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ABSTRACT
Definitively Lutheran?:
An Exploration of Definitive Lutheran Characteristics in Higher Education
by
John E. Eggen
This mixed-method, exploratory case study explores definitively Lutheran
practices in higher education. This research explores emerging themes from Intersections
and other publications reflecting upon institutional religious identity. This research
explores the student experiences, expectations, and perspectives through a student survey
and the perspectives of institutional leadership through qualitative research. It evaluates
definitive characteristics of Lutheran higher education through the lenses of adaptive
change, organizational theory, open systems theory, Lutheran identity, vocation, and
exploring an understanding of missional, cruciform, perichoretic communities from the
Pauline epistles. The results reveal limited statistically significant difference among
students based on religious affiliation, but a divergent set of expectations. Qualitative
research demonstrates a unique perspective within Lutheran higher education with an
opportunity for enriching the understanding and expression of this identity. The
conclusion triangulates these results, providing a data-driven, theologically and
theoretically informed model for Lutheran higher education encompassing academic
development, spiritual intelligence, and emotional intelligence.
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INTRODUCTION
Introduction
“I went to Lutheran College because I was Danish, and I was Lutheran and that’s
where you went.” – Former Alumni and Development Officer.
Higher-education institutions of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America
(ELCA) sit a crossroads without a clear map of what lies ahead. The identity of the
school was clear by its affiliation, constituents, and practices. Ethnic heritage, religion,
and church membership where influential factors when students’ school of choice was the
school of the church. Chapel was mandatory, the role of the chaplain was central, and the
college president was an ordained Lutheran clergyman. However, the cultural and
religious landscape of the United States today has shifted dramatically since the highpoints of institutional success of these colleges and universities. The results changed the
demographic makeup of these schools and their practices. The identity of a school as
Lutheran may have been obvious in an era when the majority of the top-level
administrators, teachers, students, and faculty were Lutheran, and chapel was a gathering
space and time for all on campus. Having a shared understanding of what it means to be
Lutheran is increasingly difficult, while at the same time crucial as that era has passed.
This question lies at the very heart of institutional survival as these schools try to serve a
radically-different kind of student while being supported by donors and alumni from a
forgone culture.

1
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Seeking an understanding of Lutheran identity is not new. These questions have
been raised and discussed during the last two decades. The journal Intersections launched
twenty years ago to serve the then 28 schools affiliated with the ELCA. In the birth
announcement in the Spring of 1996 the editor of Intersections wrote,
I’ve had a chance to talk with faculty colleagues from other ELCA colleges. From
them I’ve heard comments such as these: “Many of the faculty at my institution
don’t even know we’re church related, to say nothing of knowing what that
means.” “Is being church related anything more than a public relations device?” ...
“The Lutheran connection at our college is very vague, mostly because no one
seems to know exactly what it means” “Somebody ought to do us the big favor of
articulating what it means to be a Lutheran college.”1
The ELCA lost two higher education institutions during those same twenty years.2
Some institutions have faced questions of survival in an era dramatically different than
when they were founded and when they flourished. Institutions respond to these
challenges with organizational choices, requiring an understanding of how their
institutional identity and institutional choices are inter-related. Central University3 is one
such institution.
Central University has faced several institutional challenges, and its own survival,
within the past decade. In 2009, Central University (then named Central Lutheran
College) faced crippling debt coupled with the lowest enrollment since WWII. Central
University made a variety of cuts and reductions in departments, including the
elimination of tenured professorships and degree programs with limited or no student

1

Tom Christenson, “From the Editor,” Intersections Vol. 2005, no. 21 (2005).

2

Dana Lutheran College, Blair, NE which has since closed and Waldorf College, Forest City, IA
which is now a private, for-profit university.
3

Central University is a pseudonym for the institution studied. Pseudonyms are used throughout to
protect the identity of people and institutions.
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enrollment. Roles reserved for ELCA representatives on the board of directors were
eliminated in a restructuring of the board. Lutheran was removed from the school name.
The appointed president was no longer a Lutheran, possibly for the first time in school
history. The campus pastor would shift to a non-ELCA pastor serving as a campus
ministry director. Many of the historically-identifiable factors of a Lutheran identity
seemed to be gone; the student demographic had shifted, Lutheran leadership positions
on the board and Presidential office were gone, and its ability to serve Lutheran students
through chapel was being questioned by many.
Along with these shifts came the survival, and ultimate thriving, of the institution.
Revenue grew sharply with increased enrollment driven by the closing of another nearby
ELCA-affiliated school in 2010. New academic and co-curricular programs were added,
and student enrollment continued to grow. By 2014 enrollment exceeded 1,200 students
and increased through 2017. Current enrollment is approximately 1,400 students, it
operates with a budget surplus, and leaders continue to develop undergraduate and
graduate programs.
Central University has survived, but has its Lutheran identity? While Central
University may no longer have Lutheran in its name, a Lutheran pastor leading chapel, or
many leadership positions filled by a Lutheran, we are faced with the question, does it
remain Lutheran? With the defining characteristics of demographics, leadership, public
affiliation, and even chapel practices having evaporated, what characteristics of a school
might be distinctively Lutheran? If not distinctively Lutheran, what characteristics might
at least be definitively Lutheran? Can an institution be Lutheran only in heritage? Is
Lutheran identity found in the governance of the institution, the pedagogy of the
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classroom, the ecclesiology of the chapel, its history, its DNA, elsewhere, or anywhere at
all?
Central University is an institution of the church working in a dramatically
different world than its founding. Understanding a contextualized expression of
institutional Lutheran identity holds great importance for an institution seeking to be
faithful to its heritage while aiming to engage a post-denominational world.
Research Question
The research question of this thesis seeks to bring clarity to an institutional
expression of Lutheran identity in a higher-education institution.
What are identifiable Lutheran practices and/or perspectives in higher education
and how are these experienced within the student population of a college campus
of the ELCA?
This research question seeks to expand the understanding of Lutheran identity
beyond the realm of demographics, sacraments, and campus ministry office and broaden
the question into the classroom and culture of the institution. The exploration of
identifiable practices and organizational characteristics of a higher-educational institution
may also serve to deepen the conversation around ecclesial identity within the serving
arms of the church.
Importance of this Research
Ecclesiological identity within the serving arms of the church continues to be an
important question to address not only for higher-education institutions but for
organizations such as Lutheran Family Services, ELCA affiliated hospitals, nursing
homes, camps, and others. This is especially true within donor populations. They support
an organization with an experience of a bygone era and may naturally wonder, “Is it still
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Lutheran?” The organizational characteristics and practices that reflect Lutheranism in
higher education translate into other organizations that are the serving arms of the church,
such as social services, hospitals, or retirement/assisted living facilities. For example,
they may ask the same question, “What makes Luther Home Lutheran?” These
organizations may seek to understand which component(s) of their institutional identity
serve as key factors in their institutional religious identity.
Variables
Dependent and Independent Variables
The independent variable in this study is institutional religious identity. The
lenses develop this construct variable and the methodology operationalizes this into a set
of variables. An operational definition of institutional religious identity is developed and
validated through the usage of individual religious identity. In the validation process,
individual religious identity serves the independent variables in measuring the dependent
variables of the operationalized construct of institutional religious identity. The
dependent variables are student religious identity, student practices, and student
perspectives.
Intervening Variables
There are several intervening variables that impact this research. Intervening
variables include community of origin, involvement in religious activities, and
perspectives on religion and spirituality arising out of individual experiences unmeasured
in the survey. Intervening variables on an institutional level include important shifts, such

6
as emerging adulthood, and the decline of religiosity, which introduce new contextual
elements absent in previous generations.
Lenses
Theoretical Lenses
There are three inter-related theoretical lenses used to interpret the research
question and data. These lenses are adaptive change, organizational theory, and open
systems theory. Adaptive change relates to the challenges faced in understanding
organizational identity amid substantial contextual change. Organizational theory and
open systems theory relate to the understanding and identifying factors of the
organization.
Adaptive Change
Leadership on the Line, the authors define adaptive change as change that,
“challenges people’s habits, beliefs and values. It asks them to take a loss, experience
uncertainty, and even express disloyalty to people and cultures.”4 This is the type of
change faced by Central University with the changing religious and cultural
demographics. This lens also accurately reflects the type of criticism Central University
often faces from alumni that wonder about the direction of the University, or question
choices made regarding chapel, staffing changes, or the student demographic. A response
to adaptive change has often happened in mission through contextualization, therefore

4

Ronald A. Heifetz and Martin Linsky, Leadership on the Line: Staying Alive through the
Dangers of Leading (Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press, 2002), Kindle edition, loc 479.
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this lens includes a theoretical (over the theological) understanding of contextualization
in exploring how core identity is preserved while adapting to a changing context and
culture.5
Organizational Theory
Organizational theories and literature applicable to this study are brought together
to better understand the role of culture in identity. The understanding of the role of
culture aids in understanding definitive elements of institutional identity. This lens
reviews the roles of organizational frames, organizational culture, and legacy. The
perspectives of objective and subjective-functionalist views provide a mechanism to
understand the role of organizational history and saga in institutional life. Understanding
the constituent components of organizational theory informs the exploration of the more
nuanced religious identity of an institution within the Lutheran heritage.6

5

Resources to explore adaptive change as a theoretical lens include: Robert N. Bellah, The Good
Society, 1st ed. (New York: Knopf, 1991), Kindle edition.; Stephen B. Bevans, Models of Contextual
Theology (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2002).; Heifetz and Linsky, Leadership on the Line.; Ronald A.
Heifetz, Alexander Grashow, and Martin Linsky, The Practice of Adaptive Leadership: Tools and Tactics
for Changing Your Organization and the World (Boston, MA: Harvard Business Press, 2009), Kindle
edition.
6

Resources used to explore saga as a theoretical lens include: Nancy Tatom Ammerman and
Arthur Emery Farnsley, Congregation & Community (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press,
1997), Kindle edition.; Mark G. Ehrhart, Benjamin Schneider, and William H. Macey, Organizational
Climate and Culture: An Introduction to Theory, Research, and Practice (New York, NY: Routledge,
2014).; L DeAne Lagerquist, “College Identity Sagas: Investigating Organizational Identity Preservation
and Diminishment at Lutheran Colleges and Universities,” Lutheran Quarterly 27 (2013).; George B.
Thompson, “Leadership for Congregational Vitality: Paradigmatic Explorations in Open Systems
Organizational Culture Theory,” Journal of Religious Leadership 2, no. 1 (2003).
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Open Systems Theory
An open systems theory is an organizational understanding of a dynamic and fluid
environment. In an open systems theory, the container of the system has both inflow and
outflow while maintaining system boundaries. This lens explores the cultural system of
the university, its boundaries, and characteristics to better define the organizational
system as an open or closed system.7
Biblical Lenses
Three biblical lenses frame the interpretation of this research. The lens of Antioch
explores the role of Antioch in the early church and its missional engagement. Unity over
distinctiveness and Pauline cosmology specifically look at a Pauline understanding of
unity, distinctiveness, and community boundaries.
Antioch
The Gentile mission in Antioch reported in Acts 11 is that space where the early
church dynamically engaged the Gentile world. This was a unique space in the early
church where two cultures met. The higher education institution serves in a space where
the mission of the church engages in a broader population through education. This is a
context that is defined by Lutheran identity to serve a population that is not a majority

7

Resources to be explored for this lens include the following: Peter Block, Community the
Structure of Belonging (San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler, 2009), Kindle edition.; Eleazar S. Fernandez,
Burning Center, Porous Borders: The Church in a Globalized World (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock
Publishers, 2011), Kindle edition.; Robert D. Putnam, David E. Campbell, and Shaylyn Romney Garrett,
American Grace: How Religion Divides and Unites Us (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2010), Kindle
edition; Margaret J. Wheatley, Leadership and the New Science: Discovering Order in a Chaotic World,
2nd ed. (San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, 1999), Kindle edition.

9
Lutheran demographic. This lens explores biblical understanding for the expression of
religious identity within a missional engagement with the surrounding culture.
Pauline Cosmology
An analysis of Paul’s language throughout the epistles reveals a unique
perspective on porous boundaries. This lens provides a biblical perspective of community
boundaries while being a community centered on and for Gospel in an exploration based
on Edward Adams’ book, Constructing the World. The lens uses an analysis of Paul’s
language to understand the missional usage of communal boundaries in the Pauline
epistles. This analysis demonstrates how Paul both encourages porous boundaries to
expand the reach of the Gospel and more defined boundaries to protect the faith of the
community. These are valuable insights for what it means to be a community that exists
for the sake of the Gospel in the world.8
Unity over Distinctiveness in Pauline Epistles
An independent review of the Pauline epistles revealed approximately 230 verses
reflecting unity within the early Christian community.9 Paul has laid a foundation for
contextualization and faithfully responding to adaptive change while maintaining core
beliefs. Looking at identity through the lens of unity over distinctiveness in the Pauline
epistles provides additional insight for understanding defining characteristics of a faithbased organization.
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Edward Adams, Constructing the World: A Study in Paul's Cosmological Language (Edinburgh:
Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2000).
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Based on an independent study of Pauline epistles where Paul emphasizes the unity of the
community over theological or cultural divisions.
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Theological Lenses
This research employs four theological lenses. The first two are interrelated lenses
exploring Lutheran identity. The lens of Lutheranism itself explores the organizational
framework of institutional religious identity within the Lutheran tradition. Vocation,
while arising from Lutheran heritage, is presented as its own lens. The lenses of
perichoretic community and missional engagement address theological components of
institutional identity.
Lutheranism
This lens applies organizational theory and elements of Lutheran tradition to
inform institutional identity. A matrix is proposed to map institutional religious identity
through ecclesial and organizational categories. This matrix provides a clarifying
framework and language with which to evaluate the religious identity within higher
education. Characteristics which emerge from literature research are applied to the
higher-education institution to form a richer understanding of how to evaluate Lutheran
identity.
A great deal of the literature and background for this section is the Intersections
journal published by the Congregational and Synodical Mission unit of the ELCA. A
review of the Intersections journal provides common themes that resonate with the
mixed-method exploratory case study and additional clarity around the Lutheran identity.
This lens applies this literature in forming elements of a Lutheran institutional identity
and student experience, later operationalized into research elements in the methodology
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chapter. Additional resources include literature review from additional higher education
institutions and reflections on cultural challenges to Lutheran identity.10
Vocation
The Lutheran theme of vocation is a central component of Lutheranism. Mark
Wilhelm—Program Director for Schools, Colleges, and Universities at the Evangelical
Lutheran Church of America—refers to vocation as the “sine qua non of Lutheran higher
education.”11 Higher education engages students in a life stage central to vocational
discernment. Vocation merits its own lens in exploring higher education in fully
exploring its theological, practical, and organizational role in a Lutheran identity in
higher education.12
Perichoretic Community
This lens explores the theological implications of the Trinity and their reflection
within a community and the meaning of distinctiveness within unity. A reflection on

Additional resources include: Arland J Hultgren, “Augustana and Lutheran Identity in
America,” Currents in Theology and Mission 39 (2012).; “Challenges for North American Lutheranism: A
View from Canada,” Currents in Theology and Mission 42 (2015).; Joel P Okamoto, “Making Sense of
Confessionalism Today,” Concordia Journal 41 (2015); Paul O Wendland, “Confessionalism
Contextualized: Lutheran Identity across Cultures,” Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly 109 (2012).; Leopoldo
A Sánchez, “The Global South Meets North America: Confessional Lutheran Identity in Light of Changing
Christian Demographics,” Concordia Journal 37 (2011).; Alvin J Schmidt, “Multiculturalism and the
Dilution of Lutheran Identity,” in Lutherans Today: American Lutheran Identity in the 21st Century (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003).; Peter L Berger, “On Lutheran Identity in America,” Lutheran Quarterly 20
(2006).
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Mark Wilhelm, “The Vocation Movement in Lutheran Higher Education,” Intersections Vol.
2016, no. 43 (2016).
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perichoretic community informs a model of relationships defined by non-exclusive,
mutual, self-actualized community within the Trinity.13
Missional Engagement
The missional imperative of the church, and therefore the missional imperative of
the institutions of the church, is to be the church for the sake of the world. The serving
arms, such as a higher-education institution, serves a space between the local church and
the world. The lens of Missional Engagement explores what it means to be a faithful,
incarnational, presence of the church in the world.14
Methodology
This mixed-method, exploratory case study evaluates distinctive Lutheran
institutional characteristics in higher education and how they are expressed and/or
experienced within a student population. Quantitative research within the student body
explored demographics, perceptions, practices, and characteristics of the student body,
their expectations, and their educational experience. The first instrument was a student
survey administered to the student population in the two required courses. These courses
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provided a broad cross-section of all first-year students. Longitudinal data were available
as the current survey was largely the same questions as a 2013 survey administered on
campus.15 Analysis was done using descriptive and inferential statistical analysis,
including t-tests as appropriate, to analyze and compare data to (a) determine
distinctiveness of characteristics and perspectives for Lutheran affiliated students and (b)
to explore the presence of perspectives, characteristics, and demographics of the student
body.
The qualitative research was performed with the senior leadership team through a
focus group and individual interviews. Questions asked in the focus group concentrated
on common themes emerging from the survey data and interviews and their perceptions
of the importance and uniqueness of these themes within Lutheran higher education.
Individual interviews were held with members of the senior leadership team and
faculty/staff leadership across campus. Interview data were transcribed and coded using
the process outlined in Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through
Qualitative Data Analysis. Data were coded beginning with word-by-word coding, lineby-line coding, and then focused, axial, and theoretical coding. 16
During the research, I served a role in the development office at Central
University working with individual donors for major gifts and for a capital campaign.
During this work, individual alumni conversations were journaled, and these memos were
used to inform this research.
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Other Matters
Definitions of Key Terms and Phrases
Defining Characteristics – These are characteristics that, without their presence in
a system, the organization would not be similarly categorized. Defining characteristics, as
a group, may be unique, however each individual characteristic is not mutually exclusive
to the categorization. 17
Distinctive Characteristics – These are characteristics that define inclusion in the
category and is a characteristic exclusive to the category.18
ELCA Affiliated – An organization that has any level of recognized affiliation
with the Evangelical Lutheran Church of America. The twenty-six schools recognized by
the ELCA and regarded in this research as ELCA Affiliated higher-education institutions
are listed in appendix A.
Perichoretic – The theological understanding of the Trinity and the social
relationship within the Trinity that allows uniqueness of the individuals and singularity of
the Trinity.
Perspectives – Those opinions and views held by an individual on a specific topic
or practice.
Practices – An active, tangible action that is performed by an individual or
organization and can be described and repeated.

17

For example, the color orange maybe be a defining characteristic of a naval orange, however it
is not unique to this fruit.
18

For example, the texture of cherimoya fruit is distinctive. It is not only defining of the fruit but
is a texture that is not reproduced in other fruits.
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Saga – Saga is an intangible force found within the history of an organization that
results in the organization having remarkably similar traits over the course of time even
when context, culture and demographics might change. Saga is similar in nature to what
some might consider the DNA of an organization.
Serving-Arm of the Church – The collection of agencies and institutions that are
supported by the Church. These agencies and institutions are not considered local
churches and have governance and leadership structures outside of those of a local
church.19
School of the Church – Used to describe a school associated, affiliated, or run by
a denomination. E.g. “Joe attending a school of the/his church” would indicate that Joe
attended a school run by, affiliated, or associated by the same denomination as the church
he attends. Higher-education institutions associated with the ELCA are listed in appendix
A.
Vocation – Vocation expresses the theological understanding that all work is
God’s work. Justo González summarizes Luther’s view of vocation as, “In that
community, all have a place or a vocation, and all occupations—as long as they are
honest and godly—are equally valuable before the eyes of God.”20
Additional Questions
This thesis works on the presumption that key perspectives, characteristics, and
practices exist that are distinctively or, at least, definitively, Lutheran. The question of
19
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Justo L. González, The Story of Christianity Volume 2: The Reformation to the Present Day,
The Story of Christianity, 2nd ed. (New York: HarperOne, 2010), 53.
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whether or not there remains any defining or distinctive characteristics, of being Lutheran
in an age of finding common ground among mainline denominations greatly impacts the
overall outcome of this research. It may be that there are not any practices or perspectives
that are distinctive to a Lutheran understanding of identity. Equally possible is that many
of the defining factors of Lutheran identity may in fact define a Lutheran institution
without being specific enough to exclude other denominational identities. The goal of this
research is not to evaluate the exclusivity of these characteristics. This research does not
seek to measure in any way the importance of a Lutheran understanding that excludes
other denominational identity. The distinctiveness of these characteristics is an important
factor in applying this research in a prescriptive fashion as an evaluative tool for Lutheran
distinctiveness.
This research also assumes tangible expression of theological concepts of a
Lutheran identity. There is an assumption that student perspectives and practices may
have some correlation with core Lutheran theological concepts. Equally assumed is that
the leadership of a Lutheran higher-education institution would reflect these concepts in
their expression of institutional identity and their work. It is possible that neither are the
case.
Summary of Significance
Ecclesial identity continues to be an important factor for churches and related
institutions. The ecclesial landscape continues to evolve as new church-wide bodies are
born, churches change denominations, major mainline denominations enter into common
call agreements, and new denominations begin. In some senses, what it means to be
Lutheran means even less when someone who is an ordained Lutheran pastor can serve in
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a called position at a Methodist, Episcopalian, Presbyterian, or UCC church. It likely
means even less for the generation entering the colleges and universities of the church.
Yet it continues to mean something, and in many cases a great deal, to the donors who
support these organizations, many of whom are of an older demographic. The larger
Church is comprised of many institutions founded in an age where their ecclesial identity
was never questioned. An organization was clearly Lutheran because it was formed,
supported by, led by, and served Lutherans. Those days are gone. Those who support the
institutions are not. Does an institutional religious identity matter? What does a modern
expression of a Lutheran institutional identity look like?
The first verse of the hymn, “The Church of Christ in Every Age” states, “The
church of Christ in every age, beset by change but Spirit-led, must claim and test its
heritage and keep on rising from the dead.” 21 The church continues rising from the dead,
as does its institutions. The hope is that this research can help to “claim and test its
heritage” in an understanding of the tradition, history, demographics and underlying
characteristics, practices, and perspectives of being a faithfully Lutheran presence in an
ever-changing world.
Ethical Considerations
This projected was conducted in compliance with, and approval by, the
Institutional Review Board of Luther Seminary and Central University. Changes to the
methodology were presented to both review boards during the course of research. IRB
applications were modified and re-approved when necessary. No sensitive information
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Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, Evangelical Lutheran Worship, Pew ed.
(Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg Fortress, 2006), Hymn #729.
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was collected from students as a part of this research and participation was optional.
Benefits and rewards for participation in the surveys were approved by both Institutional
Review Boards. These rewards were considered incidental and designed to ensure free,
non-coerced, implied consent. First, the benefits and rewards of those participating in the
interviews was considered incidental in amount. In three of four instances extra credit
was offered at an amount determined by the instructor and an amount similar to what was
offered for participation in other studies or events. Additionally, the offer for extra credit
was not exclusive to this study and students had multiple other opportunities to earn
similar amounts of credits. A fourth group was offered a drawing for gift-cards in the
amount of $25 to a local restaurant or online retailer. This was an amount determined
with the guidance of the course instructor and determined to be a non-coercive incentive
to the study participants.
While anonymity was not guaranteed, confidentiality was protected throughout
this research project. Pseudonyms are used for the institutions and individuals
participating in this study. Only my advisors, professors, a transcriber, and I had access to
the research data.
All audio was stored as electronic data with similar digital safeguards. Along with
other electronic data, audio recordings and transcriptions were stored in passwordprotected files on my personal computer. Any paper materials, largely signed informed
consent forms, were scanned, and stored digitally and the paper copies were destroyed
with secure shredding. All digital files will be retained for a period of three years, after
which time the data and files will be destroyed.
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The researcher was serving as a development officer in the institution of study
during the course of this research. This may have presented a conflict of interest if the
study results are detrimental to institutional advancement. A pseudonym was used for the
institution in the proposal and in the final project to minimize this risk. Additionally,
following the focus groups and interviews with senior leadership members, regular
conversations informed the institutional leadership of relevant results.
A Note Regarding Citations
Maintaining the confidentiality of Central University is a complicated task. This
research relies heavily upon the institutional history of Central University. Recent
leadership changes at Central University, its history of chapel leadership, and enrollment
data are equally important in understanding confusion around institutional religious
identity. Areas where citations for institutional history or data would be expected remain
uncited, since the citing of these sources would reveal the identity of Central University.
Summary
This research explores the identifiable Lutheran practices in higher education and
how they are experienced within the student population. The course of this research
provides key lenses by which to better understand institutional religious affiliation
through a deeper definition of religious organizational identity. Using current theoretical
organization research and theological refection, this research brings together these fields
for the purposes of better defining religious identity within an organization.
This research is utilized to specifically reflect upon the identifiable characteristics
within the practices and organization of Central University. This invites the viewpoint of
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the student body to better reflect how the students experience the organizational
characteristics and practices.
In the following chapter, the organizational history is more fully developed. The
theoretical lenses of adaptive change theory, organizational theory, and open systems are
explored as they apply to religious organizational identity.

HISTORY AND THEORETICAL LENSES
The previous chapter introduced the research question, “What are identifiable
Lutheran practices and/or perspectives in higher education and how are these experienced
within the student population of a college campus of the ELCA?” Chapter 1 included a
brief overview of the history leading to this research and the research lenses. This chapter
explores the historical context for this research and the theoretical lens. Chapter 3
explores the theological and biblical lenses similarly used to evaluate the research
question and data.
History and Context
Introduction
The history of modern higher education is closely connected with the history of
Lutheranism and the Reformation. Martin Luther’s own education came from the
University of Wittenberg, which led and contributed the theological underpinnings of the
Reformation. Luther’s own spiritual revelations were led by the Holy Spirit, but also
made possible because of Luther’s own education in Greek. This is not to diminish the
primacy of divine agency in the Reformation, but to recognize that possibly divine
agency worked through the education provided by the Wittenberg University. The
educational institution would also become an institution effected by the Reformation and

21

22
the socio-political shifts in the years following.1 Many of the ideals of the liberal arts
tradition, such as open inquiry, vocational discernment, and the communal, dialogical
pedagogy can trace their history back to Luther’s theology and writings and others from
the Reformation period.
The next three hundred years would see important shifts in higher education,
politics, and migration. The three centuries following the Reformation included the
settlement of the New World and the beginning of a new nation, the United States of
America. Within this new nation came another set of notions and understandings,
including the separation of church and state and the church as a voluntary society. This
new nation saw the founding of the modern research university and became the melting
pot for a period of vast immigration. One of the practical matters associated with the new
church-state separation was the development of the denominational system as an
organizing body for churches. These denominational bodies brought organization to the
new reality of independent churches. The denominational organizations also founded
institutions on behalf of their constituent churches to serve the educational needs of the
churches and create ministries beyond the scope of individual congregations. This early
period in the American churches involves the story of immigration, new political realities
and navigating uncharted organizational territories. Dan Anderson describes this history
from a cultural viewpoint in an article on transculturation. Anderson writes, “The story
that emerges is a story of immigration, the development of ethnic and language-based
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synods, mergers of synods, and strains of Lutheran orthodoxy and pietism in a
developing nation.”2
This chapter focuses on the early colonial history through the early 1800s, which
is the context for the founding of the educational institutions of the ELCA. The lenses
that follow explore how the cultural context of the time influence institutional identity.
Understanding the changes related to ethnic and language identity, and other cultural
changes, are important in understanding the context of institutional identity of the
Lutheran higher-education institutions.
Colonialism through 1700s - Separation of Church, State, and School
The earliest Lutherans in North America arrived during the early colonial years,
most likely the late 1600s. This history substantially predates the founding of any of the
ELCA affiliated higher education institutions but captures the evolution of religious
organization creating a context for the forming of church-affiliated institutions.
Understanding the context and evolution of religious organization in the New World is
important in understanding the context of the founding period of the ELCA institutions.
This brief history traces some of the early development of the Lutheran Church in North
America and how this early development set a cultural framework which would become
an identifying factor for higher-education institutions.
During this timeframe religious affiliation was based largely on nativity. Religion
of origin was often the same as their country of origin, which most likely defined the
colony they settled in within the new world. Sponsoring countries formed colonies in the

Daniel R. Anderson, “A Theory of Transculturation,” Proceedings of the North American
Academy of Liturgy (2015): 108.
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New World. The sponsoring country often had a state religion, so the country’s colonial
settlement often included an officially recognized religion from the sponsoring country.
This began in 1607 with England supporting the Anglican Church in Virginia and
Georgia. The Puritan church was the established church in other areas, predominately in
New England. For a short time, state-sponsored Lutheranism existed in New Sweden
with the establishment of the Swedish Lutheran church. Aside from this short-lived statesponsored church in New Sweden most Lutheran developments in the New World would
be largely independent of state support due to the heritage of early Lutheran immigrants.
State-sponsored religion continued in the new world in a different context. Some
colonists certainly came for freedom of religion, later coded in the Declaration of
Independence, Constitution, and Bill of Rights. Religious freedom did not preclude the
presence of state-sponsored churches. The early colonies were still an extension of their
founding countries, including their churches, but resources were limited. State sponsored
churches and their expansion were not the priority. Labor was the priority. The real need
in the colonies was labor in the establishment of the New World, not religious
propagation. While the sponsoring countries may have had a strong-state sponsored
church with religious homogeneity, this was not a priority for colonial resources. The
religious establishment was not the focus, and the colonies did not have the strength to
make religious uniformity practical. In most cases, religious life was self-organized. As a
result, religious diversity would begin to flourish, and congregations begin to live into a
new reality.
This meant new organizational challenges for the churches within the New World.
If a group had the desire and means to establish a church, they were free to do so. Then
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they faced the struggle of organizing, building a church, and finding a pastor to serve
their church. In most cases if a church had a pastor, the pastor came from the colony’s
sponsoring country since the church-bodies in the colonies had not begun to educate
clergy. As a result, the pastor often came to serve a colonial church from a church with a
very different paradigm. The pastor left an experience of a state-church and its hierarchy
to serve a congregationally-organized church. The paradigm had shifted from a statecontrolled church to a congregationally-controlled church. These pastors came from an
environment of outside-in control, to constituent-based control without much preparation.
Conflict often emerged in navigating this new paradigm.
These early colonial experiences of self-organized congregations began to form
the defining factors of plurality and church as a voluntary society in the colonies. In his
history on Lutherans in America, Mark Granquist writes, “The basic outline of religion in
America formed during the colonial period, and because of the twin aspects of voluntary
pluralism, a religious culture much different from that of Europe developed.”3 Religion
came to the new world, and it found a new expression.
The earliest Lutheran presence in the colonies emerged during the mid-1600s, not
as a missionary endeavor but as secondary to the exploration of the New World. It is
difficult to find any solid data on nativity prior to 1850, which was the first census to
record country of origin. The best source for information on the population of Germans
and Scandinavians is through immigration data, which began in 1820. Finding estimates
for church membership is even more difficult. The immigration history of early colonists
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can be used for estimates, since colonial religion correlated with the native land of the
immigrants. For a those who came from the Germanic territories as immigrants, their
religious affiliation was Lutheran, which provides a way to estimate Lutheranism in the
early colonies.4 Granquist estimates that by 1720 there were fewer than eight thousand
Lutherans.5
Lutherans who had settled in the New World formed congregations as voluntary
and largely self-supported organizations. Early German immigrants were not from a
country of Germany, because such did not exist at that point in history; instead they were
from a German speaking region. Therefore, they came from a region where there was not
nationally-sponsored church and early German immigrants formed self-supported
congregations. Support by European Lutherans for colonial Lutherans was haphazard at
best. According to Granquist, “Although Lutheran labors in colonial America were far
from impressive, they did form a base of congregations from which to grow and
develop.”6 This is important because as a second generation of colonialists were about to
immerge, so was a wave of Lutheran immigrants.
The period from 1780 through 1820 was one of rapid growth due to an influx of
immigrants. Granquist estimates that the number of Germans in colonial America grew
from fewer than eight thousand in 1720 to between sixty and eighty thousand by 1775.7
Figures published by Aaron Fogelman validate this rapid growth. Fogelman reports this
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rapid acceleration of immigrants with fewer than four thousand immigrants from 1700
until 1720, growing to an estimated 84,500 by 1775.8 The exact figures from Fogelman
and Granquist show discrepancy, but both agree in the rapid rate of immigration in the
late 1700s.
The religious experience of the colonists would eventually lead the way for what
became a foundational framework for organized religion in the New World, namely
church as a voluntary society and the separation of church and state. It created space for
the freedom of religion, meaning that religion would inherently be a choice by family,
parent, or individual, not by state or law. It also meant the governing of congregations fell
outside of the role of the state, and the American denomination was born. As stated by
Granquist,
All religious groups or denominations were required to rethink their new
environment and their mission and to reorganize accordingly. Independence
brought obstacles, but also opportunity. It was in this context that the American
denomination was born.9
This period marked the beginning of a transition to new structures for the church.
Churches were to be self-governed and self-supported. They were now voluntary
societies and began to find ways have their own financial support, but also develop their
own leadership and greater support structures. By the time of the Revolutionary War the
Lutherans had been in North America for over a century and had formed a foundation of
voluntary association, self-organized congregations. Continued growth would require
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new support structures and means for developing and supporting leadership for these
church communities.
Late 1800s – Immigration and Institutions of the New World
Following the Revolutionary War two factors would continue to create the
context for the formation of the higher education institutions of the ELCA, the Dartmouth
College case and continued Lutheran immigration. The first provides legal clarity for
private schools and the later provides the human capital to both run and attend these
schools and the initiative for their formation.
While the First Amendment codified the separation of church and state it is
important to recognize the legal ruling that provided separation of state and school. In his
history on Lutheran higher education, Richard Solberg cites the Dartmouth College case
with historical significance. In this case the State of New Hampshire had argued for the
ability to exercise control over the Dartmouth College board. In 1819, the Supreme Court
ruled in favor of Dartmouth College, establishing legal precedence for private educational
institutions to self-manage without the interference or control of the state. Solberg writes,
“The Dartmouth case has since been cited as the legal cornerstone of private higher
education in the United States and the catalyst for the founding of hundreds of
denominational colleges during the nineteenth century.”10
The first established Lutheran school would arrive thirteen years later in
Gettysburg, PA as Pennsylvania College. The twenty-six ELCA institutions in existence
today were founded in the following 70 years, with the exception of California Lutheran
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University formed in 1959. Figure 2.1 represents the founding dates of these institutions,
as taken from the respective website of each of the institutions.

Figure 2.1. Founding Dates of ELCA Colleges and Universities
Immigration patterns and respective church growth during this period correlates
with these founding dates. As of 1775 Germans made up approximately fourteen percent
of the colonial population based on Fogleman’s data.11 The availability of official
immigration data began in 1820, providing some sense of population growth compared to
the population data in the thirteen colonies. Of all recorded immigrants into the United
States from 1820 until 1830 only four percent of immigrants were German or
Scandinavian. This would imply a decline in immigration rate since the present rate was

Fogleman, “Migrations to the Thirteen British North American Colonies, 1700-1775: New
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below their constituent percentage in the thirteen colonies. The percentage of German
and Scandinavian immigrants accelerates after 1830, rising to eleven percent of
immigrants in 1831, seventeen percent in 1832 and peaking at fifty percent in 1854. The
late 1880s was a definitive period for German and Scandinavian immigration. During
1850-1900 immigrants there were nearly six-million immigrants, comprising 59% of all
immigrants from Germany and Scandinavian immigrants from 1820 until the present.12
There is no question that the period of 1850-1900 was the peak of German and
Scandinavian immigration in terms of both total immigrants and percentage of the overall
immigration population. This was a period marked by sustained immigration from
Germany and Scandinavia in terms of both total number of immigrants and percentage of
all immigrants to the United States. Figure 2.2 presents the data of total immigrants from
Germany and Scandinavia by decade, along with their combined relative percentage of
total US immigrants.
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Figure 2.2. German and Scandinavian Immigration 1820-201613
Coinciding with this growth in German and Scandinavian immigrants was the
number of Lutheran churches and baptized members. The first wave of immigrants was
comprised, as mentioned, of those from German-speaking regions. As this wave
decelerated in 1880 and following, the Scandinavian immigration accelerates and
continues into the early 1900s, assuring a steady stream of Lutheran immigrants into the
United States. Population estimates, along with available data on Lutheran churches and
their baptized membership from 1820 through 1900 are presented in figure 2.3.
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Figure 2.3. Immigration and Church Growth Data 1790-190014,15
These immigrants continued the development of the Lutheran churches in North
America and defined the structure and governing bodies of the church. Dan Anderson
writes of this period, “Immigrant Lutherans gathered with fellow immigrants and
worshipped in the languages, liturgies, and traditions of their home countries. They
formed ethnic/language-based synods of Lutheran congregations.”16 By 1875, there were
more than sixty distinct Lutheran synods in the United States. It would be these synods
who would form the educational institutions of the Lutheran church. The organizational
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identity of an institution may have seemed clear when it was formed by, led by, and
supplied by a specific ethnic and religious group. Imagine a school founded by German
Lutherans, for German Lutherans that would have German Lutheran clergy as its
leadership and most students coming from German Lutheran churches. Could there be
any doubt about the institutional religious identity of a school formed by church, led by a
church to serve a church? While this certainly simplifies the founding narratives of the
ELCA schools, it can be easy to understand how the questioning of institutional religious
identity is a relatively new phenomenon.
The educational institutions that were founded seemed to rely upon a close
connection to their founding church bodies for theology and religious identity. The
church body, and possibly corollary ethnic group, held the institutional religious identity
which was infused through leadership, faculty, and students. Most often that same church
and ethnic group formed the institution and provided a steady pipeline of both leadership
and students. This fact does not suggest these institutions did not have a solid theological
understanding but that the theological foundations were based in the ethnic, religious
heritage of the institution.
Early 2000s – The Dilution of Ethnic and Denominational Identity
Substantial cultural, political, and technical change occurred from the late 1800s
until the early 2000s. This period includes digital revolution, economic recessions,
terrorist attacks of 9/11, and war on terrorism. There have been changes in immigration,
the economy, work, education, including desegregation. The denominational system
described above quickly turned towards mergers and consolidation entering into future
generations of the immigrants of the 1850s-1900s.

34
The early growth of the American Lutheran churches plateaued in the 1960s
reaching a peak of approximately 9.2 million members. Thereafter a downward trend
ensued to 8.8 million in 198817 and down to 7.5 million 2010.18 Despite the continued
population growth of the United States, the Lutheran church continued to decline, which
further eroded its prevalence from a high of 4.6% to 2.4% in 2010. The Pew Religious
Landscape study suggests this decline continues, with an estimated 2.1% of Lutherans in
2014.19
During this period many denominations founded during the early history of North
American Lutheranism merged. Efficiencies of scale may have motivated these mergers,
but it is equally important to recognize another factor. Since most denominations were
started as ethnic/language synods, at this point, these ethnic and language differences had
eroded. Mark Noll writes about these Lutheran mergers in his history of Christianity in
the United States.
The largest Lutheran denomination, the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America
(ELCA), with over five million members in 1997, was the result of countless
mergers between separate ethnic denominations over the course of the twentieth
century. Its very existence, therefore, is a signpost to the weakening of ethnic
identity, since the mergers that contributed to this denomination took place only
after ties with Europe faded and English replaced the German, Swedish,
Norwegian, Danish, and Finnish languages in worship services. The critical
question for the history of theology is whether the ELCA’s movement beyond
ethnic, linguistically separated identities necessarily entailed also a loss of
Lutheran theological distinctives.20
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These mergers can be visualized by grouping the mergers which occurred in early
1900s, the 1960s and those leading into the ELCA in 1988. Figure 2.4 is a diagram of
Lutheran synods 1800s to the three largest Lutheran synods today.

Figure 2.4. Lutheran Denominational Mergers21
Fast forward to 2017 and the contextual reality of these institutions has
completely changed. Lutheran churches are in continued decline, in addition to a
continued decline in religious relevance in the United States. European immigrants are a
minor component of US Immigration and the ethnic/language characteristics of the late
1800s are long gone. Two fictionalized accounts, each a composite sketch, one of student
and one of alumni, illustrate this point, appear in appendix B.
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Current Challenges
Over twenty years ago, Mark Schwehn wrote, “To speak confidently about the
future of anything, much less the future of Lutheran higher education, would seem to be
the height of folly.”22 Mark would continue on to describe a journey that may unfold for
Lutheran higher education, one that would prepare its students and faculties to engage in
dialogue with others in the world, while honoring the Lutheran heritage, yet also
recognizing that a journey that could not be retraced or undone. A hope existed that the
Lutheran institution of higher education may have meaning beyond the institutions, that
somehow these schools formed in the nineteenth century, rooted in the Reformation, may
continue to speak meaning into the twenty-first century. Could it be that Lutheran higher
education may serve as a unique space that is neither secular nor sectarian? Could the
Lutheran tradition of higher education speak to both the timeless truth of the Gospel
while dynamically changing to teach the truths of the world? Schwehn writes that, “the
future of our schools will depend less upon material factors and more upon the power of
our collective imaginations to refurbish an ideal of the Lutheran college or the Lutheran
university for the twenty-first century.”23
There is a need to establish a clearer linkage between institutional vision,
theological frameworks, and meaningful expression in the twenty-first century. This
understanding of institutional religious identity is explored through theoretical,
theological, and biblical lenses. In the following section the theoretical lenses of adaptive
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change theory, organizational theory, and open systems theory provide a theoretical
framework for this research.
Adaptive Change Theory
Authors Alan Roxburgh and Fred Romanuk write in The Missional Leader, “We
don’t create the world anew with every generation, but we do change its reality.” 24 The
current generation has perhaps been a generation of increasing velocity and breadth of
change. Technological changes have redefined our world in unprecedented ways. The
telegraph was the primary means of communication. The telephone had been invented,
but transformative technologies such as the radio, television, the Internet, and the digital
and transportation revolutions were yet to come. Horses and then later railways and
busses would transport the earliest generations of students; cars were a rarity. In contrast,
the current generation of student can simply request transportation via an app on their
phone, be picked up, dropped off and pay electronically, purchase textbooks online, and
be anywhere in the world within a day.
The changes faced by Central University since this time have been immense, not
only the cultural context, but also including changes in technologies, pedagogies, and
student demographics. While still an educational institution affiliated with a church
denomination, the understanding of religious affiliation and the motivating factors for
attending the school have shifted. It is important to understand the nature of these
changes and what they mean in understanding Lutheran identity and distinctiveness
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In the book Leadership on the Line, authors Heifetz and Linksy provide a
framework for understanding such changes by categorizing them as adaptive and
technical. They also highlight the importance of this distinction writing, “Indeed, the
single most common source of leadership failure we’ve been able to identify—in politics,
community life, business, or the nonprofit sector—is that people, especially those in
positions of authority, treat adaptive challenges like technical problems.”25 The key
differentiator being that the solution for technical change already lies within the
organization and adaptive change requires the organization to change in response. 26
Technical change is change that existing knowledge and skills within an
organization can address. Heifetz and Linksy write about technical change that, “What
makes a problem technical is not that it is trivial; but simply that its solution already lies
within the organization’s repertoire.”27 In the context of Central University technical
changes would be challenges such as inadequate technology in the classroom, declining
revenue, budget shortfalls, lack of residential hall space, or even a decline in enrollment.
These are all challenges that hold at least one solution through existing skills and
knowledge of the organization. While some changes, such as declining enrollment, may
also represent adaptive changes, there are technical solutions to this within institutional
history and knowledge. Budgets can be balanced by reduction of expenses, grants and
fundraising efforts can purchase new technology for classrooms, buildings can be
remodeled or constructed, faculty and staff personnel can be adjusted to align with a

25

Heifetz and Linsky, Leadership on the Line, 15.

26

Ibid., 18.

27

Ibid.

39
smaller student population. This is a simplification of significant challenges meant to
address that often there is at least an element of knowledge able to address challenges. At
risk is treating a technical challenge as such when it is a symptom of a larger adaptive
challenge. Not all changes can have a response within the existing knowledge of an
institution, and these changes are adaptive changes.
A response to adaptive change requires a new way of thinking or being. This
change requires the institution to acquire additional knowledge and likely experiment in a
way that produces new experiences and new information for the organization. In contrast
to technical change, Heifetz and Linksy write, “adaptive change pressures force the
organization to change, lest it decline.”28 By definition, the solution to adaptive change
does not lie within the existing knowledge or experience of the organization. Solutions to
adaptive challenges must be discovered through a process of adaptive behaviors,
experiences and often requires a process of reflection and observation by stepping back
from the challenge and discovering a fresh perspective. Heifetz and Linksy describe this
process,
We call this skill “getting off the dance floor and going to the balcony,” an image
that captures the mental activity of stepping back in the midst of action and
asking, “What’s really going on here?”29
Central University has certainly faced a variety of technical challenges. Many of
these technical challenges are directly related to underlying challenges of adaptive
change. A secondary technical challenge should not be mistaken for its underlying
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primary adaptive challenge. Continuing to attempt to address adaptive challenges through
technical responses is like trying to keep a strainer from leaking water. The solution is not
doing more of what is not working; it is doing something new and different.
Adaptive Changes in Higher Education
The primary challenges related to institutional identity are adaptive in nature and
are related to underlying contextual and cultural changes. In the College Identity Sagas:
Investigating Organizational Identity Preservation and Diminishment at Lutheran
Colleges and Universities, Eric Childers describes three specific, significant challenges
faced by intuitions: secularization, faculty professionalization, and financial viability.30
Childers understands secularization as the process by which religious authority declines,
drive for pluralism increases, institutions move towards homogeneity and a slow erosion
of tradition and organized religion unfolds. Institutions without a clearly articulated
religious mission and purpose begin to lose whatever religious identity may have once
existed.31 Incidental religious identity and distinctiveness is eroded, and a secularized
institution may have a historical, but not a practiced or currently identifiable, religious
identity. The resulting religious identity may be more broadly Christian than a
denominationally nuanced identity, if any identity at all.
The second challenge Childers articulates is that of the professionalization of the
faculty, which is a shift in faculty loyalty from the institution to their specific discipline.
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When the institutional mission conflicts with the faculty member’s discipline, the he or
she will likely prioritize the discipline over institutional mission, driving the wedge even
further between denominational identity of an institution’s members and the institution
itself.32
The third challenge Childer’s articulates is financial viability in a crowded
educational marketplace. Small, liberal-arts schools compete with large, public
institutions not only for limited students and faculty, but also for the philanthropic funds
that support them. Many smaller schools offer substantial amounts of institutional aid, or
tuition discounting, to attract and retain students. Schools face the challenges of expenses
associated with aging facilities and the need for improved and new technology expected
by incoming students. To compete, the institution must balance the desires and
expectations for incoming students, those of the professionalized faculty, and those of the
alumni and supporters.
Adaptive Changes in Religious Culture
The adaptive challenges of higher education correspond with the adaptive changes
in religious culture. The challenge this research seeks to explore is that of secularization
and the distinctive expression of Lutheran identity within a secularized environment. This
specific challenge impacts student recruitment, student enrollment, faculty recruitment
and institutional vision.
The challenge of this secularization is not only the secularization of the
institution, but secularization of higher-education students and their selection process.
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While in one era a student may have attended a school of their church, now a student
attends a school of their choice. Similarly, the church once played an important role in
major life choices but is increasingly relegated as a spiritual resource. In Good Society,
the authors describe the dynamic shift from a culture where the church played a formative
role, to a culture of using the church on an a-la-cart basis for one’s spiritual needs. The
authors write,
The issue, both for the local parish and for the national or international church, is
whether membership is accepted as having a formative claim on one’s very sense
of self, as involving a loyalty that can persist through difficulties, or whether
membership is merely instrumental to individual self-fulfillment and, like some
current conceptions of marriage, can be abandoned as soon as it “doesn’t meet my
needs.”33
Significant consideration must be given to the meaning and challenge of a shift
from an age where someone attends the school of one’s church to an age where one
attends the school of one’s choice. This is in part due to the greater cultural shifts in
religious cultural relevance. Even as a school of the church, relevance of that meaning is
eroded in a culture of decreasing participation in religious identity and organized religion.
The most recent report on religion in the US by Gallup reports a continued decline in
affiliation with a formal religious identity and a continued decline on the perception of
religious influence in U.S. society. In 2016 Gallup reports that 21% of adults do not have
a formal religious identity compared to the 1950s where only 2-3% of adults did not
report a formal religious identity. Similarly, membership in a church, synagogue or
mosque declined from 73% in 1937 to 56% in 2016.34

33

Bellah, The Good Society, 182.

Gallup, Inc., “Five Key Findings on Religion in the U.S.,” Gallup, 2017, accessed 11/1/2017,
http://news.gallup.com/poll/200186/five-key-findings-religion.aspx.
34

43
Adaptive Changes in Personal Development
Understanding religious identity for an institution that serves young adults faces
an additional challenge of a new pattern of maturing. In addition to the cultural shift of
decreasing religious affiliation is an entirely new stage of life known as “emerging
adulthood.”35 This phase of development arose from the research in the late 1990s of Dr.
Jeffrey Jensen Arnett who interviewed subjects age eighteen to twenty-nine. Dr. Arnett
discovered a shared sense of a feeling of being in between adulthood and adolescence.
The American Psychological Association describes the five features of emerging adults
as an age of: identity exploration, instability, self-focus, feeling in between and
possibilities.36
The higher-education institution is faced with not only its own institutional
adaptive challenges of secularization, faculty professionalization, and financial viability,
but also to secularization in the broader culture and the fact that the higher-educational
institution is working with students with an entirely new phase of life. These challenges
demand a deeper meaning and understanding of the organizational values and
characteristics and a new understanding of institutional identity which moves beyond an
implicit cultural identity to an explicit expression.
Adaptive challenges also call for strong organizational leadership in response to
these adaptive changes. This style of leadership requires “raising the temperature”37 in a
way that makes conditions uncomfortable enough for change without creating an unstable
Christopher Munsey, “Emerging Adults: The in-between Age,” American Psychological
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environment. Adaptive change within the non-profit higher education realm requires a
similar balancing act, often with key stakeholders on opposite sides of the fulcrum of
change. One side of the fulcrum is a student population, who has mostly likely come to
Central University for academics or co-curricular involvement, not for religious
affiliation. They will be invited to chapel, but not required to attend. The other side of the
fulcrum includes the donors and alumni of the organization, those who are committed to
and involved in the life of the organization but from a very different era. This side of the
fulcrum remembers and longs for the days when chapel was mandatory. Wednesday
nights were formal dining nights where the females were leaving a space between each
for a male guest. (No wonder there are so many alumni couples!) The type of change that
one group may long for may very well distance the other group.
The adaptive changes faced by Central University are a primary driver in this
research. This means that the answer to Lutheran identity may lie outside of the realms of
traditional categorizations of institutions, demographic statistics, or institutional mission
statements. Instead this research seeks to identify themes consistent with a Lutheran
pedagogy within the perceptions and experiences of the students themselves and explore
the possibility that a Lutheran distinctiveness continues to persist in a secularized
environment.
Organizational Theory
It is important to also understand the culture and climate of the organization itself.
Organizations can be defined and understood in a plentitude of ways. The following
offers perspectives relevant to this research.
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Reframing Organizational Understanding
In their book, Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice and Leadership, Bolman
and Deal describe a frame as, “a mental model— a set of ideas and assumptions— that
you carry in your head to help you understand and negotiate a particular ‘territory.’ A
good frame makes it easier to know what you are up against and, ultimately, what you
can do about it.”38 Frames are explained as the mental model by which we understand
and evaluate organizations. Bolman and Deal define the risk of not understanding the
frames by which an organization is evaluated similarly to the risk of anchoring within the
medical community. Frames lead us towards quick, almost instinctual, assumptions about
an organizational identity. Often an organizational understanding is a composite of
understandings from the different organizational frames. This rapid assessment can lock
us into a preconceived understanding of an organization that is in error. They describe
this anchoring when one, “sometimes lock on to the first answer that seems right, even if
a few messy facts don’t quite fit.”
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structural, human resources, political, and symbolic.
In describing a higher education institution, one could take a demographic,
leadership, vision, programmatic, and ecclesial frames as frames typically used to
evaluate key characteristics. A demographic lens may look at the population of faculty,
staff and/or students seeking to define a critical mass or minimum threshold of the
population (student and/or faculty) that ought to be Lutheran for an institution to be
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considered Lutheran. A demographic lens may also be weighted towards key leadership
positions and boards expecting that key positions, such as the Provost or President, be an
ordained Lutheran pastor, a member of a Lutheran church, or more broadly just Lutheran.
Other institutions may have quotas or reserved seats on their board of directors for clergy
representatives and/or their synodical bishop. A lens of vision and values would be
reflected in an expectation that an organization have a mission statement and institutional
values that are consistent with Lutheranism, or maybe even more specifically definitively
Lutheran in their articulation of the faith affiliation. A programmatic lens would be
reflected most clearly in a core curriculum at an institution that may include classes on
theological, biblical, and/or Lutheran studies. An ecclesial lens would be reflected in an
understanding of the institution that corresponds to the institution performing functions of
a local church in word and sacrament. In order to move beyond these potential frames
and broaden an understanding of organizational identity, the organization theories of
culture and saga must also be considered.
Organization as Culture
It is difficult to define a unified concept of organizational culture, but for the sake
of this research we will differentiate between an objective-functionalist and subjectivefunctionalist view of organizational culture. In Organizational Climate and Culture: An
Introduction to Theory, Research, and Practice these views are summarized as, “culture
as something organizations have versus those that describe culture as something
organizations are.”40
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The objective-functionalist view would describe culture as something
organizations have. In this view, culture is an asset that an organization has or lacks that
leads towards tangible and productive outcomes. Organizational culture is an objective
thing similarly to a strategic plan, vision, or mission statement. As something that the
organization has, the culture can be used in achieving organizational goals. In the context
of religious identity, a Lutheran culture may be described as something that, when
properly present and exercised, moves towards desired educational outcomes. In this
viewpoint, culture is something within the operational purview of leadership.
The subjective-functionalist view interprets organizations are cultures. In this
viewpoint, culture is a root metaphor, the underlying current, of what makes the
organization the organization. Organizational culture is something to be discovered or
understood. Organizational culture is not something to be objectified, controlled, or
directed because it is not an object. The authors describe organizational culture in the
subjective-functionalist view as a key to unlock a deep understanding of the organization.
Employing this understanding of organizational culture, “researchers attempt to
understand the symbolic meaning organizational members draw from the rituals, myths,
stories, and legends they encounter in organizational life.”41
This research works from the perspective of organizations are cultures and the
resulting understanding that culture is not something that is directed, owned or controlled
by the organization but that the organizational culture holds a symbiotic relationship with
the organizations functions. The culture is what the organization does, and the culture,
knowingly or unknowingly, drives its activities. Employing this interpretation and
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understanding one must be open to the possibility that there are forces beyond the
understanding of a leadership team that result in unexpected outcomes. In other words, an
institutional culture may be Lutheran, even in the absence of any specific attempt to
exercise the cultural elements in a strategic or operationalized fashion.
The Role of Saga & Field Theory
Congruent with the subjective-functionalist view of organizational culture is an
understanding of organizational saga and field theory. Field theory makes sense of
intangible forces and “nonrational (sic) components that may be out of the conscious
awareness of workers.”42 This theory is explored by Margaret Wheatley in the book,
Leadership and the New Science: Discovering Order in a Chaotic World where she
describes the scientific process by which scientists postulated that space was not a void
and empty field, but that there was a deeper understanding that demanded exploration.
She writes,
They sensed that space was not empty but instead was, in a modern physicist’s
phrase, “a cornucopia of invisible but powerfully effective structure.” Faraday and
Maxwell made a conscious shift in vision, as we do when we look from close to
distant objects, and in that shift they led the way into a universe of busy, bustling
space.43
Similarly, in the subjective-functionalist interpretation of organizational culture,
the culture ceases to be something that can be owned and instead is something more
aligned with the intangible element of field theory. Within field theory, the researcher
recognizes the need to study something that cannot be directly controlled, measured, or
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altered. Instead of direct observations, measurements and observations are indirect effects
of the field on other elements. Wheatley illustrates this in the following way:
If we were to observe fish, unaware of the medium of water in which they swim,
we would probably look for explanations of their movements in terms of one fish
influencing another. If one fish swam by and we observed the second fish
swerving a little, we might think that the first fish was exerting a force on the
second. But if we observed all the fish deflecting in a regular pattern, we might
begin to suspect that some other medium was influencing their movements. We
could test for this medium, even if it were still invisible to us, by creating
disturbances in it and noting the reactions of the fish.44
Organizational saga, or organizational DNA, is considered as this field element in
studying the organization of Central University, or the element driving actions absent
conscience awareness. This requires being open to the possibility that there is a
component of Lutheran identity that is inherent in the culture but eludes definitive
expression. The objective-functionalist view may preclude this possibility since culture is
something that is a component of an organization and a measurable asset of the
organization. From a research perspective, then one might expect to have certain criteria
by which to measure this culture or identity. This may come in the form of expecting a
critical mass of Lutherans within staff or faculty, expecting certain courses, or chapel
practices. The subjective-functionalist view would be more closely aligned with the
concept of organizational saga or field theory. This could be seen in a result that, despite
the notable absence of any expected criteria intangible elements like perspectives and
certain outcomes may persist.
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An Alternative Perspective
This research takes a different perspective than measuring expected elements of
an identity and seeks to discover experiences and outcomes that may be expected by a
Lutheran identity. If field theory is visible through its outcomes, this modality of
Lutheran identity ought to be seen within the student experience. This is the primary
reason that student perspectives are to be explored, to seek to discover if there is an
organizational saga at work that may persist through changes in culture, context and even
leadership at Central University.
Open Systems Theory
The final theoretical lens is one shaped by open systems theory. An open system
is a system that has permeable boundaries. In classic thermodynamics, there are two basic
types of systems: isolated systems and open systems. Isolated systems are closed systems
that do not exchange matter or energy (light, heat). The Second Law of Thermodynamics
rules isolated systems, which states that the entropy of an isolated system will increase
over time. Entropy is essentially a measure of disorder. In other words, an isolated system
will deteriorate, or die, over time. In contrast, open systems have some form of exchange
of matter and/or energy. Through this exchange of matter or energy the entropy of an
open system may increase or decrease. One may say that an isolated system leads only to
death and an open system experiences life. Open systems dominate our natural world.
Organizations also must exist as open or closed systems. Like the natural world,
most organizations are open systems and very few exist as truly closed systems. If one
were to consider the number of organizations which neither exchange matter (people) nor
energy (concepts, ideas, conversations) outside of the organization, we must readily
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recognize there are remarkably few (if any) organizations that might truly be considered
closed systems. We may certainly strive to have closed systems through the creation of
bounded set organizations, but these too, if anyone has any interaction outside of the
group, are open systems.
We must also differentiate between the terms bounded and centered as two
different organizational theories. Bounded sets are groups that are have definitive criteria
for exclusion or inclusion based upon certain characteristics or parameters. The
alternative is a centered set, which has no definitive line of inclusion/exclusion. The
group definition is more aligned with a directionality of interest. Examples for both can
be found in the case of Central University. The student population may be defined as a
bounded set – you are either an enrolled student or not. The enrollment in a class would
also be a bounded set, as a student is either in the class or not in the class. Other groups
would be a centered set, most notably an example of campus ministry. For some groups,
it is difficult to define who is a part of the group and who is not based on enrollment or
required elements. Campus ministry is an example of a centered set, gathered by
something common with no required inclusion elements.
A university system is both an open system and centered set. While specific
groups (students, faculty, staff) may be bounded sets the university community is greater
than just this. The university system must also include those who add energy, thoughts,
and support, which makes the university system a centered set. The university is also an
open system and a centered set, one that exchanges both matter and energy with the
outside group. Understanding Central University as an open system and centered set
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underwrites the importance of not limiting an understanding of Lutheran identity with
demographics or census data but needing to expand to a broader understanding.
Conclusion
This chapter introduced important historical elements in understanding the
identity challenges of Lutheran higher-education institutions. This was a quick journey
from colonialism to the modern religious landscape, highlighting a quickly evolving
context for the institutions of the church. This chapter explored the three theoretical
lenses of adaptive change, organizational theory, and open systems. These lenses guide
research beyond a demographic understanding into seeking the operationalization of
more experiential measurements of religious identity. In the next chapter, we turn our
attention towards the biblical and theological lenses that will frame the research. These
biblical and theological lenses will include exploring themes of Lutheran identity,
missional, perichoretic meaning, unity in the Pauline epistles, Pauline cosmology and
Antioch.

THEOLOGICAL AND BIBLICAL LENSES
The previous chapter addressed the theoretical lenses used in this research, which
are adaptive change, organizational theory, and open systems theory. These lenses guide
the methodology of study, which will be focused on a subjective-functionalist view of
organizational theory. Organizational theory continues to be an important lens to
understand the theological lenses and used in developing the Lutheran lens of this study.
In this chapter, we explore these theological and biblical lenses as they apply to the
research question. The theological lenses explored are Lutheran identity, vocation,
missional, and a perichoretic framework. The biblical lenses that will be explored are the
New Testament themes of unity over distinctiveness in the Pauline epistles, Pauline
cosmology and the role of Antioch in forming the early church.
Theological Lens 1: Lutheran
This lens does not seek to be an exhaustive description of Lutheran theology,
ecclesiology, soteriology, eschatology, Christology, or pneumatology as it is focused on
exploring defining characteristics of Lutheranism within higher education. It must be
recognized that in many cases the modern expression of the liberal arts schools and
tradition owes much to the Reformation tradition. This lens does not evaluate the
exclusivity of these characteristics, which may very well exist in higher education
institutions founded and operated by other faith traditions. This is not to diminish the
53
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importance of these elements in other institutions, but to recognize their importance to a
definitive expression within the Lutheran tradition. This lens explores and articulates core
characteristics and specific nuances for a composite grouping of expectations within a
Lutheran institution. Another way to consider it is a simple analogy of a Formula One
race car. There are certain things that exist within an F-1 car that exist within any
vehicle—four tires, a drivetrain, steering wheel, suspension system, energy source. While
these exist within any vehicle (even an electric energy source), the specific combination
and expression of these become more likely to describe an F-1 vehicle when you begin to
describe the type of energy, the specifics of the drivetrain, the characteristics of the tires;
even without describing the vehicle itself. Likewise, it is difficult to describe what it
means to be a Lutheran institution, however more clearly articulating these core
characteristics may allow us to more fully express Lutheran identity, even in the absence
of a direct and concise definition of that identity.
Underlying Identity Factors
This lens first explores the role and identity of a higher-education institution
within the greater church. The definition of Lutheran identity could rely heavily upon
questions of individual orthodoxy and ecclesial practices depending upon the ecclesial
identity and organization principle of a higher-education institution. Here parameters are
defined that frame issues of identity that will be addressed within this lens. These
underlying assumptions define how the religious identity of a higher-education institution
works. Furthermore, exploring the underlying assumptions of ecclesial identity and
organizing framework could serve as a tool in understanding the religious identity of any
institution. These underlying assumptions will describe why identity is both a function of
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ecclesial identity and organizing principle, while situating this research within a specific
location within this framework. Due to this location, the Lutheran lens finds notably
absent any description of what it means to be a Lutheran church, or even what it means to
be a Lutheran as an individual.1 This is directly related to the underlying assumptions of
the ecclesial identity of the institution of the organization and the underlying principles.
These underlying assumptions seek to both further clarify what is explored within the
Lutheran lens, while also expression what is not required within institutional Lutheran
identity. The ecclesial identity of an institution and its organizing principles are not
defining characteristics of Lutheranism. An institution can be Lutheran both in seeing
itself as a local church body or by seeing itself as an expression of the larger church. An
institution can be Lutheran by both being an orthodox school or an intentionally
pluralistic school. While these underlying assumptions that are expressed here may be
important distinguishing characteristics among institutions, perhaps equally important is
that neither is a characteristic that precludes nor establishes Lutheran identity. These
organizational identity factors will be thought of as a grid and it is important to note that
within this framework there will not one direction or axis identified as more important
than the other. This framework is meant to clarify which factors comprise a religious
organizational identity, not to evaluate the quality or importance of the religious identity
within an organization. This basic framework is represented below in figure 3.1.

Central University is located within the section of this framework designated as “of church” and
organized by practices, rather than orthodoxy. The focus of this research is around the expression of the
greater church through the work of Central University and how practices reflect religious identity and
heritage rather than population or orthodoxy.
1
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Figure 3.1. Organizational Identity Framework
Ecclesial Identity
Along one axis of an organizational identity is Ecclesial Identity. Ecclesial
identity will be expressed through either an institution understanding itself being a
manifestation of a local church or an expression of the greater church. Heretofore, this
will be referred to as is church versus of Church to respectively represent a viewpoint of
being a local church versus being an expression of the greater church. In many cases,
Lutheran identity continues to be expressed in ecclesiological terms which implies the
institution exists as a singular manifestation of the local church. Within this spectrum,
such an institution without a ministry of Word and Sacrament an institution cannot be
Lutheran. Within the ELCA polity this requires clergy ordained by the ELCA or by a full
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communion partner. Therefore, to be considered a Lutheran institution which is church, a
clergy person must serve as a part of the campus chapel to administer the sacraments.
The alternative is evaluating an institution of Church, thereby a representation, or
missional expression, of the greater church. In this instance the institution does not see
itself as a local congregation and therefore must rely upon local congregations for the
unique functions preserved for congregational ministry. An example contrasting ecclesial
identity options is found in table 3.1.
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Table 3.1. Ecclesial Identity Examples
Of Church

Is Church

Congregational
Recognition

Considered a serving arm of
the church alongside other
organizations.

Officially recognized as an
independent congregation.

Sacraments

May practice sacraments w/
ordained leadership.

Sacraments are a regular
part of campus worship.

Student Leadership

Roles may be formal, but
not constitutional in nature.

Formal, constitutional roles
within religious life.

Staff Leadership

Staff leadership may or may
not be ordained. If called,
institutional call.

Has a rostered, called leader
for campus congregation.

Ministry Governance

Governance happens on
institutional level.

Governance at both
institutional level and
campus congregational
level.

Acts of the Church

Chapel is more of a
gathering space and
devotional type activity.

Chapel is a service of Word
and Sacrament. As a
manifestation of a local
congregation, participates in
all acts of the church.

External
Relationships

Institution role as
connecting students to local
congregations.

External church
relationships are seen as
peer congregations.

While many institutions do have ordained clergy as a part of their campus, the
presence of clergy does not require the institution serve as a church. Within the
institutional expression is church a clergy presence is required, whereas being of Church
may have a clergy presence but does not require it. Within this research, higher education
institutions will not be considered as a local church. Institutions of the church are an
expression of the collective church and are not a local church. Therefore, ecclesiological
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elements of a Lutheran lens take on secondary importance since the institution is not
viewed through the lens of an individual congregation, but rather with a unique calling as
an expression of the collective church.
Organizing Principles
One of the most thorough typologies for higher education institutions comes from
Dr. Robert Benne’s book, Quality with Soul: How Six Premier Colleges and Universities
Keep Faith with Their Religious Traditions. In this work, Benne begins by discussing and
proposing four typologies of religious institutions. The typologies are listed in table 3.2.
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Table 3.2. Institutional Typologies2
Orthodox
Major
Divide

Critical-Mass

The Christian vision as the
organization paradigm

Intentionally
Pluralistic

Accidentally
Pluralistic

Secular sources as the organizing
paradigm

Public
relevance of
Christian
vision

Pervasive from a
shared point of
view

Privileged voice
in an ongoing
conversation

Assured voice in
an ongoing
conversation

Random or
absent in an
ongoing
conversation

Public
rhetoric

Unabashed
invitation for
fellow believers
to an
intentionally
Christian
enterprise

Straightforward
presentation as a
Christian school
but inclusive of
others

Presentation as a
liberal arts
school with a
Christian
heritage

Presentation as a
secular school
with little or no
allusion to
Christian
heritage

Membership
requirements

Near 100%, with
orthodoxy tests

Critical mass in
all facets

Intentional
representation

Haphazard
sprinkling

Religion/
theology
department

Large, with
theology
privileged

Large, with
theology as
flagship

Small, mixed
department,
some theology,
but mostly
religious studies

Small,
exclusively
religious studies

Chapel

Required in
large church at a
protected time
daily

Voluntary at high
quality services
in large nave at
protected time
daily

Voluntary at
unprotected
times, with low
attendance

For few, on
special occasions

Ethos

Overt piety of
sponsoring
tradition

Dominant
atmosphere of
sponsoring
tradition – rituals
and habits

Open minority
from sponsoring
tradition finding
private niche

Reclusive and
unorganized
minority from
sponsoring
tradition

2

Robert Benne, Quality with Soul: How Six Premier Colleges and Universities Keep Faith with
Their Religious Traditions (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2001), Kindle edition, loc 619.
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Table 3.2. Institutional Typologies (Continued)
Orthodox

Critical-Mass

Intentionally
Pluralistic

Accidentally
Pluralistic

Support by
church

Indispensable
financial support
and majority of
students from
sponsoring
tradition

Important direct
and crucial
indirect financial
support; at least
50% of students

Important
focused, indirect
support; small
minority of
students

Token indirect
support; student
numbers no
longer recorded

Governance

Owned and
governed by
church or its
official
representatives

Majority of
board from
tradition, some
official
representatives

Minority of
board from
tradition by
unofficial
agreement

Token
membership
from tradition

Two categories emerge dividing these four typologies under distinct expressions
of organizing principles. One category includes those that have, “the Christian vision as
the organizing paradigm,” and the other “secular sources as the organizing paradigm.” 3
For Benne these organizing paradigms are not agnostic in value but follow a spectrum
from religious orthodoxy towards secularization.4 Benne describes these paradigms as
being divided according to religious belief or secular sources.
There is a major divide between the orthodox and critical-mass schools and the
intentionally pluralist and accidentally pluralist categories. The former two hold
the Christian vision and ethos as the organizing paradigm for the life of the
college or university. They are convinced that the Christian religious account of
life and reality is comprehensive, unsurpassable, able, and central. This does not
mean that the Christian account is their only source of knowledge and wisdom,
but it does mean that the Christian account provides the umbrella of meaning and
value under which all other knowledge is organized and critiqued, or,

3

Ibid.

4

Ibid., loc 616.
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alternatively, provides the prescribed conversation partner for all other
perspectives.5
For Benne, moving towards the secular end of this spectrum implies a distancing
from the religious roots. Benne values religiously-affiliated institutions as he labels the
ends of this spectrum as brightness versus darkness. Benne writes, “More colleges find
themselves in the gray areas between the brightness of the fully Christian college and the
darkness of full secularization than find themselves on either pole.”6
Benne’s typology proves helpful for understanding the importance of organizing
principles and the implications they hold. As one of the only such spectrums written, it
provides an understanding that not all religiously-affiliated higher-education institutions
are the same. Each brings their own set of value and contribution to the education field.
Within the first typologies (orthodox and critical-mass) lie expectations of
orthodoxy. Seeking critical mass in any population, a form of piety, or any specific
relationship with a particular church body requires a degree of orthodoxy. Therefore, one
would expect adherence to, or affirmation of, a common set of beliefs and an expected set
of the population coming from this category. Orthodoxy must be measured based on
membership within a group and/or affirmation of a core set of beliefs which define
orthodoxy. Within this organizational understanding, this definition of orthodoxy must be
provided by the institution or through a clear affiliation with a larger group maintaining
this orthodoxy. Evaluating a Lutheran institutional identity for this group would require

5

Ibid., loc 653.

6

Ibid., loc 99.
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further exploration of topics contributing to a definitive understanding of Lutheran
orthodoxy.
Benne writes that intentionally pluralistic and accidentally pluralistic institutions
come from an organizational framework based in secular sources. These categories are
presented on a basis more about what is lacking than what is present. In Benne’s typology
these organizations are categorized as such due to a limited expression of a Christian
vision within the organization.
This typology focused on Christian vision or secular sources is limited in its
ability to articulate the sacred equally present through differing expressions. It equates
institutional expression to core values. As a result, it may miss the possibility of an
institution rooted deeply in Christian vision expressed through the language of
institutional vocation. A new framework presented here, shifts the understanding from a
light/dark, better/worse, sacred/secular to a viewpoint that the entire spectrum is derived
from the sacred. The differentiating factor lies not in the organizing vision of the
organization, but in the expression and evaluating mechanism of this vision. When the
organizing paradigm is orthodoxy, the vision becomes an expression of a set of beliefs
and the presence of certain practices that reflect these beliefs. When the organizing
paradigm is vocation there is a process of contextualization and synthesis that proceed the
evaluating factors. One such practice would be open inquiry. While this is not distinctive
to Lutheranism, it is held within the roots of Lutheran beliefs. Benne writes, “Lutheran
colleges respect the independence, creativity, and contributions of the many ‘worldly’
ways of knowing. The disciplines are prized in their full splendor… Lutheran teacher-
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scholars teach and write well; their piety will not excuse incompetence.” 7 In this case
open inquiry could be understood as a secularized source in valuing all disciplines,
however this practice finds itself deeply rooted within the Lutheran tradition. As such, it
is grounded in Lutheranism, but an institution may choose to express this value in terms
more readily accessible to the broader culture, such as multi-disciplinary education.
Intentional Pluralism may also be such a factor. Within Benne’s typology
intentional pluralism serves as a defining group within the category of institutions
organized under secular sources. This same practice though may be another example of a
practice rooted deeply within Lutheran heritage. In the book The Gift and Task of
Lutheran Higher Education Tom Christenson writes of an example of intentional
pluralism as core understanding of a Lutheran identity.
I commonly hear comments like these: "This is a Lutheran university but they
treat people of other faiths really well. Lots of the students who go here are
Catholic and they're never hassled about it." "This is a Lutheran university and
some courses in religion are required. But they're really open-minded. They're
some of the most critical and liberating courses on the campus" "This is a
Lutheran university and they have chapel services, but no one will pressure you to
go. It's completely up to you." As I listen I have all I can do to keep myself from
running out into the hall and shouting, "Take the 'but' out of that sentence and
you'd be telling the truth." It isn't that we do these things in spite of being a
Lutheran university, though that's what the tour guides' speech implies. I believe
we do these things because we are a Lutheran university. So we also, I would
argue, avoid parochialism, avoid being indoctrinating, treat other views in a
respectful and welcoming way, pursue truth thoroughly and fearlessly, precisely
because we have the faith tradition we have. That possibility surprises and
confounds many, I know, but that is not a reason to suppose it is not true.8

Robert Benne, “Integrity and Fragmentation: Can the Lutheran Center Hold?,” Intersections Vol.
2000, no. 8 (2000): 7.
7

8

Tom Christenson, The Gift and Task of Lutheran Higher Education (Minneapolis, MN:
Augsburg Fortress, 2004), loc 49.
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Christenson speaks of a model in different terms in a dialogue with Benne. This
dialogue is recorded in the journal Intersections where Christenson is quoted as saying,
“There are two different models, I would say, in thinking about this question. One is the
model that I would call the ‘for us/by us’ model. Most of our institutions were founded
by Lutherans for Lutherans for the advancement of Lutheranism. I think that’s a model
that works for some of our colleges.”9 Christenson contrasts this with a model he
describes as based more on a theme of institutional vocation. He states,
We are called to serve the needs of the world through education. And so I think
what ought to characterize institutions of this sort, and my own, is the persistent
and pervasive asking of what are called vocational questions. What are the deep
needs of the world? How can we help to meet them? That is, what gifts and
limitations do we bring to this whole process? Who is my neighbor that I ought to
be serving their needs?10
These two models described by Christenson are translated into what is proposed
as the organization paradigm. This spectrum is represented through a viewpoint of being
organized around orthodoxy or vocation, whereby practices are the contextualized and
synthesized core institutional actions that express the ministry of the institution. These
are not seen as opposing views, rather are two views represent a model of different
organizing purposes and paradigms. Examples of elements which might be definitive of
each end of the spectrum are found in table 3.3.

Robert Benne and Thomas Christenson, “Point/Counterpoint: What It Means to Be a 'College of
the Church',” Intersections Vol. 2008, no. 28 (2008): 14.
9

10

Ibid.
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Table 3.3. Organizing Paradigms
Orthodoxy

Vocational

Leadership
Requirements

Church membership
requirements

Supportive of the
vision/mission of the ELCA

Public Identity

Explicitly expressed
denominational identity

More generic “Christian”
identity

Governance

Synodical and
congregational
representatives have
reserved spaces on board.

Board does not exclude nor
require congregational or
synodical representatives.

Statement of Faith

Detailed institutional
statement of faith and/or
explicit denominational
affiliation.

No detailed institutional
statement of faith. Faith may
be represented through core
values.

Demographics

Tracks denominational
affiliation across leadership,
faculty, staff, and students.

Religious identity is tracked
secondarily, if at all.

Primary Organizing
Paradigm

Theological adhesion has
primary importance over
vocational practices.

Theological understanding
provides vision while
vocational adhesion drives
institutional identity.

External
Relationships

Primarily evaluated on
theological alignment.

Primarily evaluated on
shared practices.

An institution that is church and orthodox is underwritten with ecclesial
expectations and theological questions of orthodoxy. An institution that is of Church and
vocational is underwritten with questions of missional practices, heritage, and
engagement of the world. These categories are articulated in a grid form with examples,
but not meant to provide binary understandings that an institution is vocational or
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orthodox, nor to say that an organization is church or of Church. This framework is
meant to be mechanism for understanding institutional identity through both a religious
affiliation and institutional expression. This allows one to locate an institution within this
framework and evaluate and describe the institution using language pertinent to its
organizational identity and avoid misunderstanding. These viewpoints will be used to
frame both the theological lenses and the research itself.
Composite Underlying Factors in This Research
The two underlying factors are ecclesial identity and organizing principle. Neither
factor within this framework are binary; both are spectrums of identity. Along the
spectrum of ecclesial identity lies a side of institution as a church with an ecclesiology
that would require ordained pastors that view the institution as a manifestation of a local
church with all the requirements and expectations. Such an institution may serve as a
local congregation with its underlying polity, governance, and worship patterns. An
institution could also exist along this spectrum while embracing diversity to a greater
degree than a local church, including clergy from other denominations and religions. The
other end of the spectrum may recognize and celebrate the religious heritage of the
institution and express itself as a manifestation of the greater church without polity,
governance, or called clergy representatives of the sponsoring denomination and religion.
The organizing principle has a side of the spectrum with orthodoxy and vocation.
Orthodoxy implies a test and clear expectations, such as a critical mass of leadership,
faculty, staff, and/or students who meet these orthodoxy expectations (e.g. certain
percentage of ELCA students, faculty, staff, and/or leaders.) The other end of the
spectrum may have haphazard representation of the sponsoring denomination and
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religious body while not tracking the denominational affiliation of its population. There is
a spectrum of possibly positions for an institution, but a clear dividing line remains: does
an institution define an orthodoxy by which it could track identity and population within
its leadership, faculty, staff, and students, or does an organization focus on its
effectiveness of preparing students for service in the world? An organization that
possesses such a definition of orthodoxy, regardless of actual population, would fall
within the orthodoxy side of organizing principle. An organization that prioritizes
engagement and outcomes would fall to the vocational side of the spectrum.
Together these two factors form a grid with which one might place any individual
institution, whether a higher-education intuition, social service, or even healthcare
institution. This grid is represented graphically below in figure 3.2 along with the
positioning of Central University.
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Figure 3.2. Underlying Identity Factors
Central University will be placed within the quadrant of being of church and with
a vocational organizing principle. This choice is made based an understanding of Central
University history through documents, conversation, and experience about chapel
practices and school history. In conversations with alumni it has been clear that worship
at Central University has been more ecumenical than denominational, possibly since the
founding of the school. Worship was mandatory through sometime in the seventies, and
historically led by ELCA clergy, but was not described as a congregational experience.
Description of chapel services from as early as the fifties indicated that these services
were a service of the Word and largely ecumenical in nature. Central University was also
founded as a normal school, meaning it held a primary role as a school for teachers.
While Central University had many pre-theological students, it seems that historically
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Central University was organized around vocation more than orthodoxy. This
understanding is supported through the original school charter, which makes no mention
of orthodoxy but rather expresses a purpose focused on a liberal-arts education. The
purpose section of the bylaws read in their entirety,
The purpose for which this corporation is formed is, to found, support and
maintain a college, offering the best opportunities for a liberal education, in which
youth may be educated in the ancient and modern languages and their literature,
in the liberal arts and in sciences, embracing regular classical, literary and
scientific courses of study, wherein students may be graduated with power in its
board of trustees to confer degrees and grant diplomas and also to establish and
maintain a library therewith.
Within this institutional typology the focus will be on understanding and
establishing what it meant to be a ministry of the greater Lutheran church and what it
means to have a vocational identity as an institution. In the following sections themes of
this Lutheran identity and its relationship to the organizational identity are explored.
Has or Is Lutheran?
Does a school have a Lutheran identity or does the Lutheran identity have a
school? Regardless of an institution’s location on the ecclesial identity or organizing
principles, an institution can take either viewpoint. In an objective-functionalist view,
religious identity becomes a tangible and controllable asset of the organization. Religious
identity becomes something that can be measured or controlled. While this seems most
congruent with an orthodox-organizing paradigm (because there is something defined to
measure through critical mass) this could equally be present in a vocational-organizing
paradigm by systematically implementing or measuring specific programs. Underlying
the objective-functionalist view is a concept that religious identity is an asset to serve the
goals and mission of the institution.
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The subjective-functionalist view of religious identity would imply that religious
identity is not something to control, nor measure, directly. While there may be expected
outcomes from religious identity, religious identity is not created to serve these outcomes,
but the outcomes are the foregone necessity of the religious identity itself. This research
takes a subjective-functionalist viewpoint of religious identity. This means that research
methodologies seek to measure and describe the outcomes of a particular religious
identity without the expectation of an ability to measure the religious identity itself.
Neither Sectarian nor Secular
In the journal Intersections author Darrel Jodock summarizes what he describes as
the two “well-known default positions”11 for private colleges regarding religious identity.
Jodock describes these positions as either sectarian or non-sectarian, the first of which is
positively defined and the second of which comprises the remaining institutions. Jodock
describes the sectarian institution as, “The sectarian institution is deeply rooted in one
denominational and/or religious tradition, but it is not inclusive… The sectarian college is
an enclave. It primarily serves the church and is good at nurturing students in its own
religious tradition. But a pretty clear line separates it from the rest of society.”12 The
defining elements in the sectarian institution is the centrality of the core religious beliefs
of the institution along with limited, or no, inclusion of other faith traditions. The
sectarian institution may have a strong and vital core, but it is also well protected and

Darrell Jodock, “Vocation of the Lutheran College and Religious Diversity,” Intersections Vol.
2011, no. 33 (2011): 5.
11

12

Ibid.
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limits religious diversity. Jodock writes, “With regard to religious diversity, it has no
problem, simply because religious diversity does not exist or is not acknowledged.” 13
The other default model of the private colleges is essentially the remaining
institutions as non-sectarian. Jodock writes,
A non-sectarian institution is religiously inclusive; it is a microcosm of the
surrounding society. Unlike the sectarian institution, the line of demarcation
between the college and the larger society is easily crossed. It has as much
religious diversity as the society around it. But it is not rooted. Every religious
group has equal status, and the college endeavors to have policies that are natural.
As a result, its communal religious identity is superficial – that is, its principles
are borrowed from the surrounding culture rather than from a religious tradition…
Its implicit message is that religion is not important enough to be part of the
communal life of the college.14
These two positions, sectarian and non-sectarian, may be understood as either a
bounded set or a centered set, but the centered set is not based on religious identity but
rather on other centering principles. When it comes to religious identity these two
paradigms are closer to a bounded set or simply a disorganized group. These default
positions do not include a concept of a centered set that would have both rooted religious
life while providing intentional space for religious diversity.
The limitations of these two paradigms are highlighted by Tom Christenson, who
refers to them as the “fallacy of the exclusive disjunction.”15 Just as Jodock refers to the
secular and non-secular as the default positions, similarly Christenson writes, “When the
topic of higher education and religion comes up many people assume there are only two
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Vol. 2016, no. 44 (2016).
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possibilities: either an institution is secular college or university or it is a rigidly
moralistic/fundamentalist school.”16 When faced with what seems the inevitable
possibility of one of these two defaults the reasoning goes that if an institution is not a
moralistic or fundamentalist school the only remaining choice is to be a secular school.
The default seems to be either sectarian or non-sectarian, and so non-sectarian it is.
Christenson further suggests that the secular model holds certain attractions which
can possibly be interpreted as options that provide a higher quality education. These
temptations include seeing knowledge as morally disengaged, quantitative at its best, the
best academician is a pure thinker and specialized in their field, and that education is
about knowledge making, communication of knowledge, and development of students. 17
These assumptions, and the desire to avoid being a sectarian or fundamentalist school,
result in schools trending towards a non-sectarian orientation, which essentially becomes
a secular organization — a trend similar to that discussed by Benne in the four typologies
of religious higher-education institutions.
Christenson suggests that seeing these as the only two options, or even as
mutually exclusive options, is a fallacy. Logically speaking the exclusive disjunction, the
term used by Christenson, refers to the logic statement which is true only when exactly
one of the two values is true. Essentially it means that an institution must be sectarian or
non-sectarian but cannot be neither nor can it be both. Replacing the term non-sectarian
with secular, one could say that a religious institution is either secular or sectarian but is
neither agnostic nor inclusive in religious identity. Both Christenson and Jodock suggest
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that there is a third way, and that this third way is an essential characteristic of Lutheran
higher education.
Christenson refers to this third way as a Lutheran paradigm that does not embrace
the secular nor is it sectarian. Christenson writes, “The Lutheran approach is that
knowing is essentially linked to the sharing of knowledge which is essentially liked to
human becoming. Where they are separated a counterfeit and a caricature of each occurs,
represented well by the contemporary research university.”18 Similarly Jodock refers to a
third understanding in higher education. Jodock writes that a “Lutheran college that takes
its own tradition seriously does not fit either of those default models.”19 Jodock describes
instead a third alternative that remains rooted within the Lutheran tradition while
embracing diversity. He writes, “Instead of an enclave or a microcosm, it is a well that is
dug deep to nourish the whole community.”20 This Lutheran model embraces both the
rootedness of the religious tradition and inclusivity; it neither abandons religious
principles nor requires them. This institution navigates the ever-changing course of being
both rooted and inclusive. Jodock writes of this third way using the analogy of a bridge in
expressing the role of religion in education.
A college that follows a third path takes seriously both its religious heritage and
religious and other forms of inclusiveness. In order to do this, a third-path college
distinguishes between its educational values and the Lutheran theological
principles that anchor and inform those values. To illustrate this, think of a large
bridge. Everything that happens at the college occurs on its expansive deck. The
pillars that “hold up” this deck are its educational values – that is, the values that
influence decisions about what does and does not happen on the deck. The
18
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footings are its theological principles. They anchor, support, and inform the
college’s educational values [the pillars.] A third-path college invites everyone on
its campus to endorse its educational values and to appreciate the theological
principles that undergird them, even if they do not personally subscribe to the
Lutheran faith.21
This framework represented below in figure 3.3, demonstrates that the practices,
values, and theology of an institution are interconnected with one another while being
differentiated. This highlights the importance of theological understanding and grounding
within a higher-education institution while recognizing that an orthodox understanding
which expects a ground-level theology would be lacking in its contextualization.

Figure 3.3. Lutheran Framework
Similarly, Ernest Simmons writes of a model which engages intellect, culture, and
faith. “We must argue neither for a faith so detached from the surrounding culture as to
lack intellectual credibility nor for a faith so accommodated to a particular culture as to
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sanctify its idolatry and hubris.”22 Like Christenson and Jodock, Simmons advocates for
an understanding of a model that is culturally engaged, intellectually credible, and
theologically rooted.
This model, which is neither sectarian nor secular, is understood as a core
component of a Lutheran identity in higher education. The research implications for this
third way suggest that there should be a theological and religious identity that is
recognized within a higher education institution which is acknowledged and honored
while not being required, forced, or even overly communicated. This model should find
theological underpinnings within leadership decisions, an awareness of institutional
religious identity within the student body, while embracing and engaging in diversity.
Freedom of Inquiry
Central to the Lutheran identity in higher education is the freedom of inquiry.
This comes from a theology rooted deeply in the grace of God, by which salvation is
understood as not something to be earned but something freely given. The freedom of
inquiry also comes from a place of humility, recognizing that human knowledge does not
fully define the divine, nor can religion fully define the divine, and so therefore all
pursuits of knowledge and wisdom have a contribution to make towards the greater good.
Freedom of inquiry is an expression of a Lutheran methodology that is neither sectarian
nor secular. Christenson writes of this freedom that, “Education in a Lutheran college or
university should be surprisingly bold, open, multidimensional, challenging,
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experimental, diverse, and engaging; never frightened, closed, authoritarian, sanitized,
and defensive.”23
This freedom is not only about integrating the traditional fields with religion and
theology, but also the appreciative inquiry of religion itself as a discipline. Freedom of
inquiry is about merging together the secular and the sacred into a dialogical teaching
opportunity that goes beyond transmitting knowledge and embraces conversation and
discernment. In regard to the religion itself Christenson writes, “We teach religion,
particularly Christianity, and we teach it appreciatively and critically. Secular institutions
do not feel free to do the former, and many religious institutions are not free to do the
latter.”24
Freedom of inquiry means that learning comes from all sectors and that the
faculty and students are free to search and explore for truth. All sources are treated both
appreciatively and critically, which leads to a deeper source of learning where the
education process involves discovery, not just transmission of a pure knowledge. This
freedom of inquiry is rooted in the Lutheran tradition of grace and, in many ways, it
requires the unique perspective of a rooted faith which takes religion as a serious
intellectual pursuit while also acknowledging that both religious and scientific
understandings are gifts from God and all sources of knowledge are created with inherent
goodness. This perspective may or may not be exclusive to the Lutheran tradition,
however it is certainly a defining characteristic of Lutheran higher education.

23

Christenson, The Gift and Task of Lutheran Higher Education, loc 2142.

24

Ibid., loc 2152.

78
Christenson quotes Darrell Jodock’s summary of this freedom in his own book.
Christenson writes that this freedom is not only about the paradox of teaching both
appreciatively and critically, it is also about the way we treat one another, the stereotypes
we challenge and the way we regard both our successes and failures. Jodock writes,
The divine “yes” of the Gospel sets people free to search for the truth, no matter
how messy it may turn out to be. Because humans have no basis for any sort of
claim on God, nothing needs to be protected . . . No inherited ideas or practices
are exempt from critique and evaluation. Religion itself can be critiqued because
it is capable of getting in the way of the Gospel . . . The state can be critiqued. To
the distress of presidents and deans, the college itself can be critiqued. Wherever
loyalty to a learned profession gets in the way of education, it can be critiqued.
Every area can be investigated . . . The net effect is freedom of inquiry.25
Freedom of inquiry also means that learning is not siloed into disciplines and that
the lens of faith and religion is not relegated to the department of religion. Within a
conversation with Tom Christenson, Benne reflects on his own educational experience to
express this. He writes, “We had a dear old professor who taught geology and astronomy
. . . he taught me that you could believe in geological evolution and biological evolution
and be a Christian, and that meant puzzling out for himself how you can do that. Now
that makes a classroom different, I think, at a church-related college.”26
Freedom of inquiry means an institution takes seriously all areas of education and
sees learning as more than a process of transmission of information but a dialogical
process where students and teachers engage with one another and engage in peer-to-peer
conversation. Freedom of inquiry would mean students are free to explore and engage in
the learning process. While departmentally an institution may have different degrees of
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support and faculty based on student focus, an institution that values freedom of inquiry
would uphold that each department brings the same value to knowledge, learning, and
development across all disciplines.
For Service to the World
A Lutheran institution also holds an organizational sense of vocation. Regardless
of where an institution falls along the organizing paradigm of orthodoxy and vocation, a
sense of vocation is a key element to a Lutheran understanding of being, both on a
personal and institutional level. The theme of vocation is more fully developed in the
following section on vocation as a key lens itself. Vocation does not only extend to the
individual but must also to how the institution views itself. Institutional vocation also
takes an organizational view of understanding what it means for the organization itself to
use its own unique history, giftedness, and resources to serve within its own context.
Christenson writes of this sense of service and vocation that results in engagement with
the world as a part of the learning process itself.
Learning in a Lutheran setting should always have this practical piece, the place
where theory is connected to practice, the place where classroom work is
connected to the problems of real people in a real place. We need this because it
brings its own critical agenda, asking, "Does it really work? Does it actually help
those who most need it? What does it sound like communicated to real people in
need?"27
This means that part of the learning process must engage the students within their
context and world. Learning must move beyond the classroom and involve experiences
such as service learning, discernment, experiences such as internships that involve
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reflection on both the experience and how learning informs the experience and the
experience informs the learning.
Vocation moves beyond the individual with an understanding of institutional
vocation. This means these elements of service learning exist for the institution itself,
which must continually ask in what way the institutional outcomes serve the context of
the institution and greater society. The institution is called to ask the same questions of
meaning and purpose as the individual as it expresses vocation in service to God and the
neighbor.
What Does This Mean? — Pursuit of Wisdom
One final key element to a Lutheran lens connects directly with Luther’s own
question, What Does This Mean? Lutheran higher education moves the conversation from
the transmission of knowledge towards wisdom. The conversation moves beyond the
academic and becomes an existential question that asks how the academic engages with
sociology, ecology, religion, and interpersonal relationships. Jodock writes about how
wisdom moves beyond knowledge as he writes about the calling of Lutheran higher
education.
Wisdom is not just the possession of knowledge but the good judgment how to
use it. Wisdom understands what makes for a fully human life. It understands
what effect a possible action that I contemplate will have on another human. It
understands how communities function—how they can be influenced in such a
way as to enhance the quality of life for their members.28
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Jodock suggests wisdom as the goal in Lutheran higher education. The learning
and critical thinking skills are penultimate to the development of wisdom itself. Wisdom
is seen as the greatest contribution that Lutheran higher education can make to the greater
society.29 Wisdom can only come through community engagement and the civil discourse
that comes from community. Jodock writes, “Wisdom comes from insight gathered in
community. In order to discover wisdom, civil discourse is needed. Moreover, in order to
discover wisdom, interreligious dialogue is valuable.”30
The challenge is that most have not experienced this kind of community in school,
at home, or even within the church. The formation of this community of civil discourse
and dialogue within the context of education can become the unique contribution of the
Lutheran higher-education institution. In the dialogue between Tom Christenson and
Robert Benne at Wartburg College, Christenson is quoted in describing the need for the
community provided within Lutheran higher education.
Community doesn’t mean that you all agree with each other, for heaven’s sake. It
doesn’t even mean that you all like each other. But it means how you
communicate even when you’re disagreeing. How do you communicate even
when you are arguing with each other or when you’re representing different
points of view? That’s an important lesson, and it’s one that our culture doesn’t
do very well. I often ask students, “Well, where have you heard significant ethical
discussions before you came to college?” And you get ... silence. I say, “Well, in
school?” “No.” “At home, at the dinner table?” “No, it was one of the things we
weren’t supposed to talk about.” “In church?” “No.” “Well, where then?” Well,
they haven’t. And so to have a place where questions like that can be asked and
pursued in a rigorous kind of way is, I think, an important experience, and so if
your college provides that for you, then I think you’ve got something extremely
valuable.31
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The Lutheran higher-education institution exists not only to for the sake of
knowledge, but for wisdom. Pursuing wisdom does not allow for the quality of the
academics to be secondary but instead calls for an additional layer of dialogue that invites
the addition of meaning to the information.
Summary
The Lutheran pedagogical lens is a complicated lens that seeks to define an
institution that is centuries old and plays a transformational role. It is a lens that seeks to
describe how a Lutheran pedagogy and higher education institution is different than any
other, while doing so without engaging in ecclesiological or theological conversation. At
the beginning of this section, it was stated that this was not question of orthodoxy or
theology. This lens seeks to bring clarity to the framework through which a religious
institution is understood, looking at the ecclesial understanding and organizing paradigm.
This framework could apply to any number of institutions that count a religious heritage
as a part of their organizational identity.
In addition to the organizational identity there are specific nuances which help
define a Lutheran understanding of higher education. This includes an understanding that
is both appreciative and critical to religion, proving to be neither secular nor sectarian but
embracing both the rootedness of the tradition and the freedom for diversity and
interreligious dialogue. Lutheran theology embraces a freedom of inquiry, recognizing
the value in all learning disciplines. It calls the institution towards an institutional
vocation that requires contextual engagement and ensuring the outcomes are of service to
its world and community. Lutheran framework goes beyond transmission of knowledge
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through experiences of community, discernment, and education that lead towards a
broader development of wisdom.
To bring this framework together, an attempt at representing both the framework
and the work of the Lutheran higher-education institution is represented below in figure
3.4.

Figure 3.4. Lutheran Educational Paradigm
The Lutheran higher-education institution serves the space in collaborating with
individuals in discerning their unique call grounded in their relationship with the Triune
God to serve the world and their specific community and context. It possesses theology
as its foundation, institutional values as the pillars that hold up the programming structure
the student body experiences. The programs of the Lutheran higher-education institution
are multifaceted, designed to develop individuals in community and develop their
spiritual, academic, and emotional intelligence. These programs happen within the
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context of deep relationships formed within the community of the school, including
students, faculty, and staff. Within these relationships, the student body (likely alongside
faculty and staff) begin to discern and understand their unique giftedness and purpose.
Upon developing emotional, spiritual, and academic intelligence, discerning their unique
giftedness and purpose, the point at which these begin to intersect with serving the world
becomes vocation. It is this final component that we turn to next as possibly a singularly
definitive component of Lutheran higher education.
Theological Lens 2: Vocation
An understanding of vocation provides a rich understanding of a Lutheran
hermeneutic of work and life. This lens provides important insight to reflecting upon
outcomes of higher education which lead towards self-reflection on the underlying
themes of vocation. For the purposes of this work, vocation is explored through a
reflection on vocation within and through higher education and vocation as a relational
understanding.
The language of vocation is uniquely Lutheran, but the concept is much broader.
Recent works have focused on exploring how the concept of vocation is reflected in other
faith traditions, and within secularism, but without the common language found within
Lutheranism. In an article on vocation, Stanley Olson writes,
The sense of vocation is a prevalent phenomenon in the world. However, the
sense is much more broadly understood than the term is used. In other words, this
sense may be very deeply felt, but left unarticulated. This sense is certainly not
limited to Lutherans, nor to Christians, but I argue that it is strongly present in
those nurtured in Lutheran soil.32
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New work is being done to bring other faith traditions into reflection on a shared
sense of vocation. Those most recent and thorough work is Calling in Today’s World:
Voices from Eight Faith Perspectives33 which invites authors from these faith traditions
to reflect on a historical and rich understanding of vocation and related themes from their
tradition. What is important is the recognition that vocation finds expression beyond its
Lutheran heritage but is also best reflected within the richness of this heritage and not
simply as a secularized calling. They write,
For a variety of social and cultural reasons, the meaning of “calling,” and
especially “vocation,” in the modern world came to refer primarily to paid work,
and often it came to refer more narrowly to the service professions or to
prestigious occupations. Today’s popular usage emphasizes the language of
personal meaning, purpose, fulfillment, and direction, as evidenced by the
numerous books about “calling.” Clearly the concept is not dead. However, it
lacks the deep religious and moral connotations it has in a Christian context as
being rooted in God’s initiative, as demanding something from us, and as being
oriented not to our self-enhancement but to our radical self-giving in love.34
A Lutheran higher-education institution is theologically rooted in its service to a
diverse population. Vocation must be able to be both theologically grounded and
articulated universally. This section explores how vocation is experienced by, and
provides value to, students regardless of faith tradition. This expression of vocation
highlights the multi-faceted nature of vocation, which includes both work and
relationship with others and the divine.
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Vocation Within and Through Higher Education
Vocation recognizes that the goal of the institution is not grading retention of
knowledge but engaging in conversations leading towards wisdom and service. Another
way to consider this is to recognize that vocation calls to focus less on the final
handshake and diploma, and more about the first handshake and beginning a life of
service as one embraces the station of student to discern their life vocation. This
recognizes the journey of a student as an integral part of lifelong calling, not just a
necessary step to something more important. Luther wrote of this lifelong sense of
vocation.
How is it possible that you are not called? You have always been in some state or
station; you have always been a husband or wife, or boy or girl, or servant… See,
as now no one is without some commission and calling, so no one is without some
kind of work, if he desires to do what is right. Every one therefore is to take heed
to continue in his calling, look to himself, faithfully do what is commanded him,
and serve God and keep his commandments.35
The educational experience is not about leading someone towards vocation, but in
vocation. If they are a student worker, they are already in vocation as a student and a
worker. If they are a student parent, they are already in vocation as a student and parent,
as a spouse, colleague, roommate, child. Viewing vocation as ongoing does not diminish
the uniqueness or intentionality of the divine calling but recognizes God working in all
states and stations of life. Tom Christenson writes of this ongoing sense of vocation
within the higher-education institution, recognizing there the role of student as a station
of life living out vocation. This means that being a student is not a means to an end, but

35

Martin Luther et al., The Precious and Sacred Writings of Martin Luther ... Based on the Kaiser
Chronological Edition, with References to the Erlangen and Walch Editions, vol. 10 (Minneapolis, MN:
Lutherans in All Lands Co., 1903), 242-243.

87
an end in itself as a moment to serve the neighbor and glorify God and places the value
proposition not in the ultimate diploma, but in the educational journey.
We serve God through our service to each other. Luther used the word vocation,
therefore, to apply to the work and duties of every person. The fish-pickler, the
shoemaker, the schoolteacher, the mayor, the street cleaner, the prince, the pastor,
the parent, even the student—each of these has a work and a responsibility given
to her or him by virtue of this station. I said "even the student" because we often
suppose that students are preparing for a vocation but we seldom think that they
already have one. Yet that is exactly what Luther asserts. God calls each student
to be a good student and to serve, by being so, the school, the community of
learners, the development of one's gifts, and eventually the wider world.36
All stations and stages of life are a calling; therefore, all stations are equal. The
concept of equality in stations was a key shift during the Reformation and continues to be
a key element to understanding vocation today. Vocation is also about recognizing the
equality of all stations in service to God and neighbor. Stanley Olson writes beautifully of
the discernment of vocation using the story of his own parents. His parents were both
educated at a Lutheran college. His father returned to farming and his mother served in
education. Later in life as his father experienced medical issues, his mother turned to
caring full-time for his father and saw that as her vocation. Recognizing the importance
of vocation recognizes that there is something to being a Christian farmer, spouse, and
parent.
What’s a Christian farmer? It is a farmer who farms well and wisely, for the good
of others and who fulfills his or her other life roles such as citizen, spouse,
community leader, and parent… Two people liberally educated in Lutheran
colleges: One found his calling with cows and corn, the other found hers in
teaching and service, both found callings in marriage and parenting, in church and
community. Both found contentment, a sense of doing what they ought to be
doing—cows, community, colleges, and contentment. Except for that one late
conversation with my mother, I don’t remember either Mother or Dad using the
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language of vocation, but I see now that they lived with a clear and satisfying
sense of calling.37
An expression of vocation views all academic pursuits as equally important in
serving the community. If true that all callings are divine callings, then is it equally true
that all majors are equally important? This is of particular interest in the liberal arts
school where often alumni may comment with concern over the increasing numbers of
students in fields such as athletic training. While vocation may seem a natural element of
Lutheran higher education, one must question the fullness of its expression or
understanding when one major may be expressed as more important than another.
Perhaps the lens of vocation, and institutional vocation, is one way in which the highereducation institution is called to contextualization and missional engagement through the
ongoing reminder that all callings are divine callings.
The expression of vocation also requires conversations of meaning and purpose
alongside academic learning. Paul Dovre reflects on vocation as a form of applied
learning where the application of learning is to applying education in service to the
neighbor and advancement of the common good. He writes,
The idea of our calling to vocation underlies the whole academic project at
Lutheran places. It becomes foundational for the whole enterprise… Closely
related to the unfolding of the Lutheran idea of vocation is the call to serve the
neighbor, the common good… Lutheran schools are in a unique position in that
they may bring to this form of applied learning the rationale of our theological
tradition and thus value is added to the experience.38
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A core understanding of vocation is that all stations of life must be oriented in
service to the other. This requires an ability to discern purpose, value, and meaning in
one’s work. An institution seeking to reflect vocation must move beyond the teaching of
information and must pair the teaching of information with guiding students in
understanding how to discern how to ask and answer whether what they are doing is in
service to the other. An educational experience which incorporates vocation must also
incorporate teaching students how to develop a moral and ethical framework and an
ability to reflect on how their actions impact others. An understanding of vocation which
is rooted in Lutheranism, but found and reflected in any faith tradition, means teaching
towards an ability to engage in moral and ethical thinking, dialogue, and reflection. In a
sense, it is about one’s ability to see their moral and ethical framework from a third
person perspective and reflect upon the relatedness of their values, worldview, and
experiences.
Vocation as Relational Understanding
Vocation reflects an understanding of God working through the world and human
participation in gratitude to God’s grace. This recognizes that God is the active agent in
the expression of vocation, but also that God intentionally chooses to be active in the
world through human participation. Luther refers to the act of creation and the act of
work, that God creates that which comes to full fruition through the expression of
vocation. Gustaf Wingren summarizes this concept writing,
God himself will milk the cows through him whose vocation that is. He who
engages in the lowliness of his work performs God’s work, be he lad or king. To
give one’s office proper care is not selfishness. Devotion to office is devotion to
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love, because it is by God’s own ordering that the work of the office is always
dedicated to the well-being of one’s neighbor.39
A sense of vocation also requires a right understanding of relationship both to the
divine and to the neighbor. Vocation is participation in God’s work in the world, already
begun but completed in vocation. Vocation is a reflection of God’s grace and oriented
towards the world. Wingren writes,
Vocation belongs to this world, not to heaven; it is directed toward one’s
neighbor, not toward God. This is an important preliminary characteristic. In his
vocation one is not reaching up to God, but rather bends oneself down toward the
world. When one does that, God’s creative work is carried on.40 (Wingren 10)
This means that vocation is done in service to the neighbor and in participation
with God in the world. It is important to recognize that vocation is not done to justify
oneself before God or before others. Utilizing work as a means of justification
immediately reorients work from serving the neighbor to serving oneself through the
neighbor. This is not a healthy reflection of vocation and this reorientation of purpose
makes work self-serving rather than serving the other.
Vocation therefore requires the proper understanding of work and relationships. It
means that one must be able to develop a sense of self-value which is expressed through
work, without being found in work. It requires a level of self-reflection and selfunderstanding where one can reflect upon their gifts and their passions and discern how
to use their gifts and passions to serve others. It means that one must be able to
understand a relationship with God that is not dependent upon works but sees work and
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vocation as an opportunity to live in gratitude to God’s grace and as a co-participant in
God’s work in the world.
A humanist view precludes reflecting upon vocation and justification before the
divine. The importance of seeing work as a reflection of giftedness and passions
reflective of an ethical system serving others still holds value. This changes the value
proposition of work from being self-serving to other centered and requires a healthy
understanding of self and where one derives their inherent value.
Summary
Vocation is a deeply Lutheran concept where all spheres of life reflect God’s
grace in the world expressed through the station of life of each individual. It calls for a
reflection on gifts and passions along with purpose and value. A vocational lens towards
higher education calls for education that moves beyond academics and into helping
students reflect on meaning within relationships and a self-aware understanding of
spirituality.
Theological Lens 3: Perichoresis
Foundational to the institution’s purpose, practices, and existence is the belief in a
Triune God who calls us into being in mission together. Discussion of vocation,
institutional religious identity, and practices requires reflection on what it means to have
faith, specifically a faith in the Triune God. A perichoretic understanding of faith is a
fundamentally different understanding with its own theological and practical implications
than a generally deistic faith. This section seeks to provide a summary of nuanced
elements of faith in the Triune God, highlighting key theological elements respective to
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this research. In this perichoretic lens, we explore the interrelatedness of the Trinity and
its communal implications for vocation and mission.
The Triune God is a relationship defined by inclusivity, community, and
differentiation. Within the Trinity exists the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, understood to
be three within one. Each of equal importance, co-related in both identity and purpose
while individual in expression. The Triune God exists no more as one entity as a marriage
could exist with only one individual. The Triune God experiences leadership within the
Trinity.41 The Triune God is inherently inclusively communal while preserving and
upholding individuality.
The Christian faith invites us into the co-participation in God’s mission in the
world, inviting our participation with the mission of the Triune God. As Jesus declares,
“As the Father has sent me, so I send you.” (John 20:21)42 A belief in the Triune God
requires being both mutually sending and mutually sent. The Father does not send
without the participation of the Son and the Holy Spirit. The Son is not sent without the
full inclusion of the Father and the Holy Spirit.
Having been sent by the Triune God as part of the Triune God, Christian life and
ministry must therefore reflect the inclusively communal nature of the Trinity. Miroslav
Volf writes about this communal nature of both the Trinity and of Christian ministry.
Because the Christian God is not a lonely God, but rather a communion of the
three persons, faith leads human beings into the divine communio. One cannot,
however, have a self-enclosed communion with the Triune God—a “foursome,”
as it were—for the Christian God is not a private deity. Communion with this God
41
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is at once also communion with those others who have entrusted themselves in
faith to the same God. Hence one and the same act of faith places a person into a
new relationship both with God and with all others who stand in communion with
God. These others “are discovered equiprimally with the new communion with
God as one’s neighbors, as those who belong to the same communion.”43
Within this understanding is an invitation into relationships of mutuality. The
Triune God invites us into God’s ongoing creative work and invites us collectively into
this work. There is no longer an I, nor is there even an us and they. A perichoretic
understanding requires an unequivocal we in all aspects—within, across, and outside of a
community. It is an ongoing theological imperative that God leads from within us, within
our community, and within our context. Volf writes about this communal relationship,
“We are the church!” quite correctly expresses the notion that “church” is a
collective noun. The church is not a “we”; the church are we. On the other hand,
this plural does not express merely a relationless multiplicity. The ecclesial plural
is not to be confused with the grammatical plural. While several “I’s” together do
constitute a grammatical plural, they do not yet constitute an ecclesial “we.” “We
are the church!” does not mean “We meet occasionally,” nor “We cooperate in a
common project”; rather, it means basically, “Each of us in his or her own being
is qualified by others.”44
The eternally creative and Triune God created the Church and therefore calls
leaders to a communal leadership in the hope of the possible, not a fear of the worst. This
leads us directly into a missional understanding of the church. Much like James states,
“So faith by itself, if it has no works, is dead” (James 2:17), so a church cannot have a
perichoretic faith life without having a missional nature to it. The perichoretic life
requires interpersonal relationships within the faith community and its context. We turn
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to this missional lens next as we more fully explore what it means to have a missional
understanding of a religiously affiliated institution.
Biblical Lens 1: Missional
A perichoretic understanding of both individual and ecclesial identity requires
engagement with the context and the community. Not only is such an engagement a
theological imperative of the Triune God, it is an imperative of a missional and sending
God. Craig Van Gelder writes about the missional nature of the church and that this
nature has been a part of the creedal beliefs of the church, even if the implications were
not always fully expressed.
For the church to be holy, it must seek to appropriate the redemptive power of
God in its midst. For the church to be catholic, it must organize itself to be
flexible and adaptive to new contexts. For the church to be apostolic, it must
organize itself to be missional within all its ministry functions and through all its
structures. For the church to be a communion of saints, it must promote the
building and strengthening of relationships through the exercise of both the fruit
and the gifts of the Spirit.45
This missional understanding is a core part of the church’s nature and character. It
is about the sending nature of God and therefore the sent nature of the church. Just as the
church is sent because God is a sending God, so is the church sent as a relational
organization as God is a relational God when understood through a perichoretic lens.
Missional is not a predefined set of actions or patterns but is a way of life that involves
engaging life, faith, and context. It is both about understanding this nature of the church
as much as it is understanding the nature of the context into which the church is sent. One
of the most significant components to understanding this nature of the church is
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understanding to whom the church is sent, or the context in which the church as an
organization finds itself. This context, however, is anything but static. One of the most
poignant statements regarding this contextual change came with the closing of Andover
Newton, at the time the oldest US seminary. Then president of Andover Newton, Martin
Copehaver, stated, “God is doing something new in this time. We have to figure out what
it is and get with the program.”46
This statement is a reminder of the ongoing changes and challenges facing the
church in the United States. One thing is clear—something new is happening. Religion
has been a part of the social fabric since the foundation of the country. Religion has been
an institution of the culture as much as baseball. Yet the culture continues to shift,
assumptions about the church no longer hold true. Religious affiliation has become a
choice. Image is sometimes more important than reality, where football stadiums have
screens larger than the field itself, churches project live images of preachers larger than
life, and fog machines have replaced pipe organs. A culture shifts from active
participation to entertained audience. Something new is happening. Or is it?
One consistent theme throughout history is change. Society, church, contexts,
congregations, even the Trinity, changes. There is no static, even in death there is decay.
Yet what part of these changes are reflected in the organizational life of the church and
the way in which leadership is exercised within congregational life?
A perichoretic lens reminds us of the creative nature of the Triune God. This
creative nature reminds us that life is found in anticipation of what could be, in God’s
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ongoing creation within the world. This creative power extends through the natural realm
into and through the life of the Church and its institutions. Tradition must not be simply
carried forward. Culture continues to evolve, contexts change, urban cores shift, fields
change to suburbs, and the Church must live within this change. For the church to remain,
the relationship with context and culture must continue to be alive. Jürgen Moltmann
writes, “What we call `tradition' is not a treasury of dead truths, which are simply at our
disposal. It is the necessary and vitally continuing theological conversation with men and
women of the past, across the ages, in the direction of our common future.”47 Without the
possibility, and the promise, of change, even the Trinity becomes static. Moltmann writes
that “It is impossible to conceive of a God who is not a creative God. A non-creative God
would be imperfect compared with the God who is eternally creative.”48 Within this
eternally creative Triune God vitality exists and, with vitality, comes life.
Only when we are capable of thinking of persons, relations, and changes in the
relations together does the idea of the Trinity lose its usual static, rigid quality.
Then not only does the eternal life of the Triune God become conceivable; its
eternal vitality becomes conceivable too.49
From Cultural Institution to Choice
A missional component of this change is reframing an understanding of religious
identity and affiliation from a cultural institution to an institution of choice. The Good
Society defines a cultural institution as, “a pattern of expected action of individuals or
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groups enforced by social sanctions, both positive and negative.”50 The underlying
assumption in The Good Society is that the church is a cultural institution. With religion
as a cultural institution, non-affiliation came with social ramifications so having a
religious identity, at least at some level, was a cultural foregone conclusion. It was simply
easier to be associated with a religion, specifically Christianity, than not.
Religion as a cultural institution may have helped maintain religious affiliation
over generations, but the force of individualism within American culture would prove to
counterbalance it. One of the earliest concepts formative to American culture came from
John Locke. These Lockean ideals formed underlying beliefs in American culture about
the accumulation of property as primary importance. Since the highest good came from
the private sphere, government, and societal institutions, existed to support the individual
pursuit. In other words, social institutions could do the most good not through their own
work, but by supporting individual work in the private sector. This Lockean ideal would
drive Adam Smith’s concept of the invisible hand where in pursuing their own selfinterest the invisible hand would result in the wellbeing of others. Individual pursuit in
the public sphere was done for the individual benefits resulting in public benefit. The idea
of government and institutions therefore was to allow everyone to do their best with
minimal interference from others.51 One can begin to see how the role of the church
begins to have a smaller role in private individual lives.
The rise of communism and the underlying assumption that the pursuit of selfinterest was a fundamentally American viewpoint made it difficult to provide any
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meaningful and patriotic critique of such a view point. In a world where non-Western
forces, such as Al-Qaida and the Islamic State, are destructive forces, one might argue
there is still a great pressure to see anything other than the pursuit of individual goals as
unpatriotic. These basic patterns of society and underlying assumptions could never
anticipate the complex society we face today. Corporations larger than entire countries
exist, making the foundation of countries dependent upon the success of those
corporations. Meanwhile, with the commodification of corporations, the primary product
has become profits and corporations are sharks that exist only to make money while
living in the world that hosts them.52 Government itself has become so large and complex
that those voting struggle to understand the machine they are electing officials to run.53
The paradox then is, “we are entering an era when, as Daniel Bell put it recently, ‘the
nation-state is becoming too small for the big problems of life, and too big for the small
problems of life.’”54
The church faces its own set of concurrent challenges as the culture shifts from a
culture of religion as institution to religion as choice. Ammerman points out that free
choice of religion has existed since the creation of the nation55 yet certainly the exercise
of this choice is finding new expression in the current context. In American Grace the
authors write,
Many Americans— at least one third and rising— nowadays choose their religion
rather than simply inheriting it. And a significant fraction of those who remain in
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the religion of their parents must surely have contemplated leaving it, and they too
may be reasonably said to have chosen and not simply inherited that religious
affiliation. Religion in America is increasingly a domain of choice, churn, and
surprisingly low brand loyalty.56
In American Grace, the authors describe how a large factor has been what they
describe as a shock and aftershocks in American history. Yet much of even this change
continues to be congruent with the Lockean ideal of the individual pursuit. This is most
clearly seen in the rise of Sheilaism. Here we see the underlying assumption of individual
freedom and that the collective whole benefits from minimizing interference in the
freedom of others, be and let be.
Much less highfalutin but more evocative was the emergence of “Sheilaism,”
named after a woman quoted by Robert Bellah and his colleagues in their
bestseller Habits of the Heart: “I believe in God. I am not a fanatic. I can’t
remember the last time I went to church. My faith has carried me a long way. It’s
Sheilaism. Just my own little voice . . . My own Sheilaism . . . is just try to love
yourself and be gentle with yourself. You know, I guess, take care of each other.57
While American Grace describes the relatively consistent patterns of religiosity in
America, they also recognize that there is a “tectonic shift in a secular direction” 58
underway that began in 1990. This has resulted in the rise of the nones, those who have
no religious affiliation. They suggest that within the past decade (first decade of the
twenty-first century) ordinary Americans would sense the “youth-driven movement away
from religion.”59 Current research and experiences would validate that that shift is well
underway.
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This new form of choice comes not only from the change in the status of cultural
institutionalism, but also from a place of rising institutional skepticism. There are a rising
number of young adults who do not feel that the church, as an institution, is a place to
explore their faith or even a safe place to go through the kind of questioning that leads to
individual ownership of their faith. This is most poignantly reported through the research
of the Barna institution. David Kinnaman writes of this institutional challenge in
reflecting on their research.
A generation of young Christians believes that the churches in which they were
raised are not safe and hospitable places to express doubts. Many feel that they
have been offered slick or half-baked answers to their thorny, honest questions,
and they are rejecting the “talking heads” and “talking points” they see among the
older generations.60
Kinnaman highlights that this institutional skepticism most acutely affects those
who are the direct participants in higher education—college-aged students. There the
results have become measurable where high-school aged students are some of the most
active faith participants and college-aged students are some of the least.
The dropout problem touches countless students, parents, and faith leaders, but
many of these have only a vague grasp of what, exactly, the dropout phenomenon
is. The first step in the discovery process is to understand two simple facts:
Teenagers are some of the most religiously active Americans. American
twentysomethings are the least religiously active . . . Overall, there is a 43 percent
drop-off between the teen and early adult years in terms of church engagement.
These numbers represent about eight million twentysomethings who were active
churchgoers as teenagers but who will no longer be particularly engaged in a
church by their thirtieth birthday.61
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The future will come from a bold common discussion that is not limited to the
technical change, but embraces changes responding to adaptive challenges. As Bellah
writes, “We need to recover the capacity for common discussion and public invention
that those in the postwar era who opted for purely ‘technical answers’ thought we could
do without.”62 The fear of loss cannot frame this dialogue. Instead the conversation must
embrace a hope for the future, the hope of the eternally creative God who works in and
through the church and the world.
Missional Church
The simple temptation can be to respond to this “movement away from religion”
through the design of worship, program, and spaces that responds to the challenges of the
“nones.” In American Grace the authors describe this as a potential driving factor for
religious entrepreneurship,
Given the rise of religious nones, it would seem that there is a potential
constituency for a new form of religion within the contemporary United States.
We thus speculate that religious entrepreneurs will increasingly seek to reach this
untapped pool— and offer examples of innovators who appear to be trying to do
so already.63
The challenge is that this is more than a technical change; it is an adaptive change
and one that calls the institution of church to reflect on its identity and missional
understanding. To borrow the language from the organizational theory lens, it must be
considered whether missional is something the church has, or if it ought to be something
that has the church. If it is something that has the church, then it is not an operationalized
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response of the church but something that must be rooted in the perichoretic, relational
nature of God and the church. Van Gelder writes, “We must always remember that
salvation is in, of, and for the world, not out of the world. The new creation that is our
eschatological promise includes everything God has made.”64 This understanding
involves the church engaging with those outside of the church and listening to the needs
of the community. This missional understanding of the church reminds us that it is not
about what we do, but about with whom and how the church engages in the community.
It is ensuring that ministry is not from and to, but a mutual with and for. If salvation is
not out of the world, then there is mutuality. Van Gelder rightly reminds us that this
means mutual agency.
Mission is not the transmission of a particular set of properties, ideas, goods, or
concepts to people, but rather the entering into relational webs that transform us
even as we engage in shaping others. The agency involved is God’s, ours, and our
neighbor’s.65
A Missional Response?
What if God has already equipped the church to be missionally engaged in this
changing world through its higher-education institutions? Is it possible that seeing these
organizations as church has marginalized an understanding of them as a missional
expression of the church? If we are called to mutual agency, then understanding the
desires of the broader culture are as important as understanding the institutional strengths
and gifts. A reflection on these needs of those leaving the church highlights how God
may be working to meet these very needs through the higher-education institution as a
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missional expression of the church. Kinnaman highlights important gaps between what
the church is doing and what those leaving the church are seeking, “three central arenas
where these gaps are evident—and where the church has God-given opportunities to
rethink our approach to discipleship making.”66 These areas are relationships, vocation,
and wisdom.67 Each of these three areas are congruent with the ministry of the highereducation institution of the church.
Biblical Lens 2: Antioch
If the Church is to have a living relationship with our world theologically, this
must be a reciprocal relationship. This means being engaged in a space where the church
and the world meet, interact, mix, and mingle. Here, in this interaction with the world, the
church may find a new direction. As one pastor is quoted as saying in Good Society, “The
world doesn’t set the agenda for the church. God does, although God does it in the
world.”68
Research done in American Grace suggests this is precisely where the “nones” are
located. “Nones” have not completely disconnected from religion but rather switch back
and forth, standing at the edge of a tradition. If this mixing space is where the church and
the world mingle and mix, it seems that those self-defined as a “none” live in precisely
that kind of space.
These folks seem to be standing at the edge of a religious tradition, half in and
half out. Sometimes we catch them thinking of themselves as a “something”
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(Baptist or Catholic or whatever), and other times they think of themselves as a
“none.” We have come to call these people, who seem to be standing on the
threshold of a religious tradition, betwixt and between, “liminals,” from the Latin
word for “threshold.”69
Missional identity calls the church to organize around a reciprocal interaction
with the “nones”, regardless of age. Much like the early church as described in the book
of Acts, the Spirit will continue to work in and through those many consider outside of
the church to form and reform the church. Unfortunately, in many cases, the church faces
a fear of the loss of what has been in embracing the future of what could be.
Traditionalism can dig in its heels, and then those on the fringes push back instead of
draw in, resulting in precisely the kind of dynamic described in American Grace.
This kind of relationship with a mixing ground of the church is like the early
engagement with the community in Antioch. Beginning in Acts 13 this begins with the
sending of Barnabas and Saul. “While they were worshipping the Lord and fasting, the
Holy Spirit said, ‘Set apart for me Barnabas and Saul for the work to which I have called
them’” (Acts 13:2). What follows is an account of a first missionary journey. This
journey is completed in Acts 14. Following this journey is the Council of Jerusalem
where a key theological debate about unity in the church began.
When they came to Jerusalem, they were welcomed by the church and the
apostles and the elders, and they reported all that God had done with them. But
some believers who belonged to the sect of the Pharisees stood up and said, “It is
necessary for them to be circumcised and ordered to keep the law of Moses.”
(Acts 15:4-5)
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The conclusion of the Council of Jerusalem is compromise. “I have reached the
conclusion that we should not trouble those Gentiles who are turning to God, but we
should write to them to abstain only from things polluted by idols . . .” (Acts 15:19-20).
In this missionary engagement, the agency of God in the world becomes evident.
There is individual, communal, and institutional transformation. Despite the conversion
of Saul being previously recorded in Acts, this journey begins with the identity of Saul
and ends with the identity being recorded as Paul, an implicit but important signifier of
an individual transformation. The communities to which Paul and Barnabas ministered
were transformed through their faith. The institutional church was transformed in its own
self-understanding and theology. God has acted in, through, and for the institution and the
community. The church would not be the church without mutual engagement of the
communities and there would be no community transformation without the church
involved in God’s missional activities in the world.
A missional church defined by the Triune God must embrace the freedom of
trusting in the eternally creative God to work in and through these reciprocal
relationships. It seems that the Church continues to play a vital role in society; if not the
“nones” would simply be done. Yet this creative longing seems to be built into both the
fabric of our souls and our society. The entry into such a community, though, must be
marked by mutual ownership and the freedom of freely giving oneself and allowing the
other to give freely of themselves. This is not only practical, but also a theological
imperative of the Triune God.
This can be seen through the organizational lens of open systems theory, which
requires the exchange of energy and or matter. The exchange of people and ideas would
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reflect this within the church. From a theological and organizational lens for the religious
higher-education institution, it may mirror Benne’s intentionally pluralistic identity,
which guarantees a voice to the religious heritage but engages in intentional dialogue.
This early missionary journey also calls us to guarantee a voice for not just the
representative religion, but for the other. The church needs the community just as much
as the community needs the church. It is a story of individual and institutional religious
transformation in a church that is semper reformanda, always reforming.
Biblical Lens 3: Pauline Communities
Introduction
The theme of continuous discovery and evolving identity of the Christian
community is present in the earliest periods of the church, evident through the
exploration of Antioch. The forming of new Christian communities and the letters of Paul
to these communities continue to reveal the Christology, sociology, and soteriology of
this period. This biblical and theological lens explores key themes in the Pauline
community and Pauline letters. The theological exploration of cruciformicity provides
important Christological understanding informing the research. The biblical lens of unity
explores how Paul addresses potentially divisive differences in forming communities
throughout the Pauline epistles. Paul’s use of boundary forming language with the
Pauline communities and letters provide comprehensive lenses through which to
understand a different sense of community. These themes of cruciformity, unity, and
boundaries form a definition for community which is neither bounded nor centered but a
community defined by both.
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Cruciformity
The early church hymn and/or creed recorded in Philippians 2:6-11 is one of the
more significant texts of the Pauline corpus. This text records what appears to be a hymn
of the early church and makes important proclamations about Christ and the Christology
of the early church. While not directly referencing this passage, the theology of the cross
serves to challenge scholasticism but also draws attention to the precise form of God’s
ultimate self-revelation. Luther writes in the Heidelberg Disputation, “He deserves to be
called a theologian, however, who comprehends the visible and manifest things of God
seen through suffering and the cross.”70
The theme of cruciformity, and the word itself, draws heavily from the work of
Michael Gorman and his work on interpreting Paul. Gorman defines cruciformicity as,
Cruciformicity is cross-shaped existence in Christ. It is letting the cross be the
shape, as well as the source, of life in Christ. It is participating in and embodying
the cross. It may also be described, more technically, as non-identical repetition,
by the power of the Spirit, of the narrative of Christ’s self-giving faith and love
that was quintessentially expressed in his incarnation and death on the cross.71
For Gorman, the central understanding of the Pauline epistles comes through a
deep understanding of what he refers to as the master story of Paul, Philippians 2:6-11.72
In the introduction to his first work Gorman explains his use of the term cruciformity,
my own term for a concept commonly believed to be central to Paul’s theology
and ethics: conformity to the crucified Christ. It will be the task of this book to
uncover what Paul means by conformity to the crucified Christ, showing that this
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conformity is a dynamic correspondence in daily life to the strange story of Christ
crucified as the primary way of experiencing the love and grace of God.73
Gorman continues through quoting Neil Elliot in suggesting that everything about
the Christian life, and Christian community, be ordered through the conformity to the
crucified Christ. This challenge is not unlike Paul’s own words to the Corinthians in 1
Corinthians 2:2 translated by Gorman to be, “I decided to know nothing among you
except Jesus Christ—that is, Jesus Christ crucified.”74
We then begin by exploring the master story found in Philippians 2:5-11 using
Gorman’s translation and graphical arrangement of this text. Emphasis and notations
below are as printed in Gorman’s original text.
Cultivate this mind-set in your community, which is in fact a community in Christ
Jesus, who,
Although [x] being in the form of God,
did not [y] consider his [or this] equality with God as something to be
exploited for his own advantage,
but [z1] emptied himself,
by taking the form of a slave,
that is, by being born, in the likeness of human beings.
And being found in human form,
he [z2] humbled himself
by becoming obedient
to death even death on a cross.
Therefore God has highly exalted him
and bestowed on him the name [title] that is above every name [title]
so that [in fulfillment of Isa 45:23] at Jesus’ name [title]
every knee should bend,
in heaven and
on earth and
under the earth,
and every tongue acclaim that
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Jesus Christ is Lord
to the glory of God the Father.
This translation highlights both the poetic nature of this creedal hymn while also
annotating the central pattern to this master story using [x], [y], and [z]. Gorman suggests
this creedal hymn is not only important in its Christology and understanding of a creed in
the early church, it also reveals the central pattern that is interwoven into the Pauline
corpus. This pattern is the simple pattern of although [x], not [y], but [z] where in this
pattern [x] represents an attribute or status. This status holds the possibility for self-gain,
the very possibility that is expressed within the text in the negative. The cruciform pattern
follows with not [y], where [y] represents the potential selfish act and possibilities held
by the previously mentioned status. The final element of this pattern is the selfless act
itself, exercised despite the status, and possibility for gain. The but [z] is the final active
component in the cruciform pattern. Together, therefore, the cruciform pattern is one that
holds a recognized element of strength or status, the expected outcome of this status, and
the selfless act. A shortened version that highlights this pattern would be, although
omnipotent, not commanding, but submitting.
Gorman expresses that this pattern is not just about this Christological hymn, or
even just about reading and interpreting Paul, but goes beyond that. For Gorman this
pattern begins to also shape our lives as believers but also the communal life of the
church. Gorman writes,
The patterns of the cross narrated in this hymn are reflected in—and seem in fact
to have shaped—his understanding of faith, hope, power, and especially love,
though none of these terms appears in the text of the hymn. Paul not only sees
Jesus in this foundational hymnic text, he sees also himself and every believing
individual and community. For Paul, to be in Christ is to be a living exegesis of
this narrative of Christ, a new performance of the original drama of exaltation
following humiliation, of humiliation as the voluntary renunciation of rights and
selfish gain in order to serve and obey. Paul’s spirituality of cruciformity is a
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narrative spirituality, and the master narrative that shapes his spirituality is
Philippians 2:6–11.75
The idea of conforming to the cruciform pattern found in Philippians 2:6-11
extends beyond Christology into community life. In extending this theological concept,
we look at how cruciformity applies to a communal context and explore the active agents
within this text.
First, we explore the cruciform pattern of although [x] not [y] but [z]. In its
creedal form this pattern is easily recognized due to the possibilities found in the first
stanza, that of the status or strength which could be exercised. In considering Christ in
this pattern, there are clear opportunities for exercising Christ's divinity. Most individuals
can readily express many strengths for themselves and for others that could be expressed,
“Although [I'm smart], although [I'm a good football player],” etc. The pattern continues
to be clearly expressed through the exercise of that strength such as, “Although I'm a
good football player, I did not play rough with my niece but allowed her to score a goal.”
What would this pattern look like though in a communal context? If Gorman is
right in suggesting this is meant to drive community formation, that implies that a
community can fit all three components of this pattern. Gorman continues in writing
about the cruciform community that Paul is challenging the early church assembly to
"unlearn the ancient culture of honor and status and to learn what it means to exist as an
exclusive alternative community, worshipping the one God, grounded in the cross of
Christ, and infused by the cruciform Spirit.”
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This is possibly easier said than done. The early church assembly was by no
means an assembly of uniformity. It was an assembly which called a number of
participants to follow the although [x] not [y] but [z] pattern in laying aside their
differences for the sake of the community. The following section highlights Paul's
frequent use of calling the reader to set aside something for the sake of something else.
Paul is clearly calling the community to unlearn not only a culture of honor and status,
but also to unlearn some of their cultural differences to learn a new identity in Christ.
Cruciformity extends beyond the individuals in a community into the corporate
community itself. If institutional culture and identity are to be expressed, what does an
institutional cruciform identity look like? The conclusion of this lens looks at how
cruciformity, unity in the Pauline epistles, and Paul's cosmological language create a
challenging paradigm to be a particular type of institution and community.
This passage also highlights agency within the Trinity, which continues to
underscore the importance of a perichoretic understanding of God up to, in, through, and
following the crucifixion. First is the agency of the Spirit. While not explicitly referred to
in this passage, it is important to recognize the broader story of the life of Christ. Christ's
ministry begins at the temptation in the desert, a place where Christ was "led" to by the
Spirit. We see the work of the Spirit leading Christ into active ministry during Christ's
life.
We of course see Christ's agency through this pattern of although [x] not [y] but
[z] as it is Christ who lives a life of self-subrogation77 and sacrifice, including death on
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the cross. The passage continues with God's exaltation. This transfer of agency is an
important consideration in the life of the believer. Reading this Christological hymn, the
agency of Christ to go through both [z1] and [z2] and Christ's progressive downward
mobility from divine status, to the status of a slave to the final status of death on a cross.
Period. At that moment the agency rests within the Triune God but has shifted from
Christ as the primary actor.
Does the power of the resurrection change if it is believed that the resurrection is
not something that can be demanded but only something that is done through the agency
of the Triune God? Does a perichoretic understanding of God preclude leadership within
the Trinity or even singular or dual agency of the Trinity? I do not believe it does and
therefore believe that this hymn clearly transitions from the agency of Christ to the
agency of God and that the exaltation subsequent to the cruciform pattern is a clear
transition in agency. Therefore, in conforming to the cruciform pattern an individual, and
a community, must also follow the pattern of although [x] not [y] but [z].
The pattern loses its purpose when agency is in the wrong place. Had God forced
Christ to subjugate his divinity for slavery and crucifixion, cruciformity is no more than
torture or slavery. In fact, there would be no although [x] not [y] without Christ as the
agent in this entire pattern. Self-subrogation and subrogation are vastly different things,
and so the subject of the pattern must also have agency in the pattern. Likewise, the
pattern loses its purpose the moment that the agency continues past the pattern. A pattern
that is although [x] not [y] but [z] so [A] simply does not work the same. To say although
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Christ was in the form of God, he did not exploit it, but took on the form of slave so he
could exalt himself as God is no subrogation of power. Instead it is like a boss on a
hidden camera show working as a cashier just to later prove that they are a good boss and
understand the challenges of everyone's role. The master story of the cruciformity is not
only in the pattern, but also in the agency. The pattern may then be extended in a
perichoretic fashion to write the Spirit [1], therefore Christ [2], therefore God [3] where
the Triune God is omnipresent in each ongoing part of the pattern, however with and selfsubrogation of agency throughout the pattern.
There are challenges to the understanding of community in this cruciform pattern
as the following sections will continue to explore. This pattern calls a community to
understand its strengths and status, however willingly set aside those strengths and status.
Gorman writes about the meeting of the church as part of the process of learning
cruciformicity.
the assembly meets to unlearn the ancient culture of honor and status and to learn
what it means to exist as an exclusive alternative community, worshipping the one
God, grounded in the cross of Christ, and infused by the cruciform Spirit. They
meet, in other words, as God’s “called-out community,” God’s ekklēsia.78
This pattern also calls a community to participate in divine agency as such that the
community may recognize its strengths and opportunity for status but experience that
through cruciformicity.
As the community of the risen Lord, the Church experiences the Lord’s power,
but as the community of the risen crucified Lord, that power is experienced only
as power in weakness, as the power of love.79
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In an age of increasing economic pressure, including the challenges of
institutional survival, this may feel like a truly cruciform calling to an institution when
taken literally. However, there may be more to understanding this passage in the scope of
institutional religious identity itself and how religion is expressed within and through
institutional life. In the following section we turn to exploring how this master story is
expressed in the Pauline corpus. This section highlights some key passages in which Paul
challenges the status quo for the sake of unity as we continue to explore these early
communities and Paul's writings.

Unity over Distinctiveness in Paul
The although [x] not [y] but [z] pattern is essentially a call to self-subrogation. As
such, conforming to the cruciform pattern also has a natural outcoming of lowering
societal barriers and a call to let go of potentially divisive symbols of status or division.
In fact, it is a call to let go of the most important symbols of status, just as Christ let go of
the exercise of omnipotence and divinity in cruciform suffering. Gorman writes that this
pattern is Paul’s master story and writes about this pattern in the Pauline epistles while
also writing about the soteriological implications of a co-crucifixion soteriology.80 This
section narrows the broad implications of cruciformicity, overlooking the soteriological
implications of cruciformity, and instead looking at the sociological and communal
implications of cruciformity. If one is to set aside status and live a cruciform life, what
does that mean for community? This exploration looks at not how this language is exactly
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reproduced within the Pauline epistles, but the ways in which Paul calls the early
communities to set something aside for the sake of communal unity.
While a theology of grace may underlie all that Paul writes, one could argue that a
purpose of unity is behind the Pauline epistles. Cruciformity calls for the full giving of
self, but Paul clearly writes of his own internal struggles to do what he ought, rather than
what he wants, and still experiences God’s grace. This section focuses on the freedom to
give up that which divides us in the justification of God’s grace and how experiencing
that grace and expressing freedom to give up, rather than a right to demand, is a
prominent theme in the Pauline epistles.
Gorman, along with other authors, suggests that Paul uses this language in calling
the early church communities to let go of their worldly sense of community so that the
cruciform community can define them. Yung Suk Kim describes this approach with First
Corinthians as Paul sharing a vision for a different kind of community. Kim writes,
“Paul’s life story reflected in First Corinthians and elsewhere has to do with this vision of
a world full of diversity and solidarity . . . he hopes for a better world for all ‘in Christ,’
which is not a boundary marker but a creative, struggling space.” 81 In describing the
social implications in Romans, Philip Francis Esler refers to Paul as, “an entrepreneur of
social identity.”82 Esler writes, “In the language of modern social identity theory, Paul's
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strategy amounts to an exercise in recategorization, the creation (or perhaps invocation)
of a common ingroup identity.”83
The Pauline epistles carry this theme of unity almost equal to the master story of
cruciformicity in Philippians 2:5-11. Through a year of studying the Pauline epistles and
journaling the presence of a theme of subrogation for the sake of unity, over 220 verses in
the Pauline corpus address the subject of unity.84 These passages come in the form of
larger narrative blocks, or sometimes a single verse or two. I will not address all the
passages individually. Instead I will highlight a few categories that cover a large portion
of these passages, with a few additional references. Not every passage listed in the
footnote will be categorized here, but these categorizations will provide some sense of
how Paul stresses the importance of unity.
The first is Paul’s own example as recorded in Scripture. In the Pauline epistles
Paul references his own status or attributes that could be used for gain, but instead are set
aside for the sake of the community. Paul’s boasting in 2 Corinthians 12:9-10 is the
clearest such expression.
So, I will boast all the more gladly of my weaknesses, so that the power of Christ
may dwell in me. Therefore I am content with weaknesses, insults, hardships,
persecutions, and calamities for the sake of Christ; for whenever I am weak, then I
am strong. (2 Corinthians 12:9-10)

83

84

Ibid., loc 5679-5685.

A prioritization of unity can be found in the following verses: Ro 1:11–12; 2:25–26; 3:9–12,
27–30; 4:9, 16; 5:16–17, 18; 6:10–11; 8:15–17, 30; 9:8; 10:4, 11–13; 11:30–32; 12:3–5, 9–18; 14:3, 14–17;
15:2–3; 16:17–18; 1 Co 1:10, 12–13, 31; 2:3–5; 3:4–9, 11–12, 21–23; 4:10; 5:6; 6:7–8, 11; 7:17–20; 8:1, 7–
12; 9:19–23; 10:23–24, 28–29, 31–11:1, 17–22; 12:4–7, 21–26; 14:12, 26; 15:8–11; 16:13–14; 2 Co 4:2, 4–
5; 5:14–15, 16–18; 8:23–24; 9:13–14; 10:7–8; 11:30; 12:9–10; Ga 2:14, 15–16; 3:25–29; 4:4–7; 5:13–14,
25–26; 6:2, 10, 14–15; Eph 2:8–10, 11–22; 4:1–6, 29–5:2; 6:9; Php 2:1–8; Col 1:15–20; 3:12–15, 18–23; 1
Th 2:5–12; 2 Th 3:14–15; Tt 3:1–2.
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In other sections Paul puts himself on parity with other church leaders, suggesting
that there is no advantage of belonging to Paul. Paul clearly is willing to forgo his own
potential gain for the sake of advancing the Gospel both in his livelihood and willingness
to suffer for the sake of the Gospel.
Another categorization would be Paul’s calling to let go of religious divisions,
mainly that of the Jew and Gentile, for the sake of the Gospel. This comes both in the
form of setting aside identity of being Jewish or a Gentile, but also in the expression of
religious tradition within the early community. Examples of this are found within the
Pauline corpus and entire books are written upon how this is addressed in Romans and
elsewhere. One of the clearest examples of Paul calling for forgoing religious (or social,
gender status) is in Galatians 3:28, “There is no longer Jew or Greek, there is no longer
slave or free, there is no longer male and female; for all of you are one in Christ Jesus”
(Galatians 3:28).
Similar to the relinquishment of religious identity is Paul’s calling to let go of
societal status. This is found in Paul’s addressing some of the issues of social division in
1 Corinthians, Romans, Ephesians, and Philemon. One clear example of this is found in 1
Corinthians 11 where Paul charges some members of the church of gathering early to eat
and drink, which highlights their socio-economic differences and causes division in the
church. In response to this, Paul writes in 1 Corinthians 11:17-22 “Now in the following
instructions I do not commend you, because when you come together it is not for the
better but for the worse” (1 Corinthians 11:17). Again, Paul is calling the Corinthians to
forgo socio-economic status for the sake of the unity of the community and the Gospel.
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The last would be a category of Paul calling the early community towards living
lives of love, grace, service, and for the sake of the common good. Some examples of this
come in Philippians 2:1-5, Colossians 3:12-15, Ephesians 4:29-5:2, Ephesians 4:1-6, and
1 Corinthians 8:1. This is the master story itself, letting go of whatever form of status or
power one has, forgoing corresponding entitlement, submitting, and letting go of agency.
This co-crucifixion is not done for the sake of grace, but out of an experience of grace.
Paul writes, “For you were called to freedom, brothers and sisters; only do not use your
freedom as an opportunity for self-indulgence, but through love become slaves to one
another. For the whole law is summed up in a single commandment, ‘You shall love your
neighbor as yourself’” (Galatians 5:13-15).
Together these passages continue to emphasize Paul’s call of self-subrogation
and/or self-sacrifice through the Holy Spirit, in response to grace, for the sake of faith
and the community. Paradoxically, Paul prioritizes unity in Christ over any
differentiating factor requiring anything other than faith in Christ. All find unity in faith
in Christ except for those who believe a criterion for that unity is anything other than
Christ. For Paul, the Gospel supersedes everything and the Gospel plus anything is not
the Gospel.
Calling for subrogation for the sake of unity does not equate to uniformity, nor
does it mean the lack of any boundaries, expectations, or doing so for the sake of making
peace. Instead, it is the calling to do so in response to the Gospel as a spiritual discipline
of cruciformity. Paul is not asking for the subrogation of status or power as a least
common denominator approach to the faith community where members let go of
everything and find unity through having nothing. Instead, while we may have the right
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to demand, we subjugate that right for the sake of the Gospel. We see this more clearly in
the final section of this lens and look at Paul’s use of language in establishing communal
boundaries.
Pauline Cosmology
Paul calls for unity within the community, but also expresses value in defining
said community. Paul is calling for a re-imagining of community boundaries and
definitions by calling for the breakdown of significant historical and political division
points in this community, and re-appropriating common language to form a new sense of
community. Paul is also calling for these early communities to reconsider their
relationship with the external world. Research done by Edward Adams investigates how
Paul comparatively uses the terms for creation and world within his writing to express
both a need for institutional boundaries and community connection. Adams suggests that
Paul uses his language carefully to setup a church-world construct that rejects both the
secularization of the church and the church sect.
Letters written to two early church communities express this new social construct
by addressing two community issues. The communities addressed in Romans and the
Corinthian letters each address specific community struggles. One is at risk of overidentification with the community, while the other is at risk of sectarianism. Adams
describes how the church in Corinth is facing the risk of secularization, or over-adapting
secular practices within the church. Contrary to this Paul, writes to the Roman church to
encourage church engagement with the broader community. In writing to these
communities Paul alters and challenges the conventional usage of world and creation in
ways that would challenge communal understanding and boundaries.
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In Corinthians the world is portrayed in a negative light, whereas in Romans the
world is portrayed positively.
Paul’s usage of κόσμος in 1 Corinthians may be understood in terms of a
linguistic and socio-rhetorical strategy of defamiliarization… He “makes strange”
a term which would have been familiar to his readers... Paul uncodes some of the
standard associations of κόσμος (= world / universe) in customary usage and
recodes new ones. In the process, he radically subverts the world-view and
ideology conventionally linked with the term. He recodes a quite different
perspective on the world. He rejects the ideal of integration into the social order
of the κόσμος and replaces it with that of distinction from the κόσμος.85
Contrasting this church-world construct in 1 Corinthians is the use of these terms
in Romans. There, in response to a risk of sectarianism, Paul is emphasizing solidarity
with the community. Adams writes, “Paul uses κόσμος and κτίσις in Romans to construct
a social world in (a measure of) solidarity with the wider society.”86
Attention to context is an important part of mission and understanding a Pauline
sense of community definition and boundaries. Paul’s cosmology is one that neither puts
the church and world at odds with one another, nor subject to the other. Paul is writing
about a contextualized expression of community where Paul’s own calling for
engagement is based on the context of a particular community of believers and the
particularities of the community in which they find themselves. There is no one size fits
all approach, but instead an underlying calling to see God at work in and through the
world and engage faithfully in the specific context of the community.
Paul wrote to fashion the social and symbolic worlds of his readers in accordance
with his general and unified vision for the churches. Yet at the same time, he also
endeavoured to construct his readers’ worlds in particular ways according to their
distinctive needs and particular circumstances. Thus in 1 Corinthians, he wrote to
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forge a social world in tension with its social and cultural environment. In
Romans, he wrote to construct a social world in solidarity with its environment. In
Galatians, he wrote to build a social world distinct from the Jewish community.
This indicates that there was a certain ad hoc nature about Paul’s worldconstructing efforts.87
An institution that pays careful attention to its context is an institution that must
know both itself and the community in which it finds itself. Pauline cosmology leads to
an understanding of the community of believers as neither sectarian nor secular, but a
community that holds clearly defined beliefs and expectations while engaging with, and
connected to, the broader community. While there may be an ad hoc nature to how Paul
addresses communities, Paul is consistently calling the believers to see both themselves
and their engagement in the greater community as part of God’s ongoing work. There is
not a good or bad distinction between the community of the believers and the broader
community. God is present in all, while being distinctively through the community of the
believers.
Summary—Characteristics of a Pauline Community
The Pauline community is centered and bounded; it is a place of mixing and
dialogue where everything comes from a clearly defined source, yet the two groups
interact, engage, and explore. New life continues to form in this space that is both rooted
in the triune and cruciform God yet engaged in the world around it. This community is
still bounded though, for there is a time and a place to uplift the community of the
believers, most notable in the act of communion. The church is still not able to be itself
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by itself but is defined in both internal union and external mission. This community is its
own reflection upon a theological understanding and a retelling of God’s story.
For Paul, the experience of dying with Christ, though intensely personal, can
never be private. Fundamentally, cruciformity means community, and community
means cruciformity. . . As such, Paul’s communities become living commentaries
on their master story, the story that is told most fully in Philippians 2:6–11 . . .
The ekklēsia, then, is not for Paul an optional supplement to a private spirituality
of dying and rising with Christ. Rather, the ekklēsia is what God is up to in the
world: re-creating a people whose corporate life tells the world what the death and
resurrection of the Messiah is all about. This people, the “Church,” lives the story,
embodies the story, tells the story. It is the living exegesis of God’s master story
of faith, love, power, and hope.88
A Perichoretic, Cruciform Community
In this section, a uniquely Pauline lens for community was explored through the
exploration of cruciformicity, Paul’s calling to unity, and Paul’s use of language for
world and creation to establish social boundaries. This view of community challenges a
communal identity based on social status, individual, or even identifying characteristics
held by the group itself. A cruciform community requires the self-subrogation of status in
order to be identified by the act of God in Christ rather than any personal status or
strengths. Paul regularly repeats this calling throughout the Pauline epistles, calling the
early church communities to set aside social, political, and historical religious divisions to
form a community of believers based on what God has done, not what they have done. In
exploring Paul’s choice of language, we also see that this community is not to be one
without boundaries, nor is it a community that is to have rigid and impermeable
boundaries.
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The community that Paul is calling for is neither a pure bounded nor centered set.
It is a cruciform community based on God’s grace, similar to a centered set, yet
maintaining some degree of boundaries. Unlike a bounded set though, those boundaries
are not the defining characteristic, but more of a protective characteristic. There is value
in this community being both centered, having a clear sense of identity that comes from
outside of themselves, and bounded, knowing that there is something unique to their
group. Paul calls for permeable boundaries that facilitate a community of believers
holding a clear identity in Christ and relevant engagement within the broader community.
In the exploration of institutional-religious identity in higher education this lens
calls for a particular understanding of how the institutional community is defined. I
believe this understanding of community challenges the notion of any sense of
community that is based on orthodoxy and a proclaimed set of beliefs. Paul clearly
challenges a sense of community that is either sectarian or secularized but calls for a
community that holds both clear identity and meaningful community engagement. This
community engagement is not one that is designed for self-preservation, where there is no
vulnerability on the part of the community. Instead this community engagement is one of
mutual vulnerability and dialogue. This calls the believer, and the community, to have a
clear sense of faith but also a clear sense of mutual respect and fully engage in dialogue
with the community—the kind of dialogue defined by the possibility of change on both
sides of the conversation.
This sense of community calls for the articulation of a clear center to define the
group. A belief in divine agency in faith formation means members do not choose our
orientation towards the center. The Spirit is active in even our own orientation towards
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this center of the community, which is the cross of Christ. The community will have a
clear sense of belonging, which are the established boundaries of the community. The
challenge in a higher-education institution, presented earlier in the discussion of
organizing principles, is determining whether confessional orthodoxy or institutional
vocation serve as the centering element of the institutional identity.
We must also establish the ecclesial identity of the institution in better defining
the community boundary characteristics. Paul is writing to the early church communities,
each of which was a church or a community of churches. The ecclesial identity of a
higher-education institution has implications for its community understanding, and it is
important to acknowledge if the institution is seen as a church or an expression of
church.
In the ecclesial understanding of is church the community would have an
expectation of this clear center and community boundaries, as expressed by Paul to the
Romans and Corinthians. The church was the church and was formed of house churches,
had some leadership, but any concept of organizations created as serving organizations
for the church did not exist. It is important to consider how Paul’s expectations of
boundaries might be extended to a serving ministry of the church.
A higher-education institution with an ecclesial understanding of church is part of
the church’s missional engagement in the world and its boundaries look very different. If
a school exists in the boundary space between the church and the greater community,
then the school itself should have a very blended sense of identity within its community.
This is not to say that the school should not have a clear center, as its organizing
principle. It is to say though that the school exists in a space that is both defined by the
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church and by the community it serves, and the boundaries are likely one step removed
from a traditional understanding of a church community as the ecclesial identity of the
institution is of church. This understanding also assumes that the higher-education
institution is a missional endeavor of the church. If the school is seen, as many were at
the time of their founding, as an institution formed by the church, to serve the church,
then a clearer boundary is to be expected. If the institution is formed by the church as a
missional expression in the community then the institution should have clearly centered
identity with very blurred boundaries.
Analogous to this is the unique space found where salt water and fresh water mix:
the estuary. It is a unique space where both salt water and fresh water exist, but also
where a third system exists where the waters blend together. The estuary space forms a
unique habitat in the greater ecosystem and a visual blending as the salt and fresh water
mix. It is a system that changes with the tides, the rainfall, and many elements altering
the flow and volume of the salt and fresh water. The estuary is a place defined by a
constant state of change reliant upon the outside sources of the fresh and salt water.
Within this constant of change is a place of life, unique in its own sense, and something
we cannot exist without. One scientist describes the estuary space.
Estuaries are at the mercy of the tides, which flush the sandy, muddy expanse
with saltwater twice a day. The extent of this mixing is defined by the cycle of the
tides and directly affects an estuary’s unique characteristics. These areas can
range from well-mixed environments to a heavily stratified basin of contrasting
chemical properties. Regardless of type, however, every estuary is teeming with
life, offering food and shelter to organisms ranging from microbes through to top
predators.89
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Figure 3.5. Coastal Estuary Space90
This space can serve as an analogy to help understand what it means to be situated
as a missional expression of the church. If a higher-education institution is a missional
expression of the church, then maybe the higher-education institution exists in this same
estuary space of the church and its surrounding community. The institution calling is to
be a cruciform, missional community centered with porous boundaries. It is an estuary
space between the world and the Church. The centering element and type of boundaries
are defined by the organization’s ecclesial identity and organizing principles. This means
that any sense of identity that is based on orthodoxy or a census of leadership, faculty,
staff, or census is not a cruciform community but instead reliant upon an identity of
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status, of effort, and one based in principles that imply an ability for the church to exist as
a bounded set. Therefore, this community must have clearly articulated centering
principles, but one that is also very messy at the boundaries and lacks uniformity in the
student, faculty, and leadership. While one might argue that not having uniformity in the
leadership prevents any ability to have a centered set of a community, one must also ask
if that is the role of the leadership, or as a community of believers existing in the estuary
space, if that is the role of the greater church in the community. For the sake of this work,
we will not look for a sense of uniformity in the leadership or faculty but work with an
understanding of the higher-education institution in the estuary space between the greater
church and its community.
Summary
In this chapter we have explored the theological and biblical lenses that inform
this research. These lenses looked at how a Lutheran understanding of higher education,
the theme of vocation, a perichoretic understanding, and missional understanding frame
an institutional understanding. The biblical lenses looked at the early church at Antioch
and a distinctively Pauline understanding of community identity and boundaries. The
following chapter discusses the methodology for this research and the operationalization
of these lenses in exploring and evaluating a Lutheran identity in a higher-education
institution.

METHODOLOGY
This research was designed to explore what an institutional expression of
Lutheranism looks like in higher education. The research aims to identify practices and/or
perspectives emerging from the student body, experienced by the student body, and
reflected within the leadership. The research question is:
What are identifiable Lutheran practices and/or perspectives in higher education
and how are these experienced within the student population of a college campus
of the ELCA?
The research question is particularly relevant in understanding institutional
identity for an institution of the church. Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 present history leading
up to this necessary identity reflection. Chapter 2 presented the theoretical lenses framing
organizational identity. Chapter 3 explored the theological and biblical lenses. Together
these serve to create the construct of a Lutheran institutional identity. This chapter
explores the operationalization of this construct variable and the methodology for its
research.
Research Question
Finding a student-centric, experience-based understanding of what makes a
college or university Lutheran is difficult to find. Historically, institutional identity seems
to have been an assumed identity. Whenever questioned, the evaluation of the
institutional identity is usually assessed by the inquisitor rather than any specific
128
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parameters. In other words, the one asking the question was the one who already had a
right answer in mind. The school demographics were an important source of data for
understanding institutional identity. Having a predominately Lutheran student body,
faculty, board, and leadership provided a clear answer to the question of identity. Later,
as student demographics changed, the fact that the provost or president was a Lutheran
pastor or at least a member of a Lutheran congregation may have provided an identifiable
Lutheranism. In many other cases, the presence of an ordained ELCA clergy as the
campus pastor provided a clear answer to this question from an ecclesial lens.
A continued focus on a demographic approach would limit institutional religious
identity to factoring in only concerns of orthodoxy and demographics without ever
evaluating how this identity may impact the pedagogy and culture of an institution. The
framework introduced in chapter 3 calls for a broader understanding of Lutheran identity
that moves to enrich the understanding through a deeper understanding of the
organization and its practices. An enriched understanding of the organization comes
through reflecting on the organizing principles and ecclesial identity. Lutheran practices
are given additional depth through the construct introduced (see figure 3.4), providing a
mechanism to evaluate the experiences of these practices within a student body.
Equally lacking is a robust practical and practice-based approach towards a
Lutheran understanding of higher education. The journal Intersections has produced
various theological explorations of Lutheranism within higher education. Finding a
practical articulation of what this means for the classroom, teaching, and for a student
experience is challenging.
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This research was born of a desire to evaluate a Lutheran organizational
understanding and a Lutheran construct of higher education institutions through actual
student experiences, perspectives, and demographics and to seek a broader view of
institutional religious identity articulated in student-centric practices.
This research brought into conversation a theological and theoretical social
understanding of a Lutheran identity with triangulated quantitative and qualitative data.
Data come from institution-specific quantitative student survey data from current
students, aggregate admissions data, survey data from recent graduates, and qualitative
data from interviewing senior leadership. Together these findings may help answer the
question around the ongoing understanding of a Lutheran organizational identity and the
existence of definitively Lutheran characteristics within higher education.
Methodology Evolution
The research design of this study is a mixed-method concurrent design; however,
it is a design that evolved from original inception. The study was originally designed to
be a mixed-method, student-centric study that utilized two student surveys, student
interviews, and a focus group of faculty, staff, and community members. Memos from
alumni visits occurring as a regular part of work would supplement these data. The
student surveys were to occur in the fall and spring semester of the 2016-2017 academic
year, with student interviews being concurrent with the second set of surveys. A possible
focus group would meet in the spring of 2017 to discuss institutional religious identity
from both an internal and external perception. Figure 4.1 outlines this original
methodology design.
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Figure 4.1. Original Data Gathering and Analysis Process
This process quickly evolved following the administration of the first student
survey. Initially, the time between the administration of the first and second student
surveys allowed for initial reflection and an opportunity to modify or add questions as
needed. During the review of the first survey there was an opportunity to present these
initial results to the senior leadership team of Central University and hold a focus group.
Fully processing the results of this focus group was not necessary to recognize the diverse
and divergent set of views and knowledge around Lutheran higher education history.
During this initial evaluation of the student survey results, two factors impacted the plan
to conduct student interviews. First, the course that would be used as a source for student
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interview candidates was no longer a potential source for candidates, which required
some change in the initial research plan. Secondly, in reviewing the student survey data,
it was apparent that the number of questions included in the survey, the depth of answers,
and strong overall participation in the survey provided a strong sense of student-centric
perception on areas related to the research lenses. The student interviews were removed
from the methodology and replaced with two additional data sources: the undergraduate
outcome survey and leadership interviews.
The initial purpose of the student interviews was to discuss the theme of vocation
through asking questions about opportunities for internships, exploration of strengths and
purpose during their time at Central University, and the level of confidence in pursing
their career goals. As a part of this research, additional interest in Central University's
institutional religious identity opened several conversations with Central University
leadership in both faculty and staff. As a part of these conversations, Central University
opted to include vocational themed questions in a survey administered to all graduating
seniors. Secondary access to these data was granted through Central University and
Luther Seminary IRB and these data provided key insights into the theme of vocation; the
kind of data the student interviews sought to gather.
During the research process the increased interest in exploring institutional
religious identity raised a level of awareness around this topic and served as a connecting
point with a broad group of Central University leadership. Following the discussion-style
focus group with Central University's senior leadership team, there was a clear need to
further the evaluation of institution leadership while providing an outside perspective to
the student experience. The perspective of Central University leadership is one that
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directly impacts the student experience, but also one that reveals an important
understanding of institutional awareness of a Lutheran identity. The research plan was
modified to include interviews with Central University leadership, including the staff
senior leadership team and campus faculty leadership. Figure 4.2 representing the final
methodology of this research.

Figure 4.2. Final Research Methodology
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Research Methodology
Introduction
The following section describes the finalized methodology and its instruments in
further detail. The purpose of this section is to demonstrate the operationalization of the
lenses within the research instruments and describe those instruments and approaches.
These instruments and approaches focused on providing a rich exploration of these lenses
in Lutheran identity in higher education and evaluating the construct of a Lutheran
identity. We begin by formally making this connection through the operationalization of
the theoretical, theological, and biblical lenses.
Operationalization of Lenses
The operationalization of lenses is the foundation for the methodology of this
research. While the student survey instrument was largely a replication of a previous
instrument, this was only feasible due to an intentional connection with the theoretical,
theological, and biblical lenses used in this research. The data from the Undergraduate
Outcome Survey supplemented those perspectives, along with aggregate admissions data,
and interviews with the Central University leadership team. The classification of the
survey questions validated and illustrated the connection between the instruments and the
research lenses. The quantitative data analysis section following details this process. The
purpose of this section is not to describe expected survey outcomes, but to demonstrate
more explicitly the operationalization of the lenses into the corresponding instruments
used in this research.
The theoretical, theological, and biblical lenses used in this research include open
systems theory, adaptive change, organizational culture, Lutheran identity, vocation, and
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theological/biblical themes related to an understanding of community based on Pauline
epistles, the early church in Antioch, and a mission and perichoretic understanding of
God. These lenses have implications for research, which figure 4.3 illustrates by
connecting the thematic grouping of survey questions with each of the research lenses.
The classification of the research instrument ensured this remained student-centric
research and ensured the perspectives addressed in the survey correlated with research
lenses. The intention of the survey instrument is not to ask questions directly about
elements of the research lenses, but how a student might experience or express those
elements. For example, the survey does not ask about “modality of institutional identity,”
but rather asks questions about how a student might experience modality. For example,
questions related to modality of institutional identity ask for student perspectives on the
importance of the school having articulated religious beliefs or values and perspectives
on teaching these values compared to simply having them as an institution. Similarly,
rather than asking, “Did Central University assist you in vocational discernment?”
questions focused on experiences which would collectively form an experience of
vocation. These were questions related to their experience of discovering their own
strengths and passions. These thematic groupings of the questions and their relationship
to the lenses is shown in figure 4.3.
The process of operationalization puts these concepts into questions and
instruments used to explore their expression in the higher-education institution. As a
result, specific measurable outcomes help to express how these lenses may, or may not,
exist within the institution and if there is any student-centric experience related to these
lenses.
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Figure 4.3. Operationalizing of Lenses
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Research Design
This research was a mixed-method, exploratory case study that explores
definitively Lutheran practices in higher education and how the student population of
Central University experiences these practices. The mixed-method, exploratory case
study allowed for the investigation of perspectives and experiences on Lutheran identity
both widely through quantitative student focused instruments and deeply through
qualitative study with the senior leadership team. These research elements were designed
to provide information on a wide cross-section of both current and recently-graduated
students and a leadership viewpoint on institutional identity in its relationship to student
experience.
The concurrent process allowed flexibility for early quantitative interpretations to
inform the qualitative studies prior to completing a full analysis of the quantitative
results. The concurrent process fit within timing constraints, needing to administer both a
second round of surveys during the same semester as the qualitative interviews. Selecting
a sequential process would have created challenges in completing the research within the
timeframe of an academic year. This methodology is also known as “convergent parallel
mixed methods design”1 utilizing concurrent mixed methods which the data analysis
triangulates to converge the data into a singular conclusion.
The exploratory methodology used both the quantitative and qualitative data.
Triangulating the data provided a wide, deep, and historical understanding around the
research topic. This triangulated set of perspectives and data provides an opportunity to
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step back and gain perspective on the research question. Authors Heifetz and Linksy
describe this process as a critical process in adaptive change situations. They write,
We call this skill “getting off the dance floor and going to the balcony,” an image
that captures the mental activity of stepping back in the midst of action and
asking, “What’s really going on here?”2
This exploratory case study uses concurrent mixed-methods exploratory
methodology as the process of going to the balcony. Through this process the research
question of exploring definitively Lutheran practices and perspectives seeks to bring into
dialogue a theological perspective on core Lutheran practices, actual perspectives and
experiences of students, the leadership of Central University, and experiences and
reflections of Central University alumni into conversation with one another.
Quantitative Research
The primary data source is the student survey from a purposefully-selected
population. The questionnaire was administered to a convenience sample of students
through selected classes. While not a statistically representative sample, the purposefully
selected group utilized core curriculum classes to select a population which crossed class
levels and majors. Central University’s core undergraduate curriculum requires one of
two humanities classes. While there is no requirement for the timing of these courses,
they trend towards first through third year students. This design provided for the
opportunity to accomplish a broad cross-sampling of students, large sample size, and easy
accessibility.

2

Heifetz and Linsky, Leadership on the Line, 51.
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The invitation to participate in this research was shared with students in each of
the two required religion courses during the fall semester of 2016 and the spring semester
of 2017. The course professor invited participation through regular communication
channels with the students, which included e-mail, classroom presentation, and online
course announcements. The questionnaire was not a required course component. Extra
credit in the course was offered for participation in the survey. A drawing was held for a
gift-card in exchange for participation in this survey in one section.3 To provide a listing
of participants for extra credit the final section of the questionnaire included an optional
collection of name and course section. A listing of participants was provided to
professors and was not retained with survey data. Since the questionnaire was
administered in both courses in two different semesters, there is a small possibility that
some students would take the survey twice. The second questionnaire included a question
for a student to indicate previous participation, allowing them equal opportunity for the
extra credit while limiting duplicate results in the final data set.
The survey explored perspectives, practices, and demographics of the student
population as detailed above in the section on the operationalization of the research
lenses. While exploring experiences and perspectives relative to this study, the survey
utilized many of the same questions as a 2013 survey administered on campus,4 allowing
for an analysis of a small amount of longitudinal data. There was limited field testing
since much of the questionnaire was a replication of a previous survey instrument. The

3

The extra credit offered was not exclusive to this study and, per institutional guidelines at Central
University, able to be earned through other studies and/or projects.
4

IRB Approval included secondary use of these data.
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questionnaire was field tested using contacts of a similar demographic outside of Central
University. The questionnaire was created in SurveyMonkey, which was used to
distribute and administer the questionnaire with the classes using unique collectors for
each class in order to keep data separated. Each collector had a distinctive URL.
SurveyMonkey is mobile friendly, which allowed students to take the survey during class
using a laptop, tablet, phone, or other mobile device. Field testing was done to ensure the
data were being collected as intended, to ensure the proper functionality for questions
configured as matrix questions within SurveyMonkey, and test collectors. Field testing
was done for each of the four collectors to validate their functionality. The implied
consent form and the full survey instrument is in appendix D.
The classification of the questions ensured survey results related to important
lenses and identity questions and provided a framework for analysis. Table 4.1 provides a
summary of this classification. This categorization carries through the analysis survey
results reported in their respective classification. A visual representation of the
interrelatedness of these lenses, questions, and identity is provided figure 4.4.
Table 4.1. Quantitative Instruments Question Classifications
Question Classification
Demographics
Religious Identity
Modality of Institutional Religious Identity
Strength of Institutional Religious Identity
Expectation of Diversity
Spiritual Intelligence Development
Religious Practices
Theological Perspectives
Social Perspectives
Co-Curricular Involvement
Religious Practices at School
Vocational Discernment

Number of Questions
13
4
6
3
2
4
3
10
10
6
3
3
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Figure 4.4. Quantitative Research Diagram
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In addition to the student survey results, the availability of aggregate admissions
data from recent years allows for demographic comparison. This comparison is limited in
scope; however, it does provide limited additional data. Admission data, by nature, is
taken only at the time of admission and is not purged if a student has dropped out or
transferred. These data would vary from the actual students present on campus in any
given year, but still provides a broader scope of data for reference.
The second quantitative element came as a result of conversations regarding this
study on campus. While this study was not designed as action research study, nor does it
have the elements of such a study, it is important to recognize that the study itself
initiated change. During discussion regarding the topic of this research and the specific
topic of vocation, certain members of the institution became more interested in how this
is expressed in Central University’s graduates and whether such an outcome could be
measured. As the theme of vocation was discussed, interest grew as the theme aligned
with the goals of this department. As a result, vocation-related questions became a part of
the Undergraduate Outcomes Survey for the 2017 graduating class. This provided an
opportunity to meet the goal of assessing the lens of vocation through students from a
quantitative and comprehensive approach compared to the initial methodology of student
interviews. As such this became the second element of quantitative research.
The Student Success Center is the group responsible for internships, job
placement and career readiness at Central University. They also administer the
Undergraduate Outcomes Survey and sends this survey to all graduating seniors. The
completion of this survey is a prerequisite for participation in commencement. The
leadership team of the success center opted to include questions related to the theme of
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vocation in the survey administered to the 2017 graduating class, making the use of these
data for research secondary. The Institutional Review Board of Central University and
Luther Seminary granted secondary usage of these data. These data are an important
element in the analysis of overall student experience. Appendix E contains the survey
questions used within this research.
Qualitative Research
Qualitative research allows a deeper exploration of the wide data provided in the
survey results, while adding an additional perspective to the question of institutional
religious identity. Quantitative data revealed student demographics and perspectives.
Adding data regarding the leadership perspectives and practices provides information
about the intent of the institution. Faculty and staff leadership are the most likely
influencers of longitudinal impact of identity due to their longer-term role at the
institution. The goal of the qualitative research was to understand a leadership
perspective on identity, its definitive and distinctive characteristics, along with a sense of
understanding of what might be definitively Lutheran, or what that might look like in the
context of Central University. The qualitative research primarily involved the focus group
of the senior leadership team of Central University and interviews of the senior
leadership team and key faculty leaders
The first element is a focus group with members of Central University’s senior
leadership team, which occurred towards the end of the fall 2016 semester. During the
focus group, an overview and initial interpretation of the first round of student survey
data were presented to the senior leadership team with minimal interpretation. The focus
group utilized a predefined protocol defined found in appendix F. Given the nature of
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audience—all senior leaders and the university president—the protocol was more of a
roadmap than a scripted set of questions. The focus group was more conversational in
nature and allowed for focus group questions directed towards one another and in
response to the survey data and interpretations. Focus group questions were field tested
through individual questioning, however given the unique nature of the group and the
existing interrelationships of the group, the actual focus group was more responsive in
nature.5 This not only allowed for the dynamic nature of the focus group, but also
recognized the goal was a conversational and participatory self-study of their own
thoughts, opinions, and questions of the researcher. Table 4.2 lists the focus group
participants and interview participants and which individuals participated in both.
The interview protocol was field tested with university faculty and staff with
similar demographics and institutional awareness as the leadership team prior to
conducting interviews. The interview protocol is listed in appendix G. The invitation to
participate in the interview was sent via e-mail to the senior leadership team and directors
of individual schools and departments. This invitation clearly advised that this research
was being conducted by a staff member of the university but was not a university study.
Participation in the interview was voluntary. The interviews took place in a public
location or office at a mutually agreeable time. Participation in an interview required
signing an informed consent, listed in appendix C, which was read and signed at the time
of the interview. The interviews were digitally recorded, and limited notes were taken
during the interview. Interviews were transcribed by an online transcription service which

5

Herbert J. Rubin and Irene Rubin, Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data, 3rd ed.
(Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE, 2012), Kindle edition.

145
includes statements of confidentiality in its terms of service. Digital recordings and
transcriptions were saved in a password protected folder on an encrypted computer.
Table 4.2. Qualitative Research Participants

Institutional Role
President
VP of Finance
VP of Institutional Advancement
VP of Enrollment
VP of Student Affairs
VP of Academic Affairs
VP of Athletics
Director of College of Arts and
Sciences
Director of School of Education
Director of School of Nursing
Director of School of Business
Director of Adult and Continuing
Education
Director of Performing Arts
Student Success Center (n=2)
Director of Campus Ministries

Focus
Group
(n=8)
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Invited to
Interview
(n=15)
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Participated in
Interview (n=9)
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

The final element to the qualitative research is the memo-writing of conversations
with alumni and supporters of Central University. During the research, I served a role in
the development office at Central University working with individual donors for major
gifts and for a capital campaign. During this work, individual conversations were
journaled for follow-up including notes from individual donor and alum conversations. In
addition to notes for donor and alum records, a journal was kept capturing recurring and
significant themes from conversations. Donor conversations often include a reflection on
an alumna/us reflecting on their experience at Central University and how they chose to
attend Central University, providing valuable insight about the historical expression of

146
religion on campus. To preserve the professional nature of these conversations these data
were limited to memos and journals reflective of conversations. An attempt to alter these
conversations to include an informed consent, recording, and scripted questions was not
congruent with the professional nature of the researcher’s role. Memos were made
regarding journal entries and these journal entries were used to explore common themes
of experiences and perspectives of alumni. These included both historical practices and
perspectives and alumni perspectives on current practices and their current perceptions of
Central University.
Data Analysis
Data from the 2017 surveys administered via SurveyMonkey were exported from
SurveyMonkey and validated in SPSS. Results from the 2013 survey were imported to
SPSS. Following the data import and validation, the variables from the 2013 survey were
aligned with variables from the 2017 survey, a unique survey identifier was assigned, and
the survey results were merged. Data cleanup from the 2017 survey also involved
creating two additional variables for the progressive classification of religious identity.
Two additional grouped religious identity fields were created for each religious identity
question on the survey. The classification used for grouping religious identity is included
below in figure 4.5. The merging of religious identity was important to ensure that chisquare tests had limited cell counts with expected ns less than 5. The data for racial
classification had small ns for non-Caucasian groups, which limited the functionality of
Pearson chi-square tests. Racial classification responses were combined into three
categories for use within chi-square tests: Caucasian, Hispanic, and Other. Original data
were preserved and utilized when possible.
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Lutheran

Lutheran

Lutheran
Methodist
Reformed

Mainline

Presbyterian
UCC
Christian

Catholic

Catholic
Pentecostal
Morman

Other Chrsitian
Non-Denominational
Baptist
None

None

None

Athiest
Agnostic
Other
Judaism

Other

Other

Islam

Buddhism
Hinduism
Figure 4.5. Religious Identity Groupings6

6

The classifications used for this group were determined by the researcher. The none group is
comprised of individuals who do not hold a positively identified religious identity. The Other Christian
included Mormon identified student, which some might classify as other.
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Quantitative data analysis began following data cleanup, merging, and the
consolidation of religious identity variables. The data were analyzed in SPSS software7
with descriptive and inferential statistics. The descriptive statistics included frequencies
and percentages of primary demographic information including age, year in school,
major, religious identity, racial, and gender identity. Further descriptive statistics
included frequencies and percentages of student practices and opinions as related to the
research lenses. Inferential statistics were conducted to compare student perspectives
across student religious identity including analysis of variance (ANOVA), chi-square,
Pearson correlations, and independent t-tests.
Transcripts from the interviews, focus groups, and memos were analyzed
following Charmaz’s process of coding qualitative data outlined in Constructing
Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through Qualitative Data Analysis. Data were
coded beginning with word-by-word coding, line-by-line coding, and then focused, axial,
and theoretical coding.8 The first step was a word-by-word, line-by-line, and incident-byincident for in vivo codes. The in vivo codes were then coded into focused codes by
thematic groups based on frequency and value of the initial codes. The subsequent coding
was axial coding, clustering the codes another level into categories and beginning to
relate them to the thesis lenses. Finally, theoretical coding seeks to identify
interrelationships and directionality of influence between the axial codes. NVivo9
software was used for all coding of the qualitative data.

7

“SPSS Statistics Software,” accessed 1/24/2014, https://www.ibm.com/products/spss-statistics.

8

Charmaz, Constructing Grounded Theory, 50-60.

9

“NVivo Software,” accessed 9/1/2017, https://www.qsrinternational.com/nvivo/home.
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Summary
This thesis is an exploratory case study that employed a concurrent mixed method
methodology through purposefully selected populations with Central University. This
methodology allows for the objectivity and broad perspective captured through the
quantitative data. The quantitative elements were grouped into their operationalized
concept groups from research lenses. The data were presented within these groups. The
initial interpretations of the quantitative data were utilized to inform the qualitative
research. The qualitative research allowed for a deeper exploration of themes that arose
during the initial round of surveys. The focus group provided key insights to the
perceptions of senior leadership on religious identity and expression at Central
University. Further depth was added to this through the individual interviews of the
faculty and staff of Central University. Memo writing of alumni and donor engagements
allowed for additional historical context. These conversations also inform the challenging
nature of a religious identity which engages both the key stakeholders of students and
university supporters. The triangulation of the quantitative and qualitative data provided
insights into distinctively-identifiable Lutheran practices at Central University. This
chapter outlined the evolution, design, and execution of the mixed-methods current
research. The following chapter provides an analysis of the data from the quantitative and
qualitative research.

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
Introduction
The previous chapter defined the methodology of this research, the instruments
used, and the population of the study. This research is an exploratory case study which
evaluated Lutheran identity through perspectives and practices in higher education. The
purpose of this research was to seek areas where a Lutheran expression may be uniquely
present within the student body and/or within the institutional leadership. The first
element is the quantitative results of the student survey administered to undergraduate
students and results of a survey administered to all graduating seniors. The second
element is the qualitative data from a leadership focus group and leadership interviews, as
described in Chapter 4.
This research presents a broad set of data through which a Lutheran identity was
explored. The quantitative data are presented in the first part of the chapter. The first set
of data are descriptive statistics of the student body of Central University. Following the
demographic data, the remainder of the data are presented through the categorization
presented in chapter 4. Each section includes an analysis of the data using ANOVA or
chi-square statistics to seek the presence of perspectives, practices, or characteristics
unique to Lutheran students. The result of this section is the determination that there are
no demographics, perspectives, or practices which are distinctive to Lutheran affiliated
students. The tables and charts presented in this chapter are presented to demonstrate the
150
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areas in which a Lutheran distinctiveness was explored to support this conclusion.
Further evaluation of these data explores perspectives which are unique to Christian
students along with important correlations within student expectations related to the
research lenses. Additional reflection on these results are provided in the conclusions
section.
Following the data from the 2017 student surveys a brief comparison is made
between the results of the 2013 and 2017 student surveys. The limited recording of
religious affiliation in 2013 limits data, however these data demonstrate a broad set of
areas where statistically significant differences exist across these four years, representing
a rapid shift in understanding of religion, spirituality, and faith discussed in as an area for
future research.
The qualitative results section includes the focused, axial, and theoretical coding
of the focus group and interview data. These data demonstrate the greatest potential for
understanding a Lutheran identity in higher education. These results are later triangulated
with the quantitative data to provide an understanding of who Central University students
are, what they experience, important practices and perspectives of the student body, and
how these are related to institutional identity.
Results and Analysis of Quantitative Data
The categories presented in figure 4.3 classify and organize the quantitative
survey results. The presentation of these data, including descriptive statistics and relevant
inferential statistics, is included in each section. A graphic presentation of the data is used
to facilitate the readability of results. Supporting tabular results are included in the
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corresponding appendix. Inclusion of tables in the text is limited to descriptive statistics
of meaningful practices and perspectives and important inferential statistics.
Demographics
The student survey was distributed via regular course communication channels as
described in the methodology section. The survey was sent to 301 students and 277
students completed the survey. The student demographics results include descriptive
statistics of the age, gender, social class, enrollment data (year, transfer status, major),
and data regarding their community of origin. This section is followed by results for
religious identity and practices which is then followed by results which include both
descriptive statistics within the category and relevant inferential statistics used to evaluate
dependency with demographic factors. While these demographic results provide a rich
opportunity to explore dependency on topics such as ethnicity, social class, and parental
education, inferential statistics for this section is limited to variables and issues related to
this study.
The first demographic section regards the community and family of origin. This
reports results of the level of education of parents, community of origin, racial makeup of
their high school, family makeup, and self-reported social class. Appendix H contains
results for community and family of origin. The community and family of origin of
participants is mostly or nearly all white (72.9%) and mostly a medium-sized city or
smaller (70.0%.) Only 6.1% of respondents come from an inner-city context. Most
respondents (67.9%) report having both parents in the same household. Most respondents
have a father who is not a college graduate (57.4% with some college coursework or less)
and 44.0% of respondents have a mother who is not a college graduate. The effects of the
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level of education of the father and mother are not independent, and so these variables are
contingent upon each other. These variables have a significant effect on each other,
χ²(25)=162.760, p<.001. This dependency is most notable at the college graduate level and
higher. Figure 5.1 demonstrates both the trend and the concentration of individuals with
both parents as college graduates. While this is not directly related to the study of
institutional religious identity, it is relevant to understanding the educational context of
the students surveyed.

Figure 5.1. Parental Education Stacked Bubble
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The individual statistics for the family and community of origin describe
independent elements. A composite profile emerges from these data which provides a
clearer picture of the student body. Figure 5.2 is a funnel chart which provides composite
data on the student body. Each level of the graph encompasses each of the previous levels
into the demographic to produce a representation of the most prevalent composite student
on campus. Of the 277 students surveyed, 30.3% (n=84) are Caucasian students, from a
mostly Caucasian community, with both parents as a high school graduates, from a
suburb, small town, or rural community, with both parents living together, and consider
themselves a Christian.

Figure 5.2. Composite Student Demographics
The second set of demographic data involves the individual students. These
demographic data include age, racial identity, gender, and number of children. Appendix
I includes a full set of these data. The demographic data of the students at Central
University are generally similar to what was expected as a Lutheran school based on
previous research from the Lutheran Educational Conference of North America
(LECNA). Females comprise 58.5% of the student population, compared to a national

155
average of 57.9% female student body.1 The age of students and number of students with
children are congruent with a student body which is largely attending school directly after
high school graduation, with 95.3% of students age 22 or younger. The racial identity of
students attending Central University is notably more Caucasian (81.2%) than national
trends but similar to other Lutheran schools and higher than the national average.
Nationally only 56.5% of college students enrolled in 2015 were Caucasian.2 In 2002 the
Higher Education Research Institution (HERI) reported 91.4% of the class of 2001 in the
LECNA schools as Caucasian3, compared nationally to 69.8% as reported by the National
Center for Education Statistics for the class of 2000. The HERI results reported the
student body for private four-year educational institutions as 79.5% Caucasian. The
percentage of Caucasian students at Central University (81.2%) exceeds the national
average but is similar to the average for private four-year institutions and past reports for
LECNA schools.
The final section reports relevant enrollment data. These demographic data
include year at Central University, transfer status, and major. As anticipated the
respondent data are more heavily weighted towards first and second year students,
comprising 67.1% of all respondents. The distribution of majors parallels those reported

National Center for Education Statistics, “Enrollment in Elementary, Secondary, and DegreeGranting Postsecondary Institutions, by Level and Control of Institution, Enrollment Level, and Attendance
Status and Sex of Student: Selected Years, Fall 1990 through Fall 2016,” accessed 09/01/2017,
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d16/tables/dt16_105.20.asp?current=yes.
1

2
National Center for Education Statistics, “Total Fall Enrollment in Degree-Granting
Postsecondary Institutions, by Level of Enrollment, Sex, Attendance Status, and Race/Ethnicity of Student:
Selected Years, 1976 through 2015,” accessed 09/01/2017,
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d16/tables/dt16_306.10.asp?current=yes.

Richard Hanson and Ralph Wagoner, “Observations on the Class of 2007,” accessed 09/01/2017,
https://www.lutherancolleges.org/files/Classof2007.ppt.
3
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by internal documents at Central University reporting students in each major. The top
majors reported in the survey were teacher education (21.7%), nursing (23.8%),
business, (30.0%), and social sciences (20.2%). It is important to note that the survey
question does not actually ask the student what major they are enrolled in, but what field
their major is in and may be more likely to relate to their anticipated graduation major
than current enrollment. This is especially true for certain majors, such as education,
which cannot be declared until the second year of study, however 20.4% of first-year
respondents report a major in the field of education. Enrollment data are included in
appendix J.
Religious Identity
The questionnaire collected religious identity prior to coming to campus and their
current religious identity. These were both collected in order to evaluate whether there
was any significant shift in how students identified themselves after coming to campus.
The full listing of the identity choices presented to students is include in figure 4.5 in
chapter 4, which also outlines the process of consolidating these results. Appendix K
includes full results for religious identity response. Figure 5.3 is a graphical
representation of the breakdown of the full response with Mormon (n=1), UCC (n=1),
Reformed Church (n=1), and Islam (n=2) consolidated for formatting. This chart also
consolidates Atheist (n=3), and Agnostic (n=5) into none. There was a small (n=19)
change between the description of religious identity before attending Central University
and current religious identity. These variables have a significant effect on each other,
χ²(210)=3297.734, p<.001. This means that these variables are not independent and
therefore religious identity is not likely to change. Appendix K contains full tables of
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religious identities and cross tabulation of religious identities prior to attending Central
University with current religious identity. These results demonstrate that Catholic,
Lutheran, and None are the most dominant religious identities of surveyed students.

Figure 5.3. Religious Identity Comparison
The consolidation process described in the methodology chapter was used to
provide a consolidated list of religious affiliations. This consolidation reduces the
prevalence of expected cell counts of less than five when utilizing Pearson chi-square
tests and ANOVAs. The data used for the remainder of the analysis are the current,
consolidated religious identity referenced in table 5.1.
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Table 5.1. Consolidated Religious Identity
Current, Consolidated Religious Identity

Valid

None
Lutheran
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
48
17.3
17.4
68
24.5
24.6
69
24.9
25.0
89
32.1
32.2
2
.7
.7
276
99.6
100.0
1
.4
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
17.4
42.0
67.0
99.3
100.0

A Pearson chi-square test was conducted with the consolidated religious identity
against majors, age, gender, race, social class, community of origin, and parental
relationships. Religious identity is independent from majors, age, gender, social class,
community of origin, and parental relationships, and no significant association was found
among this group. Religious identity and race are not independent variables. This
correlation was validated by condensing race to Caucasian, Hispanic, and Other and
conducting a second chi-square analysis. These variables continued to show significant
effect on each other with χ²(6)=16.698, p=.003 (n=274)4. This dependency is mostly
expressed through the higher proportion of Hispanic respondents within Catholic
tradition and the limited presence of Caucasian respondents within the other category for
religious identity. This distribution is represented below in figure 5.4.

Cases with a religious identity of “Other” are excluded from here forward for any analysis for
chi-square to minimize cells with a cell count of less than 5.
4
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Figure 5.4. Race and Religious Identity
Two additional questions surveyed respondents’ self-expression of the strength of
their religious identity and perceptions on being identified as spiritual but not religious.
These questions evaluated the importance of the student’s religious identity based on the
strength of that identity and their expression of spirituality over religiosity. There were
significant differences between religious identity groups, F(4,270) = 29.608, p < .001.
Figure 5.5 represents the relative strength of religious identity across the condensed
religious identity categories. A post hoc analysis indicated that nones were significantly
different (mean=4.04, representing less strength of religious identity) than any positively
identified religious traditions (Lutheran mean=2.25, Catholic mean=2.57, Other Christian
mean=2.36, Other mean=2.50) and the overall (mean=2.67). Additional differences
between subgroups did not exist. This is likely due to the presence of the answer, “no
religious identity” (value=5) and its direct correlation to the nones. A second ANOVA
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validated this theory by excluding the nones from the ANOVA. This second ANOVA
resulted in p = 2.76, indicating that there is no significant difference in religious strength
within the Christian religious subgroups. It is worth noting the number of students
identified as none who responded with a strength of religious identity, suggesting many
respondents consider none as their religious identity. The strength of religious identity is
an important element in understanding student perception of their own religious identity
and the potential to explore religious identity during their educational experience.

Figure 5.5. Relative Strength of Religious Identity
Respondents demonstrated a net disagreement to seeing themselves as spiritual
but not religious. Net agreement across the respondents was 40.3%, with the highest
being among nones. Excluding the Other category due to the small number of
respondents (n=4), the highest net disagreement came from Lutherans with a net
disagreement of 67.2%. General responses are listed in table 5.2. The relative comparison
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across religious identity groupings is in figure 5.6. There were significant differences
between religious identity groups, F(4,258) = 5.496, p < .001, in describing themselves as
spiritual but not religious as reported in table 5.3. The post hoc tests indicated that
Lutheran (mean=2.94), Catholic (mean=2.82), Other Christian (mean=2.75), and Other
(mean=3.50) were not significantly different from one another. These religious groups
were significantly different than None (mean=2.17.) There were no significant
differences between respondents with a Christian identity.
Table 5.2. Spiritual but Not Religious
I think of myself as “spiritual but not religious.”

Valid

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
32
11.6
12.2
74
26.7
28.1
94
33.9
35.7
63
22.7
24.0
263
94.9
100.0
14
5.1
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
12.2
40.3
76.0
100.0

Table 5.3. ANOVA Results for Spiritual but Not Religious
ANOVA
I think of myself as “spiritual but not religious.”
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
Between Groups
19.127
4
4.782
Within Groups
224.485
258
.870
Total
243.612
262

F
5.496

Sig.
.000
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Figure 5.6. Spiritual but Not Religious by Religious Identity
Religious Practices
The survey instrument included eight questions related to religious practices
which were divided into two subcategories for general religious practices and religious
practices at school. There were significant differences between religious identity groups
in attendance at religious services, F(4,270) = 13.832, p < .001, and frequency of prayer,
F(4,270) = 28.915, p < .001. These differences existed between Christians and nones, but
not between any of the Christian identities. These results are reported in table 5.4 and
table 5.5. The post hoc tests indicated that Lutheran (mean=2.21), Catholic (mean=2.48),
Other Christian (mean=2.36), and Other (mean=3.00) are not significantly different from
one another in religious attendance. These religious groups are significantly different
from None (mean 1.19). Similarly, the post hoc test on frequency of prayer indicated that
Lutheran (mean=2.58), Catholic (mean=2.85), Other Christian (mean=2.56) are not
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significantly different from one another. These groups are significantly different from
None (mean 4.30), and Other (mean=1.00), which are both significantly different from
one another. A large portion of students (68.6%) report attending religious services once
a month or less, with 33.2% of students attending less than once per year. The results
indicate that students are less likely to attend religious services but more likely to pray,
with 62.7% of students reporting prayer at least weekly. Additionally, nearly half (45.9%)
of students report volunteering in the community at least one hour per week. This
suggests religious practices for students of service and personal prayer rather than
involvement in worship. Descriptive statistics for these practices are in appendix L.
Table 5.4. ANOVA Results for Attending Religious Services
ANOVA
Which response best describes how often you attend religious services?
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Between Groups
56.170
4
14.043
13.832
Within Groups
274.106
270
1.015
Total
330.276
274

Sig.
.000

Table 5.5. ANOVA for Frequency of Prayer
ANOVA
About how often do you pray?
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups
115.661
Within Groups
317.992
Total
433.653

df

Mean Square
4
28.915
263
1.209
267

F
23.915

Sig.
.000
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The second subcategory of religious practices reviewed religious practices related
to campus life. These practices anticipate correlation between student religious identity
and an expression of this identity while at Central University. These practices include
involvement in campus religious organization, relative religious identity in the past two
years, and attendance of off campus religious activities over the past year. Participation in
campus religious life was limited to 16.3% of the student population, despite 81.5% of
students identifying themselves as Christians. Nearly half (48.7%) of students report their
religious life being about the same as it was for the past two years. There were significant
differences in participation in off campus religious activities between religious identities,
F(4,258) = 3.703, p = .006. The post hoc tests indicated that Lutheran (mean=2.00),
Catholic (mean=2.17), Other Christian (mean=2.07), and Other (mean=3.00) are not
significantly different from one another. These are significantly different from none
(mean=1.49). These results are different from those of on-campus religious participation,
which demonstrated no significant differences between participation in a campus
religious organization between any of the religious groups, including nones. Descriptive
statistics for these practices are included in appendix l.
Table 5.6. ANOVA For Off-campus Religious Life
ANOVA
In the last year, how often, if at all, have you attended a religious Sunday school or other
religious education class, not including religion courses at Central?
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.
Between Groups
16.445
4
4.111
3.703
.006
Within Groups
286.460
258
1.110
Total
302.905
262
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Co-Curricular Involvement
Co-curricular activities are an important part of student life in the liberal-arts
college. Given the importance of co-curricular involvement in student life, the
questionnaire measured student involvement in these activities to evaluate possible
relationships between campus life involvement and religious identity. The student
questionnaire included questions regarding co-curricular participation in athletics, the
Greek system, a community organization, campus religious organization, the arts, and
unlisted campus organization. Four possible choices were available for each category:
yes, no, used to but no longer, plan to participate. Respondents showed a high likelihood
of participation in co-curricular activities, with 93.5% of respondents actively
participating in at least one co-curricular activity outside of campus religious
organization(s). There were no respondents who reported participation in campus
religious organization(s) which were not participating in other co-curricular activities.
This would suggest that students who are already involved are also those who are
involved in campus religious organization(s). Cross-tabulations were calculated with
religious identity and Pearson chi-square. All of the variables for co-curricular activities
were determined to be independent from religious identity, including participation in
campus religious organizations. Note that there is no significant difference in
participation in these groups between none and positively identified religious affiliations.
This may be due to the overall low participation rate (16.3%, n=43) of total respondents.
Table 5.7 presents these data. Descriptive statistics for variables in this category are
available in appendix P.
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Table 5.7. Religious Participation vs Religious Identity
Count

Participation in
campus
religious
organization

yes
no
used to…
plan to…

Total

Current, Consolidated Religious Identity
Other
None Lutheran Catholic Christian Other
3
13
10
16
1
43
44
48
57
1
0
4
3
5
0
1
3
4
7
0
47
64
65
85
2

Total

43
193
12
15
263

Theological Perspectives
The student questionnaire included a variety of questions regarding their
theological perspectives on Scripture, Jesus, miracles, origin of the world, life after death,
and salvation. These theological perspectives were evaluated to explore the possibility of
theological perspectives unique to the Lutheran respondents. The effects of religious
identity and each of these theological perspectives are not independent, so these variables
are contingent on each other. Table 5.8 lists chi-square results for the cross tabulation of
each of these variables with religious identity. SPSS was used to create a cross-tabulated
table utilizing the z-test to compare column proportions. Lutheran respondents
demonstrated no difference from any group in responding to their feelings about the
Bible. Within the other theological perspectives, a Lutheran perspective was only
proportionately different than Nones. The descriptive statistics are provided in appendix
M. From a theological perspective there was no areas of distinctiveness found for the
Lutheran respondents.
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Table 5.8. Pearson Chi-Square for Theological Perspectives
Theological Perspective

Chi-Square Result

Which of the following statements comes closest to your own
views about religion?
Do you believe there is life after death, or "heaven"?
If you believe in life after death, which of the following
comes closest to your beliefs?
Which of these statements comes closest to describing your
feelings about the Bible?
Which statement comes closest to expressing what you
believe about God?
If you believe in God, which of the following views comes
closest to your own view of God?
If you believe in God, how distant or close do you feel to
God most of the time?
Do you believe in the possibility of divine miracles from
God?
Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about
Jesus Christ?
Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about
the origins of the world?

χ²(6)=55.503, p<.001
χ²(6)=57.021, p<.001
χ²(12)=62.213, p<.001
χ²(9)=42.428, p<.001
χ²(12)=98.922, p<.001
χ²(9)=87.680, p<.001
χ²(9)=91.288, p<.001
χ²(9)=65.359, p<.001
χ²(16)=126.253, p<.001
χ²(9)=81.323, p<.001

Social Perspectives
The student questionnaire included nine questions regarding social perspectives.
These questions evaluate areas where Lutheran students may demonstrate a difference
from other religious groups in perspectives of social issues. A one-way analysis of
variance, ANOVA, was conducted on nine of the ten questions with quantitative data in
the form of Likert scale questions.5 Of these nine questions, three held significant
differences between groups. Table 5.9 provides a summary of the ANOVA results. There
were significant differences within the subjects of premarital sex and same-gender

All Likert scale responses are rated from 1 through 4, with 1 as “Strongly Agree” to 4 as
“Strongly Disagree.” A mean of 2.5 would indicate a general neutral response with a higher number
indicating a higher level if disagreement, lower number indicating a higher level of agreement.
5
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marriage. A post hoc analysis indicated that in response to the question, “If a man and
woman have sex before marriage, which of the following best describes what you think?”
that nones (mean=3.87) were significantly different from any of the positively identifying
religious groups of Lutheran (mean=3.33), Catholic (mean=3.22), Other Christian
(mean=3.15), and Other (mean=2.00). The post hoc analysis of, “What about sexual
relations between two adults of the same sex?” indicated that Other Christian
(mean=2.82) was significantly different than None (mean=3.64), Lutheran (mean=3.27)
and Other (mean=3.20), however Catholic (mean=3.20) had no significant difference
from any of the other subgroups. The post-hoc results for, “Same-sex couples should
have the right to marry one another” indicated a significant difference between None
(mean=1.57) and Catholic (mean=2.02), Other Christian (mean=2.04), and Other
(mean=3.00). Lutheran identified students (mean=1.94) did not demonstrate any
significant difference from any other subgroups.
The final variable was a qualitative variable categorizing political affiliation.
Political affiliation and religious identity have a significant effect on one another with
χ²(12)=24.765, p=.016. A z-test cross tabulation demonstrates that cells with proportional
differences are None, who are significantly more likely than Catholic to be “Extremely
liberal or liberal” and Other Christian, who are significantly more likely than Nones to be
“Extremely conservative or conservative.” The Lutheran identified students show no
proportionate difference from any other religious affiliation in their political views.
The Lutheran students had no significant differences from any of the respondents
across the social perspectives variables. In areas where significant differences between
other groups existed, the Lutheran students continued to demonstrate no statistically
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significant difference between any of the other groups, standing more as a social middleground between diverse groups. A full exploration of the findings for significance of
social perspectives, political affiliations, and other demographic data is beyond the scope
of this research. This section highlights important secondary findings of this research
reflecting substantial social shifts which appear in the survey results. The limited
differences between religious groups in this category may reflect some of these changes.
There was no significant difference between any religious identity in considering
morality as a personal matter (76.8% net agreement). There was also no difference
between groups of a clear delineation between right and wrong, where 85.3%
demonstrate a net agreement to right and wrong being more like shades of gray than
black and white. Full descriptive statistics of social perspectives are listed in appendix N.
Table 5.9. ANOVA Results for Social Perspectives
Social Perspectives
If a man and woman have sex before marriage, which of the
following best describes what you think?
What about sexual relations between two adults of the same
sex?
Right and wrong are not usually a simple matter of black and
white; there are many shades of gray.
Morality is a personal matter and society should not force
everyone to follow one standard.
It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the
achiever outside the home and the woman takes care of the
home and family.
Same-sex couples should have the right to marry one another.
There is no point in doing what I can for the environment
unless others do the same.
Climate change is a serious problem that our society needs to
address.
I would prefer to live in a neighborhood that is racially
diverse.
Which of the political views below best represents your own
views?

df

F

sig

4, 263

3.585 0.007

4, 263

2.817 0.026
> .05
> .05

4, 258

> .05
2.421 0.049
> .05
> .05
> .05
> .05
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Expectation of Diversity
The student questionnaire posed two questions regarding the expectation of
religious diversity on campus worded both positively and negatively. Both were Likert
scale responses to a preference for religious uniformity or religious diversity. Based on
the results of the Pearson correlation study these variables are related with r = -0.165, p =
.007. The preference for the student body to be diverse (mean=1.83) was not dependent
upon religious identity. A preference for the student body to be religiously uniform
(mean=3.16) demonstrates significant difference based on religious identity, F (4,258) =
3.714, p = .006. The post hoc analysis indicated a significant difference between None
(mean=3.49) and Other Christian (mean=3.25) with Lutheran (mean=2.89) and Catholic
(mean=3.11). Other Christian (mean=3.25) does not demonstrate a difference with any
other category. All groups had a net disagreement to a religiously uniform student body,
however None and Other Christian more strongly disagreed to this statement than the
Catholic or Lutheran students. Figure 5.7 demonstrates the strong net agreement (82.5%)
favoring religious diversity and a strong net-disagreement for uniformity.

Figure 5.7. Expectation of Diversity
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Modality and Strength of Identity
The data from this section, along with the following section, provide the richest
data for understanding both the religious experience, and expectations, for students at
Central University. These questions polled student perspectives about religion in the
classroom and the institutional support for their own faith. These questions also polled
student expectations regarding expectations of faith development as part of their college
experience. These data demonstrate a student body who hold specific expectations for
what it looks like to grow in faith as a part of the educational experience, demonstrated
through the correlation among the variables within this grouping.
Modality of Identity and Religious Identity
The influence of religious identity was evaluated through a one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA) with each of these variables. Six of the seven variables demonstrated
significant difference between groups. Table 5.10 provides a summary of the ANOVA
results. Of all seven variables only, “Central University provides as much support for my
religious faith (if you have a religious faith) as I desire.” demonstrated no significant
difference between groups. It is possible that this is due to the wording of this question. A
similar question, “I wish that Central University provided more support for my religious
faith.” held significant differences between groups. The means for each of the religious
identity groups are listed in table 5.11. For the six questions with significant differences
between groups, the Nones held significant differences from each of the three Christian
groups, Lutheran, Catholic, and Other Christian, and Other was not significantly
different from any of the subgroups. These variables are all Likert scale variables with
one indicating strong agreement and four indicating strong disagreement.
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These data continue a trend towards demonstrating that differences exist between
respondents who have a religious identity as none and any of the Christian groups,
however no differences exist between any of the three Christian religious identity groups.
This means that Lutheran students hold different perspectives from nones, but their
perspectives are not significantly different from those of Catholic or Other Christian
students.
Table 5.10. Summary ANOVA Results for Modality and Strength of Identity
Theological Perspective
I want my college experience to include a particular
set of religious ideals and teachings, which all
students are expected to embrace.
I would like my college classroom experiences to
strengthen my Christian faith.?
I would like my college classroom experiences to
broaden my understanding of other religious
traditions.
I expect my college to provide a religious point of
view that is the same as my own background.
I expect Central University to have a clear religious
point of view that is expressed in the classroom.
Central University provides as much support for my
religious faith (if you have religious faith) as I desire.
I wish that Central University provided more support
for my religious faith.

df

F

sig

4, 258

3.512

0.004

4, 258

9.317

<.001

4, 258

2.423

0.015

4, 258

3.404

0.001

4, 258

2.442

0.020

4, 258

1.04

0.387

4, 258

5.083

0.001
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Table 5.11. Modality and Strength of Identity by Religious Identity
Variable
I want my college experience to
include a particular set of religious
ideals and teachings, which all
students are expected to embrace.

Religious Group
None
Lutheran
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
I would like my college classroom
None
experiences to strengthen my
Lutheran
Christian faith.?
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
I would like my college classroom
None
experiences to broaden my
Lutheran
understanding of other religious
Catholic
traditions.
Other Christian
Other
I expect my college to provide a
None
religious point of view that is the
Lutheran
same as my own background.
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
I expect Central University to have a None
clear religious point of view that is
Lutheran
expressed in the classroom.
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
Central University provides as much None
support for my religious faith (if you Lutheran
have religious faith) as I desire.
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
I wish that Central University
None
provided more support for my
Lutheran
religious faith.
Catholic
Other Christian
Other

N
47
64
65
85
2
47
64
65
85
2
47
64
65
85
2
47
64
65
85
2
47
64
65
85
2
47
64
65
85
2
47
64
65
85
2

Mean
3.38
2.75
2.75
2.85
3.00
3.19
2.27
2.26
2.16
3.00
2.60
2.14
2.23
2.08
1.50
3.23
2.64
2.62
2.67
2.50
3.32
2.80
2.83
2.85
2.50
2.00
1.98
1.88
1.98
3.00
3.06
2.56
2.37
2.51
2.00
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Variable Dependency for Modality and Strength of Identity
A Pearson correlation was also conducted between each variable within this
subgroup, all of which are quantitative variables in the form of a Likert scale, to explore
the inter-relatedness of these expectations. With the exception of the question, “Central
University provides as much support for my religious faith (if you have religious faith) as
I desire,” these variables demonstrated weak to moderate positive correlations. These
correlations become important in exploring both expectations and challenges for a
Lutheran pedagogy in higher education. These correlations are further support that
Christian students who expect to grow in their faith hold different expectations for their
higher education experience than other students.
Figure 5.6 is a graphical representation of the relative interdependency of these
variables. Variables are listed in the left column and top row, with the full questions
listed at the bottom of the figure. Within the intersection of each set of questions is the
Pearson correlation and the significance. Pearson correlations are color-coded in banded
groups of -0.3 – 0.3, 0.3-0.5, 0.7-1, 1 corresponding with their relative strength of
relationships.
Within this matrix of the Pearson correlation the questions, “I would like my
college classroom experience to strengthen my Christian faith.”, and “I would like my
college classroom experiences to broaden my understanding of other religious traditions”
are the two variables with significant correlation across all other variables. The two
variables with the strongest correlation is the correlation between “I would like my
college classroom experiences to include a particular set of religious ideals and teachings,
which all students are expected to embrace” with “I expect Central University to have a
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clear religious point of view that is the same as my own background.” The second highest
correlation comes between the expectation for Central University to have a clear point of
view expressed in the classroom (q5) with a college that provides a religious point of
view the same as their own (q4).

q1

q1
1

q2

0.537
<.001
0.241
<.001
0.573

1
0.429
<.001
0.453

0.21

1

Pearson Correlation

<.001
0.689
<.001
0.074
0.232
0.421

<.001
0.54
<.001
0.163
0.008
0.524

0.001
0.242
<.001
0.237
<.001
0.324

0.593
<.001
0.097
0.118
0.485

0.109
0.079
0.438

-0.131

Sig (2-tailed)

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

0.033

Pearson Correlation

q3

q4

q5

q6

q7

Sig (2-tailed)
q2

Pearson Correlation

Sig (2-tailed)
q3

Pearson Correlation

Sig (2-tailed)
q4

Pearson Correlation

Sig (2-tailed)
q5

Pearson Correlation

Sig (2-tailed)
q6

Pearson Correlation

Sig (2-tailed)
q7

1

1
1
1

(q1) I want my college experience to include a particular set of religious ideals and
teachings, which all students are expected to embrace.
(q2) I would like my college classroom experiences to strengthen my Christian
faith.
(q3) I would like my college classroom experiences to broaden my understanding
of other religious traditions.
(q4) I expect my college to provide a religious point of view that is the same as my
own background.
(q5) I expect Central University to have a clear religious point of view that is
expressed in the classroom.
(q6) Central University provides as much support for my religious faith (if you
have religious faith) as I desire.
(q7) I wish that Central University provided more support for my religious faith.
Figure 5.8. Pearson Correlation for Modality and Strength of Identity
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Summary of Statistics for Modality and Strength of Identity
The subcategory of modality and strength of religious identity contains a set of
correlated variables with moderate to weak Pearson correlations. Differences in results
based on religious identity largely exist between Nones, Christians of any group, and
Other. Within the subgroups representing Christian traditions no significant difference
exists. Figure 5.9 provides a graphical overview of the level of agreement for each of
these variables. The strongest net agreement within this category is, “Central University
provides as much support for my religious faith (if you have religious faith) as I desire,”
which is also the variable that demonstrated no significant difference between religious
subgroups or correlation with other variables. It is very possible that Central University
provides as much support as desired because not much support is wanted. The second
highest net agreement came with the statements regarding having a college experience
which strengthens their Christian faith and broadening their understanding of other
religious traditions. These variables also demonstrate a moderate Pearson correlation,
meaning that those students who want a college experience which strengthens their
Christian faith are also more likely to want an experience which broadens their
understanding of other religious traditions. Figure 5.10 highlights this correlation and the
concentration among students who tend to “somewhat agree” with both statements. This
represents a pedagogy consistent with a Lutheran third way, which is inclusive of other
religious traditions in the educational experience.
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Figure 5.9. Summary Statistics for Modality and Strength of Identity
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Figure 5.10. Stacked Bubble of Strengthen Faith vs Broaden Understanding
Development of Spiritual IQ
The variables included in this section rely on an understanding of a student
developing a Spiritual IQ, or a sense of wisdom and understanding regarding their own
spirituality. This categorization included three variables related to both the actions of the
institution and the expectation of individual spirituality and two variables unique to this
SQ. This section focuses on these two variables. The quantitative variable introduced in
this section regards an expectation for the college to provide a viewpoint that matches
their own. Finally, this section includes a categorical variable on the level of doubt in a
student’s faith life from an understanding that a healthy development of Spiritual IQ
includes experiences of doubt.
The Likert scale variable, “I expect my college to provide a religious point of
view that is the same as my own background” and the religious grouping are not
independent. The ANOVA result demonstrates significant differences in expectations
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based on religious identities F(4,258) = 3.404, p = .001. The post hoc tests indicated that
None (mean=3.23) was significantly different from Lutheran (mean=2.64), Catholic
(mean=2.62), Other Christian (mean=2.67), and Other (mean=2.50) with a higher mean
indicating a stronger level of disagreement. There were no differences between any of the
Christian identities (Lutheran, Catholic or Other Christian), and Other held no significant
difference from any of the other groupings. The highest net agreement to this statement
from any religious subgroup came from Catholic students. Figure 5.11 provides a visual
representation of the level of agreement by religious grouping. This data group continues
a trend of significant differences existing between nones and respondents of Christian
identities, but no perspectives unique to Lutheran students.

Figure 5.11. Expectation of Religious Viewpoint by Religious Identity
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The variable, “In the last year, how much, if at all, have you had doubts about
whether your beliefs about religion are true,” demonstrated a strong net agreement
towards few to no doubts, with 77.2% net agreement to these statements. A Pearson chisquare test indicated no significant differences between religious subgroups. Table 5.12
reports the descriptive statistics. The full descriptive statistics of variables in this category
are listed in appendix O.
Table 5.12. Religious Doubts in Past Year
In the last year, how much, if at all, have you had doubts about whether your
beliefs about religion are true?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Many doubts
13
4.7
4.9
4.9
Some doubts
47
17.0
17.9
22.8
A few doubts
69
24.9
26.2
49.0
No doubts
134
48.4
51.0
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0

Vocational Experience
The second quantitative data element was the Undergraduate Outcome Survey,
administered to all graduating seniors prior to graduation. Participation in this survey is
required prior to graduation. This questionnaire included three vocationally-related
questions regarding a student’s opportunity for an internship, understanding of unique
strengths, and passions and confidence in pursuing these in a career. Appendix R presents
these data. There was strong agreement between an experience consistent with vocational
discernment during their time at Central University, with 77.0% having an opportunity
for internship, 80.7% expressing that Central University helped understand unique
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strengths, and 84.0% confident in their ability to pursue a career related to their strengths
and passions. No analysis of variance by religious categories was possible for these data
since this was a separate instrument from the broader student survey and did not collect
religious identity. A Pearson correlation was conducted with these three variables. The
variables, “Do you feel confident in your ability to pursue a career related to your
strengths and passion” and “Do you feel your time at Central University has helped you
better understand your unique strengths and faith” demonstrated a weak positive
relationship with r(213) = .318, p < .001.
A “Christian” Perspective
The results of the student survey demonstrated no distinctive characteristics for
the Lutheran students across any of the survey data. The only exception was respondent
race; however, this difference was secondary to the fact that Catholic students are more
likely than any other group to have Hispanic respondents. The Lutheran students
demonstrated no difference from any other subgroup.
These data suggested that the significant differences were primarily between
Christian students and nones. This was validated with a secondary analysis focused on
grouping students into two religious groups: Christian and non-Christian. The purpose of
this secondary analysis is both to confirm differences previously reported while also
highlighting areas of distinct differences between Christian and non-Christian students.
These results are divided into three categories: categorical and qualitative variables,
quantitative Likert scale variables, and a grouping of quantitative Likert scale variables
regarding their secondary education expectations. Appendix S contains a full list of all
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variables examined along with select descriptive and inferential statistics. Only listings of
variables demonstrating significant differences are reported here.
Categorical and Qualitative Variables
Differences existed in most of the categorical variables. This was an expected
outcome given that most of these variables are theological perspectives and questions
regarding the respondent’s religious beliefs. Table 5.13 provides the Pearson chi-square
results for these cross tabulations. Christian respondents have a higher percentage of
females. Non-Christian students are more likely to come from a high school of mostly
other races. Strength of religious identity was stronger for Christian students and more
likely rated as “not very strong” for non-Christian students. Christian students are more
likely to attend religious services once a month or more and non-Christian students are
more likely to attend once a year or less and more likely to be uninvolved in campus
religious organizations. Christian students are more likely to believe only one religion is
true and non-Christian students are more likely to believe there is very little truth to any
religion. Christian students are more likely to believe in life after death. Non-Christian
students are more likely not to believe in life after death or be unsure. Christian students
are also more likely to be “extremely conservative or conservative” while non-Christian
students are more likely to be “extremely liberal or liberal.” Despite these significant
political differences at the margins, the highest proportion of respondents for both groups
is “moderate.” A number of additional differences exist, most of which are congruent
with a traditional Christian belief system, as listed in table 5.13.
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Table 5.13. Categorical Chi-Square Results for Binary Religion
Categorical Variables
Gender
What was the racial composition of the high school you
attended?
How strong is your religious identity?
Do you participate in a campus religious organization?
Which of the following statements comes closest to
your own views about religion?
Do you believe there is life after death, or "heaven"?
If you believe in life after death, which of the following
comes closest to your beliefs?
Which of these statements comes closest to describing
your feelings about the Bible?
Which statement comes closest to expressing what you
believe about God?
If you believe in God, which of the following views
comes closest to your own view of God?
If you believe in God, how distant or close do you feel
to God most of the time?
Do you believe in the possibility of divine miracles
from God?
Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs
about Jesus Christ?
Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs
about the origins of the world?
Which of the political views below best represents your
own views?

Chi-Square Result
χ²(2)=6.934, p=0.031
χ²(4)=21.602, p<.001
χ²(4)=105.35, p<.001
χ²(3)=8.843, p=0.031
χ²(2)=42.088, p<.001
χ²(2)=52.172, p<.001
χ²(4)=47.535, p<.001
χ²(3)=36.411, p<.001
χ²(4)=95.581, p<.001
χ²(3)=81.164, p<.001
χ²(3)=80.113, p<.001
χ²(3)=60.498, p<.001
χ²(4)=122.697, p<.001
χ²(3)=74.308, p<.001
χ²(4)=15.419, p=0.004

Quantitative Variables
An independent t-test was used to evaluate significant differences between the
Christian and non-Christian groups. Differences existed across a variety of social and
theological perspectives. Table 5.14 provides the t-test results for those items
demonstrating significant differences. As expected there are also differences in faith
practices, with Christian students being more likely to attend religious services and pray.
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The differences regarding social perspectives demonstrated a more conservative
perspective, with Christian students demonstrating slightly less agreement regarding premarital sex, same-gender relationships, and same-gender marriages. Christian students
have a higher mean level of volunteering in the community. A number of categories
regarding their expectations in school demonstrated significant differences between
groups, but only three demonstrated a difference in net agreement from Christian
students. (In other categories there was net disagreement from both groups, nonChristians just tended to express stronger disagreement.)
The Christian students demonstrated a less diverse high school experience and
more traditionally conservative values and theological perspectives. These same students
expressed a net agreement toward a desire for more support for their religious faith. The
Christian students had a net agreement towards a college classroom experience that
strengthened their faith while broadening their understanding of other religious traditions.
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Table 5.14. Independent t-test Results for Binary Religious Identity
Quantitative Likert Scale Variables
Which response best describes how often you attend
religious services?
About how often do you pray?
If a man and woman have sex before marriage, which of
the following best describes what you think?
What about sexual relations between two adults of the
same sex?
Same-sex couples should have the right to marry one
another.
In the average week, about how many hours do you
volunteer for a community organization?
I would prefer the student body at Central to be
religiously uniform, with everyone having similar beliefs
and belonging to a similar tradition.
I want my college experience to include a particular set of
religious ideals and teachings, which all students are
expected to embrace.
I would like my college classroom experiences to
strengthen my Christian faith.?
I would like my college classroom experiences to broaden
my understanding of other religious traditions.
I expect my college to provide a religious point of view
that is the same as my own background.
I expect Central University to have a clear religious point
of view that is expressed in the classroom.
I wish that Central University provided more support for
my religious faith.

df

t

sig

136.314
266

-9.952
8.424

< .001
< .001

125.037

4.179

< .001

82.355

2.588

0.011

-2.318
79.897 0.2664

0.021

261

0.009

261

2.499

0.013

261

3.912

< .001

261

6.744

< .001

60.88

2.432

0.018

261

4.217

< .001

64.151

2.865

0.006

261

3.944

< .001

Expectations for Growing in Christian Faith at College
Perhaps the most meaningful outcome of the student survey was about
expectations for faith-related activities. This section explores what Christian students
may be looking for in a faith-based higher-educational experience based on the student
survey results. Figure 5.8 in the previous section contains the Pearson correlation data for
these variables.
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Across the survey respondents a net of 58.9% (n=155) expressed a net agreement
for a desire for their classroom experience to strengthen their Christian faith. While nonChristians had a strong net-disagreement to this statement, interestingly 10.4% (n=10) of
non-Christians expressed a net agreement for a classroom experience that would
strengthen their Christian faith. For Christian respondents there was a net agreement of
67.75% (n=145) expressing desire for a classroom to strengthen their Christian Faith.
Table 5.15 lists the response data segmented by a binary religious identification.
Table 5.15. Desire for Classroom to Strengthen Faith by Binary Religious Identity
Religion - Binary
NonChristian
Christian
I would like my
Strongly Agree
Count
5a
42a
college classroom
Column N %
10.2
19.6
experiences to
Somewhat Agree
Count
5a
103b
strengthen my
Column N %
10.2
48.1
Christian faith.
Somewhat Disagree Count
15a
48a
Column N %
30.6
22.4
Strongly Disagree
Count
24a
21b
Column N %
49.0
9.8
Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are
significantly different at p< .05 in the two-sided test of equality for column
proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test. Tests assume equal
variances.1
1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost
subtable using the Bonferroni correction.
Given that the overall student population and the Christian student population
demonstrated a net agreement it is important to see what variables correlate with a desire
to strengthen Christian faith through the classroom. These correlations were introduced in
figure 5.8. This variable demonstrated a strong positive correlation with a college having
a particular set of religious ideals and teachings that all students are expected to embrace.
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There is also a strong positive correlation with expecting Central University to have a
clear point of view expressed in the classroom, along with a desire for more support for
their religious faith. A moderate positive correlation existed for a desire for their
classroom experience to broaden their understanding of other traditions while also having
a moderate correlation with the college having a religious point of view the same as their
own background.
These data suggest that non-Christian students have a limited desire to explore
religion in general, while Christian students have a greater expectation for a clearly
Christian viewpoint, potentially even one taught in the classroom. These correlations
were further explored by comparing Christian students with net agreement to a desire to
grow in their Christian faith while at school with the rest of the student population. These
data are presented in figure 5.12. Christians desiring to grow in their faith are more likely
to expect a clear religious viewpoint in the classroom and for their college experience to
include a unique set of ideals, but neither holds a net agreement. Areas where the level of
net agreement differ are desiring more support for their faith, expecting a college with a
viewpoint the same as their own, and having a college classroom experience that
broadens their understanding of other religious traditions. If a Lutheran pedagogy is one
that is neither secular nor sectarian, this creates a paradox where non-Christians may
prefer a secular experience, and Christians may prefer a sectarian experience in the
classroom, and a Lutheran may challenge both and placate neither. One thing is clear, all
students have a strong net-agreement towards a religiously diverse college environment.
While there are differences in expectations for religion in the classroom, most students
appear to want a diverse atmosphere for their educational experience.
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Figure 5.12. Comparison of Christians Desiring to Grow in Faith with Others
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Changing Perspectives
The 2017 student survey was based largely on a similar questionnaire
administered in 2013. This allows for a small amount of longitudinal data. The two
required humanities classes at Central University was the population pool for both survey
sets. This means that the survey respondents are different, however the population sample
should be relatively the same in comparison to the entire student body. The
questionnaires were similar, however not identical. The 2013 survey included forty-nine
questions, all of which were included on the 2017 survey. The 2017 survey included ten
additional questions that are not included in this comparative analysis. The question
regarding religious affiliation was the largest change in these surveys.
In the 2013 survey, respondents were limited to a smaller selection of religious
identities, which did not specifically include Lutheran as an identity choice. These
choices were expanded in the 2017 survey and a second question was added, prompting
respondents to identify their religious identity prior to arriving at campus and their
current religious identity. For the comparative results, religious identity was merged into
combined religious categories of Catholic, Mainline Christian, Other Christian, None,
and Other. There were no significant differences in the religious demographics between
2013 and 2017, however there is a meaningful difference between the percentage of
Nones and Catholic and a decrease in Mainline Christian respondents. Due to the
limitation of the 2013 survey it is not possible to determine if there was any significant
difference in Lutheran students, as the 2013 survey did not specifically track this
denominational identity. Table 5.16 provides the cross tabulation for religious identity by
survey year.
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Table 5.16. Religious Identity by Survey Year
Religion - Combined and Condensed * Survey ID Crosstabulation
Survey ID
2013
2017
Religion None
Count
20
48
Combined and
% within Survey ID
13.8
17.4
Condensed
Catholic
Count
33
69
% within Survey ID
22.8
25.0
Mainline
Count
64
93
% within Survey ID
44.1
33.7
Other Christian Count
28
64
% within Survey ID
19.3
23.2
Other
Count
0
2
% within Survey ID
0.0
0.7
Total
Count
145
276
% within Survey ID
100.0
100.0

Total
68
16.2
102
24.2
157
37.3
92
21.9
2
0.5
421
100.0

Cross tabulations and Pearson chi-square calculations were conducted on all
categorical categories included in both survey sets. Much of the potential analysis of
these data are left for future research in focusing on the research question itself. The
categories that have significant changes are listed in table 5.17 for categorical variables
and table 5.18 for the Likert scale variables. Z-tests were used to determined significant
differences in cell counts in explaining these variables with significant differences. Those
surveyed in 2013 were more likely to believe in a more traditional Christian view of
salvation only through forgiveness in Christ, while those in 2017 were more likely to
articulate another viewpoint. Generally, 2013 respondents indicated feeling closer to God
than those in 2017, while 2017 respondents are more likely to believe in God creating the
world than those in 2013. Regarding co-curricular activities, 2017 respondents are more
likely to participate in a sports team and less likely to participate in campus religion and
the arts, and 2017 respondents are also less likely to attend religious services but more
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likely to volunteer than 2013 respondents. Responses regarding support for their faith and
campus religious identity was mixed, showing only three areas of significant difference
but with mixed results. Respondents in 2017 are more likely to strongly agree to Central
University providing as much support for their faith as they desired, while 2013
respondents were more likely to strongly disagree with a statement expressing desire for
more support of their faith. The mean values for Likert scale responses also indicated a
stronger disagreement in 2017 to a preference for a religiously-uniform student body.
Socially, respondents in 2017 are more likely to agree to climate change as a serious
problem society needs to address and more likely to agree to a preference to live in a
religiously-diverse neighborhood. Perhaps what is most remarkable is the amount of
areas demonstrating significant differences over the course of just four years. This
research does not seek to explore the meaning behind these differences. One might
wonder if the limited differences between religious identifies in 2017 would have been
the same in 2013 had the 2013 questionnaire included more specific data on religious
identity.
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Table 5.17. Significant Categorical Changes
Categorical Variables
If you believe in life after death, which of the following
comes closest to your beliefs?
If you believe in God, how distant or close do you feel
to God most of the time?
Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs
about the origins of the world? Do you believe:
Do you participate on a college sports team?
Do you participate in a campus religious organization?
Do you participate in the arts?
Which response best describes how often you attend
religious services?
In the average week, about how many hours do you
volunteer for a community organization?

Chi-Square Result
χ²(4)=12.614, p=0.013
χ²(4)=27.79, p<.001
χ²(3)=19.393, p<.001
χ²(3)=26.117, p<.001
χ²(3)=11.4, p=0.01
χ²(3)=18.267, p<.001
χ²(4)=12.739, p=0.013
χ²(4)=16.008, p=0.002

Table 5.18. Significant Likert Scale Changes

Likert Scale Responses
Central University
provides as much support
for my religious faith (if
you have religious faith)
as I desire.
I wish that Central
University provided more
support for my religious
faith.
I would prefer the student
body at Central to be
religiously uniform, with
everyone having similar
beliefs and belonging to a
similar tradition.
Climate change is a
serious problem that our
society needs to address.
I would prefer to live in a
neighborhood that is
racially diverse.

df

t-value sig

2013 2013
(n)
(mean)

2017 2017
(n)
(mean)

292.641

-2.606

0.004

145

2.214

263

1.97

292.641

2.5

0.013

144

2.81

263

2.58

324.367

2.25

0.025

145

3.36

263

3.16

304.489

4.574

<
.001

145

2.52

263

2.10

264.719

3.533

<
.001

143

2.33

263

2.02
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Results and Analysis of Qualitative Data
The qualitative data focused on the student demographics, perceptions, practices,
and experiences as evaluated both through the student survey and the undergraduate
outcomes survey. Additional perception was provided through the qualitative data in the
interviews of the Central University senior leadership team and key faculty leaders. The
methodology chapter addresses the selection and invitation process of these individuals
and table 4.2 provides an overview of the participants. Participants were selected based
on their institutional role, not their individual demographic information. Therefore,
individual demographics including as age and gender were not captured. Interviewees
were asked to describe any previous experience working in a faith-affiliated highereducation institution and the number of years of tenure at Central University.
The interviews were digitally recorded and later transcribed using an online
transcription service. These transcriptions followed a quality control process involving
three levels of review of the online transcription and a final personal review of the
transcriptions prior to coding.
Coding of Qualitative Data
The coding process followed the outline described in Chapter 4. Interviews were
first read for accuracy to verify the transcriptions. After an initial reading of the
interviews the first level of coding was in vivo coding to highlight important concepts and
phrases within each of the interviews. This resulted in 178 in vivo codes, which were
reviewed and grouped into 29 focused codes. Table 5.19 provides a full listing of the
focused codes. Figure 5.13 demonstrates the relative strength of each of these codes
based on the number of in vivo codes associated with each focused code. This process

194
focused on ensuring the retention of that independent concepts and the grouping of
similar concepts regardless of what would become the overall count of in vivo codes in
each of the focused codes. For example, FC-1 held in vivo codes which related
specifically to comments made regarding the teaching of Lutheran doctrine, while FC-2
was related to an in vivo code which described the purpose of higher education as a
missiological endeavor with an ultimate purpose of individual salvation. While FC-2 only
had one in vivo code this was still an important topic and deemed different than FC-1 in
the expression of institutional identity and purpose.
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Table 5.19. Focused Codes
FC ID
FC-1
FC-2
FC-3
FC-4
FC-5
FC-6
FC-7
FC-8
FC-9
FC-10
FC-11
FC-12
FC-13
FC-14
FC-15
FC-16
FC-17
FC-18
FC-19
FC-20
FC-21
FC-22
FC-23
FC-24
FC-25
FC-26
FC-27
FC-28
FC-29
FC-30

Focused Code
Teaching Lutheranism
Institution as vehicle for Gospel
Recognizing individuality of students
Meeting students where they are at
Institutional identity through people
Faith as being a good person
Engaging academics AND faith
Compare to external faith groups
Involved in lives of students
Inclusivity
Cross on the campus
Lutheran identity for students
Faith as institutional wide identity
Faith as historical institutional identity
Faith expressed in institutional values
Work as a calling
Living out faith at work
Opportunity to express faith
Faith in institutional practices
Faith in institutional culture
Learning faith through exploring diversity
Wrestling with institutional religious identity
Natural expression of faith in work roles
Students exploring vocation
Sectarian - unclear understanding
Accidental choice of students
Unclear distinctiveness
Expressing a "third way" - unclear definitions
Explore faith WITH Students
Students drive faith exploration
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Figure 5.13. Relative Strength of Focused Codes
Axial Codes
The focus on the results is providing a thick description for each of the nine axial
codes formed from the 30 focused codes. This process focused on seeking common
themes that arose from the interviews, allowing themes to emerge rather than
categorizing data based on a preconceived set of themes. These themes were later interrelated through theoretical codes discussed in the subsequent section. The nine axial
codes included themes of institutional values, faculty expression and experience of faith,
and faculty perceptions on student faith experiences. Several focused codes also formed
two axial codes regarding institutional religious identity. Axial codes and their
constituent focused codes are listed in table 5.20.
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Table 5.20. Axial Codes
AC ID
AC-1

Axial Code
Dignity of Individuals

AC-2

Expression of Faith in
Work

AC-3
AC-4

Faith Identity
Institutional ID

AC-5

Student Discernment

AC-6

Student Engagement

AC-7

Student Experience

AC-8

Teaching Faith

AC-9

Unclear Institutional
ID

FC ID
FC-3
FC-4
FC-10

Focused Code
Recognizing individuality of students
Meeting students where they are at
Inclusivity

FC-7
FC-16
FC-17
FC-18
FC-23
FC-6
FC-2
FC-5
FC-8
FC-11
FC-13
FC-14
FC-15
FC-19
FC-20

Engaging academics AND faith
Work as a calling
Living out faith at work
Opportunity to express faith
Natural expression of faith in work roles
Faith as being a good person
Institution as vehicle for Gospel
Institutional identity through people
Compare to external faith groups
Cross on the campus
Faith as institutional wide identity
Faith as historical institutional identity
Faith expressed in institutional values
Faith in institutional practices
Faith in institutional culture
Learning faith through exploring
diversity
Students exploring vocation
Involved in lives of students
Explore faith WITH Students
Accidental choice of students
Students drive faith exploration
Teaching Lutheranism
Lutheran identity for students
Wrestling with institutional religious
identity
Sectarian - unclear understanding
Unclear distinctiveness
Expressing a "third way" - unclear
definitions

FC-21
FC-24
FC-9
FC-29
FC-26
FC-30
FC-1
FC-12
FC-22
FC-25
FC-27
FC-28
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AC-1: Dignity of Individuals
The axial code for dignity of individuals includes focused codes of themes
relating to meeting students where they are at, recognizing the individuality of students,
and an approach of inclusivity working with, and embracing, students of all faith
persuasions. While the number of in vivo codes for these focused codes is not the highest
of all of the groups, this remains an important axial code since it is an underlying theme
that appeared in most of the interviews. This theme is understood as an approach to
student engagement which involves a personal level peer-to-peer understanding on areas
of personal faith. While everyone interviewed held a leadership role within Central
University, when discussing issues of personal faith, the emotional posture went from one
of leading to one of meeting students.
In one interview this took the form of expressing what it means to not assume
students come into the institution in a cookie cutter fashion. Similarly, other interviewees
described an experience of being welcoming to both students and faculty as an expression
of faith. Three interviews touched on meeting students where they are at. One
interviewee stated, “We love and support students where they are at, we’re not asking
them to prove anything or act a certain way to earn a spot.” Another described meeting
students where they are at in practical terms, recognizing that most students require
financial aid and demonstrating respect that students work, “reach deep, and pull
through.” Finally, one interview expressed this theme in their answer about being
distinctively Lutheran. They said, “The way we treat our students, the way we accept
them, the way we love them regardless of where they’re at or what’s going on there; I
think that’s distinctly Lutheran.”
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Figure 5.14. Relative Weight of Axial Codes
AC-2: Expression of Faith in Work
This axial code contained focused codes capturing the self-expression of how the
personal faith of interviewees play a role within their professional life and how they
experience this in other faculty and staff. This axial code had the strongest weight of
focused codes among all other codes, outweighed only by the axial code capturing
uncertainty of Institutional Identity (see figure 5.14.) The first focused code within this
axial code captures the description of engaging faith and academics and the centrality of
this to the liberal arts. One interviewee stated, “Faith is core to people, and I think part of
the goal of liberal arts is to understand the world in a broader sense, and in order to
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understand the world, you have to understand people.” Interviewees expressed the belief
that exploring faith is an integral part to the classroom experience; both their own faith
and students learning about other faiths. One interviewee even questions the possibility of
liberal arts absent a faith component, “they’ve abandoned the faith component, so how
have they maintained a ‘liberal arts’?”
This axial code includes three focused codes regarding the nature of faculty and
staff faith expression at work. These focused codes are intentionally included since they
address how faith is expressed in the classroom. As a group, these focused codes
articulate a naturally-occurring expression of faith which is neither required, nor
discouraged. This is articulated as an opportunity to express faith in natural ways and at
natural moments, and often in a way that treats students as spiritual peers. One
interviewee expressed a comfort in the simple act of telling a student they would pray for
them. “I feel very comfortable saying, ‘I’ll pray for you. Please let me know if there’s
anything else I can do.’” Another shared about opportunities to talk about faith and
beliefs and “explore and identify ways to have those conversations across campus when
they become natural.” Another pointed towards the Central University president sharing,
“We have a president who openly talks about her faith and how that has been a part of her
family tradition and her life growing up… not just to appease the alumni. but because it’s
very much a part of who she is.” Another interviewee shared that they do not feel they are
directed to share faith, nor that they have to have core beliefs reflected in student
evaluations, yet they have the freedom to cite Scripture or reference religious tradition as
a part of their class. This natural expression of faith is a core focused code, and in many
ways relates to other axial codes through the ways in which students are treated to the
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ways in which faculty understand an institutional faith identity. One simple summary
stated by an interviewee was, “We can do it freely here, without feeling like it’s a
problem. Not that you push your faith on other people, but you can talk about it and
students feel comfortable sharing it with us.”
The other focused code within this axial code was the expression of their role at
Central University as a calling. This language directly appeared in three of the
interviews, however a clear sense of purpose and vocation permeated nearly all of the
interviews.
AC-3: Faith Identity
This is an axial code that ultimately finds limited value in the theoretical coding
yet was unique enough that it was kept through the coding process. This code captures a
theme that came up in three of the interviews where faith life was expressed as someone
being a good person. This axial code is important both in expressing some of the
challenges around finding a common institutional faith expression, but also in the
presence of an understanding of faith more closely aligned to Moralistic Therapeutic
Deism later discussed in the conclusions chapter.
AC-4: Institutional Religious Identity
This axial code may hold more meaning in what was failed to be expressed: a
clear understanding of institutional religious identity. An additional axial code reflects
specific focused codes expressing uncertainty of identity. This reflects focused codes
with the expression of positive characteristics while capturing the broad and inconsistent
expression of institutional religious identity.
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One interview suggested that the institutional purpose as a vehicle for the Gospel.
This almost put education as a means to an end, where education and the work of the
institution was expressed as a, “vehicle which the Gospel could go forth.” Others pointed
towards a cross located at the center of campus, often in a largely symbolic but
meaningful way. For example, “I don’t think anybody on any given day walks across
[campus] without seeing that symbol and getting whatever feeling you get from it, that is
just a part of the experience of being here.” Another commented, “Having the cross right
in the middle of campus, and chapel at a reserved time, and lots of activities that are faith
based, I think does set a different kind of tone and culture on than there are in other
schools I’ve been in.” Others point towards the people for the identity, “What makes us
who we are is a conglomeration of our past . . . with who might be our future students.”
Institutional identity was also expressed as the “iceberg” upon which rests the values of
the institution, something that is unseen yet something that the rest of the 10%-20% of
whom the institution rests upon. It was expressed in a holistic student experience, “Our
students are not just little athletes and little academic components, they’re whole people
and faith is a part of being a whole person.” Aligned with the expression of faith in the
classroom, faith as institutional identity is something where there is freedom to express,
without requirement to express. One interviewee stated, “I feel like there are decisions
that are made based on what we believe is right, and that is very rooted in faith. And I
feel like there is a culture of making those decisions and living out life in a certain way
based on faith, but that you don’t have to necessarily do that to be involved.” When the
question of Lutheranism arose though, that was difficult to articulate for many. Most
pointed towards general faith experience and expressed faith as a nebulous concept
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individualized in its own expression on campus. Many pointed towards the core values in
some sense, articulating that faith is one of Central University’s core values, or that faith
can play a role in exercising individual responsibilities. There was also recognition that
worship continues to hold a sacred/reserved time in the weekly student life at Central
University, but even this is a challenge. One interviewee commented, “We don’t offer
communion; our student body isn’t Lutheran. By and large, it’s a mix of people and so, I
think, that means that today we’re a Lutheran institution that finds a way to celebrate that
heritage while also giving our students an opportunity to explore their faith walk
wherever they’re at.”
If there is a common thread among this axial code it is that most believe that faith
is a core part of who Central University is, but how and what that looks like varies
greatly. When asked about faith in their roles, many in leadership roles pointed to student
contact as the nexus where faith would play a role in their professional life. In no
interviews did anyone address faith in leadership roles outside of a responsibility towards
the core value. Discussions of faith between faculty and staff were not mentioned, nor
were any staff-level practices (e.g. prayers at meetings, devotionals, attending chapel,
etc.).
AC-5: Student Discernment
This axial code addresses two key areas of discernment: both developing the
personal faith of a student and vocational discernment. First is the developing of personal
faith. This falls under the axial code of student discernment (rather than AC-8 regarding
the teaching of faith) through the way in which these in vivo codes articulated creating a
space through which students could explore and understand their own faith which is
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different from AC-8 which captures faith as something to be taught. Both of these axial
codes embrace a sense of diversity and sense of responsibility on the student’s part to
explore their own faith but differ in their approach to how this is accomplished. One
interviewee stated clearly, “We aren’t just in it for one sector of the religious faith.”
Another expressed the value through these conversations, “students who have other,
different faiths, there’s great conversation.” One interviewee shared how the students
begin to develop their own spiritual skillset for conversation,
You shouldn’t be telling them what to believe, but you need to help them
understand what others believe and how to think about this . . . they need to have
these skills about how to think about it [religion] and how to talk about it, and the
same in their disciplines. How do you find new information? How do you
synthesize that information with the information you already have? . . . every
individual should be developing those in understanding that others have faith. I
guess that’s the piece for me that’s probably at least as important is understanding
that others have faith and how their faith influences their behaviors and their
decisions, and why it’s really important to recognize that as a piece of every
person.
The other component to this axial code is the vocational discernment process.
This was expressed mostly through the student success center. While they were not
familiar with vocational terminology when they first began at Central, they have
becoming increasingly aware of the congruence between their role and a theme of
vocation. This similarity is evident in their own words, which closely resemble those
used in a Lutheran description of stations within vocation. One interviewee stated,
As a student, you’re called to be a student. Why are you called to play on the
football field? Why are you doing that? What’s your purpose with that? But then,
when you graduate, you’re asking, ‘What is this calling?’ and your calling can
change over time. So, I think being able to assist students with knowing that, and
knowing that their purpose can change throughout time.
They describe their role as one in helping students to learn about themselves, both
what they are and what they are not. They articulated how students discover ways in
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which they can lead and learn about themselves through educational, co-curricular, and
work experiences while at school.
AC-6: Student Engagement
While this axial code is comprised of only two focused codes, it is one of the
strongest in terms of weight based in in vivo codes contributing to this axial code. This
axial code reflects a description of faculty being involved in the lives of students and
faculty exploring faith with students, rather than a posture of teaching faith, similar to
AC-2. When expressing what it means to be involved in the lives of students, leadership
articulated the depth of care they have experienced that faculty have for the students they
serve. In fact, when asked about a distinctive aspect of Central University, one director
stated regarding the professors, “I was completely not expecting how much people cared
about their students.” This same interviewee shared a desire for “students to pass, and I
want my students to be successful.” The president of Central University expressed this
partnership with students as a calling to, “help students through that walk of life, and to
show support, and to be there for them, and to pick them up when they fall down, but also
to hold them accountable.” It is a posture of both allowing students to experience some of
the natural consequences of life while simultaneously embracing them as a fellow human
and being willing to enter a depth of relationship with them seeking the wellbeing of a
whole person.
The second focused code within this axial code reflects a posture of walking with
students on their journey of faith. As a singular focused code, this focused code had the
strongest presence of in vivo contributing codes of any of the focused codes. Expression
of this concept was described in a variety of expressions across campus in the interviews.
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One stated how even a voluntary chapel (as opposed to the required chapel of the 1960s
and earlier) as a way to allow students to participate on their own terms. Others shared
how their role provides an opportunity to engage in faith discussion and encourages
students to live out their own faith. This is present even within athletics, from the fact of
being in an athletic conference that requires an institution to have a faith component to
coaches being able to, “express personal belief and also incorporate somewhat blatant
faith-based rituals or things of that nature within a team.” One leader shared that, “I don’t
think that the university is a place we should be pushing our views on students, but I
think it is a place where we should push students to think about their faith and their
beliefs.” Another leader stated that Central University, “naturally provides an openness of
students to be able to explore that [faith] with people that they trust.” The director of the
school of education even expressed how this impacts their field education experience,
where students can select a field education experience through either a parochial school
or a public school, whichever is best suited to their personal faith and anticipated
professional future. There was an underlying theme in many of the conversations about
meeting the students where they are in their faith journey in a way that allows faculty,
staff, and leaders to engage in faith conversations without the requirement of faith
conversations, a role which is not just within campus ministry but permeated through all
campus roles.
AC-7: Student Experience
Much like AC-6, a large contribution to this axial code came from in vivo codes
which reflected students driving their own faith exploration, with student initiative being
met by resources and support by the Central University community. In one interview this
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was expressed in opposition to a day when chapel attendance was a requirement and this
posture is one that religious participation is not going to be one of a requirement or as
something to prove in terms of chapel attendance or doing good deeds. Faith
development is truly up to the student to go as deep, or as shallow, as they desire. One
interviewee says, “I think that every student has the opportunity to, either be involved
with, or be engaged in, or be interested in some sort of faith component as a part of their
experience here. But that’s all on them.” Another stated, “The students have an
opportunity to go as deep as they want or stay as surface level as they want to.” Another
that, “It [faith] can play a role for those to have it choose to have it play a role. I also
believe there are probably students who can go through the experience and not have very
much of a faith-based experience.”
Interestingly this is related with a focused code that reflects that a student’s
spiritual development is, in most cases, not something they were looking for in attending
Central University, however has become something they value as a part of their
educational experience. One interviewee stated, “Most of them don’t have any idea that
that’s what they’re choosing.” Another shared, “Faith does play a role in our students’
lives, whether they know it or not.” This sense of students discovering this value during
their educational journey recognizes that students may not choose Central University for
the faith component but grow to value this experience over the course of their time at
Central University.
AC-8: Teaching Faith
This axial code reflects a relatively small amount of in vivo codes, yet it is
important to recognize the lack of awareness around the teaching of Lutheran principles,
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theology, and practices from the interview subjects. One interviewee stated a general
knowledge of students having exposure, “They’re exposed to Lutheranism on a small
degree, but I don’t know the depth.” Other struggled to find answers in discussing what a
Lutheran identity in higher education might even look like.
AC-9: Unclear Institutional Identity
In terms of the number of in vivo codes comprising each of the axial codes, this
was the strongest of all axial codes. This took the form of several responses. First was a
general struggle with articulating what institutional religious identity looks like. For
some, this was expressed in the campus itself through the presence of the cross on
campus. For others it was the broader practices, like having a Christmas concert or a
manger scene on campus during Christmas, or it was a sense of being rooted in the
tradition and the heritage of the institution. Uncertainty of institutional identity also took
an ecclesial form in a struggle to articulate a sense of whether Central University should
represent functions of a church.
There was also clear uncertainty over any definitive or distinctive practice of
Central University. Many subjects struggled to find any response to a question about
distinctive practice(s) of Central University. Of those who provided a response, no
uniform, or even similar, responses occurred across the interviews. Five of the interview
subjects directly acknowledge that they could not think of anything that came to mind.
Finally, there was a great deal of uncertainty and inconsistency around the terms
sectarian and secular in asking what a third way might be that is neither sectarian nor
secular. While a Lutheran pedagogy might be a third way, there is little understanding
within the institution of what that might look like.
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Theoretical Codes
The final phase of coding was the theoretical coding. This phase arranged the
axial codes based on the meaning of their constituent focused codes and a more
theoretical understanding of the codes within the overall system. Four theoretical codes
emerged from the data. These are listed in table 5.21 along with their constituent axial
codes. Two of these codes are student-focused codes, student instruction and student
experience. The theoretical code, student instruction, is related to religious instructional
experience. The theoretical code, student experience, is more about the overall student
experience on campus. The student experience certainly impacts the student classroom
experience. The difference is understood as student experience based on a student-faculty
relationship and student instruction related the content directed towards student
instruction. The other two theoretical codes are institutional identity and faculty
expression. The institutional identity theoretical code captures the possibility and the
uncertainty around the expression of an institutional religious identity. Faculty expression
captures the understanding of the ways in which faculty understand their role as a calling
and the variety of ways in which faculty and staff expressed their own expressions of
faith within the institution.
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Table 5.21. Theoretical Codes
TC
ID

Theoretical Code

AC ID

TC1

Faculty Expression

TC2
TC3

Student Instruction
Institutional Identity

TC4

Student Experiences

AC-2
AC-3
AC-1
AC-8
AC-4
AC-9
AC-5
AC-6
AC-7

Axial Codes
Expression of Faith in
Work
Faith Identity
Dignity of Individuals
Teaching Faith
Institutional ID
Unclear Institutional ID
Student Discernment
Student Engagement
Student Experience

These theoretical codes were graphically arranged as a pyramid of triangles with
institutional identity as the core, represented in figure 5.15. The institutional identity code
was diagramed as the core, indicating the overall inter-relationship of these theoretical
codes while recognizing that the institutional identity has a unique role within the set of
all four axial codes. Student instruction is an intentionally lighter text, recognizing the
conceptual importance in the overall system while recognizing its relatively limited
expression within the in vivo and focused codes. The final two codes, faculty expression
and student experience, are both key theoretical codes related to the institutional
programming, which is further described in the following section.
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Figure 5.15. Theoretical Codes
Theoretical Codes and Organizational System
Finally, these theoretical codes were brought into conversation with an overall
understanding of the organizational system in figure 5.16. While this is a relatively
complicated (and messy) figure, it provides an organizational understanding of what was
learned from the theoretical codes and the qualitative data process. Working clockwise
beginning at dual axis understanding of the ecclesial identity and organizing paradigm,
these two components become an input for institutional identity. Institutional identity is
impacted by the student experience with an underlying assumption that the institution has
a view towards relevancy and an ongoing dialogue with student outcomes and success.
Institutional identity is formed by the understanding of the Triune God, which informs
the organizational values, theological understanding, programs, and practices.
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Figure 5.16. System Understanding of Theoretical Codes
The student instruction forms a bridge between the theological understanding and
core values of the institution and the first layer of the programming of the institution.
Specifically, this becomes the intersection of a spiritual and academic intelligence,
playing a role of theological instruction that also begins to challenge and inform students
in their faith journey while providing an academic (theological, sociological, and
historical) understanding of institutional religious identity and background.
Faculty expression is a theoretical code which becomes informed by the
theological understanding and the values of the institution, the institutional identity, and
becomes the core component of the institutional practices. In fact, faculty expression
largely underlays the institutional practices which in turn becomes the basis for the final
theoretical code, student experience.
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Student experience is the coding for the reflections on the student experience at
Central University. The manifestation of the faculty expression through the programs and
practices of the institution become the student experience. The student experience, in an
institution attuned to student outcomes, then ought to inform the institutional identity as
the institution reflects on its own programmatic outcomes.
Summary and Triangulation of Data
The purpose of these data is to inform an understanding of institutional Lutheran
identity through definitive Lutheran characteristics across students, faculty, and the
institution through the practices and/or perspectives. The student survey provided
demographics, perspectives, and practices of the students along with student expectations
for institutional religious practices and identity. The Undergraduate Outcome Survey
provided limited data on students’ overall experience upon graduation. The final element,
the qualitative data, provided insights into the faculty and leadership understanding of the
institutional identity and expression. Together these provide an opportunity to reflect
possible elements of Lutheran identity and practices within a higher education institution.
Who are the students?
A Lutheran institutional identity found in a predominantly Lutheran student body
is an eroding basis for an institutional definition. While there is limited historical data
(outside of anecdotal), current data reveal two important facts. First, Lutherans are
neither a majority of students nor are they the most predominant religious identity on
campus. There is no religious group, other than a generalized Christian group, that
comprises over half of the student population. Of all religious identity groups, Catholic is
the largest of all groups, followed by Lutheran, with Nones being a close third. The
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second fact is that, at least in the period from 2013-2017, it is likely that the number of
Lutheran students on campus are in decline. Fully understanding this is limited by the
2013 survey, the comparison of surveys reveals that mainline denominations are in
decline, while the religious groupings demonstrating growth are nones, Catholic, and
Other Christian.
If an understanding of Lutheran identity is based on the perspectives and practices
of Lutheran students, this is an equally benign outcome. Based on the analysis of the
student survey there is no significant difference between Lutheran identified students and
any of the other Christian identified students. There are differences between the
Christian and non-Christian students, which could provide for a definition of a Christian
institutional identity based on the student population. If that were the case, it would most
likely be a definition of a relatively Caucasian, conservative, and traditional student body.
While these data may seem inconclusive it does highlight the reality that
institutional identity must rely on more than student expectations, practices, or
demographics. The student expectations for religious diversity within their college
environment was supportive of a Lutheran third way. The students certainly do not seem
to expect a sectarian educational experience, but it is unclear that the diversity they want
on campus is equally expected within the classroom. Those who want classroom
experience of faith express a desire to learn about multiple faiths, which is most
congruent with a Lutheran pedagogy. The lenses anticipate there are additional,
underlying, factors which represent an institutional expression of a Lutheran identity.
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What do the students experience?
The triangulated data provide a richer expression of the student experience than
any of the data sets alone, beginning with the self-expression of the faculty and
leadership interviews. According to the faculty and leadership interviews, students should
expect to find an environment that is welcoming, supportive, challenging, and engaging.
Interviewees expressed an inherent understanding of dignity in the students. They
described an environment where students are welcomed as they are while having
opportunities to explore their faith as much as they would like. In exploring their faith,
they find an environment of faculty and staff who are willing to meet them where they
are at and have a posture more as a spiritual peer than a mentor. There is some possibility
that students might find a description of Christianity based on being a good person, and
an equal possibility of finding a description of a Christian as something more superficial
and cultural. Yet there remains an understanding of Christianity within the mix that is
deeply centered on grace.
Students also find an environment that, as educators meet them as peers, would
lend itself towards an understanding of faith without easy answers and clear-cut teaching
points. Implied in the spirituality as a peer mentality is that one’s own faith life is more
to be explored and engaged as a practice, rather than information to be taught or handed
down.
There is much to be said about student campus involvement from the quantitative
research. First, most of the students at Central University are involved in some cocurricular activity. Of the student respondents, 93.5% of respondents participated in at
least one co-curricular activity outside of campus religious organizations. The survey
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results would also indicate a relatively low participation in campus ministry, with only
16.3% of respondents indicating an involvement with campus religious organizations.
There are many students who will find diversity to be different than their own
communities of origin. Survey respondents indicated 81.2% of respondents as Caucasian
while 39.4% indicated their community of origin was “mostly white.” For the 33.6% of
respondents from an “all or nearly all white” community, this is likely more diversity and
for the 26.1% of students from communities that are about “half white” or greater racial
diversity, they are likely to find Central University to be less diverse than their
community of origin. In either case, adjusting to new racial mix is likely for 59.7% of the
student body.
What are important practices and perspectives?
As previously mentioned, there are no areas where a Lutheran perspective was
evident within the data. Across all student data they are some areas where a net
agreement or net disagreement support descriptive statements.
The student respondents are likely to have a perspective of moral ambiguity,
reflecting no one standard of morality and that there are few black and white answers to
life. Regarding their university experience, they are most likely to seek a community with
religious and racial diversity. They feel that climate change is a serious problem that must
be addressed. There is some uncertainty about whether their college experience should
strengthen their faith. They are not likely to want a school that has a set of ideals and
teachings to embrace. The students do not express support for a clear religious viewpoint
in the classrooms nor do they want Central University to have a religiously uniform
student body.
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The student respondents also appear to have an expression of faith centered
around prayer and service rather than worship. A majority of students (62.7%) report at
least weekly prayer, yet only 16.3% of respondents attend worship weekly. A much
larger portion of students (45.9%) volunteer at least 1 hour per week. Practically, this
means that students are more likely to spend time in prayer and service to others than
worship.
These perspectives are not incongruent with the interview coding results, which
expressed a faculty expression of faith that is deeply personal and derived of their own
faith life rather than from institutional values. Expressions of that faith were more likely
to be on the personal level or in a vague sense within the classroom, such as “we should
pray about it.” None of the interviews indicated an understanding of institutional
religious identity which would hold a clear set of principles expressed within the
classroom.
What is the role of institutional identity?
This is to be discussed further in the following chapter, but one thing is clear: a
distinctive or definitive Lutheran identity does not come from the student demographic,
student practices, nor the student perspective. This means that the institutional construct
of identity must be more than just a composite of the individual and must have
characteristics of its own. There appear to be valuable themes within the coding of the
faculty and staff interviews that support a model of Lutheran higher education articulated
within the Lutheran lens of the earlier chapters.
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Conclusion
This chapter explored the quantitative and qualitative results of the student
survey, undergraduate outcome survey, and the interviews. The student data proved
inconclusive in demonstrating any unique perspective or practices from Lutheran
students; however, these data still hold valuable insights regarding student expectations.
The qualitative data from the interviews provided an understanding of organizational
expression through the student experience, faculty expression, and student instruction, all
based on an institutional identity. These data also suggested that institutional identity is
something often pointed towards and relied upon, but with a rather limited understanding.
Chapter 6 uses the research lenses to make conclusions about these data. The
Lutheran lens of the methodology provided an initial construct of an institutional
Lutheran identity. The conclusions chapter will review this construct in light of the data
to provide a data-informed, theological, and theoretical understanding of Lutheran
identity in higher education.

CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
The previous chapter presented the qualitative and quantitative results, including a
triangulated interpretation of these results. These data included quantitative demographic
information on the student population surveyed in addition to a variety of practices,
perspectives, and expectations. Qualitative data were provided through the coding,
results, and ultimate triangulation of the qualitative data with the quantitative data.
This chapter explores the data, and a data-driven evaluation of the model of
institutional Lutheran identity in higher education presented in figure 3.4. This takes into
consideration the theoretical, theological, and biblical lenses presented in chapters 2 and
3, bringing these lenses into conversation with the data to reflect on the model. Figure
6.1, demonstrates the understanding of the lenses, methodology, and modeling in a
cohesive diagram. The following explains the various parts of the figure which is used to
understand the relationship between the research data, outcomes, and institutional
understanding.
The research began with theoretical, theological, and biblical lenses. These lenses
provided a framework for the construct variable of institutional religious identity. The
operationalization of these lenses formed the research instruments used to evaluate this
construct. The lenses have a relationship with the model and the data, informing both.
The data themselves also hold an opportunity to inform the operationalization of lenses in
219
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the sequential component of the research. The lenses and model have an important
relationship in the generative stage of constructing the model through the exploration of
the validity of this model and seeking ways in which this model might inform the lenses.
Descriptive and inferential statistics were used in analyzing quantitative data. The
data were explored through lenses of demographics, practices, and perspectives which
explore institutional identity. These data clarify the cultural context (represented by the
ground above the bridge platform) through demographics and the student perceptions of
institutional practices (represented by the pyramid of programs, relationships, and
experiences).
A process of coding was used to analyze the leadership interviews, which resulted
in theoretical codes and led to a description of the top pyramid regarding student
experience and faculty expression, while leaving much to be answered regarding
institutional identity and student instruction. Student instruction was largely an absent
topic or referenced only in questioning what it might be. Institutional identity answers
were mostly positive, referring to elements of identity, but lacking any commonality
among the answers. These responses led to an understanding of institutional identity as
something there but without clarity of definition.
The lenses and the data both lend themselves for further exploration of a
component of the model described as spiritual intelligence, a topic explored as a
reflection on both the lenses presented and the challenges and opportunities that arise
from the triangulated data.
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Figure 6.1. Research Diagram
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Data Review
The data demonstrated no significant support for a distinctive or definitive
Lutheran identity within the student responses. Further aggregation of student religious
identity into binary groups of Christian and non-Christians demonstrated a significant
difference between the two groups. Demographically, Christian students were less likely
to come from a racially-diverse high school experience. Christian students were more
likely to express a desire for more support of their religious faith. That support was
moderately expected to be in the form of a clear institutional religious identity, and one
the same as the respondent’s own background. Christian students had a net agreement
(and significantly different) desire towards a college classroom experience that both
strengthened their faith and broadened their understanding of other religious traditions.
The interview data demonstrated both challenges and opportunities in exploring a
Lutheran expression within higher education. The largest challenge is around institutional
identity, its understanding by individuals, and its form of expression. When interviewees
were asked about their understanding of an institution as secular or sectarian the
definitions for sectarian were so divergent that they would cover nearly any faith-based
institution. There were a variety of descriptions of institutional identity, but it was much
like everyone describing different parts of an elephant with no one person being able to
articulate what it really was. Some interviewees pointed towards architectural elements
on campus, others towards the alumni and student populations, others yet towards
classroom and institutional practices. Interviewees did, however, have a consistent
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viewpoint on their work as a calling and a perspective of faith engagement that is highly
student-centric and a subject-subject engagement on issues of faith.
Graduating seniors reflected a high degree of vocational discernment in pursuing
their gifts and passions. They responded positively towards their time at Central
University as being important in understanding their own gifts and passions. They were
equally positive about the opportunities to express and explore these gifts through
internship opportunities while at Central. Graduating students expressed confidence in
pursuing a career of their choosing. Institutional data at Central University matches this
confidence, with a post-graduation survey demonstrating that 89% of graduating seniors
have a job in a career of their choosing or are in graduate school. This survey instrument
did not include individual religious identity, so a comparison between Christian and nonChristian students was not possible.
The lens of vocation calls for an expression of vocation which both engages a
sense of purpose, but also a sense of relational understanding with God and the neighbor,
and an ability to discern value and meaning in work. The student survey did not contain
questions to sufficiently evaluate a student perspective of developing an ability to discern
value and meaning, nor evaluate the nature how students with a faith life see the
interaction between their faith and work. The qualitative data reflected an understanding
within the faculty and leadership of their work as a reflection of their faith, which is very
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congruent with this understanding of vocation. What was unclear is how this may, or may
not, have been expressed or developed within the student body.
The divergent expectations correlated with student expectations for growing in
their faith as a part of their college experience is one of the challenges in an institutional
religious identity. This challenge is specifically addressed later in this chapter.
Theoretical, Biblical, and Theological Lenses
The lenses presented in this chapter review the interaction between the lenses, a
Lutheran model for higher education, and the results. There is a brief review of the three
theoretical lenses introduced in chapter 2. The theological and biblical lenses from
chapter 3 are consolidated into the theme of a missional, perichoretic, cruciform
community in their review here.
Theoretical Lenses
Adaptive Change
The adaptive-change lens introduced several challenges facing liberal arts
institutions from both an institutional and cultural viewpoint. Institutional-level adaptive
changes come in the form of secularization, professionalization of faculty, and financial
pressures. Culturally adaptive changes impacting the students, staff, and faculty are the
increase of the religiously unaffiliated, the decrease in religious cultural relevance, and
the introduction of a new phase of development, emerging adulthood. While institutions
face a variety of technical challenges, these adaptive challenges require a response that is
unlikely to be in the institutional playbook. While institutional records do not capture
religious identity of students, conversations with alumni dating back to the early 1950s
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report a demographic which was 90% or greater Lutheran. They also report a culture in
which one of the primary factors in attendance at Central University was due to its church
affiliation and on the recommendation of their pastor. In contrast, Central University's
student population is now 24.6% Lutheran, with 17.4% of the population reporting no
faith affiliation whatsoever. The longitudinal aspect of the student surveys was limited in
time and design, such that the data from the surveys were unable to capture changes in
religious cultural relevance in a meaningful way, but this is a shift well documented in
other research introduced in chapter 2.
The challenge of adaptive change was seen in the interview data and the struggle
to articulate a clear center for institutional identity. There were elements of institutional
identity described in interviews, yet no common themes arose. These data support the
conclusion that adaptive change is impacting faith affiliated, higher-education institutions
and that a new response is required. Finding that new response appears to be like
following a road in the fog—we know it is there, but the direction is uncertain.
Organizational Theory
The organizational-theory lens introduced concepts of organizational culture,
saga, and field theory. Saga and field theory align with a subjective-functionalist view of
culture. For Lutheran identity we must ask two questions. First, does Lutheranism have
an organization or does an organization have Lutheranism? Second, is a Lutheran identity
found in a current expression and active identity or is it just historical in nature? The
interviews seemed to point to a subjective-functionalist view of organizational culture,
meaning that culture is something that organizations are — that Lutheranism has an
institution. To some degree both manifestations of organizational culture exist in any
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given organization. The objective-functionalist view, that organizations have culture, is
explored through the Lutheran lens which identifies ways in which this identity is
expressed. The research also points towards this subjective-functionalist view in the
qualitative data. It was as though there was an identity, to some degree, that contributed
to the culture of Central University without any organizing effort on the part of the
institution. For example, the repeated comments about praying for or with students, the
cross at the center of campus, a Christmas program, or the manger scene. While Central
University acknowledges itself as Christian, to some degree this is the organization in a
subjective-functionalist view where this identity permeates the organization absent any
central planning or effort.
Fundamental Identity Question
An important outcome of this lens is the fundamental question about the active
role of religion in an organization’s identity. This drives the meaning of the remainder of
the lenses and the possibility of an objective-functionalist view of religion in
organizational culture. If religious identity does not have an active role, there is no ability
to exercise an objective-functionalist view of culture. Therefore, the organization must
ask itself if it is Lutheran only in heritage.
An organization which understands its Lutheran identity as limited to its heritage
only has a Lutheran culture in the subjective-functionalist view, which would be those
ways in which the Lutheran heritage continue to impact the organization absent any
intentional efforts. Beyond this, an institution which is Lutheran only in heritage would
have no need to further explore a Lutheran pedagogy or even a Lutheran identity
framework. In this research, Central University has implicitly decided that Lutheran
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identity is more than just the heritage in the ongoing exploration of what Lutheran
identity means for the organization. This research highlights this as a fundamental
identity question for an organization to intentionally answer if taking their organizational
religious identity seriously.
Open Systems Theory
In Chapter 2, the organizational understanding of an open system was defined as
one in which there was an exchange of people (matter) and ideas (energy) with the
outside culture. The research addressed this lens in a secondary fashion, with an
observation from the qualitative data indicating an open system with interviewees
pointing towards an outside influence on their understandings of faith and calling. The
student body is bounded only by matriculation to the institution.
The lens of open-systems theory also explored whether a group is a bounded set
or a centered set. The research indicates that a Lutheran understanding for higher
education is a centered set, but not necessarily a set centered on orthodoxy. First, there
appears to be no support for the concept of a Lutheran higher-education institution as a
bounded set. There is no precedence for any bounding criteria (other than admission!) for
a Lutheran higher-education institution. There is no clear presentation of statement of
faith as a part of becoming part of the group, nor is there any expectation that you would
agree to those principles nor even necessarily respect them. The centering element in
Lutheran higher education is dependent upon the organizational paradigm represented in
figure 3.1. For those organizations that have an organizing paradigm of orthodoxy, the
centering element becomes the orthodox expression of faith. For other organizations,
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such as Central University, the organizing principle is vocation, and therefore the
centering elements are the vocational expression of an institutional faith or heritage.
A centered-set, open-system theory of the institution does not preclude an
evaluation of institutional identity through the student demographic. The presence of
non-Lutherans is equally important in an open-system culture and leaves room for an
evaluation of a critical mass of Lutheran students.
Demographically, Central University is not Lutheran the way it once was. It is
still arguably Lutheran though, depending on the perspective of what threshold exists to
be understood and institutionally Lutheran. A recent conversation with an alumnus from
the late 1950s shared that there was, “no question that Central University was at least
90% Lutheran students and faculty.” While the current enrollment is nowhere near that
percentage, it is important to acknowledge that demographically Central University is
more Lutheran than its geographical context by a substantial margin. Using Pew statistics
of 14.7% for 2015 of all mainline denominations1 the Lutheran students (24.6%) at
Central University are substantially higher than the national representation of mainline
denominations. While Central University may not have the Lutheran demographic of the
1950s, nor does it have even a simple majority of Lutheran students, it certainly has a
higher representation of Lutherans than its greater context. If Lutheranism is neither
sectarian nor secular, this may perhaps be a more authentic demographic representation
of Lutheranism than a school with a Lutheran majority or nearly all Lutherans.
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Theological and Biblical Lenses
Lutheran
The Lutheran lens represents the central element of the research question. To the
degree objective functionalism defines Lutheranism, one would expect a Lutheran
identity to appear in written form, in an ecclesial expression on campus, a tangible
expression in the form of physical symbols, and demographically through the faculty,
staff, and students. This objective-functionalist expression of Lutheranism does exist;
however, it paradoxically exists in a form of subjective-functionalist organizational
culture. In other words, while the tangible elements of Lutheranism on campus may be
individually intentional, there is no central organizing force or initiative behind them.
There is no written recognition of Lutheranism, other than that a definition of being a
generalized form of a Christian university which is affiliated with the ELCA. There are
physical expressions of Christianity on campus, but these expressions are more likely to
be to be referred to something that is just there than something informing decisions. The
cross at the center of chapel is referred to as an important element but without specific
purpose or intentional reflection. Meaning is found in the production of a Christmas
program or the presence of a manger scene, or an ability to pray with students, but there
is no cohesive, nor intentional, organizational purpose or initiative. A more constructive
understanding of a Lutheran institutional identity is further explored later in this chapter.
Vocational
The theme of vocation is central to a Lutheran understanding of higher education
in seeking to help students discern God’s calling in their lives. The Undergraduate
Outcomes Survey supported the concept of students gaining a better understanding of
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their gifts and passions with 92.5% of graduating seniors agreeing and 88.3% having an
experience to explore this in an internship setting. The qualitative research also affirmed
the lens of vocation, with interviewees often describing their work, explicitly or
implicitly, as a calling.
Institutional vocation, though, is not as strong. There is a lack of a cohesive and
clear institutional identity rooted in Lutheranism driving strategic decisions. The articles
published in Intersections indicate this common struggle. Lutheran institutions of higher
education know that there is a purpose in what they are doing, and that there is something
particularly Lutheran about it, but they struggle to articulate what that means or how
institutional vocational identity is expressed.
Missional, Perichoretic, Cruciform Communities
A missional, communal, and cruciform community engages in God's mission in
the world. Peer-to-peer relationships within the community reflect the perichoretic,
communal nature of God. A cruciform posture represents the Pauline emphasis on unity
within diversity in the early Christian communities. The higher education institutional
expression of this exhibits few key characteristics.
First, it would be a centered, not a bounded set. As a missional community, it is
engaged with the community of its context. These relationships are peer-to-peer, with
those other than Lutheran seen as someone of equal stature and not someone to conquer
or convert. The missional community is one that is in service to their neighbor absent an
attempt to proselytize the neighbor. Within the classroom, this results in an ability to
express religious belief and doubt and the ability to ask and answer questions about faith.
This is done in a way that brings faith into the conversation without making faith the
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conversation and allows the free exploration of faith within the learning environment.
The nature of these conversations reflects the theoretical codes of both the faculty
expression and the student experience where faith is reflected on a peer-to-peer
experience rather than a teacher-student model. It reflects the data of students who want
their college experience to broaden their understanding of other religions while
strengthening their own faith. The expression of faith at the classroom level can be an
institutional imperative, but this should be directed towards reflections of faith within
materials and not focused on teaching a faith. This model becomes modified for religion
classes, where religion becomes the subject yet continues to allow for a conversation of
how religion impacts and assimilates into individual faith practices and beliefs. The
ultimate goals are teaching the understanding and reflection on religiosity through a
religion without necessarily teaching the religion.
This is a centered community, engaged in its context, and discerning its own
contextual representation. Like the early church, the missionaries from Antioch, and the
Council of Jerusalem, this is a process of action, reflection, and reframing. This
organizational existence reflects the biological space of the estuary whose very existence
requires the existence of mixing. It is a space that is neither salt water nor fresh water, yet
both salt water and fresh water. It is a place where contexts come together without losing
their identity yet simultaneously creating a new space together in their own intermixing.
Lutheran higher education is a similar space. It is an institution which engages
Lutherans, those with many other religious identities, and those who do not espouse a
particular religious identity. It is a space which engages both alumni who grew up in an
era of rapid denominational growth and students who may not even know what a
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denomination is. It creates a rich ground in the soil of learning, exploring, and
participating for faith development unlike that found in other contexts.
A Lutheran Model - A Third Way
The research design facilitated the exploration of distinctive practices and/or
perspectives within higher education to inform and evaluate a model of institutional
identity. The hope of this research was to identify distinctive elements within a Lutheran
student population to contribute to understanding distinctive elements within Lutheran
higher education. Instead, the research found limited differences in the expectations of
students based on religious identity. These survey results provided a rich contribution to
understanding overall expectations and practices of Christian students and an opportunity
to explore student expectations about faith in higher education. The qualitative data
proved to be meaningful in both its expression of key elements of the institutional
identity while revealing rich ground for the potential of distinctive practices and
perspectives within higher education.
Recently a professor at Central University asked for input on the subject of
Lutheranism in higher education asking for, “Lutheran approaches to higher education,
and if possible identifying some distinctive, meaningful features that we could build into
institutional learning objectives.” Lutherans have an inner sense that there is something
different about their approach to higher education, yet they long for a way to articulate
what this means. Tom Christenson writes about the “fallacy of the disjunction,” or the
idea that an institution must either be secular or sectarian.2 Darrell Jodock calls Lutherans
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to a third way which is neither.3 Bob Benne calls institutions to tend to their soul and
offers an approach of critical mass orthodoxy to do so, calling for a critical mass of
Lutherans to maintain that identity.4 The following section explores what this third way
might look like, developing a richer expression of a Lutheran model of higher education.
This thesis is not a grounded theory project, however, this generative conclusion offers a
proposal that is akin to grounded theory, as it emerges from the results and merits
additional research.
We begin with some underlying assumptions of defining characteristics of the
institution and its people. This is a community that is missional, cruciform, and
perichoretic. It is a community that believes in divine agency and that the power of the
Gospel does not lie in human persuasion or wisdom, but that God can work in and
through intellectual formation. It is a model that believes that faith cannot only survive
intellectual reflection and inspection; a maturing faith demands all of what it means to be
human. It requires a theology of hope and of abundance. It does not fear secularism nor
count secularization as a loss. This model believes there is something to the Lutheran
identity that moves beyond a historical identity and is a living part of the organizational
culture of the serving arms of the church. It also recognizes that God has a mission for the
serving arms of the church, but the serving arms of the church are not the mission, just
part of it.

3

Jodock, “Religious Diversity and the Vocation of a Lutheran College.”

4

Benne, Quality with Soul.

234
Organizational Identity Framework
The third way requires a recognition of a rightful place within the organization
framework of a serving arm of the church from figure 3.1. The vertical axis of this
diagram addresses an organizing principle balancing orthodoxy and vocation. As an
organization that is neither secular nor sectarian, it requires an understanding of an
identity at least in the middle, but likely one organized around institutional vocation
rather than institutional orthodoxy. Institutional vocation means that an articulated
paradigm must exist for the individuals of an organization to explicitly support the
institutional vocation. This avoids the inherent segregation of organization defined or
expressed by orthodoxy. In that case one might call for a critical mass of orthodoxy
adherents while calling for the presence of others to support dialogue. This model places
those who do not adhere to this orthodoxy in a secondary class. In such a model the nonLutheran contribution is essentially being a community for their dialogue and
conversation, bringing a valuable contribution to the vocational aspect of the institution
only as a dialogue partner. Therefore, the third way demands a robust identity centered
around a clearly articulated institutional vocation, supported by an underlying identity
that rests on the values and theology of an orthodox understanding of the Lutheran
Confessions. This model does not require a critical-mass of Lutherans but does require
that the institution can attend to, and articulate, institutional vocation while maintaining
an underlying set of values and theological principles. It is not sufficient to have a onceand-done philosophy of institutional values, where a set of theologically-informed core
values are developed and connected to the work of the school, because the work of the
school and requirements for a relevant education are in a state of constant change. For the
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institution to be dynamically and rooted requires an ability to continually keep theology
and relevance in dialogue with one another to equip a theologically-informed and
purposefully-relevant education.
The horizontal axis of the institutional identity framework is the ecclesial identity
of the organization. This axis places an institution on a spectrum from a local church to
existing as a serving arm of the church. It seems many organizations have taken a
bifurcated approach to the ecclesial identity of the institution. Some hold a view that the
institution must be a full manifestation of a church with a called and ordained pastor
serving in word and sacrament. Another extreme is an approach of being a serving arm of
Church which can risk losing its connection with the greater church. These institutions
were founded and supported by the greater church, but as support from the affiliated
church body declined so did governance representation by connection with the churches.
These serving arms of the church can become so distant from the greater church that it is
at danger of becoming a severed arm of the church with no formal connection
whatsoever. A missional, cruciform, perichoretic theology rooting an institution calls for
a deeper examination of how an institution can take an integrated approach which
expresses ecclesial elements without being a church while remaining connected to the
Church.
If the Lutheran higher-education institution is a missional expression of the
greater church filling a role Paul was sent from Antioch to play in the early church, these
institutions exist in a space similar to an estuary. The natural estuary is the space where
salt and fresh water meet and mix, creating a unique ecosystem for a variety of life forms.
It cannot exist without both fresh and salt water. An understanding of the Lutheran
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higher-education institution as a missional expression of the church in the community
places it in an estuary space. Like the natural estuary, this space should be a place where
those on a variety of faith journeys meet, engage, and interact. This understanding means
that a Lutheran school should not be predominantly Lutheran in population if the highereducation institution is a serving arm serving the community on behalf of the church. A
predominately Lutheran institution is arguably not properly serving as a missional
expression of the greater church.
Lutheran higher education calls for an identity that is rooted in theology and
robustly articulated in theologically-grounded institutional vocation. The institution is not
a local church but is a part of the greater church as it serves its missional calling in an
estuary space. It does so with a cruciform posture, allowing room for divine agency to call
and guide others to faith through the creation of a context which engages the intellectual,
spiritual, and emotional capacities of everyone.
Lutheran Paradigm for Higher Education
Chapter 2 introduced an initial model for a Lutheran paradigm in higher education
that is based on institutional identity as the bridge deck. Historically this identity has
rested upon the ethnic and religious identity of its major constituents, Scandinavian
Lutherans. Arguably these institutions never articulated a robust expression of their
theology, values, and practices. The erosion of ethnicity and religion as defining cultural
factors revealed a void in the identity of the institutions – a robust articulation of a
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Lutheran identity. Ironically, it seems that was something that was never explicitly
defined.5
The model for Lutheran higher education first proposed by figure 3.4 has
remained largely the same throughout this research. This was modified to better reflect
the viewing of the higher-education institution in an estuary space which precludes a
black-and-white dividing point between God and the world, because the division is
integrated and blurred between the context and the perichoretic God. The resulting model
better represents a view of a missional God already active within the world and inviting
co-participation in God’s mission within the world. It reflects that the cultural context of
the world is in constant dialogue with our theological understanding of God and that the
space where the organization exists is grounded in both an experience of the Triune God
and grounded in its practices within its context. Figure 6.2 represents this updated model
for a Lutheran higher-education paradigm.

5
The bylaws read, “The purpose for which this corporation is formed is, to found, support and
maintain a college, offering the best opportunities for a liberal education, in which youth may be educated
in the ancient and modern languages and their literature, in the liberal arts and in sciences, embracing
regular classical, literary and scientific courses of study, wherein students may be graduated with power in
its board of trustees to confer degrees and grant diplomas and also to establish and maintain a library
therewith.”
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Figure 6.2. Lutheran Paradigm for Higher Education
This model for Lutheran higher education is rooted in the belief that the Triune
God is already at work in the world and the higher-education institution is invited to join
in this work, hence the blurred estuary-type background. If institutional identity is a
bridge deck, this analogy appropriately extends to the values and theological
understandings upon which these programs must rest. Without a solid infrastructure
underpinning the programmatic expression, programs are at continual risk for being
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reactively designed to match market pressures without any rootedness in an articulated
system of theology and values.
The identity also requires an explicit understanding of the organizational
framework in a practical, student-centric, manner. This identity cannot simply be a highlevel grandiose vision statement, but ought to include student learning outcomes tied to
the vision and values of the institutions. The framework provided in this model of
Lutheran higher education begins to express some meaningful outcomes, which can relate
to measurable goals are operationalized within a comprehensive student experience and
transcript.
The programs, relationships, and experiences of the faculty, staff, and students
express this identity. The relationships and experience aid the student in understanding
and exploring their gifts and passion through co-curricular activities and internships.
These contribute to their vocational discernment. The programs take the form of three
main objectives: academic, emotional, and spiritual intelligence. Academic intelligence is
the traditional learning of knowledge and understanding. Emotional intelligence is, as one
alumni stated, “learning how to be an engaged citizen in a responsible community.”
Spiritual intelligence is about learning about faith and the exploration and understanding
of faith.
Evaluating Bridge Model
Diagnostic momentum bias is the tendency to continue a previous diagnosis
within the medical field. It happens when one physician makes a diagnosis and future
medical professionals give this diagnosis weight without fully examining the patient from
an unbiased perspective. The previously-explored bridge model may itself suffer from
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such a bias. This research began with the exploration of a Lutheran lens, which included
exploring a model described by Jodock. This model described the Lutheran practices in
higher education as a bridge deck, with theology being the pillars and the foundation
holding up this deck. This was expanded in the exploration of how this bridge deck may
have historically rested on an ethnic-religious heritage. This grounding has since eroded
and now demands a more robust articulation of values and theology of a missional,
perichoretic God as a foundation. This took form by adding a set of practices to this
bridge deck, articulating a model grounded in the Triune God, engaging in the world,
upheld by theology and values while being known by its practices. During a review of
this model someone asked, “Why was this model selected?” The answer became clear,
because it was the model that framed this research in the Lutheran lens.
Challenges to a bridge model
The bridge model diagrammed in figure 6.2 has limitations. All models hold
limitations at some degree of exploration, but upon exploration these may be more
fundamental in nature than this model can uphold.
Linearity
First, this model implies linear relationships in a few ways. It is difficult to
articulate the communal nature of the Trinity within this model. Early explorations of this
model placed the world at the top with the Triune God at the bottom. This implies that the
higher-educational institution plays a linear role in the journey of faith from relationship
with God to vocation in the world. Taking the lens of Antioch seriously demands a model
where the world and the Church’s understanding of God are dialogically interwoven.
This also limits an understanding of relationships as peer-to-peer and implies a
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relationship where the faculty and staff hold a guiding role within this journey. We also
know that bridges are linear and serve a purpose only to get from point a to point b in a
way that would be otherwise impassable or make the passage shorter and more efficient.
This understanding does not reflect a communal understanding of a centered set of
individuals on a journey of faith and learning.
Individualism
An ability to express and embrace community is limited in this model. Bridge
crossing is an individual effort, aided only by those who create and maintain the bridge.
This limits again peer-to-peer relationships and makes community an elective portion of
this process.
The Table of Education
A model incorporating community, peer-to-peer relationships in a non-linear
journey is reflective of Jesus' own time with the disciples and Christ’s ongoing
engagement with the community of believers—the table. On the night in which he was
betrayed, Jesus shared a sacramental moment with his disciples when he took bread and
wine, blessed, them and gave them for his disciples to eat. This sacrament of communion
holds a uniquely central role in Christian communities since that moment. It is a constant
reminder of God’s grace, sacrifice, and invitation into community. It is a moment of deep
engagement in worship, a moment of proclamation, and a regular reminder of an ongoing
journey of faith. Henri Nouwen shares his own faith journey writing to a Jewish friend.
Nouwen finds that his own journey is centered upon the actions and meaning of this very
meal:
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I find it helpful to use the words: “taken,” “blessed,” “broken,” and “given.”
These words summarize my life as a priest. . . these words also summarize my life
as a Christian. . . most importantly, however, they summarize my life as a human
being because in every moment of my life somewhere, somehow, the taking, the
blessing, the breaking, and the giving are happening.6
This is not to engage in a theological reflection of the importance this sacrament
in Lutheran higher-education institutions. Instead the call is to reflect on a model that
relies upon the importance of God’s agency in and through this meal and how highereducational institutions can reflect that agency and the importance of the meal. This is
less a calling for communion within the schools, as it is to consider how some of the
central elements to growing in faith, knowledge, and wisdom for service to the world can
happen within the unique gathering moment of life experienced in higher education.
Nouwen writes about how the inherent meaning found here as being the most sacred and
secular, the most divine and human, and an expression of the unfolding mystery of life.7
A model which better reflects this gathering moment, a moment of joint
contribution, but also of unique invitation and nourishment, is the table of education. It is
neither secular nor sectarian. It is non-sectarian in that all are invited to this table and
there are no prerequisites to joining the table. The higher education table has no
expectation of faith, or even the wanting of faith. The model is centered on the meal that
is served in the development of a spiritual quotient (SQ), intelligence quotient (IQ),
emotional quotient (EQ), and the vocation of the students.

6

Henri J. M. Nouwen, Life of the Beloved : Spiritual Living in a Secular World (New York:
Crossroad, 1992). 48-49
7

Ibid.
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Figure 6.3. Table Model of Education
The third way is found in the meal itself, and the positioning of the plates. The
meal is the well-balanced diet of IQ, EQ, SQ, and vocation served in the daily lives of the
students and expressed in the classroom. These food groups come through an exploration
of faith, reason, and understanding, along with engaged relationships with faculty and
staff both inside the classroom and through co-curricular activities. All are served
equally, and participants are encouraged to consume a balanced diet of all. The purpose
of the meal is nourishment given freely so that all may be sent into the world in service,
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grounded in theological understandings which provide nourishment for wisdom,
vocation, intellect, and purpose.
This model extends to the gathering space and to the meal preparation. The
gathering space happens within the context of the world, where the table is found—the
incarnational expression of God's mission with the higher education. The legs and the
table are the manifestation of theology and institutional values. The elements themselves
are prepared in community, much like a potluck dinner. Everyone brings their own
unique contribution. Faculty may be those who contribute the greatest to the IQ
component of the meal, but even this preparation does not happen in isolation. The
faculty contribute to the IQ of the students but do so with relevant and meaningful
information attuned to the needs of the students. Engagement between faculty, staff, and
students forms the SQ as all continue to grow in and explore their faith and develop a
spiritual intelligence. The relationships within classrooms and teams becomes the
formation for EQ as students and faculty learn to agree to disagree and, as one alumni
commented, become engaged citizens within a community.
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Figure 6.4. A Lutheran Model
Figure 6.4 provides visual representation for a secular, sectarian, and a proposed
illustration of a third way. The contents and location of the plates, along with the
underlying support provides an opportunity to illustrate Lutheran model of the highereducation institution.
Secular
A secular institution is illustrated as one which rests upon humanist values. The
institution has values, but these values are not theologically derived and so it does not rest
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upon the legs of theological principles. Here the educational experience is represented by
a plate which may be limited to the development of academic intelligence and emotional
intelligence. This represents the experience of a large public university. In this context
professors may be providing additional value through public work and research. The
student experience may be more limited to the transmission of information in a large
classroom setting.
Sectarian
A sectarian institution holds core theological values while delivering the student
experienced within these theological values. This institution will likely have an official
statement of faith. The sectarian institution is likely a bounded set where the community
boundary is personal affirmation to an institutional statement of faith. This affirmation, or
at least a consent to support a statement of faith, is required for admission or
employment. In this institution the theological foundations protrude from the institutional
values and enter the classroom with direct student engagement. This may mean teaching
about the religion and theology of the school and classes less experienced on an
understanding of religion and more focused on learning a religion. These institutions may
see the purpose of the institution to deliver the Gospel message through the educational
experience. There may, or may not, be space for individuals of other faith traditions
within the sectarian institution. Faith diversity within the sectarian institution likely
requires those of other faiths to consent to supporting the institutional statement of faith,
limiting an expression of diversity to maintain uniformity around the sectarian
theological principles and practices.
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A Lutheran Model
The Lutheran model calls for a confidence in the theology of the cross. Within the
Lutheran tradition it does not require intellect and reason to be subservient to faith, nor
does it see them as mutually exclusive or competing interests. Reason, logic, and
academic progress are embraced as God-given capacities in their full potential. The
theology of the cross and a cruciform posture require a trust in the work of the Triune
God in the expression of grace, not by human means. The third way relies upon a student
experience based on the institutional vocation (humanist expression of theological
principles) that is deeply rooted and founded in the theological principles. Here the plate
of education rests upon this institutional vocation expressed through the development of
IQ, EQ, SQ, and individual vocational discernment.
The professional faculty rest upon institutional values and vision that is
theologically rooted with a humanist expression. This places students and faculty on the
entire spectrum of faith on equal footing, while providing a theological grounding for all
to engage in all areas of student development, including spiritual intelligence. This model
requires the organizational system have capacity to actively engage these theological
principles and articulate meaningful expressions for the institution. The Lutheran model
calls for the tending to those theological roots with constant conversation with the needs
of the world to produce a theologically rooted and relevant education. An institution
attuned to only theological roots risks providing an antiquated and irrelevant education
while an institution distanced from the theological principles risks secularization and
limits the full expression of an integrated education of IQ, EQ, and SQ.
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Spiritual Intelligence Explored
Spiritual intelligence is a key area in understanding a Lutheran model. Most
institutions rely upon a set of values and theology, even a theology of humanism. A
secular, or secularized, liberal arts institution still forms a student’s academic and
emotional intelligence through the classroom and co-curricular activities. The spiritual
intelligence is not only a key component of this paradigm, it is the primary component
where being neither secular nor sectarian takes on a new definition and unique
understanding. It is an increasingly relevant component in an age of information
saturation where higher-education institutions are no longer called to teach information
but called to teach the finding of meaningful information and evaluate questions of
purpose and ethic.
The concept of spiritual intelligence is not a new concept, however there may be a
new calling in understanding, expressing, and developing spiritual intelligence within the
higher-education world and within the context of emerging adulthood. What is new is an
understanding of developing an ability to think spiritually and an ability to teach this
skill. The unique calling in the Lutheran model is the calling to teach spiritual
intelligence through a religion without teaching the religion.
Spiritual intelligence (SQ) differs from spiritual formation in that it seeks to
develop an ability to engage in spiritual thinking, thinking that brings meaning and
purpose, rather than seeking to develop a spirituality. It may be analogous to a concept of
teaching someone about vehicles by looking at a vehicle, but not teaching them how to
drive that vehicle. The earliest writings on SQ comes from the context of the business
world. In 1997 Danah Zohar coined the term “Spiritual Intelligence” in a book ReWiring
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the Corporate Brain.8 Popular leadership author Stephen Covey recognizes the
importance of SQ in his book The 8th Habit: From Effectiveness to Greatness, writing,
"Spiritual intelligence is the central and most fundamental of all the intelligences,
because it becomes the source of guidance for the others."9
Since that time several individuals have written on the topic of SQ, including
proposed measurements for SQ. A 2015 article published in the International Journal of
Indian Psychology recognizes five published models of SQ. Danah Zohar defined twelve
principles that underlay SQ. Cindy Wigglesworth breaks down SQ into twenty-one skills
arranged in found quadrants. David King researched SQ at Trent University and proposes
both four skills essential to SQ while also developing a self-reporting inventory, SISRI24.10 This article not only provides summaries of these different perspectives, but the
authors also call for a deeper understanding and exploration of the topic. They write:
The important key idea here is that individuals need to have a meaning and value
in their life and work. Meaning and value depends on the beliefs and values that
motivates and drives our behaviour. So, the deepest level of intelligence is
Spiritual Intelligence which has nothing to do with any religion or any rigid sets
of beliefs. Reviewing the concepts of spiritual intelligence, the author believes
that this sort of intelligence can be improved with training.11
Danah Zohar presents spiritual intelligence as a more a-religious concept. Zohar
writes, “that spiritual need not have any religions associations. Human beings can be

8

Danah Zohar, Rewiring the Corporate Brain: Using the New Science to Rethink How We
Structure and Lead Organizations, 1st ed. ed. (San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, 1997).
9

Stephen Covey, The 8th Habit: From Effectivness to Greatness (New York: HarperCollins,

2005), 53.
G. Hegma and Vinita Advani, “Spiritual Intelligence: At a Glance!,” The International Journal
of Indian Psychology 3, no. 1 (2015).
10
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Ibid., 119.
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members of any religion or no religion, they can even be atheists, and still have spiritual
needs, values, and visions.”12 The concept explored here is not a spiritual intelligence
serving as a pan-religion but spiritual intelligence as a way of framing and understanding
values, beliefs, and faith. It is an understanding of spiritual intelligence which ought to
include the underlying concepts of spiritual maturity woven into the works of Christian
writers.
A generative view of SQ within the context of faith-affiliated higher education is
supported by three underlying assumptions that must be articulated. The first assumption
is that SQ is an a-religious intelligence that is not about teaching a religion or a set of
beliefs, but rather about developing an ability to further understand, evaluate, express,
and develop a belief system within a community. The second assumption is that
contextual elements can aid in the development of SQ and that elements of SQ can be
developed through relationships and teaching. If SQ were developed exclusively through
intrinsic methods, there is no point in discussing external influences on its development.
The final assumption is that the development of SQ through the expression of a faith is
possible. Although SQ is not about learning a religion, a set of beliefs, or even a historic
understanding of religion and its practices, that does not need to preclude religious
practices from occurring within the same context. The assumption is that SQ can be
developed alongside individual and corporate religious practices and that an expression
of faith and the development of spiritual intelligence are not mutually exclusive. This

12

Danah Zohar, The Quantum Leader: A Revolution in Business Thinking and Practice (Amherst,
NY: Prometheus Books, 2016), Kindle edition, loc 436-438.
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provides the opportunity to further explore a relationship between SQ and spiritual
direction within the Christian tradition.
Below is a generative view of Spiritual Intelligence, which brings together the
work of various authors in this field. This is not intended to be a definitive understanding
of SQ, but rather a proposed expression of SQ which can be evaluated for potential
inclusion within Lutheran higher education, or perhaps simply articulate what is already
being done within these contexts. SQ here is organized into three categories: A
conscience understanding of faith, an inter-related existence, and a developed
understanding of locus of control within life. These categories are inter-related but are not
sequential in their development. Each contributes to another, but growth in one area is not
required to grow in another. Together they represent an individual formation of spiritual
and religious ability to understand, evaluate, and express faith and spirituality in a selfactualized, non-defensive posture. These themes of spiritual intelligence lend to
individuals who are equipped to live a value-centered life and make decisions of meaning
and informed ethical choices. They are individuals who are able to engage with others in
meaningful relationships and, having experienced an integrated education, be prepared to
live an integrated life within integrated workplaces. Those who have experienced growth
in a spiritual intelligence may be suited for the future of work which is less likely to be
about cultivation of information and data, and more about finding meaning and purpose
within a sea of data. They are more likely to have the skills sets to be an adaptive change
leader and be able to provide confident presence in the uncomfortable challenges.
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Figure 6.5. Spiritual Intelligence Domains
What might this practically look like within the classroom? It may take the form
of asking students to explore some of their own understandings and underlying
assumptions about faith and life. A Christian professor in education may be providing
instruction to future teachers who will enter public, private, and parochial educational
systems. This professor may ask the class to reflect on what it might mean to tell a
student "I'll pray for you" in any one of those contexts. Equally important, they ask
students to reflect on their own faith, how that informs their decision-making process,
and how to evaluate their response to the student request. A business professor may ask
students to begin to understand their value systems and how those value systems might
guide them in a decision of ethical ambiguity. In a science class, the biology professor
may ask students to reflect upon how learning evolution dialogically engages in their
faith heritage. They may encourage students to consider how their scientific
understanding relates to their spiritual beliefs. Professors in any discipline may be
intentional about an expectation for students to engage in groups with diverse
backgrounds to develop an ability to enter relationships with a posture of humility and
mutual respect. These brief examples highlight how the integration of spiritual
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intelligence in the classroom is not about teaching religion but about integration of
thought and belief systems. SQ is a platform which keeps all faculty and staff on an equal
level since all can ask how the content of the classroom relates to their belief system.
This pedagogy uses any set of religious beliefs espoused by a faculty member in the
systematic teaching of spiritual intelligence as a core component of the development of
the whole person. Students are invited to reflect on their religious framework in response
to that of the professors within the context of the institutional religious identity.
Perhaps a Lutheran contribution is a non-reactive, non-defensive posture towards
spiritual intelligence which neither requires nor precludes the Gospel message but allows
the Gospel message to stand on its own within the framework of spiritual intelligence.
The belief in a missional, perichoretic, and cruciform God combined with the Lutheran
traditions of open inquiry and a posture towards equality among faith, learning, and
reason lend themselves towards such an approach to spiritual intelligence. This approach
embraces the concept of the freedom of the Christian Luther writes about, which is free
from the self-justification before God and free for service to the neighbor. Likewise,
embracing this Lutheran tradition, we are free from a self-justifying expression of the
Christian faith, and free for embracing a social understanding of religion which embraces
the open inquiry of individual spirituality rooted within a Christian framework. It
expresses trust and confidence in the Holy Spirit to do the work of the Spirit for the
salvation of all, rather than confining spiritual conviction to human elements of
persuasion. This understanding of spiritual intelligence embraces a deeper understanding
of the maturing adult to one that encompasses an ability to relate to information, persons,
and meaning through academic, emotional, and spiritual intelligence. It seems
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appropriate that this type of experience within higher education may be significantly
more holistic than a traditional approach and better equipped to form individuals for
living in a world of information abundance that may be lacking in meaning and purpose.
The Paradox of Expectations and Calling for a New Voice
The student survey research presents one notable challenge to the concept of
introducing spiritual intelligence: a paradox of expectations. This reveals the expectations
of the student population as a recognizable challenge to encompassing spiritual
intelligence as a core component of the Lutheran model of higher education. The research
demonstrated a divergent set of expectations for growing in Christian faith between
Christians and nones. This finding is not surprising given the nature of the question. The
challenge is in the secondary expectations which demonstrate moderate to strong
correlation to the student’s desire to grow in their Christian faith.
The desire to grow in Christian faith and religious affiliation are not independent
variables. The nones expressed a net disagreement of 69.7%, while Christian affiliated
respondents expressed a net agreement of 67.7% for a desire to grow in their Christian
faith. A desire to grow in faith was positively correlated with a desire for an institutional
identity expressed within the classroom, an identity that is the same as their own, and a
desire to learn more about other faith traditions. The challenge is that this sounds a lot
like a traditional view of a sectarian school not in the sense of a closed-boundary
sectarian school, but in the sense of a centered-set sectarian school that has a clear
religious teaching expressed within the classroom while being balanced with other
religious traditions.
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Spiritual intelligence requires guiding students in an ability to step back and more
systematically think about their underlying beliefs and backgrounds. This process of
reframing is like what Heifetz and Linksy describe in the process of adaptive change,
which brings within it an inherit set of discomfort. The challenge within this paradox of
expectations is that the development of SQ may challenge both the nones, who are less
likely to want to explore issues of faith, and Christian students who may to want to grow
in their faith through a more traditional model of learning. An approach to intellectual
exploration of faith may be a new concept to many students and could be one that is seen
as a challenge to their faith.
The calling to approach SQ from within the context of a religious tradition
requires a new voice within a divisive experience of religiosity. It requires coming from a
non-defensive posture and an ability to express that learning to think spiritually is not
about learning a religion, but learning to discern values, meaning, and purpose in life.
Spiritual intelligence is about forming self-actualized, spiritually-mature individuals who
can embrace a religiously-diverse culture with a posture of respect, and humility and live
out value-driven lives and professions.
“Selling” Wholistic Development
It is equally important to recognize the significant financial pressures faced by
private higher-education institutions. Mission without margin is not a sustainable
mission, and in higher education this means recruitment and retention of students.
Spiritual intelligence may not be the most attractive part of an education for a set of
constituents that may not be looking for anything spiritual. Additionally, higher
education institutions seem to have a belief that an expressed religious affiliation is a
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deterrent towards student recruitment and retention. That seems to be a largely
unexplored assumption that may or may not be a valid assumption. It may be an uphill
battle to introduce a spiritual element with a possible lack of interest by the students and
presumed institutional view that incoming students are not looking for a religious school.
It is important to frame the development of spiritual intelligence alongside emotional and
academic intelligence in a way that addresses a holistic development. It may be equally
important to embrace the exploration inherent in emerging adulthood and how spiritual
intelligence can contribute to an informed and objective spiritual development. This
could result in a vision for holistic education resulting in intelligence, wisdom, and
purpose by students through academic, emotional, and spiritual intelligence.
A Lutheran Pedagogy and the Student Transcript
The concept of a Lutheran pedagogy that embraces an approach towards spiritual
intelligence also provides an opportunity to move beyond a traditional transcript, or even
a social transcript which incorporates co-curricular and student leadership experiences
into the transcript. The Lutheran pedagogy invites a three-way understanding of student
learning that is academic, emotional, and spiritual with a vocational purpose. Perhaps this
is where integrated development, including spiritual intelligence, begins to connect with
tangible outcomes for the student. This pedagogy provides a basis upon which an
enhanced transcript upholding these values and incorporating student experience could be
unique within the space of higher education. This framework of developing the academic,
emotional, and spiritual intelligence provides a rich context in which to incorporate
traditional extra-curricular activities as co-curricular activities. Within this framework
participation in a football team expresses itself in the values of teamwork, student

257
leadership, persevering through challenges. Participation in campus service events and
religious activities integrates into the development of a spiritual intelligence.
Volunteering in the community becomes an equally important educational component
along with student leadership experiences. The institution can lay claim to an integrated
approach towards education, which produces well-rounded graduates ready to bring
purpose, values, and meaning to their professional role. The modern world faces a
scarcity of meaning, rather than the previous scarcity of information. An integrated
transcript and approach towards education may provide the same level of contribution to
post-modern society as a traditional academic education provided during modernity and
the Enlightenment. This Lutheran pedagogy is not found in the content of a study plan,
but within a teaching model designed towards teaching students SQ and EQ in addition to
academic information.
Generalization of Research
This research asked two critical questions of religiosity: the mode and method of
institutional religious identity. The question of mode explores the subjective- and
objective-functionalist approach to institutional religious identity. It asks, to what degree
does Lutheranism have our organizations which are the serving arms of the church? It
also calls for the articulation of institutional identity to be either simply recognized as
historical in nature or explored as an active part of institutional identity. The method of
religious identity calls an organization to explore where it lies within an organizational
framework, one which was developed for higher-educational institutions but equally
applies to other serving arms of the church. For example, one could evaluate the
organizational identity framework of Lutheran service group and utilize this framework
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to inform important leadership questions. Without an ability to express institutional
religious identity an organization is limited in its ability to evaluate important questions
about the need for a Lutheran president or board members. Is there anything critically
important in their daily operation which embodies Lutheranism such that the institution
would not be Lutheran without it? This framework also calls for the articulation of an
ecclesial identity which informs ecclesial related practices of the institution. Is a Lutheran
independent living facility an expression of the greater church, or is it meant to be a
church for those who live there? Is Central University called to be an expression of the
greater church, or is it called to be a local church for the students, faculty, and/or staff.
Many of the serving arms of the church exist within the same foundational
context of the higher-educational institutions and the same challenges face them today.
They were formed in an era of rapid expansion of the denominational church and have
become large institutions in their own rights. Many have seen a decrease in financial
support from the larger church and paradoxically continue to grow in their service while
the church faces adaptive leadership challenges of declining religiosity in North America.
As the financial support has decreased from the institutional church, and the institutional
churches focus more on their own survival than expansion in social ministry, these
serving arms of the church are becoming increasingly separated from the greater church
both financially and in their governance. There is a real possibility of the serving arms
becoming severed arms of the church. It is possible that this is the natural progression of
an organization begun as a mission of the church embracing an independent institutional
existence. Is something lost when the church and part of its mission are increasingly
disconnected? Is Lutheran still a part of their identity? If so, how is that expressed and
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what are the leadership requirements to uphold that identity? These questions are not
answered within this research, however many of the principles here can be generalized in
their application to other contexts to generate formative discussions around institutional
religious identity for other organizations.
Questions for Future Research
Continued exploration of this topic should further explore perspectives and
practices within the student population and expanding research into alumni experiences
and perspectives. The survey wording could have better allowed students for an
opportunity to express a desire to grow spiritually independently of a desire to grow in a
faith, specifically the Christian faith. Future research might also seek to better understand
the student level of awareness of the religious affiliation of the school upon enrolling and
their current level of awareness of the religious affiliation of the school. Additional
questions exploring the impact this had on their decision to attend the school could
explore a correlation between an underlying assumption that religious affiliation is a
deterrent in recruitment, something often mentioned but without any discernable
empirical evidence. There could be significant value in expanding this research to other
institutions.
The rapid disintegration of faith, religion, and spirituality became evident during
this research. Questions which may have made sense four years ago now seemed out of
place, and questions which could have better explored issues of faith and spirituality were
often limited due to the language. One such example is the interrelatedness of religious
identity and the strength of religious identity. There were a number of students who
indicated “none” as their religious identity and instead of choosing “no religious
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identity” for the strength of their identity, they chose options which would indicate that
“none” is their identity. Future research must consider this disintegration, and
redefinitions, of faith, religion, and spirituality. Researchers must find a way to create
questions which allow for the expression of both no identity and a religious identity
which is simply none. Researchers must also find ways to reflect this disintegration of
faith, religion, and spirituality within their questions in a way that allows for the mutually
exclusive exploration of all three. In decades past one may have asked about growth in
religious identity as a reflection of growth in faith or spirituality. The current context
would indicate that these are now viewed as mutually exclusive. Like the reality that
none was reflected as an identity, it was also reflected as an expression of the Christian
faith with a number of respondents who indicated a religious identity of none while
simultaneously indicating a desire to grow in their Christian faith. These are just two
examples of how traditional assumptions of faith, religion, and spirituality no longer hold
true and that finding ways to separate the expression of these within questionnaires and
other instruments may lead to richer research data.
Future research should also explore retrospective perceptions of alumni on their
experiences and expectations of their college experience. This research could yield
valuable data on outcomes of how their educational and collegiate experience may have
developed their academic, emotional, and spiritual intelligence. Another underlying
assumption is that alumni do not perceive the institution, or sometimes even culture, to be
as religious as it once was, however some statistical data reflecting on their perspectives
and practices during their college years may better support that theory.
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The final element for future research is grounded theory research on spiritual
intelligence within the Christian tradition and how a college curriculum and core learning
outcomes can incorporate elements of spiritual intelligence. An initial exploration
demonstrated a limited amount of resources available for this topic. Interestingly, this is a
topic that has found its way into leadership materials, which may lend itself to a core
learning element related to leadership and provide an ability to create learning outcomes
related both to the development of religious thought and in support of values-based
leadership.
Ongoing Issues
Institutional Moralistic Therapeutic Deism
Institutions also face losing distinctive characteristics because of secularization
and religious generalization. The movement towards religious generalization forces a
balance between maintaining specific beliefs of a confessional faith and setting aside
differences for the sake of unity. This continues to create a risk in finding common
ground at the cost of important nuances of orthodoxy. The generalization and
secularization of the institution also seems grounded in an assumption that a specific
institutional faith is a deterrent to student recruitment and retention. Another way to state
this is that institutions appear to assuming that having a specifically Lutheran identity is a
deterrent to student retention and recruitment and that a general Christian identity better
serves the students. This generalization risks the loss of important nuanced theological
differences in the process of finding common ground. Institutions constantly balance
meeting recruitment and retention related pressures while adhering to a traditional
expression of faith. One of the important ongoing issues is reflection on whether
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institutions are actively making this choice or slowly slipping into an institutional version
of moralistic therapeutic deism.
An Introduction to Moralistic Therapeutic Deism
The concept of Moralistic Therapeutic Deism is an expression of religion that
arose through the interpretation of data by Christian Smith and others in the broad
National Study of Youth and Religion. The researchers discovered that a common
language and story began to arise when interviewing their subjects. As a reflection upon
these interviews they realized that young adults were describing a version of religion
which they had learned from their parents but did not really fit into any of the orthodox
views of any major religions. Religion had become a largely secondary component of
life, something relegated to the background of life. Participation in religion was more
likely to be because it was just what was expected, rather than any explicit reason.
Religious participation was more likely because participation was easier than not
participating in religion. They write, “Religion actually appears to operate much more as
a taken-for-granted aspect of life, mostly situated in the background of everyday living,
which becomes salient only under very specific conditions.”13
The researchers described the struggle that young adults had in expressing their
faith. The following quote does not seem to far from some similar struggles in describing
an institutional expression of faith.
We also found the vast majority of them to be incredibly inarticulate about their
faith, their religious beliefs and practices, and its meaning or place in their lives.
We found very few teens from any religious background who are able to
13

C. Smith and M. L. Denton, Soul Searching: The Religious and Spiritual Lives of American
Teenagers (Oxford, NY: Oxford University Press, 2009), Kindle edition, 130.
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articulate well their religious beliefs and explain how those beliefs connect to the
rest of their lives,14
Much like the struggles referenced in articulating a Lutheran identity in higher
education, these young adults faced the same struggle in articulating their own faith. This
highlights not only the real risk of having a banal institutional identity, but also the
challenge of working with students with limited understanding of their religious
background. Quoting a 17-year-old in an interview, Smith writes, “Being a Lutheran,
confirmation was a big thing but I didn’t really know what it was and I still don’t. I really
don’t know what being a Lutheran means.”15
The authors then express a version of modern religion they term moralistic
therapeutic deism.
We advance our thesis somewhat tentatively as less than a conclusive fact but
more than mere conjecture: we suggest that the de facto dominant religion among
contemporary U.S. teenagers is what we might well call “Moralistic Therapeutic
Deism.” The creed of this religion, as codified from what emerged from our
interviews, sounds something like this: 1. A God exists who created and orders
the world and watches over human life on earth. 2. God wants people to be good,
nice, and fair to each other, as taught in the Bible and by most world religions. 3.
The central goal of life is to be happy and to feel good about oneself. 4. God does
not need to be particularly involved in one’s life except when God is needed to
resolve a problem. 5. Good people go to heaven when they die.16
Lastly, the researchers articulate that the prevalence of moralistic therapeutic
deism may be the greatest current challenge to Christianity. They write, “It is not so much
that U.S. Christianity is being secularized. Rather more subtly, Christianity is either
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degenerating into a pathetic version of itself or, more significantly, Christianity is
actively being colonized and displaced by a quite different religious faith.”17
A March towards Unity
Hence lies one of the more significant ongoing challenges of Lutheran higher
education. Higher-education institutions face the substantial adaptive challenges of
secularization, professionalization of faculty, and the financial realities of the higher
educational landscape. As a faith-based institution they face the cultural challenge of
remaining relevant without subverting to an institutional version of moralistic therapeutic
deism. This reflection is aimed at calling the institutions to consider whether that
religious identity is more than historical, and, if so, what does that look like? Figure 6.6
reflects the mission statements of four organizations. One is a secular liberal arts school,
one is an east coast ELCA school, another a west coast ELCA school, and a final version
is a draft vision produced by a network of college presidents representing the ELCA
colleges and universities. Within these four mission statements, is there anything that is
exclusive to the faith-affiliated institutions? Should there be?

17

Ibid., 171.
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a dynamic, student-focused
community stimulated by cultural and
intellectual diversity and built upon a
foundation of integrity, creativity, and
openness to the exploration of new
ideas.

an excellent liberal arts education, in
service to the neighbor, so that all may
flourish

develops students as whole persons
and prepares them for responsible lives
of learning, service, and leadership by
promoting their intellectual, ethical,
spiritual and personal growth.

established programs which exist
through our culture and commitment to
Liberal Learning, Professional
Preparation, and Character and
Leadership Development.

Figure 6.6. A Potpourri of Mission Statements18
Rooted and Open—but Rooted!
The role of the higher-education institution continues to grow and evolve. The
Lutheran institution in modern society meets students at an entirely new phase of life,
emerging adulthood, and a very different culture than when these institutions were
founded. Perhaps these institutions are also meeting students at a place of increasingly

18
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important faith formation as they enter emerging adulthood and explore faith in a way
new to their generation. A theological understanding of a missional, perichoretic,
cruciform God engaging with the other through the people of the church in a place of the
estuary brings with it a set of understandings. The recent joint statement from the
working group of the presidents of ELCA colleges and universities was published under
the title, “Rooted and Open”19 This article is rooted in Lutheran theology but produces a
statement that one might argue borders institutional moralistic therapeutic deism calling
for a focus on, “an excellence in liberal arts, in service to the neighbor, so that all may
flourish.” This statement is guided and based on theological principles congruent with the
Lutheran tradition with a rich underlying understanding of open inquiry, a confidence in
the theology of the cross, and a sense of vocation for the individuals and the institution. It
is congruent with the concept of a theologically rooted and vocationally expressed form
of education. This also highlights one of the challenges to this model, that is keeping
vocationally driven institutional identity theologically rooted. If the colleges and
universities of the ELCA are to be rooted and open and driven by this statement, what
mechanism is required to remain attuned to the theological understandings and
imperatives which drive this understanding? If the institution is to be rooted and open,
how are those roots nurtured, maintained, and cultivated?
While that might stand as a stark question, if there is to be any degree of Christian
orthodoxy within higher education, one must ask to what degree does a confessional,
historically orthodox (at least in the major items!) version of Christianity play within
institutional life? Is it possible to be deeply rooted in a confessional faith, open to the
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other, and exercise a pedagogy which promotes development of spiritual intelligence? Is
it genuinely possible to have a vocationally-expressed institution with a leadership
attuned to the theological nuances of the Lutheran tradition that neither severs this tie nor
sidelines non-Lutherans in the conversation?
I believe the Lutheran tradition is uniquely situated to do just this. Lutherans have
historically embraced a both/and perspective on theological issues and practices. A
confidence in the theology of the cross requires a belief that God works in cruciformity
and that the power of the Gospel is not one to be exerted, but one that is revealed only
through God’s agency. This theology requires an institution that allows God to work
through and behind the work of the institution, not directly the responsibility of any one
person or system. To return to the lens of organization theory, it means that Lutheranism
has the institution and that the best efforts of the organizational culture that is Lutheran is
to set the table for God to work through a theologically informed pedagogy. A belief in a
cruciform God who meets us in the estuary of life also means a belief that God works in
unexpected ways and is already at work in the world before, behind, and underneath our
daily lives. It means that we can anticipate finding God in surprising ways, that we do not
hold a hermeneutic of a fragile faith, but rather a hermeneutic of faith best strengthened
through intellectual, social, and inter-religious engagement. This seems like the kind of
understanding required to demonstrate a witness in a fragile world able to be both deeply
rooted in an orthodox faith and deeply engaged in dialogue with our neighbors of any
faith. It supports a pedagogy that embraces all faiths as equal without the need to abdicate
faith from any institutional role.
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The most distinctive component to a Lutheran pedagogy may in the Lutheran
theological ability to embrace spiritual intelligence. In a 2014 article in the journal
Intersections Jason Mahn writes of both the increasing role of faith formation of higher
education, while also calling for the understanding of faith formation as a process of
dialogue rather than traditional teaching. Mahn writes, “Colleges and universities of the
Lutheran Church are assuming the role of the Christian faith formation of young people
in unprecedented ways, and yet this is best done not prior to or instead of encountering
people of other faiths, but by facing them in conversation and joining them in pursuing
justice.”20 A Lutheran stance which exudes confidence in the theology of the cross equips
an approach of spiritual intelligence rooted in a religion, expressed a-religiously, through
dialogue with the belief that intellect is a God-given sense and that faith is best expressed
when intellectually engaged and reflected upon.
Five hundred years after the Reformation perhaps the words of Luther, “Here I
stand” must remind us to reflect in precisely what we stand on. The Lutheran
confessional faith does not need to be an offensive faith. Is it possible to espouse a
conviction of faith in the God who is fully revealed not in power, but in cruciformity, a
perichoretic God who is in deep relationship with Godself, a missional God who calls us
not to be the agent of change, but a partner in God’s work before, behind, and alongside
us while simultaneously welcoming the neighbor, teaching with academic rigor and
calling all (including ourselves) to continue to develop our spiritual intellect while
trusting that it is God’s role to defend Godself, not ours?

Jason Mahn, “Why Interfaith Understanding Is Integral to the Lutheran Tradition,” Intersections
Vol. 2014, no. 40 (2014): 14.
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269
Summary
When Luther coined the phrase, “What does this mean?” he could have never
imagined an era with the plethora of data and ideas faced today. Information continued to
be scarce in the era of the founding of the schools of the ELCA and education centered
around the development, preservation, and teaching of this information. Today there is no
scarcity of information, nor any difficulty preserving unimaginable amounts of data. The
challenge is finding meaningful information and purpose. The calling of the institution is
to help students to develop a system of thinking which enables them to use information,
emotion, and spirituality within the world. In a recent interview, billionaire Marc Cuban
describes this as the top job skill for the future where the ability to interpret data, build
community, and create social impact becomes the most important skills in the
workforce.21
The Lutheran expression of higher education combines a Christian intellectual
approach, traditional elements of intelligence in the liberal arts tradition, and the
community development of emotional intelligence for service to God and the world.
These are the skills of discerning meaningful information, interpreting information,
developing community, and purpose. The Lutheran tradition is uniquely posed to address
these needs in a deeply rooted tradition. These roots embrace a cruciform, missional,
perichoretic God. Humble in its approach, it leaves God as the ultimate actor, and acts in
a spirit of hope, not fear. This practical expression calls for a continual reflection upon
how the institution is grounded in values and theology. It requires organizational

Abby Jackson, “Cuban: Don't Go to School for Finance — Liberal Arts Is the Future,” Business
Insider, 2017, accessed 11/15/2017, http://www.businessinsider.com/mark-cuban-liberal-arts-is-the-future2017-2.
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leadership equipped to understand and reflect upon the objective and subjective
functionalist elements of institutional religious identity.
Theologically, socially, and academically informed, non-reactive leadership is
key to maintaining this type of identity. Leadership must be equipped to handle the
substantial financial pressures of higher education while maintaining confidence in the
underlying theological principles and calling of the institution. In an age where the
higher-educational institutions must remain financially self-sufficient, mission without a
margin is not sustainable. An un-rooted mission is equally lacking as it severs the
richness of a cruciform, perichoretic mission from the educational mission for a new
generation. This ungrounded identity can lead to institutional anxiety and a posture to
follow the shifting tides within the estuary forgetting the source of the waters within that
space. The Lutheran higher-education institution is called to serve within this space. The
natural estuary is defined by the mixing of fresh and salt water and incomplete without
both. The Lutheran higher-education institution serving the estuary space of the church
must be engaged in cultural and deeply rooted in the Lutheran tradition. This rootedness
equips leadership to address institutional anxiety while also remaining attuned to cultural
relevancy. These institutions are uniquely posed to deliver a well-rounded education
grounded in the liberal arts, poised to develop students who are informed academically,
emotionally, and spiritually with both a discerned purpose and well-rounded skills to
confidently engage in their vocation and attain meaningful and rewarding work in its
expression.
Most of these schools have all the ingredients and history for this very expression.
They have a small student-to-faculty ratio and an ability to invest deeply in the lives of
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their students and serve as a mentor, not just a teacher. They have a rooted sense of
values and understand the value of helping students discern and express value in their
world. They hold a theology which engages intellect, reason, and faith. They have strong
co-curricular programs involving students in life beyond the classroom. They believe in
developing students for a purpose. These schools are called to embrace a tradition which
encourages the exploration of faith, the development of a spiritual intelligence, and
producing value-driven leadership characteristics. What if these students learned that
faith informs life and does not just involve chapel, nor do you just have faith because it is
the option of least resistance.
Perhaps the institutions started over one hundred years ago by and for
denominations may be part of God’s plan to engage the church and the community in a
new way. While the level of religious affiliation within the demographic of college-aged
students is in decline, they continue to attend church related schools. Those schools who
are a part of the Lutheran tradition have a unique opportunity to serve a generative role in
bringing spiritual intelligence into the higher education sphere. There is an increasing
appreciation for the value of the co-curricular activities in schools and a movement
towards providing both an academic and a social transcript for students. In addition to the
societal need for these holistic skills, there is also evidence that this is the same kind of
experience that students are seeking.
In his book, You Lost Me, Dave Kinnaman takes a research-based approach to
better understand Millennials who had left the church. He proposes three important areas
the church must address to reconnect with those who have left the church: relationships,
vocation, and wisdom.
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How can the Christian community speak prophetically to the relational-individual
dissonance and help young people serve others for the sake of the Gospel… How
can the Christian community understand and learn from the empathy and energy
of the next generation, while also cultivating their quest for truth… Can the
Christian community summon the courage to prepare a new generation of
professionals to be excellent in their calling and craft, yet humble and faithful
where God has asked them to serve… How can the Christian community
understand and learn from the empathy and energy of the next generation, while
also cultivating their quest for truth… How can the Christian community help
young Christians live wisely in a culture of mental, emotional, and spiritual
distraction?22
Perhaps the Holy Spirit has been at work in and through the subjective
functionalist form of Lutheran institutional identity, the saga, or the DNA, of the
institutions to continue a culture of learning for a new generation. While young adult
participation in religion is in decline, the Lutheran heritage has a framework for learning
that seems to be precisely where these same individuals find meaning. Lutheran higher
education is missional, perichoretic, and it is cruciform. It is rooted in a Gospel message
that does not require proclamation, but instead embraces the Spirit’s work. It is an
organization that rests upon theological foundations of open inquiry, teaching students
that faith and reason are not mutually exclusive, nor even competitive forces. The
Lutheran institution is an organization which values the formation of the whole person,
academically, emotionally, and spiritually in the discernment of vocation. It is an
institution which believes people of all faiths, and those of no faith, are equally important
in the institution, equally able to make meaningful contributions, and are called to be in
dialogue with one another. It is an institution that believes in co-curricular activities not
as a distraction, but as an important contribution to the individual learning experience.
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The Lutheran student is the student who is at such an institution and embracing
this station in their vocation of life. They are provided the opportunity to grow and
explore their emotional, spiritual, and academic development and recognize the value in
holistic development. Those who embrace such a model find that they have been well
prepared for life, not just for a job and not just in technical skills. They are equipped to
live lives of purpose and value.
What is distinctive or definitive about a Lutheran institutional identity in higher
education? What is perhaps most distinctive is that this answer ought not to be sought in
demographics, institutional theology, the teaching of classes, or the practicing of the
means of grace. Perhaps what is most distinctive in the identity is the confident ability to
claim God working in and through a holistic model of education, rooted deeply in
confessional theology, expressed practically through an institutional vocation, and living
boldly in its estuary space between the Jerusalem of the church it serves on behalf of
within the Antioch of the world it is designed to serve.

EPILOGUE
Missional Leadership
The journey of writing this thesis, and of the Congregational Mission and
Leadership Program, has been a long and winding journey. It is a journey that has seen
substantial personal and vocational changes. It is a journey that began in a large
congregation and found its conclusion in a higher-education institution of the ELCA. I
reflect in an intentionally passive voice as a reflection upon some of my key learnings in
this program. While this thesis focuses on the role of religion in higher education, the
learning behind it is much broader in scope, but also relatively simple. I believe two of
the fundamental lessons learned about missional leadership are about the posture of
leadership and the locus of control.
The posture of a missional leader must reflect the cruciform God. We cannot do it
perfectly, but the humility and servitude prevalent in the life of Christ and written into the
story of God’s church is a challenge towards a charismatic or traditional leader that might
be the expert providing all the answers and a grand vision. Spiritually, if we believe the
cross is the fullest revelation of God in our world, then there must be something to
cruciform leadership. If posture is a part of leadership, then it is equally important to
consider Rublev's icon of the Trinity. I will not attempt my own description of it here,
simply reproduce it below. Look at posture. Discern the locus of control.
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Figure 7.1. Rublev Icon of the Trinity
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The second element I have learned about missional leadership is about the locus
of control. An understanding of the missional expression of God working in an estuary
space of the Church and the world means there are no black and white lines, and there is
no in or out. It means that God works before, behind, and alongside all that we do. It
means that leadership is no more responsible for action than a gardener responsible for
the physical growth of the plant. “So, neither the one who plants nor the one who waters
is anything, but only God who gives the growth” (1 Corinthians 3:7).
Perhaps every generation presents its challenges, and the current time is certainly
not lacking challenges for the greater Church. Research shows an increasing irrelevance
of religion in society. Church attendance is down and the religiously unaffiliated nones,
seems to be the quickest growing demographic. There is concern of this rise of the nones,
but also an unexplored correlation between nones and emerging adulthood. The
demographics align and there seems a high likelihood of relationship. Many have
presented the increase in this group as a rise in religious irrelevancy in the United States
in a dramatic cultural shift. Reflecting on higher education and this unique time in the
lives of individuals invites reflecting on how higher education might be both an
institutional estuary space, but equally becoming an individual estuary space and time
between adolescence and adulthood. The rise of the nones could be the expression of the
estuary space, related to emerging adulthood and possibly resulting in these individuals
eventually returning to the church.
The importance of calling students to mutual respect and dialogue in their own
faith journey faces continued cultural challenges. External realities continue to change the
reality of the church and are rather limited for modeling cruciform behavior to young

277
adults. One of the greatest challenges for encouraging students to embrace dialogue may
be a decline in cultural examples demonstrating healthy dialogue. Politics continue to be
increasingly divisive yet struggles to find common ground while keeping their own feet
rooted. It seems a vision for relationships of true dialogue is difficult to find.
Yet God is still active in this world and the church continues to be invited to be a
part of God's work in the world. The estuary is a space of unique, delicate life forms and
is delicate in itself. It is constantly changing, modified by the tides, the weather, storm
swells, and flowing fresh water from inland storms. It is a place of beauty, of mixing, but
also a place easily destroyed by a large condominium, an oil spill, or other significant
intrusions. It is easily overlooked, yet an important component of our biological system.
God is in the salt and the fresh water, the mixing of the two, and the elements
which bring them together. God is, and God is relational, God is cruciform, and God is
incarnate. If we have been sent by the Triune God as God’s own sending through Christ
then we, the church, and the expressions of the church are relational, cruciform,
incarnate. To be missional is the forgone conclusion of these things. May we embrace
this challenging promise, find ways to creatively explore, experiment, and discern how
and where God is doing.
"As the Father has sent me, so I send you." (John 20:21) We are no more
equipped than Mary to be the carrier of the Gospel, so may her words be ours, “Here I
am, the servant of the Lord; let may be according to your word.” Relational, cruciform,
incarnate; May we be empowered by the Holy Spirit to empty ourselves, be humble, and
be obedient to live and serve faithfully in the estuary space God has called us to, and may
our service be to the glory of God!

APPENDIX A
LIST OF ELCA HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

Institution
Gettysburg College
Roanoke College
Wittenberg University
Carthage College
Muhlenberg College
Capital University
Wartburg College
Newberry College
Susquehanna University
Augustana College
Augustana University
Luther College
Gustavus Adolphus College
Thiel College
Augsburg College
St Olaf College
Bethany College
Midland University
Wagner College
Pacific Lutheran University
Concordia College
Lenoir-Ryne University
Texas Lutheran University
Finlandia University
Grand View University
California Lutheran University

State
PA
VA
OH
WI
PA
OH
IA
SC
PA
IL
SD
IA
MN
PA
MN
MN
KS
NE
NY
WA
MN
NC
TX
MI
IA
CA
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Founding Date
1832
1842
1845
1847
1848
1850
1852
1856
1858
1860
1860
1861
1862
1866
1869
1874
1881
1883
1883
1890
1891
1891
1891
1896
1896
1959
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APPENDIX B
FICTIONALIZED STUDENT AND ALUMNI ACCOUNTS
Steve is a senior in high school and will matriculate to college in the fall of 2018.
Steve has started to look at some colleges, including the state school and a nearby private
liberal arts school. He went to visit both schools and he was impressed by the number of
programs offered at the state school, but equally impressed by how intimate and involved
the small private school was. He noticed on the tour that there was a cross at the smaller
school, but the admissions counselor never said anything about it. They really focused on
getting to know their classmates, coaches, and professors. In fact, Steve got to meet a
couple of professors during his tour. The state school seems to be where everyone is
planning to go though, and Steve knows that the classes he wants to take will be offered
there and the school has a good reputation. Steve has not decided where to go to school
yet. There are a lot of factors to take into consideration: cost, distance from home,
majors, and his ability to play in a sport. Steve’s parents seem to be focused on the cost of
where he goes to school and want to be sure he gets a “practical” degree. Steve’s
grandparents asked him where he would go to church while he is at school, as though
they do not know that he rarely goes to church at all. Steve says he thinks the smaller
school has a church on campus but also knows there are churches nearby the large state
school. Steve’s grandma just mentions that, “I know our pastor went to the small church
school and really liked it. I think it would be good for you to go to a church school.”
Steve does not really know what she means by that, but he sure knows he does not want
to be a pastor and does not plan to go to church anymore at college than he does at home.
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Steve was born in 2001 and is a fourth-generation immigrant. He knows that he
has some German in his family heritage, but he does not know much more than that. As
for church, much like his high school friends, Steve’s family belongs to a church, but he
stopped going regularly when he graduated from church in ninth grade. He attends some
youth events, but mostly when they are fun social outings. Church is still a priority for his
family, but they only go to church about once a month. Steve is not sure what kind of
church he goes to, but he knows he is a different religion than his friend who goes to the
Catholic church. As for college, church is not anything on Steve’s radar. What Steve does
not know is that his pastor went to a small liberal arts school that is affiliated with the
ELCA, the same church body that his family attends. Ironically, it is the same school
Steve is visiting. Steve probably would not be surprised by this, it makes sense a pastor
would go to a church school. He might be surprised to know his dad’s boss went to this
same school. She went to Central University years ago to study accounting and then
started the firm his dad works for now. Steve might be confused about why someone like
his dad’s boss, who is not a Lutheran, would ever go to a church school.
Alan is a 1958 graduate of the very same liberal arts school that Steve is
considering attending. Alan recently met with a member of the school’s alumni staff but
was hesitant to even meet with them. Alan has heard that a lot has changed. Back when
Alan went to school there it was a Lutheran school, but he is not sure of that any more.
Alan went to school there because that is what his pastor recommended, and it was the
school of the church. Alan honestly never gave it a second thought. He knew that is
where his parents and his pastor expected him to go. When Alan arrived on campus his
fellow classmates greeted him, and he settled into his dorm room. Central to each day
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was the required daily chapel. Meals were formal as were the mannerisms on campus.
Alan is not sure what Central University is like now. First, they took Lutheran out of the
name of the school. Alan knows chapel is not a requirement anymore and not even sure
what chapel looks like now that the campus minister is not a Lutheran pastor. Alan
reluctantly agreed to meet to talk about the school but is not sure why he would ever
support a school that appears so different from the school he went to.
Meanwhile, the school administration sits silently frustrated, not knowing what to
do or say. It seems the school is always too religious for incoming students, and never
religious enough for their alumni. They know they cannot survive without incoming
students, nor can they survive without the support of their alumni. They need to adapt and
evolve, but they also want to be Lutheran. At least they do not have anything against
being Lutheran. The only problem is, what does it even mean to be Lutheran? To Alan it
probably was Lutheran just because everyone who went there came from a Lutheran
church, most of the professors were Lutheran and the campus chaplain was a Lutheran
pastor. Steve, on the other hand, does not even know he attends a Lutheran church when
he does go to church. As for faculty, there are probably some who are Lutheran, but that
has not been a hiring criterion for as long as anyone knows, and the school is not even
sure how many of the faculty or staff are Lutheran. Lutheran students are no longer even
a majority. Maybe Alan is right, maybe the school is not Lutheran anymore after all.
Then again, if the school was Lutheran would there even be enough Lutheran students for
it to still exist?
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APPENDIX C
INFORMED CONSENT
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Distinctively Lutheran?
An Exploration of Lutheran Distinctiveness in Higher Education
You are invited to be in a research study of Lutheran identity in higher education. You were
selected as a possible participant because of your previous or current role in this institution, the
church or other higher education institutions. We ask that you read this form and ask any
questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.
This study is being conducted by: John Eggen as a part of my Doctor of Ministry thesis project in
Congregational Mission and Leadership at Luther Seminary. My advisors are Dr. Dan Anderson
and Dr. Alvin Luedke
Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to better understand what it means to have a Lutheran identity as a
higher education institution.
Procedures:
If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following things. Engage in an interview
and/or focus group of approximately 45-60 minutes in duration.
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:
There are no known risks to participation in this study. In certain cases, a direct benefit of
participation in this study may be extra credit for a course as indicated by your professor and
approved by the school. Indirect benefits to yourself/or the general public of participation are and
improved understanding of Lutheranism in higher education.
Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept confidential. If I publish any type of report, I will not
include any information that will make it possible to identify you. All data will be kept
electronically in a password protected folder; only my advisors, Dr. Dan Anderson and Dr. Alvin
Luedke, and I will have access to the data and, if applicable, any tape or video recording. If the
research is terminated for any reason, all data and recordings will be destroyed. While I will
make every effort to ensure confidentiality, anonymity cannot be guaranteed due to the small
number of participants in this study.
Audio recordings of interviews and focus groups will be stored electronically in a password
protected folder. Access to these recordings will be limited to the researching, advisor and a
transcriber.
Raw data will be destroyed by the later of June 2021 or three years following the defense of the
Thesis.
Voluntary Nature of the Study:
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Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future relations with
Luther Seminary and/ or with Central University. If you decide to participate, you are free to
withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.
Contacts and Questions:
The researcher(s) conducting this study is John Eggen. You may ask any questions you have
now. If you have questions later, please contact Rev. John Eggen at XXX-XXX-XXXX or
email@domain.com or academic advisors Dr. Anderson (email@domain.com) and Dr. Luedke
(email@domain.com)
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records.
Statement of Consent:
I have read the above information or have had it read to me. I have received answers to questions
asked. I consent to participate in the study.

Signature

Date

Signature of investigator

Date

I consent to be audiotaped (or videotaped):
Signature

Date

I consent to allow use of my direct quotations in the published thesis document.
Signature

Date

APPENDIX D
STUDENT SURVEY & IMPLIED CONSENT
You are invited to participate in a study of Lutheran identity in higher education. The
results of this survey will be used to explore the religious identity of students at Central
University, their perspectives on a range of social issues, and the kinds of activities in
which they engage; the results may be used in future published research. Your
participation is voluntary. The survey is completely anonymous; individuals cannot be
associated with their individual survey results. Your participation in the survey is an
indication of your informed consent. If you choose not to participate, please turn in a
blank survey form. Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your
future relationships with Central University. If you decide to participate, you are free to
discontinue participation at any time without prejudice. If you have any questions or
concerns, please contact Rev. John Eggen at XXX-XXX-XXXX or email@domain.com
or academic advisors Dr. Anderson email@domain.com and Dr. Luedke
email@domain.com.
1. In what field is your major?
a) Teacher Education (early childhood, elementary, or secondary)
b) Nursing or health sciences (Biology, pre-med, etc.)
c) Business, management, or accounting
d) Social Sciences (Psychology, Sociology, Criminal Justice, Human Services)
e) Humanities (History, English, Art, etc.) or Undecided (if undecided, please indicate on
back of sheet)
2. What is the highest level of education attained by your father?
a) less than high school
b) high school graduate
c) some college coursework
d) college graduate
e) completed master’s degree or doctoral degree
3. What is the highest level of education attained by your mother?
a) less than high school
b) high school graduate
c) some college coursework
d) college graduate
e) completed master’s degree or doctoral degree
4. In what sort of community have you spent most of your life?
a) rural/farm
b) small town
c) medium city
d) suburbs of large city
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e) inner city of large city
5. What was the racial composition of the high school you attended?
a) All or nearly all white
b) Mostly white
c) About half white and half other races
d) Mostly other races
e) All other races
6. Please identify your year in school.
a) first-year student
b) second-year student / sophomore
c) third-year student / junior
d) fourth-year student / senior
7. Have you attended another college or university besides Central?
a) Yes
b) No
8. How do you identify your gender?
a) Male
b) Female
c) Transgender
9. Which of the following best identifies your social class?
a) poor
b) working class or lower-middle class
c) middle class
d) upper-middle class
e) upper class
10. How many children do you have?
a) 0
b) 1
c) 2
d) 3
e) more than 3
11. How old are you?
a) 18
b) 19
c) 20
d) 21 or 22
e) 23 or older
12. What is your racial or ethnic identity? (select all that apply)
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a) White / Caucasian / European American
b) Black / African American
c) Asian American, Asian Indian, or Pacific Islander
d) Hispanic or Latino
e) Native American / American Indian
13. Are your parents together, either married or in an ongoing relationship living in the
same household?
a) Yes
b) No
c) I was not raised by my parents.
d) One or more of my parents has passed away.
14. Which of the following best describes your religious identity before coming to
campus? (any)
a) None
b) Lutheran
c) Pentecostal
d) Catholic
e) Judaism
f) Methodist
g) Atheist
h) Islam
i) Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (Mormon)
j) Non-denominational evangelical
k) Agnostic
l) Buddhism
m) United Church of Christ (UCC)
n) Hinduism
o) Reformed Church
p) Other Christian (please specify)
q) Other
15. Which of the following best describes your religious identity today? (any)
a) None
b) Lutheran
c) Pentecostal
d) Catholic
e) Judaism
f) Methodist
g) Atheist
h) Islam
i) Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (Mormon)
j) Non-denominational evangelical
k) Agnostic
l) Buddhism
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m) United Church of Christ (UCC)
n) Hinduism
o) Reformed Church
p) Other Christian (please specify)
q) Other
16. Which response best describes how often you attend religious services?
a) less than once per year
b) about once a month
c) several times a month
d) every week
e) more than once a week
17. Which of the following statements comes closest to your own views about religion?
a) Only one religion is true.
b) Many religions may be true.
c) There is very little truth in any religion.
18. How strong is your religious identity?
a) very strong
b) strong
c) somewhat strong
d) not very strong
e) no religious identity
19. Do you believe there is a life after death, or “heaven”?
a) yes
b) no
c) undecided or unsure
20. If you believe in life after death, which of the following comes closest to your
beliefs?
a) All people go to heaven.
b) Only good people go to heaven.
c) Only people whose sins are forgiven through faith in Jesus Christ go to heaven.
d) Something else
e) Do not know
21. About how often do you pray?
a) several times a day
b) about once a day
c) about once a week
d) less than once a week
e) never
22. Which of these statements comes closest to describing your feelings about the Bible?
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a) The Bible is the actual word of God and is to be taken literally, word for word.
b) The Bible is the inspired word of God but not everything should be taken literally,
word for word.
c) The Bible is an ancient book of fables, legends, history and moral precepts recorded by
man.
d) Other (please indicate below)
23. Which statement comes closest to expressing what you believe about God?
a) I don’t believe in God.
b) I don’t know whether there is a God, and I don’t believe there is any way to find out.
c) I don’t believe in a personal God, but do believe in a Higher Power of some kind.
d) While I have doubts, I feel that I do believe in God.
e) I know God really exists and I have no doubts about it.
24. If you believe in God, which of the following views comes closest to your own view
of God?
a) God is a personal being involved in the lives of people today
b) God created the world, but is not involved in the world now
c) God is not personal, but something like a cosmic life force
d) None of these views
25. If you believe in God, how distant or close do you feel to God most of the time?
Would you say . . .
a) Very distant
b) Somewhat distant
c) Somewhat close
d) Very close
26. Do you believe in the possibility of divine miracles from God?
a) Definitely
b) Maybe
c) Not at all
d) Don't know
27. Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about Jesus Christ?
a) Jesus was the Son of God who was raised from the dead
b) Jesus was an important human teacher, but was not the Son of God
c) Jesus never really exited
d) Believe something else
e) Unsure what you believe about Jesus/Don't know
28. Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about the origins of the world?
Do you believe:
a) God created the world.
b) God created the world using evolution.
b) The world is the product of purely natural forces, like the Big Bang or evolution
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c) None of these views
29. If a man and woman have sex before marriage, which of the following best describes
what you think?
a) always wrong
b) almost always wrong
c) sometimes wrong
d) not wrong at all
e) don’t know
30. What about sexual relations between two adults of the same sex?
a) always wrong
b) almost always wrong
c) sometimes wrong
d) not wrong at all
e) don’t know
31. On the average day, about how many hours do you personally watch television?
a) none
b) less than 1 hour
c) more than 1 hour but less than 2 hours
d) more than 2 hours but less than 4 hours
e) more than 4 hours
32. In the average week, about how many hours do you work at paid employment?
a) none
b) less than 5 hours per week
c) between 5 and 10 hours per week
d) between 10 and 20 hours per week
e) more than 20 hours per week
33. In the average week, about how many hours do you volunteer for a community
organization?
a) none
b) 1 to 2 hours per week
c) 2 to 4 hours per week
d) 4 to 6 hours per week
e) more than 6 hours per week
34. In an average week, about how many hours do you study or do homework, not
including time in class?
a) none
b) less than 5 hours per week
c) between 5 and 10 hours per week
d) between 10 and 20 hours per week
e) more than 20 hours per week
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35. How often do you speak in class (to make a comment, respond to a question, ask
questions, etc.)
a) at least once each class session
b) once a week
c) less than once a week
d) never
36. How much of the reading/homework do you complete?
a) all, thoroughly and to the best of my ability
b) all, but as quickly as possible—what I need to get by
c) about 75%
d) about 50%
e) less than 50%
Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree with the
following statements:
a. strongly agree
disagree

b. somewhat agree

c. somewhat disagree

d. strongly

37. Right and wrong are not usually a simple matter of black and white; there are many
shades of gray.
38. Morality is a personal matter and society should not force everyone to follow one
standard.
39. It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the achiever outside the home
and the woman takes care of the home and family.
40. I want my college experience to include a particular set of religious ideals and
teachings, which all students are expected to embrace.
41. I think a college environment with many religious points of view is preferable.
42. I would like my college classroom experiences to strengthen my Christian faith.
43. I would like my college classroom experiences to broader my understanding of other
religious traditions.
44. I expect my college to provide a religious point of view that is the same as my own
background.
45. Central University provides as much support for my religious faith (if you have
religious faith) as I desire.
46. I wish that Central University provided more support for my religious faith.
47. I think of myself as “spiritual but not religious.”
48. I expect Central University to have a clear religious point of view that is expressed in
the classroom.
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49. I would prefer the student body at Central to be religiously uniform, with everyone
having similar beliefs and belonging to a similar tradition.
50. I would prefer the student body at Central to be religiously diverse, with students
from a wide variety of religious backgrounds.
51. Homosexual couples should have the right to marry one another.
52. There is no point in doing what I can for the environment unless others do the same.
53. Climate change is a serious problem that our society needs to address.
54. I would prefer to live in a neighborhood that is racially diverse.
55. African Americans today face a lot of job discrimination that hurts their chances of
getting good-paying jobs.
56. Immigrants who are “undocumented” should be entitled to work permits in the United
States.
57. It is very likely that a man won’t get a job or promotion while an equally or less
qualified woman gets one instead.
58. Do you participate on a college sports team?
a) yes
b) no
c) used to participate but no longer participate
d) plan to participate in the future
59. Do you belong to a sorority or fraternity?
a) yes
b) no
c) used to participate but no longer participate
d) plan to participate in the future
60. Do you belong to a community organization not affiliated with the college?
a) yes
b) no
c) used to participate but no longer participate
d) plan to participate in the future
61. Do you participate in a campus religious organization?
a) yes
b) no
c) used to participate but no longer participate
d) plan to participate in the future
62. Do you participate in the arts at Central—theater, music, etc.?
a) yes
b) no
c) used to participate but no longer participate
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d) plan to participate in the future
63. Do you participate in other college organizations not indicated above?
a) yes
b) no
c) used to participate but no longer participate
d) plan to participate in the future
64. How often, if at all, do you drink alcohol, such as beer, wine or mixed drinks, not
including at religious services?
a) Once a day or more
b) A few times a week
c) About once a week
d) twice a month of less
e) never
65. If you have drunk alcohol, how many times, if at all, over the past two weeks have
you drunk at least four drinks (if female) or five drinks (if male) in the same night?
a) Never
b) Once or twice
c) Three or four times
d) Five or more times
66. Sometimes at work or at school people find themselves the object of unwanted sexual
advances, propositions, or unwanted sexual discussions from coworkers, supervisors,
fellow students, or faculty/staff. The advances sometimes involve physical contact and
sometimes just involve sexual conversations. Has this ever happened to you?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Uncertain
67. If you responded (a) to the question above, which of the following best describes the
situation?
a) a coworker or supervisor harassed me at work
b) a student harassed me at Central
c) a faculty member or staff person harassed me at Central
d) I was harassed in another context
e) None of the above.
68. Which of the political views below best represents your own views?
a) Extremely liberal or liberal
b) Slightly liberal
c) Moderate
d) Slightly conservative
e) Extremely conservative or conservative
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69. Over the past two years, have you become more religious, less religious, or stayed
about the same?
a) Become more religious
b) Become less religious
c) Stayed about the same
d) Don't know
70. In the last year, how often, if at all, have you attended a religious Sunday school or
other religious education class, not including religion courses at Central?
a) Never
b) once a month or less
c) a few times a month
d) once a week
e) more than once a week
71. In the last year, how much, if at all, have you had doubts about whether your beliefs
about religion are true?
a) Many doubts
b) Some doubts
c) A few doubts
d) No doubts
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APPENDIX E
UNDERGRADUATE OUTCOME SURVEY QUESTIONS
IRB Approval was granted for the following questions:
• Academic Program(s)
• Minor(s)
• Degree Level
• During College, did you have opportunities to do an internship, practicum,
clinical, or student-teaching learning experience? (yes/no)
• Do you feel your time at Central University has helped you better understand your
unique strengths and passion for your life? (yes/no)
• Do you feel confident in your ability to pursue a career related to your strengths
and passion? (yes/no)
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APPENDIX F
FOCUS GROUP INSTRUMENT
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Please describe your relationship with Central University.
What does the word “Vocation” mean to you?
In what ways is vocation important in the development of students?
What is Lutheran about Central University?
Is there something that, if missing, would preclude a school from being
“Lutheran”?
Is there something that a Lutheran school can do that a public school cannot?
In what ways does this impact the student?
Describe what you think is the ideal relationship between Central University and
the local church body.
Is there anything else you’d like to share?
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APPENDIX G
FACULTY INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
1. How long have you been at Central University?
2. Have you served in other faith affiliated higher-education institutions prior to
serving at Central? If so, how many and for how many years?
3. Do you feel faith plays a role in your work at Central University?
a. Why or why not?
b. In what ways?
4. How do you believe faith plays a role in the student experience at Central
University?
5. In what was does, or does it not, matter for a student to attend a church affiliated
school?
6. Is there something a church affiliated school can do that a public or secular
private school cannot?
a. Do you believe this enhances the student experience? If so, how?
7. What do you believe is distinctive about Central University?
8. What is Lutheran about Central University?
9. Is there anything else you would like to share?
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APPENDIX H
COMMUNITY AND FAMILY OF ORIGIN
In what sort of community have you spent most of your life?1
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
rural/farm
56
20.2
20.2
small town
90
32.5
32.5
medium city
48
17.3
17.3
suburbs of a large city
66
23.8
23.8
inner city of a large city
17
6.1
6.1
Total
277
100.0
100.0

Valid

Cumulative
Percent
20.2
52.7
70.0
93.9
100.0

What was the racial composition of the high school you attended?

Valid

All or nearly all white
Mostly white
About half white and
half other races
Mostly other races
All other races
Total

1

Frequency Percent
93
33.6
109
39.4
56
20.2
13
6
277

4.7
2.2
100.0

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
33.6
33.6
39.4
72.9
20.2
93.1
4.7
2.2
100.0

97.8
100.0

Regional descriptions of these city sizes were included in the original survey but have been
removed from results to preserve the confidentiality of the institution.
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What is the highest level of education attained by your father?

Valid

less than high school
high school graduate
some college
coursework
college graduate
completed master's
degree or doctoral
degree
unknown
Total

Frequency Percent
9
3.2
62
22.4
88
31.8

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
3.2
3.2
22.4
25.6
31.8
57.4

76
37

27.4
13.4

27.4
13.4

84.8
98.2

5
277

1.8
100.0

1.8
100.0

100.0

What is the highest level of education attained by your mother?

Valid

less than high school
high school graduate
some college
coursework
college graduate
completed master's
degree or doctoral
degree
unknown
Total

Frequency Percent
12
4.3
48
17.3
62
22.4

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
4.3
4.3
17.3
21.7
22.4
44.0

103
50

37.2
18.1

37.2
18.1

81.2
99.3

2
277

.7
100.0

.7
100.0

100.0
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Are your parents together, either married or in an ongoing relationship, living in the
same household?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid Yes
188
67.9
67.9
67.9
No
81
29.2
29.2
97.1
I was not raised by my
1
.4
.4
97.5
parents
One or more of my
7
2.5
2.5
100.0
parents has passed
away
Total
277
100.0
100.0
Which of the following best identifies your social class?

Valid

poor
working class or lower
middle class
middle class
upper-middle class
upper class
Total

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
6
2.2
2.2
2.2
54
19.5
19.5
21.7
160
54
3
277

57.8
19.5
1.1
100.0

57.8
19.5
1.1
100.0

79.4
98.9
100.0
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APPENDIX I
STUDENT DEMOGRAPHICS

How do you identify your gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Valid Male
114
41.2
41.2
41.2
Female
162
58.5
58.5
99.6
Transgender
1
.4
.4
100.0
Total
277
100.0
100.0
How old are you?
Valid

18
19
20
21-22
23 or older
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
39
14.1
14.1
14.1
90
32.5
32.5
46.6
77
27.8
27.8
74.4
58
20.9
20.9
95.3
13
4.7
4.7
100.0
277
100.0
100.0

Race
Valid

Caucasian
Black
Asian
Hispanic
Other/Mixed
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
225
81.2
81.2
81.2
9
3.2
3.2
84.5
3
1.1
1.1
85.6
21
7.6
7.6
93.1
19
6.9
6.9
100.0
277
100.0
100.0

How many children do you have?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Valid 0
266
96.0
96.0
96.0
1
7
2.5
2.5
98.6
2
2
.7
.7
99.3
3
1
.4
.4
99.6
More than 3
1
.4
.4
100.0
Total
277
100.0
100.0
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APPENDIX J
ENROLLMENT DATA

Please identify your year in school

Valid

first year student
second year student
third year student
fourth year student
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
98
35.4
35.4
88
31.8
31.8
67
24.2
24.2
24
8.7
8.7
277
100.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
35.4
67.1
91.3
100.0

Have you attended another college or university besides Central?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid Yes
55
19.9
19.9
19.9
No
222
80.1
80.1
100.0
Total
277
100.0
100.0
In what field is your major?

Valid

Teacher Education
Nursing or health
sciences
Business, management,
or accounting
Social Sciences
Humanities
Undecided
Total

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
60
21.7
21.7
21.7
66
23.8
23.8
45.5
83

30.0

30.0

75.5

56
9
3
277

20.2
3.2
1.1
100.0

20.2
3.2
1.1
100.0

95.7
98.9
100.0
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APPENDIX K
RELIGIOUS IDENTITY

Which of the following best describes your religious identity before coming to campus?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
None
35
12.6
12.7
12.7
Lutheran
64
23.1
23.2
35.9
Pentecostal
6
2.2
2.2
38.0
Catholic
73
26.4
26.4
64.5
Judaism
1
.4
.4
64.9
Methodist
19
6.9
6.9
71.7
Atheist
3
1.1
1.1
72.8
Islam
2
.7
.7
73.6
Church of Jesus Christ
2
.7
.7
74.3
of Latter-Day Saints
(Mormon)
Non-denominational
23
8.3
8.3
82.6
evangelical
Agnostic
4
1.4
1.4
84.1
United Church of Christ
2
.7
.7
84.8
(UCC)
Reformed Church
1
.4
.4
85.1
Other Christian (please
22
7.9
8.0
93.1
specify)
Presbyterian
6
2.2
2.2
95.3
Baptist
13
4.7
4.7
100.0
Total
276
99.6
100.0
Missing System
1
.4
Total
277
100.0
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q0014_condensed

Valid

None
Lutheran
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
42
15.2
15.2
64
23.1
23.2
73
26.4
26.4
94
33.9
34.1
3
1.1
1.1
276
99.6
100.0
1
.4
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
15.2
38.4
64.9
98.9
100.0

Which of the following best describes your religious identity today?

Valid

None
Lutheran
Pentecostal
Catholic
Methodist
Atheist
Islam
Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-Day Saints
(Mormon)
Non-denominational
evangelical
Agnostic
United Church of Christ
(UCC)
Reformed Church
Other Christian (please
specify)
Presbyterian
Baptist
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
40
14.4
14.5
68
24.5
24.6
6
2.2
2.2
69
24.9
25.0
17
6.1
6.2
3
1.1
1.1
2
.7
.7
1
.4
.4

Cumulative
Percent
14.5
39.1
41.3
66.3
72.5
73.6
74.3
74.6

24

8.7

8.7

83.3

5
1

1.8
.4

1.8
.4

85.1
85.5

1
20

.4
7.2

.4
7.2

85.9
93.1

6
13
276
1
277

2.2
4.7
99.6
.4
100.0

2.2
4.7
100.0

95.3
100.0
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q0015_condensed

Valid

None
Lutheran
Catholic
Other Christian
Other
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
48
17.3
17.4
68
24.5
24.6
69
24.9
25.0
89
32.1
32.2
2
.7
.7
276
99.6
100.0
1
.4
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
17.4
42.0
67.0
99.3
100.0

Which of the following best describes your religious identity before coming to campus? *
Which of the following best describes your religious identity today? Crosstabulation
Count
Which of the following best describes your religious
identity today?
NonOther
None Lutheran Catholic denom. Agnostic Christian Total
Religious None
0
0
0
1
1
0
2
identity Catholic
3
0
0
1
0
1
5
before
Judaism
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
coming Methodist
0
2
0
0
0
0
2
to
Mormon
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
campus. Non-denom.
1
2
0
0
0
0
3
UCC
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
Other
1
0
0
2
0
0
3
Christian
Total
7
4
1
4
1
1
18
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APPENDIX L
RELIGIOUS PRACTICES

Which response best describes how often you attend religious services?

Valid

less than once per year
about once a month
several times a month
every week
more than once a week
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
92
33.2
33.5
98
35.4
35.6
40
14.4
14.5
40
14.4
14.5
5
1.8
1.8
275
99.3
100.0
2
.7
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
33.5
69.1
83.6
98.2
100.0

About how often do you pray?

Valid

several times a day
about once a day
about once a week
less than once a week
never
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
40
14.4
14.9
73
26.4
27.2
55
19.9
20.5
66
23.8
24.6
34
12.3
12.7
268
96.8
100.0
9
3.2
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
14.9
42.2
62.7
87.3
100.0
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In the average week, about how many hours do you volunteer for a community
organization?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
None
145
52.3
54.1
54.1
1 to 2 hours per week
99
35.7
36.9
91.0
2 to 4 hours per week
19
6.9
7.1
98.1
4 to 6 hours per week
4
1.4
1.5
99.6
more than 6 hours per
1
.4
.4
100.0
week
Total
268
96.8
100.0
Missing System
9
3.2
Total
277
100.0
Do you participate in a campus religious organization?

Valid

Yes
No
used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
43
15.5
193
69.7
12
4.3

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
16.3
16.3
73.4
89.7
4.6
94.3

15

5.4

5.7

263
14
277

94.9
5.1
100.0

100.0

100.0

Over the past two years, have you become more religious, less religious, or stayed
about the same?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Become more religious
64
23.1
24.3
24.3
Become less religious
42
15.2
16.0
40.3
Stayed about the same
135
48.7
51.3
91.6
Don't know
22
7.9
8.4
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
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APPENDIX M
THEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES

Which of the following statements comes closest to your own views about religion?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Only one religion is
83
30.0
30.2
30.2
true.
Many religions may be
176
63.5
64.0
94.2
true.
There is very little truth
16
5.8
5.8
100.0
in any religion.
Total
275
99.3
100.0
Missing System
2
.7
Total
277
100.0
Do you believe there is life after death, or "heaven"?

Valid

yes
no
undecided or unsure
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
235
84.8
7
2.5
26
9.4
268
96.8
9
3.2
277
100.0

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
87.7
87.7
2.6
90.3
9.7
100.0
100.0
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If you believe in life after death, which of the following comes closest to your beliefs?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Something else (please
18
6.5
6.7
6.7
specify)
All people go to
40
14.4
14.9
21.6
heaven.
Only good people go to
32
11.6
11.9
33.6
heaven.
Only people whose sins
130
46.9
48.5
82.1
are forgiven through
faith in Jesus Christ go
to heaven.
Do not know
48
17.3
17.9
100.0
Total
268
96.8
100.0
Missing System
9
3.2
Total
277
100.0
Which of these statements comes closest to describing your feelings about the Bible?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Other (please specify)
9
3.2
3.4
3.4
The Bible is the actual
49
17.7
18.3
21.6
word of God and is to
be taken literally, word
for word.
The Bible is the
177
63.9
66.0
87.7
inspired word of God
but not everything
should be taken
literally, word for word.
The Bible is an ancient
33
11.9
12.3
100.0
book of fables, legends,
history and moral
precepts recorded by
man.
Total
268
96.8
100.0
Missing System
9
3.2
Total
277
100.0
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Which statement comes closest to expressing what you believe about God?

I don’t believe in God.
I don’t know whether
there is a God, and I
don’t believe there is
any way to find out.
I don’t believe in a
personal God but do
believe in a Higher
Power of some kind.
While I have doubts, I
feel that I do believe in
God.
I know God really
exists and I have no
doubts about it.
Total
Missing System
Total
Valid

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
5
1.8
1.9
1.9
19
6.9
7.1
9.0

16

5.8

6.0

14.9

74

26.7

27.6

42.5

154

55.6

57.5

100.0

268
9
277

96.8
3.2
100.0

100.0

If you believe in God, which of the following views comes closest to your own view of
God?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
God is a personal being
197
71.1
73.5
73.5
involved in the lives of
people today
God created the world,
13
4.7
4.9
78.4
but is not involved in
the world now
God is not personal, but
25
9.0
9.3
87.7
something like a cosmic
life force
None of these views
33
11.9
12.3
100.0
Total
268
96.8
100.0
Missing System
9
3.2
Total
277
100.0
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If you believe in God, how distant or close do you feel to God most of the time?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
very distant
35
12.6
13.1
13.1
somewhat distant
58
20.9
21.6
34.7
somewhat close
125
45.1
46.6
81.3
very close
50
18.1
18.7
100.0
Total
268
96.8
100.0
Missing System
9
3.2
Total
277
100.0

Do you believe in the possibility of divine miracles from God?

Valid

Definitely
Maybe
Not at all
Don't know
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
162
58.5
60.4
74
26.7
27.6
11
4.0
4.1
21
7.6
7.8
268
96.8
100.0
9
3.2
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
60.4
88.1
92.2
100.0
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Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about Jesus Christ?

Valid

Jesus was the Son of
God who was raised
from the dead
Jesus was an important
human teacher, but was
not the Son of God
Jesus never really
existed
Believe something else
Unsure what you
believe about
Jesus/Don't know
Total
Missing System
Total

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
215
77.6
80.2
80.2

11

4.0

4.1

84.3

5

1.8

1.9

86.2

8
29

2.9
10.5

3.0
10.8

89.2
100.0

268
9
277

96.8
3.2
100.0

100.0

Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about the origins of the world? Do
you believe:
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
God created the world.
165
59.6
61.6
61.6
God created the world
52
18.8
19.4
81.0
using evolution.
The world is the
34
12.3
12.7
93.7
product of purely
natural forces, like the
Big Bang or evolution
None of these views
17
6.1
6.3
100.0
Total
268
96.8
100.0
Missing System
9
3.2
Total
277
100.0
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APPENDIX N
SOCIAL PERSPECTIVES

If a man and woman have sex before marriage, which of the following best describes
what you think?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
always wrong
40
14.4
14.9
14.9
almost always wrong
20
7.2
7.5
22.4
sometimes wrong
54
19.5
20.1
42.5
not wrong at all
120
43.3
44.8
87.3
don’t know
34
12.3
12.7
100.0
Total
268
96.8
100.0
Missing System
9
3.2
Total
277
100.0
What about sexual relations between two adults of the same sex?

Valid

always wrong
almost always wrong
sometimes wrong
not wrong at all
don’t know
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
72
26.0
26.9
13
4.7
4.9
22
7.9
8.2
122
44.0
45.5
39
14.1
14.6
268
96.8
100.0
9
3.2
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
26.9
31.7
39.9
85.4
100.0
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Right and wrong are not usually a simple matter of black and white; there are many
shades of gray.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
93
33.6
35.4
35.4
Somewhat Agree
126
45.5
47.9
83.3
Somewhat Disagree
37
13.4
14.1
97.3
Strongly Disagree
7
2.5
2.7
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0

Morality is a personal matter and society should not force everyone to follow one
standard.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
71
25.6
27.0
27.0
Somewhat Agree
131
47.3
49.8
76.8
Somewhat Disagree
52
18.8
19.8
96.6
Strongly Disagree
9
3.2
3.4
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the achiever outside the home
and the woman takes care of the home and family.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
16
5.8
6.1
6.1
Somewhat Agree
59
21.3
22.4
28.5
Somewhat Disagree
72
26.0
27.4
55.9
Strongly Disagree
116
41.9
44.1
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0

314
Same-sex couples should have the right to marry one another.

Valid

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
118
42.6
44.9
70
25.3
26.6
50
18.1
19.0
25
9.0
9.5
263
94.9
100.0
14
5.1
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
44.9
71.5
90.5
100.0

There is no point in doing what I can for the environment unless others do the same.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
16
5.8
6.1
6.1
Somewhat Agree
76
27.4
28.9
35.0
Somewhat Disagree
96
34.7
36.5
71.5
Strongly Disagree
75
27.1
28.5
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
Climate change is a serious problem that our society needs to address.

Valid

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
74
26.7
28.1
113
40.8
43.0
53
19.1
20.2
23
8.3
8.7
263
94.9
100.0
14
5.1
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
28.1
71.1
91.3
100.0
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I would prefer to live in a neighborhood that is racially diverse.

Valid

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
69
24.9
26.2
132
47.7
50.2
51
18.4
19.4
11
4.0
4.2
263
94.9
100.0
14
5.1
277
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
26.2
76.4
95.8
100.0
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In the last year, how much, if at all, have you had doubts about whether your
beliefs about religion are true?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Many doubts
13
4.7
4.9
4.9
Some doubts
47
17.0
17.9
22.8
A few doubts
69
24.9
26.2
49.0
No doubts
134
48.4
51.0
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
I expect my college to provide a religious point of view that is the same as my own
background.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
17
6.1
6.5
6.5
Somewhat Agree
88
31.8
33.5
39.9
Somewhat Disagree
102
36.8
38.8
78.7
Strongly Disagree
56
20.2
21.3
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
I would like my college classroom experiences to broaden my understanding of other
religious traditions.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
58
20.9
22.1
22.1
Somewhat Agree
113
40.8
43.0
65.0
Somewhat Disagree
68
24.5
25.9
90.9
Strongly Disagree
24
8.7
9.1
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
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I think a college environment with many religious points of view is preferable.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
78
28.2
29.7
29.7
Somewhat Agree
123
44.4
46.8
76.4
Somewhat Disagree
55
19.9
20.9
97.3
Strongly Disagree
7
2.5
2.7
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0

APPENDIX P
CO-CURRICULARS

Do you participate on a college sports team?

Valid

yes
no
used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
192
69.3
54
19.5
16
5.8

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
73.0
73.0
20.5
93.5
6.1
99.6

1

.4

.4

263
14
277

94.9
5.1
100.0

100.0

100.0

Do you belong to a sorority or fraternity?

Valid

yes
no
used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
40
14.4
205
74.0
10
3.6

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
15.2
15.2
77.9
93.2
3.8
97.0

8

2.9

3.0

263
14
277

94.9
5.1
100.0

100.0
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100.0
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Do you belong to a community organization not affiliated with the college?

Valid

yes
no
used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
70
25.3
177
63.9
11
4.0

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
26.6
26.6
67.3
93.9
4.2
98.1

5

1.8

1.9

263
14
277

94.9
5.1
100.0

100.0

100.0

Do you participate in a campus religious organization?

Valid

yes
no
used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
43
15.5
193
69.7
12
4.3

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
16.3
16.3
73.4
89.7
4.6
94.3

15

5.4

5.7

263
14
277

94.9
5.1
100.0

100.0

100.0

Do you participate in the arts at Central - theater, music, etc.?

Valid

yes
no
used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
57
20.6
203
73.3
2
.7

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
21.7
21.7
77.2
98.9
.8
99.6

1

.4

.4

263
14
277

94.9
5.1
100.0

100.0

100.0
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Do you participate in other college organizations not indicated?

Valid

yes
no
used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency Percent
106
38.3
140
50.5
8
2.9

Cumulative
Valid Percent
Percent
40.3
40.3
53.2
93.5
3.0
96.6

9

3.2

3.4

263
14
277

94.9
5.1
100.0

100.0

100.0

APPENDIX Q
MODALITY OF EXPRESSION

I want my college experience to include a particular set of religious ideals and
teachings, which all students are expected to embrace.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
22
7.9
8.4
8.4
Somewhat Agree
69
24.9
26.2
34.6
Somewhat Disagree
86
31.0
32.7
67.3
Strongly Disagree
86
31.0
32.7
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
I would like my college classroom experiences to strengthen my Christian faith.?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
47
17.0
17.9
17.9
Somewhat Agree
108
39.0
41.1
58.9
Somewhat Disagree
63
22.7
24.0
82.9
Strongly Disagree
45
16.2
17.1
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
I expect my college to provide a religious point of view that is the same as my own
background.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
17
6.1
6.5
6.5
Somewhat Agree
88
31.8
33.5
39.9
Somewhat Disagree
102
36.8
38.8
78.7
Strongly Disagree
56
20.2
21.3
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
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I expect Central University to have a clear religious point of view that is expressed in
the classroom.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
21
7.6
8.0
8.0
Somewhat Agree
60
21.7
22.8
30.8
Somewhat Disagree
103
37.2
39.2
70.0
Strongly Disagree
79
28.5
30.0
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
I would prefer the student body at Central to be religiously uniform, with everyone
having similar beliefs and belonging to a similar tradition.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
11
4.0
4.2
4.2
Somewhat Agree
54
19.5
20.5
24.7
Somewhat Disagree
79
28.5
30.0
54.8
Strongly Disagree
119
43.0
45.2
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0
I would prefer the student body at Central to be religiously diverse, with students
from a wide variety of religious backgrounds.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
Strongly Agree
94
33.9
35.7
35.7
Somewhat Agree
123
44.4
46.8
82.5
Somewhat Disagree
42
15.2
16.0
98.5
Strongly Disagree
4
1.4
1.5
100.0
Total
263
94.9
100.0
Missing System
14
5.1
Total
277
100.0

APPENDIX R
VOCATIONAL DISCERNMENT

During College, did you have opportunities to do an internship,
practicum, clinical, or student-teaching learning experience?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
No
25
10.2
11.7
11.7
Yes
188
77.0
88.3
100.0
Total
213
87.3
100.0
Missing System
31
12.7
Total
244
100.0
Do you feel your time at Central University has helped you better
understand your unique strengths and passion for your life?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
No
16
6.6
7.5
7.5
Yes
197
80.7
92.5
100.0
Total
213
87.3
100.0
Missing System
31
12.7
Total
244
100.0
Do you feel confident in your ability to pursue a career related to your
strengths and passion?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Percent
Valid
No
8
3.3
3.8
3.8
Yes
205
84.0
96.2
100.0
Total
213
87.3
100.0
Missing System
31
12.7
Total
244
100.0
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APPENDIX S
QUESTIONS ANALYZED FOR CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVES
Categorical/Qualitative Variables
• In what sort of community have you spent most of your life?
• What was the racial composition of the high school you attended?
• Gender
• Race
• How strong is your religious identity?
• Do you participate in a campus religious organization?
• Over the past two years, have you become more religious, less religious,
or stayed about the same?
• Which of the following statements comes closest to your own views about
religion?
• Do you believe there is life after death, or "heaven"?
• If you believe in life after death, which of the following comes closest to
your beliefs?
• Which of these statements comes closest to describing your feelings about
the Bible?
• Which statement comes closest to expressing what you believe about
God?
• If you believe in God, which of the following views comes closest to your
own view of God?
• If you believe in God, how distant or close do you feel to God most of the
time?
• Do you believe in the possibility of divine miracles from God?
• Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about Jesus Christ?
• Which of the following comes closest to your beliefs about the origins of
the world?
Quan Variables
• I think of myself as “spiritual but not religious.”
• Which response best describes how often you attend religious services?
• About how often do you pray?
• If a man and woman have sex before marriage, which of the following
best describes what you think?
• What about sexual relations between two adults of the same sex?
• Right and wrong are not usually a simple matter of black and white; there
are many shades of gray.
• Morality is a personal matter and society should not force everyone to
follow one standard.
• It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the achiever outside
the home and the woman takes care of the home and family.
• Same-sex couples should have the right to marry one another.
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•

There is no point in doing what I can for the environment unless others do
the same.
• Climate change is a serious problem that our society needs to address.
• I would prefer to live in a neighborhood that is racially diverse.
• Which of the political views below best represents your own views?
University Expectations
• I would prefer the student body at Central to be religiously uniform, with
everyone having similar beliefs and belonging to a similar tradition.
• I would prefer the student body at Central to be religiously diverse, with
students from a wide variety of religious backgrounds.
• I want my college experience to include a particular set of religious ideals
and teachings, which all students are expected to embrace.
• I would like my college classroom experiences to strengthen my Christian
faith.?
• I would like my college classroom experiences to broaden my
understanding of other religious traditions.
• I expect my college to provide a religious point of view that is the same as
my own background.
• I expect Central University to have a clear religious point of view that is
expressed in the classroom.
• Central University provides as much support for my religious faith (if you
have religious faith) as I desire.
• I wish that Central University provided more support for my religious
faith.
Quantitative Results for Binary Religious Identity

How do you identify
your gender

Other (please specify)
Male
Female
Transgender
What was the racial
All or nearly all white
composition of the high Mostly white
school you attended?
About half white and
half other races
Mostly other races
All other races

Count
Count
Count
Count
Count
Count
Count
Count
Count

Religion - Binary
NonChristian
Christian
(A)
(B)
1
0
01
25
88
24
138
1
01
12
81
22
86
6
50
8
B
2

5
4

326
How strong is your
religious identity?

Do you participate in a
campus religious
organization?

very strong

Count

1

strong

Count

4

somewhat strong
not very strong

Count
Count

no religious identity

Count

yes
no

Count
Count
Count

8
18
B
18
B
4
44
B
01

Count

1

14

Count

6

Count

31

77
A
145

Count

12
B
28

used to participate but
no longer participate
plan to participate in
the future
Which of the following Only one religion is
statements comes
true.
closest to your own
Many religions may be
views about religion?
true.
There is very little truth
in any religion.
Do you believe there is yes
life after death, or
"heaven"?
no

If you believe in life
after death, which of
the following comes
closest to your beliefs?

Count
Count

42
A
87
A
66
29
2
39
149
12

4
207
A
2

undecided or unsure

Count

Something else (please
specify)
All people go to
heaven.
Only good people go to
heaven.
Only people whose sins
are forgiven through
faith in Jesus C
Do not know

Count

5
B
16
B
6

Count

6

34

Count

11
B
5

21

Other (please specify)

Count

Count

Count

21
B
3

10
12

125
A
27
6
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Which of these
statements comes
closest to describing
your feelings about the
Bible?

The Bible is the actual
word of God and is to
be taken literally, word
for word.
The Bible is the
inspired word of God
but not everything
should be taken
literally, word for word.
The Bible is an ancient
book of fables, legends,
history and moral
precepts recorded by
man.
Which statement comes I don’t believe in God.
closest to expressing
what you believe about I don’t know whether
God?
there is a God, and I
don’t believe there is
any way to find out.
I don’t believe in a
personal God but do
believe in a Higher
Power of some kind.
While I have doubts, I
feel that I do believe in
God.
I know God really
exists and I have no
doubts about it.
If you believe in God, God is a personal being
which of the following involved in the lives of
views comes closest to people today
your own view of God? God created the world,
but is not involved in
the world now
God is not personal, but
something like a cosmic
life force

Count

4

45
A

Count

24

153
A

Count

18
B

15

Count

4
B
14
B

1

Count

11
B

5

Count

11

63

Count

9

145
A

Count

12

185
A

Count

4

9

Count

12
B

13

Count

5
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None of these views

Count
Count

21
B
24
B
15
8

very close

Count

2

Definitely

Count

10

Maybe
Not at all

Count
Count

Don't know

Count

Jesus was the Son of
God who was raised
from the dead
Jesus was an important
human teacher, but was
not the Son of God
Jesus never really
existed
Believe something else

Count

19
7
B
13
B
12

Unsure what you
believe about
Jesus/Don't know
Which of the following God created the world.
comes closest to your
beliefs about the origins God created the world
of the world? Do you
using evolution.
believe:
The world is the
product of purely
natural forces, like the
None of these views

Count

Which of the political
views below best

Count

If you believe in God, very distant
how distant or close do
you feel to God most of somewhat distant
the time?
somewhat close

Do you believe in the
possibility of divine
miracles from God?

Which of the following
comes closest to your
beliefs about Jesus
Christ?

Extremely liberal or
liberal

Count
Count

12
11
43
117
A
48
A
152
A
55
4
8
203
A

Count

7
B

4

Count

2

3

Count

5
B
23
B

3

Count

9

Count

10

156
A
42

Count

20
B

14

Count

10
B
8
B

7

6

12
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represents your own
views?

Slightly liberal
Count
6
22
Moderate
Count
24
77
Slightly conservative
Count
9
59
Extremely conservative Count
2
44
or conservative
A
Results are based on two-sided tests. For each significant pair, the key of the
category with the smaller column proportion appears in the category with the larger
column proportion.
Significance level for upper case letters (A, B, C): .052
1. This category is not used in comparisons because its column proportion is equal to
zero or one.
2. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost
subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

Quantitative Variables for Binary Religion
Group Statistics
Std.
Std. Error
Religion - Binary N Mean Deviation
Mean
Which response best
Non-Christian
49
1.27
.569
.081
describes how often you Christian
226
2.35
1.090
.073
attend religious
services?
About how often do you Non-Christian
49
4.16
1.161
.166
pray?
Christian
219
2.65
1.128
.076
If a man and woman
Non-Christian
49
3.80
.735
.105
have sex before
Christian
219
3.22
1.299
.088
marriage, which of the
following best describes
what you think?
What about sexual
Non-Christian
49
3.59
1.240
.177
relations between two
Christian
219
3.06
1.495
.101
adults of the same sex?
Same-sex couples
Non-Christian
49
1.63
.929
.133
should have the right to Christian
214
2.00
1.016
.069
marry one another.
Non-Christian
49
1.35
.631
.090
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In the average week,
about how many hours
do you volunteer for a
community
organization?
I would prefer the
student body at Central
to be religiously
uniform, with everyone
having similar beliefs
and belonging to a
similar tradition.
I want my college
experience to include a
particular set of
religious ideals and
teachings, which all
students are expected to
embrace.
I would like my college
classroom experiences
to strengthen my
Christian faith.?
I would like my college
classroom experiences
to broaden my
understanding of other
religious traditions.
I expect my college to
provide a religious point
of view that is the same
as my own background.
I expect Central
University to have a
clear religious point of
view that is expressed in
the classroom.

Christian

219

1.62

.734

.050

Non-Christian
Christian

49
214

3.45
3.10

.914
.880

.131
.060

Non-Christian
Christian

49
214

3.37
2.79

.972
.923

.139
.063

Non-Christian
Christian

49
214

3.18
2.22

.993
.875

.142
.060

Non-Christian
Christian

49
214

2.55
2.14

1.100
.824

.157
.056

Non-Christian
Christian

49
214

3.20
2.64

.889
.825

.127
.056

Non-Christian
Christian

49
214

3.29
2.83

1.041
.868

.149
.059

Non-Christian

49

2.041

.9345

.1335
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Central University
Christian
provides as much
support for my religious
faith (if you have
religious faith) as I
desire.
I wish that Central
Non-Christian
University provided
Christian
more support for my
religious faith.

214

1.949

.7825

.0535

49
214

3.02
2.48

.989
.832

.141
.057
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