 

Ml>IIIERS 
EUlERS 
PASTORS 
UPC GPEC MIN 
IQ,I-UP:: SPEC MIN 

24' 
201 
411 
461 
301 

331 
26\ 
441 ,,. 
371 

121 
161 ,,. 
18\ 
191 



25. (Contini.Jed] 

GENERALLY MOVED TO A NE."d POSITION 

"""'"" ru,ass 
PASTO!lS 
UP: SPEC MIN 
NOH.JPC SPEC MIN 

"' 17' 

'" '" 20\ 

SPE:N'l' Mau: TIME IN snJDY FACH WEER ffiAN n1EY DID BEFCJlE 

M!>IBE!sS 
EIDERS 
PASTORS 
UP: SPEC MIN 
N:JN.:.;_iPC SPEC MIN 

10\ 

"' ,,. 
"' "' 

SPENT L.ESS TIME IN STUDY TIW< THEY DID BEFaU: 

-,:RS 
EWERS 
PA.STORS 
UPC SPEX: MJN 
!OHJPC SPEC MIN 

" 
" " .. 

WERE MGR£ LIREL'i TO ATl'DID crurnrurnG El'.U::ATION PRo:.RN<15 1BAN THEY DID BEFORE 

ME>l!IERS 
EIDERS 
PA.STORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
NCN-UP:: SPEC MIN 

lS\ 
161 
201 
361 
21, 

WERE TIRED OF E:OOCATIONAL PROO!W!S, AT u:AST ?CR 'l1IE TIME BErncJ 

"""' "'5 
El.OERS 
PAST:J!<S 
UFC SP::C Mlli 
NCN-UEC SPEC MIN 

,. ,. 
"' lS\ 
141 

GAINED AOOITIONAL PRESTIGE AND RESPECT BEI:MISE 'IHEY HAVE THE D£GREE 

-= = PA.STORS 
UPC SPEC MIN 
~-UPC SPEC MIN 

NCm OF 'l'HE ABOVE 

"''""''' ELCERS -UPC SPEC MIN 
NOO-ute SPEC MIN 

'" , .. ,,. ,., 
381 

•• 121 
1\ .. 
51 

26. Wiich if any, of the following effects on the congregation or ministry setting of having a clergyper90n 
in a O.Min. preqram have you obser.-ecl? Please check all that you see as important effects. 

MOST PEOPt.& IN 'nit M™ISTR'i S~NG ARE PROOD 'lW\.T ffltIR CtERC'/PERSOI WAS ENROi.LED IN THE PROOR.a.."1 

M!>l8"'5 
EWERS -UPC SPEC MIN 
lOHJ~ SPEC Mm 

'" 501 
541 
661 
501 

KlS'l' PEOPLE nl 'nit SETI'ING KAVE FELT NEGLE:C'mO AND RESENTFUL Be::AUSE OF '111EIR MINISTER'S INWLVEMDII' 
IN THE: O.MIN. FRCGRA'f 

""""'-' 
l!LCERS 
PAS'l'Cl>S 
UPC SPe::: MIN 
NOO-mc SPEC MIN 

.. 
" 81 

" " 
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28. \~a ;.,;:,u.ld like tc, know what inv,:,lvement, if MIY, you have had with a D.Min. pr,:,gram. Pleas.. check 
tte one statement that best surmarizes your eltperience. 

w.srci,s 

UPC SPEC MIN 
NON--UE'C SPEC MIN 

•= UPC SPEC MIN 
tol-UPC SPEX; MIN 

N\lllber currently enrolled 

lihVE NEVER BEEN ENROLLED HAVE NEVER BEEN ENFIOLl.ED 
IN A PROORN-t J>.t,ID liol.VE B!JI' HAVE INVESTIGATED 
NC7I' INVESTIGATED ffiE POSS!- n1E POSSIBIUT'! I AM aJRRD,rI'L'f 
BIUTI OF INVOLVEMENT OF INVOLVEMENT ENROLLED AT 

231 33\ " 241 "' 
,. 

341 161 .. 
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APPENDIX B 

REGIONAL ANALYSIS: A SUMMARY OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT VARIATIONS RELATED TO 
REGIONAL LOCATION 

Appendix B, which follows, presents the results for each major sample (i.e., 
members, elders and pastors) of all regional analyses which proved to be significant 
(probability .05, Chi-square Test). These regions may be linked to the Synods of 
the United Presbyterian Church by the following approximations: 

Region 

Northeast 
Great Lakes 
Mid-West 
Southeast 
South Central 
Mountain 
West 

Synods 

The Northeast and The Trinity 
The Covenant and Lincoln Trails 
Mid-America and Lakes and Prairies 
The Piedmont and The South 
The Sun 
Rocky Mountains and The Southwest 
The Pacific, Southern California 

and Alaska-Northwest 

Small portions of certain synods may lie in regions other than those cited above. 
This brief descriptive summary discusses only those results in which an 
interpretable trend is evident. 

PART I: INFORMATION ON CONTINUING EDUCATION 

A. Reasons For Taking Part In Continuing Education 

Pastors in the seven regions of the United States do not agree on the importance of 
spiritual growth as a reason a minister may want to take a course in continuing 
education. It is clear that the pastors serving in the Southeast are the most 
likely to say spiritual growth is a very important reason for such a study. 
However, it is not clear in which region the pastors are the least likely to see 
spiritual growth as an important reason to take part in continuing education. The 
members located in the South Central region were more likely than other members to 
see spiritual growth as important in motivating continuing education of ministers 
than were the respondents in about one-half the other regions. On the other hand, 
if we look at those who responded "somewhat important" and 11 not important" we see 
that those members residing in the South Central have the highest percentage of 
these less favorable responses. This information is provided in Table #1. 
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TABLE #1 

THE RESPONSES OF PASTORS TO THE QUESTION ASKING HOW IMPORTANT SPIRITUAL 
GROWTH Is AS A REASON FOR TAKING PART IN A CONTINUING EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Very Somewhat Not Important 
Region Important Important Imeortant or Don't Know 

Northeast 53% 37% 70% 1% 
Great Lakes 48% 42% 10% 
Mid-West 58% 35% 6% 
Southeast 66% 26% 7% 1% 
South Central 55% 25% 15% 5% 
Mountain 51% 38% 4% 7% 
West 61% 32% 8% 

There were regional differences in the value that elders saw in a minister of the 
Word participating in a formal continuing education program at a secular 
institution. Twenty percent of the elders serving in the South Central region, 12i 
in the Southeast region, ten percent in the Great Lakes region and six percent or 
less of those located in other regions responded that they thought it would be "very 
valuable" for a pastor to take part in a formal program working toward a degree or 
certificate at a secular institution. The percentage of'elders in each region who 
said that this type of program would not be valuable are: Northeastern area 26~, 
South Central area 23%, Great Lakes aria"Western areas 16%, Mountain area 13%, 
Southeastern 8% and Midwestern area 6%. What is interesting is that the elders in 
the South Central region were the most likely to respond that this type of program 
was very valuable and they were the second most likely to respond not valuable, 
indicating some polarity on this subject. 

B. The Role Of The Congregation In Continuing Education 

Below in Table #2, we have the percentage of members and elders who said the 
minister should get the approval of his or her congregation for the type of 
continuing education he/she wishes to undertake. 

TABLE #2 

THE PERCENTAGE OF MEMBERS AND ELDERS WHO SAID YES A MINISTER SHOULD 
~ET THE APPROVAL OF HIS/HER CONGREGATION FOR THE TYPE OF CONTINUING 

EDUCATION HE OR SHE UNDERTAKES 

Region Members Elders 

Mid-West 58% 65% 
Southeast 53% 59% 
Northeast 53% 54\ 
Great Lakes soi 59% 
Mountain 44% 56% 
West 41% 69% 

• South Centra 1 40% 35% 
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The members and elders located in the Mid-west are more likely than those from 
almost any other region to say a minister should get the approval of the 
congregation. The members and elders located in the South Central region are the 
l•ast likely to say a minister should get such approval. As can be seen from the 
Table in some regions the responses of members and elders are very different. For 
instance, only 41% of the members (second lowest percentage) but 69% of the elders 
located in the West (the highest percentage) said the minister should get the 
approval of the congregation for continuing educational pursuits. 

C. Types Of Continuing Education Programs Pastors Attend 

According to members residing in the Great Lakes area, 56% of their pastors have 
attended a non-credit seminar or workshop at a seminary or theological center. That 
is the highest percentage reported by those in any region. The second highest 
percentage of members reporting their pastor took part in this type of continuing 
education was the South Central region (52%). The lowest percentage reporting such 
study is found among those located in the Western or Mid-Western regions, with only 
34% saying their pastor had attended a non credit course at a seminary or 
theological center. From 41% to 46% of the members living in the Northeast> 
Southeast or Mountain region responded that their pastor had attended non-credit 
seminars at a seminary or theological center. 

D. Time And Money Available For Continuing Education 

About 35% of the elders serving in the Great Lakes, Southeast or South Central 
regions said they did not know ho·"' much study leave their pastor received, compared 
to less than one-fifth of the elders serving in the Mountain, Western or Northeast 
regions. (Those elders located in the Mid-West fell between these two extremes.} 

From 72\ to 74% of those members located in the Great Lakes, Southeast or Western 
regions regularly read professional journals or books, while 65% to 68% of those 
members residing in the South Central or Mountain regions do so. Those members 
residing in the Northeast or Mid-West regions are the least likely to report regular 
readership of professional journals or books. 

PART II: ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE DOCTOR OF MINISTRY DEGREE 

A. General Feelings Concerning The D.Min. Degree 

In Table #3, are shown the percentage of members who 11 strongly agree, 11 11 s trongly 
disagree 11 and "disagree" with the statement that 11 al1 other factors being equal, a 
minister who regularly engages in some educational activity should be hired in 
preference to someone who does not." It is clear that those members living in the 
South Central or Western regions are more supportive of this statement while those 
members living in the Northeast are in the greatest disagreement with the statement. 
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TABLE #3 

RESPONSE OF MEMBERS TO QUESTION #20. ALL OTHER FACTORS BEING EQUAL, 
A MINISTER WHO REGULARLY ENGAGES IN SOME EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY 

sHoULD BE HIRED IN PREFERENCE TO SOMEONE WHO DOES NOT 

Strongly Disagree or 
Region Agree Agree Strongly Disagree 

Northeast 14% 47% 27% 
Great Lakes 12% 62% 14% 
Mid-West 17% 48% 17% 
Southeast 18% 50% 21% 
South Centra 1 2si 45% 17% 
Mountain 12'l 59,; 1si 
West 21 'l 47$ 15% 

Don 1 t 
Know 

12% 
12'!; 
18% 
11% 
13% 
ll'l 
17% 

The responses 11 disagree 11 and "strongly disagree 11 are combined because only three 
percent or less of the members in any region strongly disagreed. 

B. Perceived Effect On Clergy While In AD.Min. Program. 

Those pastors serving in the Mountain region were more likely to have dropped ~ut of 
a ti.Min. program because it was too demanding than were those pastors serving 1n 
other regions. Pastors serving in the Mid-West or South Central regions were the 
least likely to have dropped out for this reason. 

C. Effect On Congregation Of Having A Clergyperson In The Program 

In Question #26 the panelists were asked if morale had suffered because of their 
minister's enrollment in a O.Min. program. Fifteen percent of the pastors serving 
in the West said it had, compared to seven percent or less of the pastors in the 
other regions. 

D. Clergy's Involvement In AD.Min. Program 

When the pastors were asked how important they thought the reason "to broaden and 
deepen their theological understanding 11was in a pastor's decision to enter a D.Min. 
program no regional difference appear if the categories "very important" and 
"important" are combined. However, ff we look only at the category "very important 11 

the pastors serving in the West, Southeast or Great Lakes regions are more likely to 
say "very important" than are the pastors located in the other regions. 
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APPENDIX C 

DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS: A SUMMARY OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT VARIATIONS RELATED TO 
SEX, AGE, INCOME, ETC. 

INTRODUCTION 

This brief descriptive summary presents the results of a demographic analysis of 
panelists 1 responses to the November Panel Questionnaire. The demographic 
variables which are used in the analysis of members 1 and elders' responses include, 
sex, age, income, marital status, and church size. Variables used in the analysis 
of the pastors' sample include sex, age, marital statuS, education and church size. 

In addition to these variables, additional analyses were conducted on the responses 
of members and elders using several constructed scales and variables: 
congregational participation, theological/devotional stance, leadership, and 
identification of "evangelicals." The congregational participation scale divides 
members and elders into high, average and low levels of participation in worship 
and other congregational activities. The theological/devotional scale divides · 
these same two samples into three groups of approximately the same size (more 
conservative, traditional and more liberal) on the basis of responses to questions 
concerned with devotional practices, Biblical interpretation and theological 
stance. The leadership scale divides the samples Into leaders and non-leaders with 
leaders being those that say they hold two or more leadership positions in their 
congregation. (For elders that means two positions besides being an elder.) 
Finally, 11 evangelicals 11 are defined as those members and elders who have had a 
11 born again 11 experience and who have attempted personally to win people to Christ. 
The information on these variables was gathered in the background questionnaire 
that panelists filled out when they first became members of the Presbyterian Panel. 

The results of this month's study showed many more statistically significant 
relationships than usual among these kinds of variables. This increase in the 
number of relationships appears to be the result of the different exposure the 
various groups have had to continuing education, the topic of this Panel survey. 
For example, respondents' educational level was related to how they answered some 
of the questions which is probably due to the difference in educational experience 
the groups have had. Members' and elders' income is also related to how members 
and elders answered some of the questions. Presently we have not looked at whether 
this relationship is due to the fact that more aff1uent people have, in general, 
more education than those who are less affluent or that the higher income 
respondents are exposed to continuing education more frequently in their jobs. 

Sex is another demographic variab1e that is significantly related to responses to 
some of the questions. We do not know why, but differences between responses of 
ma1es and females appear more often than in other studies. There were also a 
larger number of significant re1ationships among the non-demographic variables we 
looked at in Appendix C. In genera1 these relationships are what one would 
expect. You would expect that members and e1ders who are either leaders or high on 
the participation sca1e or high on both of these dimensions to have more knowledge 
of their congregation's and pastor's activities. 

Members and elders who are evangelicals and or theologically conservative often 
gave the same responses as those members and elders who are leaders and rank high 
on the participation scale. Presently, we do not know to what extent these are the 



same groups of panelists [i.e., the variables may be interrelated). It is also 
possible that these non-demographic relationships are related to the demographic 
ones. The older elders could be those who are most likely to be leaders in their 
congregation as well as those who most are theological conservative. It is also 
possible that age could explain most of the differences on questions of knowledge 
with the oldest respondents having the most knowledge. 

In any case, there are more statistically significant relationships than in many 
previous Panel studies. These relationships will be individually reported for each 
question. To help the reader find results for a particular question he or she 
might be interested in, the same subheadings are used as were used in the first 
part of this report, Only those variables for which there is an interpretable 
trend or are seen as having substantive significance are included in this report. 
Only relationships that were found to be statistic>lly significant at a Chi-Square 
level equal to or less than ,05 were considered for this report. In addition only 
those variables for which there are an interpretable trends, or which are seen as 
having substantive significance, are included. 

PART I: INFORMATION ON CONTINUING EDUCATION 

A, Reasons For Taking Part In Continuing Education 

In Question #1 the respondents were asked to check how important they thought 
varicus reasons were for a minister to take part in continuing education. There 
was some variation in answers according to the sex of·the respondents. Among 
elders, a higher percentage of women compared to men responded that updating 
theological knowledge and spiritual growth are important reasons for continuing 
education. Among pastors, women are more likely than men to see pursuing an area 
of theological interest for spiritual growth and to improve practical skills as 
important reasons. 

If we look at the age it is evident that, the younger the pastor, the more likely 
he or she is to say it is very important to pursue an area of theological interest 
and to improve practical skills. The responses of the elders and members on this 
item varied according to whether they were leaders, evangelicals, high on the 
participation scale or theologically conservative or liberal. Elders and members 
who are involved in two or more leadership roles in their congregation are more 
likely than non-leaders to respond that taking part in continuing education to 
update theological knowledge is very important. Those members who are 
evangelicals, those who are theologically conservative and those high on the 
participation scale are more likely to consider taking part in continuing education 
to be important than are non-evangelicals, those theologically less conservative 
and those not high on the participation scale. 

In Question #2 the respondents were asked to select the one most important reason 
for a minister to take part in continuing education. The reason, "to improve 
practical skills," received the highest percentage of responses from all groups 
except women pastors. Women pastors are more 1 ikely to see "pursuing an area of 
theological interest" as the most important reason. (There were also some 
differences related to sex on how important the other various reasons are,) 

Among members, elders, and pastors, a larger percentage of women than men selected 
spiritual growth as the most important reason for a pastor to undertake continuing 
education. Those members and elders who are evangelicals and those who are 
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theologically conservative are more likely than those who are not evangelicals and 
those 1ess theologica11y conservative to see spiritual growth as an important 
reason. Members who are high in participation are also more likely to see 
spiritual growth as an important reason than those· less active. 

In Question #3 the panelists were asked to rate how valuable different types of 
programs are for the clergy to participate in. Female elders were more likely than 
their ma1 e counterparts to rate as very important 0 attending non-credit seminars or 
workshops at a seminary or theological center, 11 11 taking part in a travel program/' 
"taking part in a study group made up of local clergy," and 11 0n a spiritual 
retreat." Female members are also more likely than men to see going on a spiritual 
retreat as very -important. 

In general, for Question #3, the lower a member 1 s or elder's income the more likely 
he or she is to respond by checking the category "don't know/no opinion." These 
high rates of "don't know/no opinion" may make it appear that members and elders 
are more negative or positive than they would be if they had more information about 
this topic. 

Keeping the above information in mind, members earning between $10,000 through 
$29,000 are less likely to respond that non-credit seminars or formal programs at 
secular institutions are valuable than members earning more or less than those 
amounts. Interestingly, the members that earn less than $10,000 are the most 
likely to see a travel seminar as valuable. ' 

The more income an elder has the more likely he or she is to see a non-credit 
seminar at a seminary or theological center as valuable. Elders earning more than 
$30,000 are more likely to consider fonnal program at secular institutions and 
seminaries to be more valuable than those earning less money. 

Age also seems to be associated with differences in opinion about this. issue. The 
oldest members (65 years old or older) and the older pastors are less likely to see 
non-credit seminars at a secular institution as valuable than are younger members 
and pastors. In addition, the youngest members, (those under 26 years old) are the 
most likely to respond that travel seminars are valuable. 

Responses differed according to the sex of the respondent as well as age in that 
women members are somewhat more likely than men to find fonnal programs at 
theological seminaries to be valuable and women elders are more likely to find 
non-credit seminars at theological seminaries to be more valuable than are men. 
Both women elders and members are more likely to find the following programs more 
valuable than their male counterparts: taking part in travel program; belonging to 
a study group made up of local clergy, and, going on a spiritual retreat. In 
addition to the differences by sex, the higher the participation level of members 
the more likely they are to see a spiritual retreat as valuable. Both for members 
and elders, those who are evangelicals are twice as likely as the non-evangelicals 
to see going on a spiritual retreat as valuable. In addition, elders who are 
leaders and members who are theologically conservative are more likely to say going 
on a spiritual retreat Is valuable than are elders who are not leaders and members 
who are more 'theologically liberal. 

As expected, pastors with a D.Min. degree are more than twice as likely to see a 
fonnal program at a theological seminary as being valuable than are their 

• counterparts who have not earned a D.Min. 
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B. The Role Of The Congregation In Continuing Education 

In Question 16 the respondents were asked if their pastor had taken part in a 
continuing education program in the last five years. Not surprisingly, the members 
and elders who are in leadership roles in their congregations were more likely to 
say "yes" than non-leaders. Non-leaders were the most likely not to know whether 
their pastor had taken part in such a program in the last five years. 

Members who are evangelicals, high on the participation scale and theologically 
conservative are also more likely to respond yes to this question. Among elders, 
the theologically conservative are also more likely than the more liberal to say 
that their pastor has taken part in a continuing education program in the last five 
years. 

It is probably not surprising that pastors who are 65 years old or older are the 
least likely of the pastors' group to report that they have taken part in any 
continuing education program in the last five years. The differences among the 
other age groups of pastors is very small in this regard. 

Age does have a strong influence on whether a pastor has worked on an independent 
study project. Over 50\ of the pastors under 45 years of age have worked on an 
independent study program in the last five years compared to only 25i of the 
pastors 65 years old or older who have done so. In looking at the percentage of 
pastors who have been involved in a travel program it is'evident that pastors with 
either a D.Min. or a Ph.D.* are more likely to have taken part in this type of 
program. 

C. Perceived Effect Of Taking Part In Continuing Education 

In .Question #7 the respondents were asked what changes occurred as a result of 
their pastor taking part in a continuing education program. The members who are in 
leadership roles in their congregations are more likely than others to respond that 
their pastor is now more likely to attend other continuing education programs and 
that the pastor has a new theological depth. Members who are not evangelicals and 
are theologically liberal are the most likely to say the continuing education 
program resulted in gaining additional prestige and respect from the congregation. 
The members who are evangelicals on our scale are more likely than others to say 
the pastor exercises his or her pastoral and spiritual care more competently. A 
similar association Is found with the participation scale scores and responses to 
this item: 36$ of the elders who are high on this scale compared to 14\ of who 
score the lowest responded that the pastor exercises his pastoral and spiritual 
duties more competently. Differences in pastors' levels of educational attainment 
are also associated with responses to Question #7. The pastors with a D.Min. 
degree are more likely (69S) than are pastors with a Ph.D. (4D$) to say that 
attending the program resulted in their becoming a better researcher. Also the 
pastors with a D.Min. are the most likely to say that attendance resulted in their 
becoming better administrators and gaining additional prestige. 

Ninety-one percent of the women who are pastors, compared to 751 of the men, say 
that as a result of attending a continuing education program they now spend more 
time in study than they had previously. 

"When the tenn Ph.D. Is used, I am also referring to S.T.D., Th.D., Ed.D. and other 
academic doctorates. 
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D. Time And Money Available For Continuing Education 

As expected, members and elders who hold leadership positions have more knowledge 
about the time and money provided to their pastor than do non-leaders. In addition 
the members who are traditionally seen as less active in the church have the least 
knowledge. These are the members who are young, single and male. The members of 
the largest churches are also the least likely to know how much time or money is 
available to their pastor for continuing education. 

One very interesting finding is that members who are not evangelicals and members 
who are theologically liberal, and members who are low in participation have the 
least knowledge. This seems to point to the fact that if a member is low in 
participation the member is probably not an evangelical (as we define it) but is 
probably theologically liberal. Some may take that to be common knowledge, but the 
correlation is not always as strong as it is in this study. 

As we would expect, pastors in the smallest churches (100 or fewer members) were 
more likely than those in the larger churches to say that funding for continuing 
education was not provided by the church. Possibly related to the above finding is 
that, the older the pastor, the more likely he or she is to say that the 
congregation does not provide funding. Ninety-four percent of the pastors under 34 
years of age say that funding is provided by the congregation compared to only 60% 
of the pastors 65 years old or older. 

Question #11 asked if the amount of funding provided for continuing education was 
adequa_te. As would be expected, among members. those who are not in leadership 
roles in their congregations are the most likely to say they don't know about this 
whereas those in leadership roles are the most likely to say it is adequate. 

The next question, Question #12, asked if paid sabbaticals should be provided for 
the clergy. In this case it appears that the opinions of the members are shaped by 
the size of the congregation they belong to with members in larger congregations 
being more likely to say a sabbatical should be provided. This would make sense 
since larger congregations are more likely to have larger budgets and/or staff to 
accommodate such sabbatical arrangements. (The reader should keep in mind, 
however, that even with members in these larger congregations, less than a majority 
favor sabbaticals. The percentage of members responding definitely yes to the idea 
of a sabbatical varies from seven percent of the members in congregations of 100 or 
fewer members to 18% of the members in congregations of more than 1200 members. 

The only difference observed for elders on the question of sabbaticals was that 
women elders are less likely than men to say no and more likely to say they do not 
know. 

Among pastors, the relationship between age and opinions about sabbaticals is 
interesting. Thirty-eight percent of the pastors 34 years old or younger say 
definitely yes to sabbaticals. This percent rises to 55% of the pastors 35 through 
44 years old and then starts to drop--only 12% of the pastors 65 years old or older 
favor sabbaticals. This may say something about what age group feels the most need 
for a change of pace (perhaps suffering from "burnout"). 

In Question #13 the respondents were asked if they regularly spent time studying in 
a structured education program. The data show that the elders in churches of 
membership between 501 and 800 people are about twice as likely as elders in the 
churches of other sizes to be enrolled regularly in a structured education 
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program. Thirty-one percent of the elders 34 years old or younger and 44% of those 
35 - 44 years old are regularly enrolled compared to 26% or less of the older age 
groups. 

Among members, the older they are the less likely they are to be enrolled in a 
structured eduation program. Sixty percent of the members under 25 are enrolled in 
such a program compared to 15% of those 65 years old or older. 

No clear relationship was observed regarding a member's income and enrollment in a 
structured education program. Members making under $10,000 or $40,000 or more are 
more likely than persons in the middle income brackets to be enrolled in such 
programs, Members earning between $10,000 and $19,999 are least likely to report 
enrollment. 

In the next question the respondents were asked if they themselves spent time 
reading professional journals or books. Responses to this question indicate that 
elders that earn $40,000 or more are more likely to read professional material than 
those earning less. Eighty-two percent of those earning $40,000 or more do this 
type of reading compared to the 52% of those earning $10,000 to $19,999 (which is 
the group with the lowest percent). • 

Male members and members who are in leadership roles in their churches are more 
likely to read professional material than are female members and members who are 
not leaders. In addition there is almost a straight lin~ relationship between 
income and the reading of professional material. The only exception is that those 
earning under $10,000 are slightly more likely to read than those earning from 
$10,000 to $19,999 (63% compared to 56i). Seventy-five percent of members earning 
$40,000 or more regularly read professional material compared to the low of 56% for 
those earning from $10,000 to $19,999. 

Thi's association is probably re1ate·d to the interrelationship between income, 
education and occupation that is commonly found in our society. Persons with 
higher incomes are more likely to have higher educational attainment and to be 
working in professional/managerial roles. These types of occupations tend to 
require more reading for work-related purposes. 

PART II: ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE DOCTOR OF MINISTRY DEGREE 

A. General Feelings Concerning The D.Min. Degree 

In the first question in this portion of the instrument (Question #15) respondents 
were asked if they had heard of the D.Min. degree. The members and elders that 
were the most theologically conservative were the most likely to have heard of the 
degree and those most liberal the least likely. In addition, the members that are 
the most active in their congregations are also more likely to have heard of the 
degree than the less active. Finally, about 44% of the members who are 
evangelicals, compared to 34$ of the others, have heard of the D.Min. degree. 

When the respondents were asked whether, all things being equal, pastors with 
D.Min. degree should be paid more than pastors with a Bachelor or Masters degree, 
not surprisingly the pastors with D.Min. degrees were the most likely to strongly 
agree with that idea. Those with a basic degree or masters were the least likely 
to agree and pastors with a Ph.D. fell between these two positions. 
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Elders who are members of churches with 501 to 800 member congregations with more 
than 1200 members are the most likely to say that a pastor with D.Min. should be 
paid more. The elders in churches of 100 or fewer members are the least likely to 
think this. Female elders are more likely than male elders to respond that they 
don't know about this. 

Not surprisingly, when the respondents were asked about hiring a person with a 
O.Min. over a person with a basic degree or masters, the clergy with a O.Min. 
degree were the most likely to ex~ress a preference for hiring the candidate with 
the D.Min. (about 40i strongly agree or agree). What may be surprising to some was 
that 28i of the clergy with a Ph.D., also thought the clergy with a D.Min. degree 
should get hiring preference over the basic degree or master. 

The pastors with a D.Min. degree are the most likely to agree or strongly agree 
that they should be addressed as doctor (62%) (compared to 30% of clergy with a 
basic or masters degree). Once again clergy with a Ph.D. fell between these two 
groups with 40% responding that clergy with D.Min. degrees should be addressed as 
doctor. With regard to the sex of the respondent, 35% of the male pastors compared 
to 21% of the female pastors either strongly agree or agree that clergy with a 
D.Min. should be addressed as doctor. The older the pastor, the more likely he or 
she is to have no objection to the title doctor. 

For members the relationship between age and opinions abqut use of the title doctor 
is not so clear. Members who are 65 years old or older are clearly the most likely 
to agree or strongly agree that clergy with D.Min. should be addressed as doctor. 
There is no pattern among the other age groups. In Question #19 the respondents 
were asked if they agreed with the statement that "A minister who has a D.Min. 
degree is more likely to be respected by other community leaders than if he/she did 
not have the degree. 11 Sixty-six percent of the pastors with a O.Min. degree either 
strongly agree or agree with the above statement compared to about 40% of the other 
clergy who strongly agree or agree. 

Elders who are evangelicals are more likely to agree that clergy with a D.Min. are 
more likely to be respected. The male elders are also more likely than females 
elders to agree or strongly agree that the O.Min. brings respect. Among members 
the non-evangelicals (45%), not the evangelicals, are more likely to say those with 
the D.Min. are more likely to be respected. 

When the respondents were asked whether a minister who regularly takes part in 
continuing education should get hiring preference over someone who does not, 
pastors 65 years old or older were the most likely to say they don't know. Those 
35 through 44 years of age followed by the pastors 45 through 54 years of age were 
the next most likely to strongly agree. Elders in churches of 501 to 800 members 
were the most llkely to agree strongly to giving hiring preference to pastors who 
take part in continuing education. The elders in churches of 100 or fewer members 
were the least likely to agree or strongly agree that ministers who regularly take 
part in continuing education should receive hiring preference over those who do not. 

For members, the more money they make, the more likely it is that they will respond 
that hiring preference should be given to the clergy who regularly take part in 
continuing education. For example, twelve percent of those making less than 
$20,000 compared to 25% of the members making $40,000 or more think such preference 
should be given. 
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In Question #21 the respondents were asked if regular participation in continuing 
education should be given more weight in hiring than attainment of a D.Min. 
Interestingly, the clergy with D,Min. degrees do not differ in their answers to 
this question from those who do not have the degree. However, there is a slight 
difference among pastors of different ages with younger pastors being slightly more 
likely than pastors 55 years old or older to disagree with this statement. No 
pastor 55 years old or older strongly disagrees with this statement. The pastors 
that are 34 years old or younger are the least likely to agree or strongly agree 
and are more likely to say they don't know whether pastors who regularly 
participate in continuing education should be given hiring preference. 

Twenty-three percent of this age group said they did not know 1f pastors who 
regularly participate in continuing education should be given preference in hiring 
over pastors with a D.Min. degree--twice as many 11 don't know 11 responses as was 
observed for any other age group. 

There is a slight difference in opinions on this issue among members who are 
leaders in their congregation and those who are not. Compared to non-leaders, 
those in leadership positions are a little bit more likely to agree or strongly 
agree that persons with regular continuing education experience should be given 
preference over persons with D.Min. degrees. 

The next question asked the respondent's opinion of the D.Min. program. The 
various groups of members and elders did not differ in tHeir responses. However, 
the amount of education a pastor has received does seem to influence his/her 
response t~ this item. A little over 3D% of the clergy with a D.Min. or a Ph.D. 
think the D.Min. program should be a mark of distinction with a very selective 
admission policy. In comparison, only 11% of the clergy with some graduate work or 
a Master's degree and 10% of the pastors with a basic degree think the degree 
should be a mark of distinction. A majority of each of the clergy groups believes 
D.Min. programs should be open to all potential applicants. Pastors with a basic 
degree are most likely to hold this opinion about D.Min. admissions policies (76%); 
those with a Ph.D. are least likely to do so (55$). Clergy who have attained the 
educational level of D. Min. fall bet11een these two groups, with 65% supporting 
open admissions to such programs. 

In Question #23 the respondents were asked if they knew anyone who was or is 
enrolled in a D.M1n. program. Among members, those in leadership roles, 
evangelicals, those high on the participation scale, and those who are 
theologically conservative are the most likely to know someone who was or is in a 
D,Min. program. Around 3Di of the members between 35 through 54 years of age know 
someone who is or was involved in such a program compared to 23% or less of the 
members in the other age groups. Obviously all clergy with D.M1n.s know someone 
involved in a D.Min. program. In comparison, 76$ of those with a basic degree and 
85% clergy groups with other levels of educational attainment report that they know 
someone involved in such a program. 

B. Perceived Effect On Clergy While in a D.Min. Program 

In Question #24 the respondents were asked what effects they observed on a person 
while enrolled in the D.M1n. program. For members, the small difference in 
responses observed seems to be related to the more general knowledge respondents 
have of D. Min. programs or their congregation. Members who are in leadership 
roles in their congregation and who are high on· the participation scale tend to 
know more than the other members about several of the effects of the D.Min. program 
that were listed on the questionnaire. 
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The differences in responses among pastors are all related to education. 
Sixty-eight percent of the pastors with a D.Min. degree said that enrollment in a 
D.Min. program was associated with renewed enthusiasm for the ministry in which the 
candidate was currently engaged. Only 33% to 40% of the pastors without a O.Min. 
mentioned that effect. Eighteen percent of the pastors with a D.Min., compared to 
about 38% of those with other degrees, said they noticed that persons in the 
program had trouble managing claims on their time. In fact, 59% of the clergy with 
a D.Min. degree noticed that people in the program used their time better. Only 
25% to 33% of the other pastors noticed that. 

C. Perceived Effects Resulting from Completing the D.Min. Program 

In Question #25 the panelists were asked to think of people who had completed the 
D.Min. program and to check any effects they had observed. For members and elders 
there were a few differences in response patterns but none that appeared meaningful. 

Most of the differences observed for pastors are related to educational 
background. However. there were a few other differences worth noting. Younger 
pastors and pastors who are single are more likely than other pastors to say they 
observed that after pastors have finished a D.Min. program they were tired of 
educational programs. 

Not unexpectedly, the size of the church the pastors are serving seems to be 
related to whether they had observed that a pastor moves"after completing the 
degree. (Maybe this reflects differences in expectations and/or career goals). The 
larger the church the pastor serves the less likely he or she is to say the pastor 
will move after receiving his or her D.Min. degree. 

In general, the differences among the pastors are that the pastors with the D.Min. 
degree are much more likely to see positive effects coming from being in a D.Min. 
program. These results are shown in table 1 below. 

TABLE 1 

Differences Within 
Question 11 25. 

Effect 

the Pastors Sample Related to Educational Background for 

Became more efficient 
administrators 

Became better preachers 
Exercised pastoral and spiritual 

care more competently 
Gained a new theological depth 
Spent more time in study each 

week than they did before 
Were more 1 ikely to attend 

continuing education programs 
than they did before 

Gained additional prestige and 
respect because they have 
the degree 

Percent Observing the Effect 

Basic 
Degree 

32% 
18% 

36% 
40% 

21% 

18% 

34% 
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Educational Background 
Graduate work/ Ph.D., Th.D., 
Masters Degree D.Min. s.T.D., etc. 

23$ 
18% 

31% 
35% 

15% 

20% 

28% 

59% 
62% 

78% 
78% 

41% 

41% 

56% 

17% 
33% 

33% 
38% 

29% 

38% 



After asking what effect a D.Min. program had on the person enrolled~ we asked 
about the effect on the congregation of having a pastor in a D.Min. program. There 
were no meaningful differences in responses reported within the members sample. 
However, there were meaningful differences within ·the clergy and elders sample. In 
both samples the men were more likely than women to respond that the congregation 
was proud to have a pastor enrolled in the program. (Sixty-two percent of the male 
elders and 56% of the male pastors see the congregations as being proud but, about 
20% fewer women in each sample responded in that manner.} 

The pastors with a D.Min. degree were much more likely than pastors without a 
D.Min. degree to say that congregations are proud to have a pastor enrolled in the 
D.Min. program, that morale in the ministry setting improved, and that there have 
been measurable improvements in the congregation such as better programs or more 
participation. 

E. Reason Clergy May Enter D.Min. Program 

We asked the clergy how much involvement they have had with a D.Min. program and 
found out that 50% of the clergy with a Basic degree and 40% of those with a 
masters degree or some graduate work have investigated the possibility of 
enrollment but have not enrolled. Around 10% of the clergy with a basic degree or 
some graduate work or masters are currently enrolled in a D. Min. program and 
around five percent now have a D.Min. degree. 

In the last question the pastors were asked why they thought clergy enter D. Min. 
programs. With one exception, the differences in responses within the pastors' 
sample relate to their educational background. Pastors with a O.Min. degree are 
more likely than those with other degrees to say most clergy entererl a D. Mir.. 
program to broaden and deepen their theological understanding and to improve their 
skill in their present setting. The pastors with a D. Min. degree were less likely 
than the pastors without a O.Min. degree to cite as important reasons earning a 
credential which will help them to move to a better job and making themselves 
eligible for higher pay. 

The one difference in response observed which was not related to education was when 
the reason "for fellowship with other clergy 11 was given: Women clergy are twice as 
likely as male clergy to see fellowship as a very important reason--22% of the 
women compared to 111 of the men responded in this manner. 
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