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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
Origin of the Problem

The origin of this study can be traced to the speech
given by Dr. Carl H. Lundguist, President of Bethel College
and Seminary, before the Speech for Religious Workers Inter-
est Group of the Speech Association of America during the
St. Louls Conventicn of 1960. A reprint of this speech came
to the writer's attention in May of 1963.

Further lmpetus came from hearing and reading remarks
from various persons concerning ministers' inability to com-
nunicate. Statements such as: "the church bhas a lot to
say, but doesn't know how to say 1t," "formal speech train-
ing at the seminary level 1s not necessary,” and "if the
church had a live microphone to the whole world it would be
unable to communicate" motivated the writer to prepare this
study,

Background of the FProblem

Theclogians through the ages have made significant
contributions to the theory and practice of orsl communica-
tion. 7This would seem to suggest ccncern in the ministry
for development of effective oral communication, Currently,
however, it seems that mest secholarly writing concerning the

theory and practice of oral communication is being done by
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the speech professional while the thecloglan 1s concerning
himself with theological matters., William Plerson Merrill,
author of The Freedom of the Preacher, says:

There are to0 many men in the pulplt who know a good
deal, and think well enocugh, but have never galined the
mastery of effectiveneas and simple language, through
deliberative and painstaking cultivation of a bomely,
forceful use of words.l

He goes on to say, "A preacher without skill in words is
like a knight with no knowledge of sword play,"e

8ince lerrill wrote in 1922, the competition for au-

dience tiwme among the communlcative medla has greatly in-
creased, Wwlth the addition of television to the growing
list of medla the modern listener can be more selective as
to what he listens and/or watches, James 5. Stewart, in his
homiletics text, Leralds of God, clted a passaze from the
Spectator, which spoke to this fact as early as 1946.

If people listen to competent speaking on all kinds
of subjects during the week, they will ask for equal
competence Ifrom the pulplit on Sunday. Slovenly work,
careless technigue, faulty construction and inarticulate
dolivorg have had thelr day; they will pass muster no
longer,

Within this quotation is the suggestion that there is now a

lyilliam Plerson Merrill, Ihe edom of the Preacher
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1922), Pe 35

2Ibid,

3James 3. Stewart, heralds of God (Kew York: Charles
Seribner's Sons, 1946), p. .
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more demanding and selective audience for oral communication.
Certainly, since this view was expressed, the need has ex-
panded proportionally to the size and number of modern mass
communication media and a generally more highly educated and
demanding populaces R« D. Mahaffey of Linfield College
speaks to this point in a recent Newsletter of the Speech for

Religious Workers Interest Group. He tells us:

I believe that in thils day of improved opportunity for
various types of communication, with the increasing level
of education for parishioners, their ministers must be
trained to be effective in the spoken word,

Stewart and Mahaffey have plctured an ever-expanding need for
good oral communication training as a basic necessity for the

modern minister,

Statement of the Problem
The problem 1s to study the status of speech and homi-
letics instruction in acecredited American protestant seminar-
ies during 1964. This problem will be accomplished by secur-
ing answers to the following questions:
l, What do seminary administrators consider to be
the most important areas of concentration in
course content in speech and homlletics courses?
2, What are the bellefs of speech and homlletics

instructors concerning needed areas of concentra-
tion in content of speech and homiletics courses?

4r, D, Mahaffey, Ncw-lettor of the Speech for Reli-
glous Workers Interest Group, S.A.A., ApriIEIB-iéEE
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3. What equipment and facilitles are avallable for
teaching speech and homiletics courses?

L. What are the amcademic qualificatlions of speech
and homiletic instructora?

Question One will be answered from information se-
cured from the Administrator's Questiomnaire. The lmpor-
tance pleced upon speech and homileticas training and specif-
ically the adminlstrator's view of what canons of rhetoric
should be stressed will form the basis for answering this
question,

Question Two will be answered from information secured
from the Instructor's Questionnaire, Information secured
from questions designed to discover what canons of rhetoric
are concentrated upon and what materlals and authorities are
used in teaching speech and homliletles courses will form the
basis for answering this guestion.

Question Three will be answered by wuestlon Sixteen
of the Instructor's Questionnaire whlch seeks all the teach-
ing aids used by speech and homiletlics instructors.

Question Four of the problem will be answered by the
information secured from the first five questions of the
Instructor's wuestlionnalre., ospecirfic bours of formal aca-
demic training in speech and homiletics as well as under=-
graduate and graduate areas of degree concentration and
preaching and teaching experience will be studied.



Definition of lerms
Total Course Offerings. The phrase "total ecourse

offerings" means those courses of speech and homiletics
offered by the lnr;oyed institution,

Speech Courses. The term "speech courses" will mean
those courses of oral communication in which emphasis is not
directed toward theologlcal presentation; l.e., they are
offered as training for speaking situations in general and
are not necessarlly limited to pulpit or related religious
speech needs., Ihls ineludes oral interpretation and other
speech~related non-homiletic courses,

Courses in Homiletics., An acceptable definition of
homiletlics 1s that of Jacob Fry in hls book Llementary
Homiletiecs:

Homlletics 1s that branch of theclogy which teaches

the principles and rules according to which sermons are
prepared and delivered, It covers the whole subject

science, and act of ~reaching or publlic address hefore
the congregation.’

Mr. Fry goes on to point out:

Students come to theologleal schools not to beccme
theologlang, but cunlefly to become preacuers., idoml-
letics 1s therefore the culef alm and end of all theo~-
logical, study; tohe completicn and crown of the whole
course.’

In checking the seminary catalogs for a description

5Jacob Fry, ilementary Homileties (Phlladelphia:
Hoard of Publication and General GCouneil, 1904), p. 1l,.

b1bid,



of homiletics courses such as Homileties I, Principles of
Preaching, or Intreduction to Pastoral Preaching, the reader
would normally find: "a study of the process of sermon con-
struction ineluding Biblical asmplification plus construction
of a sermon brief--listening to and reading of successful
expository preachers' sermons will be included."

Qualifications of Instructors. By "qualifications

of the inatructor" the wrliter will mean the academic prepa-
ration, in terms of the numbers of hours of college oredit
in the area taught by the ilnstructor.

Preacblng., The term "preaching" will be defined as
Albert J, Lyman, author of Preaching in the New Age, defilnes

1t when he says: "Preaching is art in the practical sense
in that it 1s the skillful use of resources of public speech
to attain the end of practical action.”"? Preaching then 1s
taken to mean the art of skillful religlious speaking.

With an understanding of the background and nature of
the problem plus a definition of the major terms, iﬂ¢ﬂilﬁin4
ation or‘ﬁnﬁEAb.;S%tgH written concerning this problem area
is 1n order,

,,--'* Tne following chapters of this study are based upcn
the problem and background expressed in this chapter. Chap=-

ter II analyzes the llterature dealing with the problem.

TAlbert J. Lyman, Preachinc in the New Age (New York:
Fleming H, Revell, 19023. Pe 30.
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Chapter III presents the procedures used to collect the data
presented in Chapter IV, Conclusions drawn from the data

end suggestions for further research appear in Chapter V.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

William K, Clark reports that there is a slackening

of emphasis placed upon oral communication in American
5

protestant lllihl!i.l¢8 Reverend Sylvester MacNutt of the
Aquinas Institute summarizes a paper entitled "Speech Educa-
tion in Preotestant Theological Seminaries" presented by
Clark at the 196l Speech Association of America convention
in Denver. Clark declared that there is a crisis in Protes-
tant seminary speech education. MacNutt summarizes Clark by
saying:

There appears to be a trend "toward less insistence
upon undergraduate speech work by pre-ministerlal stu-
dents." Only two schools increased ldlillios require~
ments in speech, while seven decreased them,”

MacNutt further summarizes:

e » « 18 seminaries decreased speech reguirements
since 1958, while only 9 seminaries increased require-
ments. Dr, Clark's conclusion 1s that there is a
"definite trend toward requiring Fewer and Fewer Sspech
Courses for graduation from the seminaries , ., ."%

v+ This decrease in the number of courses, in itself, 1s not

rerucial if the remaining courses are adequately training

Bsylvester MacNutt, Newsletter of the Speech fo
Religioul Workers Interest Group, oS.A.A., Deo;£50r 1, 1963,
PPs c=i.

9“1‘1. Ps 2¢

101b1d.. Pe 3.



+ seminary graduates in oral communication.
William H, Bos expressed concern that speech train-
ing, broad in scope, 1s necessary for the demands of the
modern minister., He says:

As I understand it, homlletics is the study of the
preparation and delivery of sermons. This suggests a
very 1limited approach to the problems of oral communi-
cation and persuasion; and it would seem to me obvious
that a minister or preacher would profit much in the
preparation and delivery of sermons from a broader and
more extensive training than bhomiletics alone could
provide and how would homiletics ald him in the oral
reading of Seripture?id

Bos indicates that more training beyond homiletics 1s neces-
sary for the demands of the modern ministry. He goes on to
establish a significant need for speech training as he says:

Furthermore, while he usually delivers not more than
two sermons per week, he is called upon to deliver a
great many speeches of various kinds; and here homiletics
would be of considerably less help than a course in forms
of public address. Again, with all of the committee
meetings, small groups and congregational meetings that a
minister 1s called upon to conduct, 1t would seem to me
almost imperative that he have t;iéning in group discus-
sion and parliamentary procedure. ¥

Finally, Bos states:
All of which, 1t seems to me; suggests that extensive

training in speech, for the minister, is not an optional
extra but an imperative necessity for the effective

1ly111iem H. Bos, Newsletter of the Speech for

Religious Workers Interest Group, S.A.A., Apr 5, 1964,
PP» i=c.

121b1d¢, Ps 2s
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discharge of his various public responsibilities and
activities. ‘

It seems clear then, if the remaining speech courses are not
adequately complementing homiletiecs and theological educa=-
tion, a re-evaluation of apeech and homiletics education
should be made by seminary administrations,

Recent studies have shown those teaching these needed
courses are not always well prepared academically. Carl H,
Lundquist, President of Bethel College and Seminary, while
analyzing what he called tensions between speech and homi-
leties, pointed to the lack of speech background among homi-
letics teachers as one causs, Speaking at the National Con-
vention of the Speech for Religlous Workers in December of

1960, he announced:

I talked with 87 people involved in full-time teach=-
ing in the 33 schools, 20 of them teaching primarily in
homiletics., I discovered that of those 60, only 3.3%
bhad Ph,D,'s in speech, Also, to my amazement, I dis-
covered that only 6.7% had Ph.D's in homiletics. Fifty
Per Cent of the Homliletics teachers had their graduate
degrees in fields Other Than speech or homilotiz
Forty Per Cent Had lo Graduste Degrees at all.,i4

From the evidence gathered through visits to the

s=-=-and

thirty-three protestant theological seminaries, Lundquist

13£b! "

Ucarl Lundquist, "Tensions Between Speech and Homi-
letics,” Digest of Research in Religious Speaking, I:I
(H‘y’ 196 3 Pe .




was able to add:

This means that these men, to whom are entrusted the
basic responsibility of teaching homiletics to would-be
ministers, had little more exposure to the discipline
of speech than inecidental courses they had taken or were
taking.l i

Evidence from recent studles indicates many instruc-

tors have not received adequate instruction in rhetorie.
The content of speech and homiletics courses, at the semi-
nary level, seems %0 necessitate knowledgeable instructors;
i.e0., speech and homlleties instructors do need to have
academic preparation in rhetorical theory. Maclutt summa-
rigzes Clark's findings concerning thls point by saying,
"ibout half the seminary teachers of speech hold no gradu-

ate degrees in speech. . . o"16

There 1s some concern about the status of oral com-
munication education in American protestant seminaries.
There 1s considerable evidence that the number of speech and
homiletic courses required and offered are on the decrease
in aceredited American protestant seminaries., Further evi-
dence suggests that many instructors of these courses have
less than a desirable background in the courses they are
teaching,

¢ Clark and Lundquist have made the most closely re-
lated studies, Lundquist's study 1s now somewhat dated, and

151h1d,
16Mncnutt, op. eit., p. 2.
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is slanted toward the Baptist arffillation., Clark's study,
"An Analysis of Contemporary Speech and Education in Ameri-
can Protestant Seminaries,” is a Ph.,D. thesis from Purdue
University. Clerk surveyed the curricular offerings in the
catalogs of a total of 80 seminaries, Questionnaires were
devised Ly Clark to gather opinions on the need for speech
tralning and the place of speech offerings in the seminary.
Further, Clark examined textbooks of homiletica for rhetori-
cal elements, Olark states the purpose of his study was:

e « o« to investigate the extent to which certain
accepted "postulates"” of contemporary speech education
govern the phllosophy underlying the teaching of speech
and E*milotiol today in American protestant seminare
les,

His findings indicate that desplte overwhelming verbal "lip
service"” to the value of speech training for ministerial
students many seminaries did not practice what they
preached, He tells uas:

¢« « o 354 of the seminaries (20 of 80) did not re-
quire speech for graduation, end 19% (15 of 80) did not
even list courses in lpoech.l

Speech tralining would not appear to be considered essential
for seminary graduates in light of this study.

o P

17wi114am K. Clark, "An Analysis of Contemporary
Speech Zducation in American Protestant Seminaries," (unpub-
lighed Ph,D, thesis, Purdue University, Lafayette, Indliana,
August, 1960), p. vi.

leridpy pe 337,
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Donald Rex Donica completed the most recent study in
this area in 1962, His study, entitled "A Survey and an
Evaluation of the Traditional and Contemporary Methodologles
in the Teaching of Homiletlies," was completed at Boston
University Sehool of Theology. Donica's hypothesls reads:
« » s« that the teaching of homlleties is benefited
ad tectmelegioal Lmsvasions B T ) pednseEiont
This, he concludes, 1s born out by the study he conducted.
Some of his coneclusions and recommendations are of interest.
He reccmmends a homiletics laboratory; 1.e., classrooms,
offices, practice cubicles, study rooms; projector room, and
a chapel, located together in one area,20 Hig reports show
a tape recorder to be highly useful as a teaching aid, 2l
Finally he says:
Analysls of the results of this study show that
practice preaching and workshop groups are reported to
be the moat effective teaching methods for homiletics,22

Robert E, Pebley wrote a master's thesls entitled

19Donald Rex Donica, "A Survey and an “valustion of
the Traditional and Contemporary Methodologies in the Teach-
ipg of Homiletics," (unpublished Th.,D, Thesis, Boston Uni-
versity School of Theology, 1962), p. 150.

2oIbid.’ P« 159.

2l£bid.’ Pe 166,
221p14d,
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Oral Communicatlon = A Curriculum Proposal for & Theologi-
cal Seminary., 7This was found to be only indirectly related

to the problem as it was a study to set a basis for a new
first course in homiletics tralning for Butler University.
A thesils by Joseph Jones entitled Preparation for

Pastorel ‘reaching proved to be a statement of the general

preparation needed for preaching, inecluding such things as
attitude and scripture study., Tt does not concern directly
this area of study.

~ ubaub-‘ wndatsts d
Fdward Stasheff and Kenneth LI, Anderson, sponsored

"
by a grant from the Lilly Endowment, Inec., conducted a atudy
for thqqmothodilt Church which provides some related mater-
ilal, T&ho study was conducted to gather material for the
preparation of a course of study for post-graduate training
in preaching. The scope of this study was, however, limited
to eleven of twelve ‘merican Methodlst seminaries as well as
several seminaries and one post-ordination institution in
the United Kingdom,.| In this study eurricular offerings in
preaching ten years ago were contrasted with those of today

by analysis of the seminary catalogs of 1950-52 and those of
1961-62.23 The conclusions include:

23Edward Stasheff and Kenneth E. Anderson, "A Study
of Current Developments in the Teaching of Preaching in
America and the United Kingdom," Indiasnapolis: Methodist
Churech, 1963. Pe u-
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Courses in the history or theory of preaching have
been added to the curriculum more rapidly than com=-
bined theory and delivery courses or stralight spesch
COUrSeS. « «

Very few seminaries had radio or television facill-
tleas, which maturally resulted in the offering of few
or no courses in broadcasting. « « « Only half of
these, however, agvo public address systems avallable
for student use,

Other findings of interest to tnls study Include:

A trend toward courses combining theory and practice
was foundj; o+ o

Only seven of the surveyed seminaries offered courses
in speech per se. . . .

The staff of the Department of Preaching has either
remained constant or has inoreased in absolute numbers,
although this increase is at best in proportion to total
enrollment gains., Thus, Iin fact, preacning faculties
are not growing in proportion to the inecrease in course
offerings of most seminaries. « . «

Only one seminary visited reported an entrance re-
quirement in speech, and this requirement was instituted
after 1950, « « o Two schools eliminated the taking of
regular speech courses in the seminary 1f the ontrang
nhad taken three hours of speech az an undergraduate. 5

Recommendations arising from this astudy concerned a new
system of post-graduate workshops, which may be termed a
stop=gap measure., This measure seems hardly directed at
elimination of the problem, but rather concerns post-gradu=-

ate training of those who recognize their deficiency and are

241btd., pp. 104-105,
25Ibid., pr. 107-109,
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willing to return for further education,

In an article, "The Teaching of Homlletics-~The
Present 3ituation in American Seminaries,” H, Grady Davis
reported on a series of elight inter-dencminational regional
conferences of teachers of preaching which were hseld during
the winter and spring of 1960, His conclusions indicate
that the place of preaching varies from essential to in-
cidental in the theologlcal currioulnnl.26 The following

[aaan &4

trends in instruction were cilted:

l. Preaching 1s increasingly taught in commectiomn with
its practice by hearing and studying actual sermons
and by preparing and delivering them. « «

2., Responsibillity for instruetion in preaching, es-
peclially in evaluating the students' preaching, is
increasingly shared by other members of the theo-
logical faculty besides the professor of homiletiecs.

3« There 18 a tendency to emphasize the differences bao-
tween preaching before a seuminary class or community
and preaohi?g in a parish or other non-academlc
sltuation,

“Davis indicated that teachers of homiletics often gain thelr
position by displaying competence in some other fleld or

succese in preaching without actual primary streas upon aca-

demic training and general abllities as preaching 1natruutora.28

264, Grady Davis, "The Teaching of Homlletics-=The

Present Situation in American Seminariles,” Lncountar,
vol, MII’ No. 2 (Spring, 1961), De 201,

27Ib;s.. PPe 200-203.
28.!_!_’_-10. Pp. 205—2060
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Nicah Z. Fehl, writing in the appendix in Willlam H,
Nes's book, The Excellency of the Word, suggesta that en
achievement examination might well be used by seminaries to
establish a minimum standard of profieciency., He suggests
an increased emphasis on the arts of persuasion and discus-
sion and a fuller incorporation of speech and homiletics
with Biblical and theological teaching.?? Tnis survey in-
cluded divinity schools and some pre-theological specializ-
ing colleges.

The Quarterly Journal of Speech has several articles
indirectly related to the area of concern, Examples in-
clude an article by E. L, Hunt entitled: "The Teaching of
Publlic Speaking in Schools of Theology" and a later article
by Fe W. Lambertson entitled: "Audience Analysis in Early
American Teaching of Pulplt Oratory." The problem of these
two studies is typlcal--the first article is dated 192 and
the second is dated 1932.

William D, Thompeon's bibllography, submltted re-
cently to Speech Monographs, entitled "Teaching Speech to
the Clergy: A Bibliography," listed studies completed in
this area. This bibliography revealed no studies directly
related to the problem of this thesis beyond those reviewed.

29%cah E. Fehl, "A Survey of Homileties Education,"
as appears ln the Appendix 1n The Lxcellency of the Word
by William H, Nes, New York: Horohoulo:é5r5um Os 1555:'
ppe. 155-158,
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After the survey of existing literature had been
made and the problem elarified in light of current research
the guestionnaires were constructed., Constructicn of the

guestionnaires is considered in Chapter III.



GHAPTER ITI
FROCEDURES

To answer the four questions posed in the Statement
of Problem questionnalres were constructed, This process
1s discussed in the following section, Questionnaire Con-
structlon, After the questionnalires were constructed coples
were mailed to all accredited American protestant semlnaries
contained in the December 1963 listing of the American
Assoclation of Theological Schools. (See Appendix C) The
reason for limiting the sample group to these semlinaries

willl be discussed in the section on uestionnaire Mailing,

Questionnalre Construction

The Administrator's Questionnalire contained twelve
questions requiring eighteen responses and was desligned to
gather the administrator's view of speech and homlletics in-
struction,

In the Instructions, distinetion was made between

speech and homiletics by defining the former as thoase
courses designed to improve coral communication ability in
general as opposed to homileties courses which are those
courses concentrating on religlious oral communication, Thls
distinotion was drawn because of a desire to make clear to

the respondent that some questions pertain specifically to
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speech while others concerned the more specialized meaning
of homiletics, preaching, or sacred rhetoric as the case

might be,

%§g courses in speech offered at your Institu- Yes No

2. Are courses in homiletics offered at your

InstTtution?

If answers to both questlions were 'no' the respondent need

not complete the guestionnalre. If the answer %o elther
question was 'yes! a complete response was reguested, The
two questions served also to call attention to tue distinc-
tion belng made between speech and nomiletics, A more cobvi-
ous reascn for Questions Une and Iwo was (o keep the admin-
istrators and instructors from doing unwanted work 1f no

sapeech and homliletlcs courses were offered.

3. ;orno ;i sel that train apeach
seminar ove 15 osaontI;I ? or af%ec- Yes No
ve l ary trainin.

'ne word 'essential' was lmportant in this question. The

wording should show that a 'no' answer would mean a ssminary

graduate can function adequately without general speech in-

struction,.

4o Is it your belief that students entering Yes No
samTEhr QBUALLY nava adequate backarounds
Ji Spee L : Eﬁ@
ho g

This gquestion was constructed to determine 1f administrators
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were of the opinion that entering students were well in-
structed in general speech but needed theology plus some
instruction in homiletica, In formulating this question 1t
was bellieved many seminarians feel entering students should
have this background, but they realize many do not. A key
word wes 'usuaelly'; a word such as 'always' would have

loaded the question for many 'mo' responses,

Se Tﬁbao ourroﬁiiiéffi s o oh ogiilia beyond Yes No

In 1light of Clark's study which showed a decreasing number

of speech courses in American protestant seminaries this
question was designed to probe into the future to attempt to
ascertain 1f a possible trend toward more speech courses
would be fortheoming, A 'no' response would not be inter-
preted as indicating a further lessening of the numher of
speech courses., Catalogs from each of the seminaries were
available for consultation when questions of current offer-

Ings arose.

6. Do you plan to ad bomiletlics gourses be- Yes
yond those surre El Eiatea In your oatalog?

This was a parallel to Question Filve and it sought the same

type response,

" Dlﬁ £t {%' Hezoiu.c: ":_:l%g _Y:_._ e

Question Seven sought to discover if the administrator




ez
values & combination approach; 1.e., was it his bellef both
speech and homiletics should be offered toe seminary students.
It was the hypothesis that the combination approaech would be
considered more valuable by administraters.

%}Bﬁ% %o%f{g’%ﬁl e -§°ﬁ%gg_%r£ﬁ:2:.i ntra=-

cmiletic e ueat on. lesse rnn
1st ﬂ 8tc, in om cb Jyou
feel a Iy gg;‘uato uou t.

Ae Concentration should be upon construction
and selection of subject materials.

Be Conecentration shoulé be upon the orderly
arrangement of subject wmaterials,

Ce ovonecentration suould be upon the cucice
of words and means to express the subject
material.

De Concentration suould be upon the best
method of keeping the major ideas 1n mind
wulch are to be expressed,

e Concentration subould be upon the most

effective dellvery of the subject.
material,

question Light was constructed to discover how Lue acduin-
istrator would rank the 'canons' of ronetoric. It was real-
lzed 'areas of potentlal concentration' might or might not
be recognized as canons, In A, "eonstructlon auu selection
of subject materliaels" 1s synonymous with the canon of inven-
tion. In B, "orderly arrangement of subject materials) is

synonymous with the canon of organization, In C, "cholce of
wordas and means to express the subject materlal” is
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synonymous with the canon of style. In D, "the best method
of keeping the major ideas in mind" 1s synonymous with the
canon of memory. In E, "most effective delivery of the

subject materiel" 1s synonymous with the cancn of delivery.

Fe ou feel tatus of ech and homlletics Yes No
'H'u Emn. erus i mxmg ;; end quelity of
W be

courses offe be % protes~
tant education _1_n_ next ten years?

It bas been cited, by verious studies, that speech and
bomiletics education are slowly becoming extinet in contem=
porary semlnary curriculums, This question sougnt to stimu-
late the administrator to look toward the future and glve
bis opinion as to the future status of speech and homiletis
training,

10, What speech or bomlletics course or gourses do you
belleve to be the most lmportant to & seminary
graduate? (rlease List)

Question Ten was designed to seek administratoras! views cf
courses wolch are the best tralining devices and the moast
needed by a seminary graduate. It was anticipated the course
title could be found in the listing of course offerings in
the seminary catalog and some indication of what content this

seminarien was advocating could be geained.

11, % ng to add bhomiletics courses, o
8 to I ase indicate 1n order e

uoac%%.g : gg, g . and ud\muﬁ prefer. (PIouo
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Ao %Ei%!!!&!ll.‘ sermon composition without actual
elivery.

B. gg;g;%gg; « sermon delivery

Ce C , =« integration of the elements of
eory and delivery.

wuestion Eleven was constructed to discover the direction

of emphrsis the administrator would like to place in future
additions to speesh and homlletlcs courses. It was belleved
courses wioich represent 2 combined approach would recelve

higher rankings.

12. How sections of speech and homiletics
iratning do you offer?

Catalogs list the number of ccurses, but do not list the
number of sections offered, The number of course sections
an institution offers, as well as the econtent of the courses,
was needed to evaluate the emphasis institutions place upon

spesch and homiletlecs courses,

I'ne Instructor's Questlionnaire had instructions and
definitions as on the Administrator's Juestionnaire. Agailn
homlletics and speech were identifled separately. 3Ieventsen

gquestions were asked.

l. How Efﬁl r hours of nlgher educatlion do jou
Have ) o owinz oral communioatfon arens ?
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A, Fundamentals of Speech

B. Voice and Diction

C. Speech Composition

D. Public Address

Es Classical Rhetorical Theory

F, DModern Rhetorical Theory

G. Argumentation and Debate

He Discussion, Leadership, and Conferences

I. Persuasion

J. Oratory

K. Introduction to Radio and/or Television

L., Radlo Speech

Ms Radlo Production

N. Television Techniques

Os Oral Interpretation of Literature

P. Oral Interpretation of the Bible

Qe Theatre Production

R. Stage Acting

S. Play Directing

T. Technical Theatre

Us Remedial Speech

V. Other ?ral communication areas (Please
List

Many studies have indicated instructors teaching speech and
homiletics have limited academic training in oral communi-
cation, Thils gquestion was designed to discover the nature
of the academic training achleved by the instructors. Some
studies have indicated those teaching speech and homliletics
at the semlnary level had their majors and minors in other
flields., Thus, this question also sought to find how many
academic credits the instructor has in the area of apeech
and homiletics regardless of his major or minor.

2. What was your undergraduate major?
r?
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3. What was your graduate area of concentration?
aster's?
Doctorate?
Both Lundquist and Clark have noted the lack of graduate
degrees in the field taught. This question was designed to
gather further evidence concerning the validity of this con-
clusion, It was recognized in Guestion One that despite the
fact the major amount of academic training may be in another

field, a considerable amount of academiec training in some
specific areas of rhetoric may have been achieved.

k4. BEg_g y years of preaching experience do you
ave

This question sought to find an indication of the degree of
experience in homiletic communication the instructor had

completed,

5. How many years of teaching have you completed?

Question Five arose from the realization Question Four alone
might not show all the experlence a seminary instructor had
completed. Teaching experience was conslidered helpful in
terms of qualification,

6. What courses do you teach in the area of speech and
bomiletics and how much credit is given for each?

3 -
%Z 8.
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Question Six was included to determine how extensively each
teacher was involved in teaching speech and homiletics,

7« Which of the courses are speech?
(Use above %ﬁ%ﬂ ) —

Homiletics? (Use above numbers)

Question Seven was designed to determine in which of the

two areas the instructor concentrated.
8. in particular, Classical or Modern schol-
arl !o ;f;"gho.nEFAEQ ugon’in teaching the above

courses
2. 3. v
g i 8:
10,

o\ =
. . e

Question Eight was constructed to discover what scholars
were Influential in current course content., Also, the ques-
tion was constructed to find out i1f classical or modern

scholars were most often used,

9. Please r followi al concentra-
tion In oF-ii ou fe f sEih e Tzed in

em) hna ze
Tasoh !E; R T rm

s 8tc., in terms of areas from which you reoI 8 sem-
ary ggaduato ouId nolE benefit,

A. Concentration should be upon construction
and selection of subject materials.

Be. Concentration should be upon orderly
arrangement of subject materials,

Ce Concentration should be upon choice of
words and means to best express the
subject material,

D, Conecentration should be upon the best
method of keeping the major 1deas to be
expressed in mind,



E., Concentration should be upon the most
effective delivery of the subject matter.

Question Nine sought the same information as Question Eight
of the Administrator's Questionnaire from the viewpolint of
the instruector.

10, What speech and homlletics courses do you feel are the
) most essentlal to a seminary graduate?

This question was designed to do two things, One, to dis-
cover what oral communication courses are valued, by the
instructors, as most essential to the seminary students, and
two, to discover if speech or homlletics courses are con-

siderad the more essential,

11, What Eggrolniona% ournals gg speechb and homilletics
or other mater do you rely upon

Current professional material was considered necessary to
keep up on academic subjects, This gquestion sought the most
commonly used materlal and also to see if the instructors
depend more on speech or homiletics professional material
than upon the other material.

12, Hhat rofessional speech and homiletics !ournall and
other per riodlcal materials related Lo or communica-

Hor e Il Ieh1e For stutbn’ apdl faeuTts sse In By
ITbrary?

Question Twelve seeks, in terms of the student, similar
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information as was sought in Question Eleven.

13, What isions for speech defects are made by your
lggﬁitu%iﬁnf’ i Ii:i:peh-ek'ﬁin;T_ =

A. Handled by the school
Be. Referred to & local clinie or other center
C. To provisions made

This question was designed to dilscover just what is the
common practice in bandling speech defects.

Yes lNo

lh. Is a speech proficiency examination given?

question Fourteen sought to discover if any speaking exam-

ination is given to either incoming students or to gradu-
ating seminary studenta.

Yes No
15. Are off-campus speaking opportunities provided?

The classroom situation often 1s not the most helpful for a
student to best learn the demands of moderm chureh communi-
cation, Consequently, it was bellieved many seminaries pro=-

vide off-campus speaking opportunities.

16, Do you have and use mechanical eguipment?

A, Master tapes or records of volce and Yes No
speech progress

Be. Filming or video-tape equipment

7. Soundproof booths and listening
equipment

D. Public address systems
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B, Tape recording equipment S
Fo TV practice studios
Gs Others (Please List)

He

Question Sixteen sought to discover the mechanical or
physicel equipment available for the speech instructoer as
teaching asids, Tape recording equipment may be used for
evaluation; TV practice studios and filming or video=-tape
equipment would be helpful eguipment for training the min-

ister to meet the demands of modern communication,

17. Do you believe the status of speech and homlletics edu-
ca ion In Amerie rotestant lomglcg_%,
n terms Ol number and guallty Of courses, in tae nex

Ten loarl'g— Yes No

This question was included to discover information similar

to Question Nine of the Administrator's Questionnaire,

Questlonnaire Malling

Tnls survey was limlted to those American protestant

seminaries aceredited by The American Assoclation of

Theologlical Schools. The questions to be asked of these
seminaries were limited to those concerning speech and homi=-
letic ocourse content, avalilable facilitles, instruector's
educational background, as well as questions concerning the

general administration of the oral communication program.
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This sampling was considered representative of

graduate training in American protestant seminaries. It
would be logical to assume the speech and homiletics train-
ing offered at the seminaries fully acocredited by A.A.T.S.
would equal or surpass instruction given in associate and
affiliated members., The A.A.T.3, states that accrediting of
institutiona is:

« «» « based upon academic erlteria without reference
to dooctrinal position or ecclesiastical affiliation, and
upon evidence that the institution has the necessary
facilitieg and standards to prepare students for the
ministry.30

Further, the standards of admission maintained, as set forth
in The Handbook of the A.A.T,5., are those of a graduate
Institution.

An accredited theological school should require of
all North Amerlican applicants for admission to the
school the degree of A.B. from a college which 1s
aceredited by one of the regional acerediting assocla-

tions or 1ts cgfntorpnrt in Canada, or the equivalent of
such a degree,

Further qualifications necessary for acereditation include
the necessity for no fewer than five days of academic work
per week and a term comparable in length to that prevalling

in accredited colleges in that region, An accredited

30american Assoclation of Theological Schools in the
United States and Canada, The Handbook (Dayton, Ohio; The
Assoclation, December, 1563), p. 22.

31l1pia.
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seminary should maintain a curriculum broadly built around
arts and sciences and should include adequate instruection
properly distributed among: Biblical, Historical, Theologi-
cal and Practical instruction.3? Speech instruction is sub-
sumed under practical instruction; homiletics is generally
considered practical instruction, but encompassing content
from the other branches of instruction,

Assoclate membership in the A.A.T.5. requires only
four full-time professors and at least twenty-five studentas.
Assoclate members are often connected with undergraduate
institutions; they must, however, have a "sufficient degree
of separateness and independence" from this institution,33

Arfiliated members are institutions recommended by
responsible persons or agencies and are outaide the Unlted
States and Canada, Because of distance and different sys-
tems the A.A.,T.S. does not complete the accrediting process,

The assoclate and affiliated members meet less rigid
requirements; consequently the limitation of this study was
to accredited American protestant seminaries which hopefully
should represent the best of speech and homiletiecs instruc-
tion,

Eight questionnaires were mailed in a packet complete

321pid,., p. 23.
331b1‘.. Pe 18.
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with two cover letters (see Appendix A) to Deans of Instruce-

tion at each of the institutions, A self-addressed stamped
envelope was included for return malling. One copy of the
Administrator's (uestionnaire and seven copiles of the

Instructor's Questionnaires were included.

&!EO&I.'

Forty responses were recsived before May 1. On
May 1 a follow-up letter was sent. (see Appendix B) An
additional eleven responses wers forthcoming after the fol=-
low=-up letter,

As the questlionnalires were returned each question's
response was recorded separately on a columed pad. These

data are presented and interpreted in Chapter IV,



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Data Recelved

Pifty-one (62.2 per cent) of the administrators and
instructors contacted responded. A list of the institutions
sent questionnaires and those responding may be found by
consulting Appendix C, Not all individual questions were
answered on all responses. Thus, responses to each question

did not elways equal the total completed questionnaires.

General Technigues

The procedure for presenting and interpreting the
data of this study 1s as followa: (1) Presentation of data
collected from the Administrators' Questionnalires and inter=-
pretation of these data; (2) Presentation of data collected
from the Instructora' Questionnalires and interpretation of
these data,

Mathematical averages (Means) are used to present
data collected on some items of each guestionnalre, Inter-
pretation of thne data is based in part on observations of

the Moans.



Pregsentation end Interpretation of Data

The order of presentation and interpretation of data

is the same as that which was used on the questionnalres.

Administrator's Questionnaire:

1. Are courses in speech offered at your institution?
2, Are courses in homlletlics offered at your instltution?

Clark indicated that the statua of speech education
is weak and tending to become weaker, It 1s inferred from
Clark's study that speech instruction, as distinect from
homiletics instruction, iz goling out of existence., Re-~
sponses to Question One (Table I) indicate that a majority
of the surveyed institutions do offer speech courses sepa-

rate from and in addition to courses in homilletiecs.

TABLE I

RUMBER OF SEMINARIES OFFERING SPEECH
ARD HOMILETICS COURSES

gggggnngs and Peroon§a§=
Area Number Number Not er er

Hesponding Responding Number Percent Number Percent

Speeeh k3 8 3l 72.9 12 27.1
Homiletics L3 8 L3 100 0 0.0

Keeping in mind that the number responding repre-
sents a simple majority of the eighty-two accredited American
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protestant seminaries, 1t ¢an be seen that courses in speech
are offered at a majority of the responding seminaries,

Questions One and Two served to call attention to the
distinetion drawn between speech and homiletics educatlon as
separate concerns of this study.

The Iinstructions following Questlions One and Two in-
dicate that if two 'no! answers are made upon the first two
questions the administrator need not respond to the remain-
Ing questiona., lone of the responding administrators indi-
cated no homiletics courses were offered.

Two or three of the returned administrators' ques-
tionnalires had the comment that most, if not all, of the
essentials of speech education were covered in homiletics
courses. However, a study of the catalog statements con=-
cerning the homlletics courses revealed that homiletics 1s
consistently a course with a single specific end in view.
This end 1s to traln the student to communicate the Bible or
other sacred material to a select audlience.

It 1s evident that some of the homlletics training
doea cover speech technliques; however, the emphasis is toward
a specific type of speech--religious,

Catalogs were examined for those institutions whose
administrators belleve the necessary speech preparation can

be gained in homiletics courses, This study indicates theilr



37
beliefs are mistaken for homiletics courses do not inelude

the baslc elements of speech.

3+ Do you feel that in speech at the
% essential ioi ngiioe?fn seminary
training?

Responses to Question Une indicated that a majority
of the surveyed institutions offered courses in speech.
However, comparing the results from Question Une with
Table IJ it 1s epparent more administrators believe speech
training is essentlial than the number who actually offer
speech at thelr respective institutions.

TABLE II

NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS BELIEVING SPEECH TRAINING
IS ESSENTIAL FOR EFFECTIVE SEMINARY TRAIKIKG

_

Hesponses and Perceanta

Fumber Number Not Helleve o Ko eve
Responding Hesponding Number Percent Number Percent
L1 10 33 80,5 B 19.5

_—

At least two additional administrators feel that
training in speech at the seminary level 1s esssential for
effective seminary tralninq than report that speech courses
are offered at their respsctive institutions. (Sae Table I)
These two additional responses may be the result of admin-

istrators who have recently attained their positions and
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heve not beern able to establish a speech progran,

It is interesting teo note that a majority of the
administrators responding view speech tralning as essential
for effective seminary training.

These findings indicate evidence contrary to Clark's
statements that theologlans are not in favor of speech edu-
oation.3u It 1s possible administrators view homiletics as
necessary and consider homlletics to cover the baslc ele-
ments of speech, However, the clear distinction set out by
Questions One and Two plus the clear separations of the two
oral communications areas in the instructions would seemingly
preclude this assumption and indicate the conclusion most
seminary administrators believe speech training 1s necessary.

Question Four seeks to discover whether the seminary
administrators believe students entering seminaries have

adequate backgrounds in speech,

he Is it xogg belief that students entering seminary
Efb , ave oiuato backgrounds l%bl eech and need
eological ed bomliletics ?
Realizing the majority of students entering seminaries

are secular college graduates, the responses to this question
indicate the administrators' belief the seminary entrant
needs speech tralning as well as homiletic and theocloglcal

34811111tor Maclutt, Newsletter of the Speech for Re-
lligious Workers Interest Group, S,A.A., Decewmber 1, l§3§: Pe3e
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instruction. Table TIIT shows a majority (£9.7Z) of the

respondents checked 'mo' as thelr considered response,

TABLE III

NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS REPORTING A BELIEF PREVIOUS
SPEECH TRAINING OF SEMINARY ENTRANTS IS ADEQUATE

ilesponses and Poﬁgontngg
lumber HRespecnding 1s Adequace 8 Not Adequate
llumber Percent Fumber Percent

39 6 10.3 33 89.7
—_—

_—— — ————
It would seem the responding administrators do not

believe entering seminary students have an adequate back-
ground in speech training., Belng college graduates dces
not seem to insure that entering students need no further
speech training,

It 1s noteworthy that only six adminlstrators be-
lieved adequate preparation In speech was the rule, walle
twelve administrators reported no speech courses were
offered at thelr respective institutions, I[able IV presents
a comparison of the six administrators' responses to wues~

tions One, Three, and Four,
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TABLE IV

A COMPARISON OF THE RoSPON3SLES OF SIX ADMINISTRATCRS
INDIOCATIRG ADEQUACY OF SPERGH TRAINING CON
QUESTIORN FOUR WITH THETR RESPONSES
OF QULSTIONS ONi AND THREE

- —
—— -

Ffrevious Hesponses

Anonymous <uestion Une Question laree
Numbers Yes No Yes No

Administrator 1 £ X
Administrator &
Administrator 3
Administrator | X X
Administrator 5 X X
Administrator 6 X
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Those administrators answering Question Three 'no!'

and Question Four 'yes' seem to present a consistent front,
To say speech training is not essential to effective semi-
nary preparation and to say most entering students are ade-
quately trained 1s consistent, even if speech courses are
offered at the institution, as they are elective courses in
these five seminaries. However, to say speech training is
necessary at the samlnary level and then to say adequate
speech training has been received prior to enrollment does
not appear conslstent.

From the majority of the responses to questlions
Three and Four it is indicated a majority of the responding
administrators believe speech education must be given at
the seminary level for an effective ministry, and many en-
tering students, though college gradustes, do not have an

adequate speech background,

currently listed In your catalog?

Clark postulates that speeck course offerings are on

5., Do you plan to add any speech courses heyond those
L’h any

the decrease and unless a definite reversal is forthcoming
there will be no speech education at the seminary level,
Responses to Question Five (Table V) indicate a majority of

the administrators do not plan to add any speech courses,
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TABLE V

ADMINISTRATORS WISHING TO ADD SPEECH COURSES
TO THEIR CURRENT OFFERINGS

_—

8 es Percenta
Number o an to
Responding Number Percent Number Percent

45 12 26.7 33 733

Table V, indicating twenty-six per cent of the ad-
ministrators responding were contemplating adding speech
courses, suggests the possiblility the trend toward a de~-
crease in the number of speech courses reported by Clark
may be leveling off or reversing itself., It should be kept
in mind that a 'no' response to this question should not be
interpreted as indiocating speech courses will be reduced in
number or importance. However, Clark pointed out in his
paper that much lip-service i1s pald to speech and speech
needs, but little is being done to increase 1its pouition.35

Further analysis of Question Five appears in Table
VI. V¥Nine of the twelve administrrtors who indicated they
planned speech course additions represent institutions
already offering speech courses., Three administrators who

indicated plans to add speech courses to thelr curriculum

35“14.’ PP« 2"3 .



represent institutions not currently offering speech

courses.

TABLE VI

ADMINISTRATORS RESPONDING "YES" T0 QUESTION FIVE IN
COMPARISON TC THEIR RESPONSES TC QUESTION ORE

Number of Yes Respondents guostion Cne
to Question Five es )

9 X
3 X

Question Flve sought evidence concerning the future

status of speech education in accredited American protes-
tant seminaries. The data indicate spesch education is not

in as perilous a state as it was in 1960,

6. Do ycu plan to add homiletics courses beyond those
Eﬁbgzﬁtil Iii?ha'zgzggur catalog?

Question 3ix parallels Question Five except it 1is
designed to ascertaln if any homileticas courses will be
added by the responding seminarles, The results of this
question are tabulated in Table VII.



TABLE VII
NUMBER PLANNING TO ADD HOMILETICS COURSES

Responses and Percenta
Humber Number lNot Flan to Add Don't Plan eo Add

Responding Responding Number Percent Number Percent

36 13 16 2.1 22 579

As was true with 'no' responses to Question Flve,
'no! responses to Question Six should not be taken to in-
dicate homithicn courses will be dropped from the curricu-
lum,

It 1is interesting to compare the number of responding
administrators adding speech courses, as reported in Ques-
tion Flve, and those responding affirmatively to Question
Six, Twelve wish to add speech courses and sixteen plan to
add homiletics courses, More homliletics courses are already
being offered and more homiletics than speech courses are to
be added. This finding 1s of particular interest in view of
the expressed administrator bellef that speech tralning is
essential at the seminary level. It should be kept in mind
that all responding seminaries currently offer homiletics
courses, while twelve do not offer speech courses. Responses
do indicate that both speech and homiletics courses are in

the planning stages for addition to curricula,
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7. Do you feel that speech courses should be taught as
well as homiletics courses

The responsea to this question present evidence ad-
ministrators value a bilateral approach; 1.,e., teaching
separate speech and homiletics courses. The results of this

question are presented in Table VIII,

TABLE VIII

ADMINISTRATORS WHO PREFER TEACHING SEPARATE
SPEECH AND HOMILETICS COURSES

——— - -
=

Responses and Percentage
Number Responding es No

Number Percent Number Percent

39 33 8l.6 6 15.4

Thirty-three of thirty-nine administrators value the
combination approach, More administrators accept this ap-
proach than have been able to put it into practice,

Comparison of administrators responding 'no' to
Question Seven with their responses to Question Three in-
dicate a consistent position, Table IX presents this com-

parisen,
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TABLE IX

COMPARISCN OF NEGATIVE RESPONSES TO QUESTION 3EVEN
WITH RESPONSES TO QUESTION THREE

Number of 'No! Answers Responses to Question Three
to Question Seven Yes No
5 5
 § 1

Five of the six not accepting a bllateral approach

also did not believe speech training was essential at the
seminary level, This would seem consistent, However, one
administrator denies the combination approach, yet responds
favorably to Queation Three. He represents an institution
cffering both speech and homiletics courses, This was the
only inconsistent position among the six and may reflect
the administrator's inability to secure the complete adop-

tion of his program.

Question Eight was divided into flve separate parts.

8. Please rank tho follow areas of potential concentra-
tion In the ord e er ¥ IEE ool they should be stressed in
se miletic education. Please r

st, , ’ otc. In terms o? areas from which you Jou

feel a ary graduate would most benmefit.

A, Concentration should be upon construction
and selection of subject materials.

B, Concentration should be upon the orderly
arrangement of subject materials,

Ce Concentration should be upon the choice of
words and means to express the subject
material.
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Ds Concentration should be upon the best
method of keeping the major ideas in mind
which are to be expressed,

E+. Concentration should be upon the most
effective delivery of the subject material.

Table X presents a tabulation of the thirty-two
usable responses. Eleven respondents elther omitted the
question or partially completed it. Three adminlistrators
Indicated it was not possible to rank the 'canons' because

they were inseparable,
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TABLE X

RANKING OF THE CANONS OF RHETORIC BY
RESPONDING SEMINARY ADMINISTRATORS

Administrator
Number

N o NN Y N+ LN enSEUN VO NSNS e i e neny

LN\ LN U SN PN ) OO LN SN e U NV LN SN U eSO WO NN O

Nt =t LN\ 0 07 o LN\ = L0 PO\ o U e O O N O O O U e

SN N O N~ YN N N PO = NN VTN e F N

AN 4NN NN A NN AAAASTAAAAAANAAA A A A

105

122

91

51

Totals

Ranking
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The canon of 'invention', construction, and selec-
tion of subject materials, is considered by the administra-
tors to be the most beneficial for seminary graduates.
Second in importance to the graduate in the administrators'
opinions is disposition, orderly arrangement of subject
materials, Delivery, training in the most effective pres-
entation of subject materials, was ranked third., Fourth in
potential benefit was style, the best method of choosing
and joining words, Memory, the best method of keeping the
major idees in mind, was ranked last,

It would seem administrators believe it is important
to have clear thoughts to express and less important how
the material is kept in mind and presented. Organization
1s regarded as more important than style.

9. Do you feel the status of a¥!ooh and homiletic education,

In terms of number and gqu of courses offered, w
be increased in protestant seminary education in the next

ten years
Clark's paper indicated speech courses would decrease

unless some immediate steps are takon.36 Other wrilters have
commented that not enough attention is being given to homi-
letic training and ministers are coming out of seminary 1ill-

prepared to meet the oral communication demands of modern

361”140. Pe 3



50
soclety. Responses to Question Fine indicate administra-
tors are divided in their opinion econcerning the future
status of speech and homiletics education, Table XI pre-

sents the results to this question.

TABLE XI

ADMINISTRATORS' OPINIONS OF THE FUTURE STATUS
OF SPEECH AND HOMILETICS EDUCATION

Responses and Percenta
Number Yes To

Responding Number Percent  Number Percent

34 20  58.8 1 L.z

A majority of the respondents feel speech and homl-
letics education will increase in status. At least three
respondents, not included in the table, indlcated the num-
ber of courses would not increase, but the quality of the

existing courses would be improved.

5 eh or bomiletics course or courses do % 2 be-

o o t e most !Eiortnnt to a a schEagz gr uate?
Oll. e list)

The most consistent response teo this question was

Practice Preaching, Table XIT presents responses to Ques-
tion Ten.
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TABLE XII

ADMINISTRATORS! VIEWS OF THE MOST HELFFUL SPEECH AKD
HOMILETIOS COURSES FOR SEMINARY GRADUATES

Name of Course Number of Responses Percentage
Practice Preaching 18 69.2
Homiletics 5 19.2
Sermon Construction 2 07.8

TOTAL RESPONSES

&

Practice Preaching is normally a performance course

or a course in sermon dellivery. J3Sermon Construction 1s

usually a course emphasizing theory as opposed to delivery
or performance, Ihe single speech course mentioned was a
fundamentals of apeech apprcach integrating the elements of
theory and delivery.

It would seem homlletlics courses are viewed as the
most valuable to the seminary graduate by administrators,
despite thelr feellng that speech tralning was essential.
Practice Preaching, a bomlletics course emphaslzing per-
formance, 18 chosen as the most important. This selection
is opposed to the position of Boa., Bos polnted out the
minister probably delivers not wore than two sermons per
week and 1s called on varlous occasions for publlie speeches

in a varlety of non-pulpit situations, Bos's conclusion is
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that extensive training in speech 1s noooaaary.37

11, If to add ti 5 s
mﬁﬁ’“ %‘“‘h’ﬂ#ﬁm.fﬁ. B e
conc ation you would prefer, (FPlease indicate lst,

2nd, and jrd)

A, gg%o§oticnl - gsermon composition without
ac elivery

Bs Practical - sermon delivery

Ca Cenb&god - integration of the elements
) eory and delivery

B
e e——

The twenty administrators responding to this question
indicate courses stressing the integration of the elements
of theory and delivery would be their choice for additions.
Courses stressing sermon composition without actual delivery
form their second cholece. The courses which would stress
sermon delivery were their third choice.

Perhaps, due to the fset a majority of the seminaries
now offer practical courses such as practice preasching,
administrators may feel new courses should come from the
currently more neglected areas of the combined and theoreti-
cal,

12. How many sections of speech and homlletics tralning do
Jou offer

Teble XIII presents the responses recorded for

Question Twelve.

3TwWilliam H. Bos, Newsletter of the Speech for Reli-
glous Workers Interest Group, S.A.hs, April 96, P 2.




53

TABLE XIII

NUMBER OF SECTIONS OF SPEECH AND HOMILETICS
COURSES OFFERED

Administrators Number of Sections
: *
} :
5 4
6 6
7 12
8 9
9 9

10 8
11 p ¥
12 6
1 10
1 3
15 2
16 9
37 2
18 22
19 7
20 8
2l 8
22 Ly
2 11
2k 3
25 27
26 15
2 6
2 L
29 b
30 5

Total ﬂolggnncl Average Number of Sections Total Sections
E 251
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Table XIII indicates a range of 1-30 sections of

speech and homiletics courses offered.

Instructor's stl :

The Instructor's Questiomnalre contalned a total of
seventeen questions, Some of the gquestions involved sev-
eral parts, A total of fifty-one responses were recelved
from seminary speech and nomiletics instructors,

Comparisons are made to responses on Administrators'
uestionnaires wherever helpful to gain a clear picture of
the status of speech and homiletlies Instruction.

The Tnstructor's Questionnaire began with a clear
distinction being drawn between the guestionnaire meaning

for the terms speech and homiletics. Tne instructions were

similar in both the Administrators! and the Instructors!

wuestionnaires.

1., How many semester hours of higher education do you have
oIIo;{gg oral communication areas?

A. Fundamentals of Speech

B. Voice and Diection

Ce Speech Composition

D, Public Address

e Classical Rhetorical Theory

Fe Modern Rhetorical Theory

Ge Argumentation and Debate

H. Discussion, Leadership, and Conferences
I, Persuasion

Je« Oratory

X. Introduction to Radic and/or Television
L. Radio Speech

M, Radio Production

N. Television Techniques
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O« Oral Interpretation of Literature

P. Oral Interpretation of the Bible

Qe Theatre Production

Re Stage Act

8. Play Direct

Te Technlcal Theatre

U, Remedial Speech

Ve Other oral communication areas
(Please List)

Responses to Question One show conflicting evidence,
Studies conducted by Lundquist and Clark indicate many of
those teaching speech and homiletics have only limlted, 1f
any, training in general oral communication thecry and
practice, Both Clark and Lundquist were concerned witn the
lack of advanced degrees in oral communication among those
who are teaching speech and homiletics at the seminary
level. The responses to Question Cne indicate some who are
teaching speech and homiletics have received training in
the rfield of oral communication even though they do not bave
advanced degrees in the field of cral communication, How=
ever, this i1s not a consistent condition, The results can

be studied by examining Table XIV,.
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TABLE XIV

INSTRUCTORS' FORMAL ORAL COMMUNICATION QUALIFICATIONS

Course Average Hours Credit Achieved

Fundamentals of Speech
Voice and Diction

Speech Composition

Public Address

Classical Rhnetorical Theory
Modern Rhetorical Theory

o~ W o

Argumentation and Debate

Discussion, Leadership,
and Conferences

=

Persuasion

o

Uratory

Introduction to Radio
and/or Television

Radio Speech
Radio Production

N o

Television Techniques

Oral Interpretation of
Literature

o

Oral Interpretation of
the Bible

Theatre Production
Stage Acting

Play Directing
Technical Theatre
Remedial Speech

Other Oral Communication Areas

NHEF\AO‘U\\#

Others
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Several instructors do neot report any speech and

bomiletics training, This is true for ten of the fifty
respondents, Eight other respondents report fewer than six
academic hours of oral communication education.

Contrarily, several instructors have strong backe
grounds in orel communication training, Sixteen instructors
report over twenty hours training.

Table XV analyzes the coursea listed under other oral

communication arees in response to Question One of the In-

structor's Questionnaire. (See Apperndix A)

TABLE XV
HOURS REPORTED BEYOND THE LISTED CATEGORIES

Fumber Hours Average Sours

Area Reporting Reported Per Reporter
Eomiletics 5 56 s & 8
Communication Theory . L 43 10
Speech Lducation 4 41 10

e e

Only five respondents indicated they had taken
academic hours in homiletics. Homiletics was not listed as
such upon the questionnaire, Thisz may account for the
limited responses to training in this area.

It can be concluded few instructors bave broad ex-

perience in speech and homiletics in terms of graduate
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hours. ©Several respondents have only a few general hours
of oral communication education,

With significant exceptions, 1t would seem the evi-
dence collected indicatea most of the responding instruc-
tors are less qualified academically, in the areas of speech
and homiletics which they teach, than would be desirable.
Parhaps, as other studies have indicated, instructor selec-
tion 1s made more on a basis of preaching success than upon
academic achievement.

2. Wnat was your undergraduate major?
minor?

Responses to yuestion Two indicate a minority of the
responding inatructors have an undergraduate major or minor
in speech, Tables XVI and XVIT indicate the responses re-

celved,
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TABLE XVI
INSTRUCTORS' UNDERGRADUATE MAJORS

Number Reaponses
Reaponding Undersraduate Majors

Language
3peech

English

Scelal Sclence

Religion and Philosecphy
Education

Musie

Math and Science

b

HFRNFNhoOoON®

kY TOTAL RESPONSES 7 NOT REPCRTING ANY MAJOR

]

TABLE XVII
INSTRUCTCRS' UNDERGRADUATE MIKORS

Number Hesponses
Responding Undergraduate Minors
5 Language
3 Speech
9 English
i 4 Soclal Science
4 Heligion and rhilosophy
1 Education
1 Music
5 § Math and Sclence

31 TOTAL RESPONSES 20 NOT REPORTING ANY MINOR
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The responses to Questions Two and Three tend to

support the findings of Clark and Lundquist. Language and
English are more popular undergraduate majors than speech.
A great variety of undergraduate majors was indicated,
Perhaps this varliety indicates there is no standard under-
graduate preparation for speech and homiletics instruction,
3. What was your graduate area of concentration?

aster's?
Doctorate?

Tables XVIII and XIX indicate the responses received
to Question Three.

TABLE XVIII
INSTRUCTCRS' MASTER'S DEGREE MAJORS

Number Responses
Responding Master's Degree Areas
15 Speech
2 English
10 Religion and Philoscophy
h Education
28 TOTAL RESPONSES 32 REPORTING KO MASTER'S WORK
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TABLE XIX
INSTRUCTORS' DOCTORAL DEGREE MAJORS

Number Responses
Responding Doctoral Negree Areas
13 Speech
1 English
3 Social Scilence
6 Religion and Philosophy

23 TOTAL RESPONSzS 28 REPORTING NU DOCTORAL WORK

Ten instructors indicated that they had both under-
graduete and graduate majors in tne field of speech. COver
cne-nalf of those persons responding to questlion Ibree in-
dicated they did their graduate work in the fleld of
speech, This would seem to be a large number; nowever, 1t
must be kept in mind only twenty-three instructors re-
ported doetoral work and only five additional reported any
speech tralning beyond the bachelor's degree level.

Bvidenoce gathered by Questions One and Two tends to
support the statements made by Lundquist and Clark that
many seminary instructors do not have extensive training in

speech,

L. How ms years of preaching experience do you
Elva; - -

It bas been cited that many seminary speech and
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homiletics instructors gain their positions via completion
of several years of successful preaching. The responses to
Question Four indicate many of the speech and homiletics
instructors have completed several years of preaching.

Table XX presents these results.

TABLE XX
NUMBER OF YEARS OF PREACHING INSTRUCTORS HAVE COMPLETED

Responses
Number Number Not Total Years Average Years
Responding Responding Completed Comple ted
ué 5 B62 18.7

Responses to Question Four indicate a majority of the
responding instructors have completed several years of
preaching prior to their becoming seminary instructors.

This would tend to support the conelusion the instructors
were seleoted in view of thelr past preaching experilence.
Only six of the forty-six respondents listed no years of ex-
perience in preaching, Of these six, four had completed
graduate work in the rield of speecn. Only four other re-
spondents reported fewer than ten years of preaching experi-
ence, 7The number of years of preaching experience plus the
lack of academic speech training would seem to support the
theory that many of the speech and homiletiecs instructors are
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selected for their preaching ability rather than their
academic backgrounds.

The years of preaching also ilndicate that speech and
homiletics instruction 1s being given by older individuals.

5. How many years of teaching have you completed?

Responses to Questions Four and Five indicate many
of the speech and homiletica instructors have teaching ex-
perience, Responses to Question Five indicate most instruc-
tors have considerably more preaching experience than teach-

ing experience, Table XXI indicates the results of Question
Five.

TABLE XXI

NUMBER OF YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE
INSTRUCTORS HAVE COMPLETED

Response
Number Number Not Total Years Average Years

Responding Responding Comple ted Completed

L6 5 533 11.6

The average of 1ll.6 years of teaching experience is
considerably below the 18.7 years of average preaching ex-
perience respondents indicated in Question Four. Further,
fifteen respondents list experience in teaching of leas

than five years, with one respondent listing no prior
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experlence,
6. Hhat ourle- o you tounh in the a of speech and
bow much credit is given for each?

Table XXII lists the responses to Question Six.

TABLE XXII

COURSES AKD HOURS OF SPEECH AND HOMILETICS TAUGHT
BY THE INSTRUCTCRS

, mfs_n-_-L
Number Number Not Average Number o Average Number
Responding Responding Courses Taught of Hours

The average teaching lcad of instructors was four

courses per semester, Since these four courses averaged
only eight hours, 1t appears that thelr instructional ef-
forts must have been extended to include other teaching
flelds. _

Responses to Question 5ix indicate that few of the
responding instructors teach full time in speech and homi-
leties. Almost without exception these instructors are
listed in the catalogs as full-time instructors, indlecating
that these persons divide thelr time between speech and

homiletics and other areai of teaching,
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7. Which of the above courses are speech?
(Use above numbers)

Homiletics? (Use above numbers)

Responses to Question Seven indicate that homiletics
offerings outnumber the speech course offerings, Responses

to this guestion can be seen in Table XXIII.

TABLE XXIII

ER OF SPEECH ANRD HOMILETICS COURSES
TAUGHT BY THE INSTRUCTORS

Respcnses and Averages

Number Fumber of Number of
Responding 3Speech Courses Average Homlletics Courses Average

47 46 «93 131 2.6

Responses to Question Seven indicate a majority of the
respondents teach homiletics courses but few teach speech.
Twenty=-one of the responding instructors reported they did not
teach speech., Thus, few speech courses are offered in com-
parison to the number of homiletics courases.

Question Eight sought what scholars were relied upon

in teaching the courses which the respondents listed.

8. Which, if any in particular, Classical or Modern scholars
Ho jyou concentrate upon in teaching the above gourses

Responses to Question Eight are presented in Table
AXIV .
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TABLE XXIV

CLASSICAL OR MODERN SCHOLARS RELIED UPON BY INSYTRUCIURS
IN TEACETING SPEECH AND HOMILETICS COURSES

=_ e

Fumber Responses

Responding Tlassicel Hodern
6 Aristotle
e Plato
2 Quintillian
2 Augustline
1 Cicero
8 Davis
3 “lackwood
3 Luececock
g Stewart

Rely Upon None

38 TOTAL RESPONSES
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More instructors rely upon Modern than upon
Classical scholars, It was noted most of those instructors
who rely upon the classical group have had graduate work in
Speech. Only two instructors indicated that they relied on
both classical and modern scholars, The modern scholars
listed are noted for their work in homiletics rather than
speech, Had a blank for "Hely Upon None" been provided on
the questionnaire, many of the twenty-three who did not
respond might have joined the eight who indicated they re-
lied on no scholars,

Question Nine on the Instructor's Questiomnaire is
identical with Question Eight on the Administrator's Ques=-
tionnaire,

e N e
i-'_hzzg speech and homiletics. Jrlease . r:EE'T??:-EﬁET

+» in terms of ereas from wbich you feel &
seminary graduate would most bemefit.

A, Concentration should be upon construction
and selection of subject materials.

B. Conecentration should be upen orderly
arrangement of subject materials.

Ce Concentration should be upon cholce of
words and means tc best express the
subject material,

De. Concentration sbould be upon the best
method of keeping the major 1deas to be
expressed in mind.

E. Concentration should be upon the most
effective delivery of the subject matter.
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Thirty complete responses were received to Question

Nine. Partial rankings of lst, 2nd, and 3rd were received,
but were not included in the findings. Table XXV indicates

the responses recelved,
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TABLE XXV

RANKTRG OF THE CANONS OF RHETORIC BY

RESPONDING SEMINARY INSTRUCTORS

Rlnkéggg_

Number
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LN LN eI LA 4 LA LN LALALA 0O enLALA U O LU = LN
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111 123 103

65

Totals

Renking




70

The instructors list "conmstruction and selection of
subject materials" as the most important area to be empha-
sized in teaching speech and homiletics at the seminary
level. Respondents indicated they felt second in importance
to seminary graduates would be "concentration upon orderly
arrangement of subject materiasls." Third preference was
given to "delivery of the subject materials." Style of
presentation was ranked fourth in importance. Ranked fifth
was the area of "keeping the major ideas in mind which ar;
to be expressed,”

It 1s of interest to compare the administrators' and
instructors' responses to this question, Table XXVI 1llus-
trates the similarity between the responses received from
seminary administrators and instructors of speech and homi-

letics,

TABLE XXVI

COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATORS' AND INSTRUCTORS' RANKIRGS
OF THE CANONS OF RHETORIC AS AREAS OF POTENTIAL
CORCENTRATION FOR SPEECH AND HOMILETICS COURSES

Standpoint Response
Number of Inven- Organi- GStyle Mem- Dellv-

Responding [Respondent tion zation ory ery
32 Administrators 1 2 L 5 3
30 Instructors 1 2 h 3
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Comparison of the results of the two questions in-

dicates essential agreement on all of the areas of poten=-

tial concentration,

10. What speech and homiletics courses do you feel are
the most essential to a seminary graduate?

Table XXVII indicates the most common responses to

Question Ten,

TABLE XXVII

INSTRUCTORS' VIEWS OF THE MOST ESSENTIAL SPEECH
AND HOMILETICS COURSES

—————
Number RosEgnlcl
Responding Course Fe Most Valuable
13 Practice Preaching
11 Speech
7 Homiletics I

h 3 TOTAL RESPONSES

Since Practice Preaching 1s a homiletics course, a
majority of seminary instructors believe bhomlletlics is more
essential than speech.

Question Eleven sought information concerning the
current periodical materials used as a background in in-

structing speech and homiletics,
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1ll. What ofessional jou ls © eh and homiletics
g_oﬁi%ﬁi_tmﬁm? T

Responses to this question indicate a veriety of
sources are used, as shown in Table XXVIII.

TABLE XXVIII

SPEECH AND HOMILETICS JOURNALS RELIED UPON
AS BACKGROUND MATERIALS

Number Hesponses )
Responding Journals and gEEor Materials

1 Quarterly Journal of Spesech

Speech Teacher

Speech Monographs
Vital Speeches

The Pulpit

Pulpit Digest
Christian Century
Today's Speech
Pastoral Psychology
The Exposition
Journal of Communication
Western Speech Jourmal

-
HFHEHEFHFNDVIOHOOCO

45 TOTAL RESPONSES

Twenty-six of the forty-five responses indicate that
general speech periodicals are used, The most popularly

used speech Journal 1s the Quarterly Journal of Speech. The

Pulpit is the most widely used homiletics perilodical,

Responses to Question Twelve indicate similar in-

formation,
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bhomiletics journals and
rela %ea to oréI communica-

ident and faculty use in the

"|§

12, fessi eech
other Eor§e§§o§§ ntgorlu:
t on ava for a1

Table XXIX presents the responses.

éf—

TABLE XXIX
SPEECH AND HOMILETICS JOURNALS AVAILABLE TO STUDENTS

Number : Rllgonl.!
Responding ournals an er Mater ]

Quarterly Journal of Speech
Speech Teacher

Speech Monographs

Vital Speeches

The Pulpit

Pulpit Digest

Pastoral Psychology

The Exposition

Journal of Communication
Western Speech Journal
Homiletics Review

PPHHN\HEMM@

TOTAL RESPONSES

F

Students have access to more speech jourmals than to
homiletics materials; however, a variety of both are avall=-

able for student use.

Question Thirteen seeks to discover what 1s the
standard practice in handling speech defects.
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;g L sions for speech are made by your
1EE%§ ? (Please chec ono -

A, Handled by the school

B. Referred to a local ¢linic or cther
gcenter

Ce Ko provisions are made

A majority of the respondents indlicate that speech
defects are handled by the institutions themselveas, The
responses to Question Thirteen are listed in Table XXX.

TABLE XXX
PROVISIONS MADE FOR SPEECH DEFECTS

Number Responses
Responding A B 1+
20 X
13 X
3 X
36 TOTAL RESPONSES

Comments written on the questiomnaire indicate that
when speech defects aren't very serious they are handled by
the schoolj however, if they are serious they are usually
referred to c¢linics or other centers. At three institutions
no provisions were made for treating speech defects.

A speech proficlency examination is normally a
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speaking performance test glven either for placement in

courses or as an evaluating device for graduates. Question
Fourteen seeks to discover how extensively 1t is used by
seminaries,
14. Is a speech proficiency examination glven?

Table XXXI preasents the responses to Question Four-

teen,

TABLE XXXI
USE OF A SPEECH PROFICIENCY EXAMINATION

Rumber Responses
Responding Do Use Percentage Do Not Use Percentage

41 18 43.9 23 56.1

Some type of speech proficiency examination could be
helpful in diagnosing a student's needs and particularly in
placing the student in tno courses which would benefit him
the most. However, a majority (56.1%) of the instructors
indicate their institutions do not use a speech proficlency

examination,

15, Are off-campus speaklng opportunitles provided?
A majority of the respondents indicate off-campus

speaking opportunities are provided for their astudents,

Frequently, this type of experience is required for
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graduation, Table XXXIT presents the responses to this
question,

TABLE XXXII

OFF=-CAMPUS SPEAKING OPPORTUNITIES PROUVIDED
BY SEMINARIES

Responses and FPercenta )
Number Are ProvISQE Are Ho% Provided

Responding Number Percent Number  Percent

The classroom speaking situation 1s considerably

different from the normal audience/speaker situation which
a minister faces in his daily work, Practice Preaching 1s
often designed with this in mind, and actual speaking be=-
fore a congregation is frequently a part of this course.
Many seminaries make provision for their seniors and under-
classmen to serve small churches in the area in order to
receive as many off-campus speaking opportunities as posei-
ble, Eight institutions do not offer off-campus opportuni-
ties,

16. Do you have and use mechanical egquipment?

A, Master tapes or records of voice and
speech progress

Be Filming or video-tape equipment
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D.
E.
Fe
Ge
He

Soundproef booths and listening
equipment

7

Public address systems

Tape recording equipment

Television practice studios

Others (Please List)

Responses to Question Sixteen are indicated in

Table XXXITT.
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TABLE AAXIIX

USE OF MECHANIOCAL BEQUIPHMENT AS TEACHING AIDS IN SEMINARY
SPEECH AND HOMILETICS INSTRUCTION

Fumber
Respeonding Type of Equipment Used Not Used

L7 A, Master Tapes or Records of Lo 7
volce and speech progress

L7 B, Filming or video-tape 9 38
eguipment

L7 C. Soundproof booths and 22 25
Listening equlpment

L7 D, Public address systems 33 1l

L7 E. Tape recording equipment L3 L

L7 Fe T V Practice Studios 6 L1

h1 G. Otber (Recorded Sermons) 4 37

0 H, OUther
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A majority of the responding instructors indlcated
thelr institutions provided master tapes or records of
volce and speech progress of students, A minority of the
respondente indicated soundproof booths and listening equip-
ment were avallable for students to hear examples of preach-
ing and speaking.

Public address systems and tape recording equipment
were availsble in a majority of the institutions, Most
ministers speak over public address systems in modern
churches and practice with these mechanical aids could be
helpful, Doniea indicated tape recorders were valuable de-
vices to aid oral delivery. Four inatructors indicated no
tape recorders were used.

Inereasingly, the minister of today finds himself
using the new media of TW. 8Six instructors indicated that
TV practice studios were used for training students in IV
techniques.

Under "other" tho:only listing was "recorded sermons."
Four instructors indicated they were used.

The tape recorder and master tapes appear to be the
major mechanical equipment alds used by speech and homlletlcs

instructors.

Question Seventeen was ldentical to Question Nine on

the Administrator's Questionnaire.
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17. Do you belleve the status of eh bhomiletics
educa iﬁﬁ'!ifii;%ihan rotest % seminaries will in
nﬁﬁﬁor Eii

crease } terns o; quallity of courloiT—In
the next ten years - T

Table XXXIV presents the responses to that question.

TABLE XXXIV

INSTRUCTORS' VIEWS CF FUTURE STATUS OF SPEECH
AND HUMILETIOS ZDUCATION

Number Number Kot Responses
Responding Responding Yes Percentage No Percentage

41 10 3k 82.9  { 17.1

Comparison of the views of instructors and adminis-
trators regarding future status of speech and homiletics
education indicates that the former group is more optimis-
tie. Of the responding instructors, 82.9 per cent believe
1ts status will improve, whereas only 58.8 per cent of the
administrators hold thia'vicv.

A majority of the instructors of speech and homlletiecs
and seminary administrators do look for an increase in the
number snd quality of speech and homileties courses in the

next ten years,



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Summary

In the first chapter of this study the writer dis-
cussed the origin and background of the study, stated the
problem, and defined the major terms used,

The purpose of the study was to examine the status
of speech and homiletics instruction in aceredited American
protestant seminaries during 1964. Answers to the follow-
ing questions were sought through the use of questionnalres
sent to the seminary administrators and speech and homi-
letics instructors.

l. What do seminary administrators consider to be the most
important areas of concentration in course content of
speech and homiletics courses?

2., What are the beliefs of speech and homiletics instruc-
tors concerning needed areas of concentration in course

content of speech and homiletics courses?

3. What equipment and facilities are avallable for teach-
ing speech and homliletics courses?

4. What are the speech and homiletics instructors' academic
qualifications?

In Chapter II literature relevant to the study was
reviewed,
Chapter ITI analyzed the construction of question-

naires, presented the limitations of the study, and discussed
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the questionnaire malling procedure.

In Chapter III procedures were presented for con-
ducting the study. These included limitations, analysis of
construction of the questionnaires, and statement of de-
tails of mailing them.

In Chapter IV responses to the questionnaires were
presented and interpreted.

A total of fifty-one responses to the Administrator's
and Instructor's Questionnaires were received., Where
simlilar information was sought comparisons were made between
administrators' and instructors' responses.

The findings of this study were derived from responses
to the two questionnaires. Questions were designed to pro-
vide data by means of which the four questions set forth in
the statement of the problem could be answered, The results
are valid only within the context of the study and for the
year of nineteen-hundred and sixty-four.

l, All institutions -tudiod offer homiletics courses and s
majority offer speech courses.

2s A majority of the seminary administrators feel speech
tralning is essential for effective seminary training,

3, A majority of seminary administrators believe entering
students do not have adequate backgrounds in speech.

e A majority of administrators do not plan to add any
speech or homiletics courses beyond those currently
offered.
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A majority of the seminary administrators believe speech
courses should be taught as well as homiletics courses.

A majority of the administrators and instructors belleve
the status of speech and homiletics education will be
inereased in the next ten years.

Practice Presching i1s considered the most valuable oral
communication course for the seminary graduate,

When adding homiletics courses to present offerings,
administrators will probably add courses which stress
integration of the elements of theory and delivery.

An average of 8.4 sections of speech and homiletics
courses is currently offered.

The majority of instructors having doctor's degrees have
done their work in speech; however, only a small per-
centage of the instructors have completed doctorates,

Instructors have completed an average of 18,7 years of
preaching., Eight years of teaching experience is the
average. It 1s probable instructors are chosen for
their preaching experience rather than their academic
backgrounds.

A number of the instructors teach courses in addition to
speech and homiletics,

The number of homiletics courses offered far ocutnumbers
speech courses at the seminaries.

More instructors rely upon classical than modern schol-
ars. The modern schelars relied upon are authoritles
in bhomiletics rather than speech,

A majority of the instructors and students have speech
and homiletics journals to use as background and refer-
ence materials,

A majority of the seminaries do not use a speech pro-
ficiency examination.

A majority of the institutions provide off-campus speak=-
ing opportunities.

Most speech defects are handled by the seminaries with
referrals made on serious cases,
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In answer to Questions One and Two of the problem of
this study, it was found that seminary administrators and
instructors believe speech and homiletics courses should
concentrate first upon constructlion and selection of subject
materials; second, upon orderly arrangement of subject
material; third, upon the most effective delivery of the
subject material; fourth, upon the best cholice of words and
means to express the subject materlal; fifth, upon the best
method of keeping in mind the major ideas which are to be
expressed,

The findings drawn from Question Three show a major=-
ity of the institutions have and use tape recording egquip-
ment, master tapes to check volce and speech progress, and
public address systems, but a minority of the seminarles have
filming or video-tape equipment, sound-proof booths and
listening equipment, or TV practice studios, desplite the in-
creasing need the modern minister has for training with such
equipment.

In answer to Question Four it was found a majority of
the speech and homlletics instructors do not have extensive
backgrounds in speech or homiletics. A majority of speech
and homiletics instructors majored in areas other than oral
communication as undergraduates, Only about half of the
master's degrees acquired by instructors are in the area of
oral communication, A majority of instructora with doctor's
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degrees have done their work in speech; however, only a
small percentage of the instructors have completed doctorates.

Conclusions

The findings of this study lead to the conclusions
that muech ineccnsistency exists between the stated beliefs of
seninary administrators and the programs of speech and homi-
leties instruction currently in force.

Improvement of the status of speech and homlletlecs
education awalts this re-evaluatlion of goals plus the estab-
lishment of minimal standards for instructors! qualifications
and course offerings,

Currently, speech and homlletlcs instruction has no
uniform position in seminary curricula. In a few institu-
tions this instruction is considered of equal importance with
theology, history, and Bible. However, in a majority of the
seminaries much less emphasis 1s placed upon speech and homi-
letiecs.

Implications for Further Hesearch
The writer bellieves that the beat method of encourag-
ing instructors and administrators to increase the standards
of speech and homiletlies instruction is through further re-
search into the ministers' needs for effective oral communi-
cation, It is because of this bellef that the following

questions are suggested as bases for further researchj
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What relationship exists between extensive speech train-
ing and success in the ministry in terms of congregation
size, growth, and the minister's salary?

Woat relationship existas between what congregations rate
as good pulpit preasching and what the ministers consider
good pulpit preaching?

How extensively does the modern minister need training
in the use of mass communication media?

How helpful would establishment of minimal speech train-
ing requirements for seminary entrants be toward im-
provement of the standards of the seminary graduates?

Wbat post-graduate course would be most helpful to train
graduate ministers to express themselves 1n conferences
and discussions on and off the mass communication media?
What 18 a valid device or method for sermon evaluation?
What will be the effect of the present, expressed con=-
cern that speech education is dylng a traglic death at
the seminary level?

On the basls of these findings 1t is suggested that

through research into the miniater's need for seminary speech

and homiletics instruction and courses which can best satisfy

this need, the seminaries will have a guide with which to

improve the status of speech and homiletics education.
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APPENDIX A
COVER LETTERS AND QUESTIONNAIRES SENT TO AMERICAN
PROTESTANT THEOLOGICAL SEMINARIES
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Kansas State Teachers College
Emporia, Kansas

April 18, 1964

Dear Seminary Administrator,

The questionnaire enclosed in thls envelope is a
part of a graduate study being done by Mr, Jerry L. Winsor,
Graduate Assistant in Forenslec and Speech at the Kansas
State Teachers College, Emporia. If successfully completed,
the preliminary work shows this study to be of value in
understanding the status, scope, and current emphasis of
seminary speech and homiletic tralning, It should be of
particular interest to seminary administrators and their oral
communication instructors, Its findings should also be of
value to this institution and particularly to this department
in our preliminary training of young men interested in the
ministry.

The success of the study depends, in large part, on
the questionnaire responses. On behalf of the Speech Depart-
ment of Kansas State Teachers College we join with Mr. Winsor
in respectfully urging you and your oral communication in-
structors to complete and return the enclosed questionnaires.

Thank you In advence for taking time from your busy
schedule to cooperate in this study.

Sincerely,

Kerl C, Bruder
Chalrman, Department of Speech

Riehard A, Hildreth
Assoclate Professor of Speech
Chairman, Thesis Committee



ADMINISTRATOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions: Most questions are to be answered by checking

er yes or no, Check the left half for yes and the right
half for no, Other questions require a ranking of lst, 2nd,
3rd, etc, Question number 10 asks for course names, which
you may simply list in order of your preference, 0Oral com-
nunication has been divided into two areas; those courses
concentrating on religious oral communication (homiletics)
and those courses designed to improve oral communication
arility in general (speech),

Yes Fo

l. Are courses in speech offered at your

institution?

2. Are courses in homliletics offered at your
institution?

If answers to questions one and two are no please mail all
forms back in the self-addressed stamped envelope. If either
answer 1s yes, please complete this questionnaire and give a
copy of the Instructor Questionnaires to each person on your
staff who teaches elther speech or homiletics.

3« Do you personally feel that training in
speech at the seminary level is essential
for effective seminary tralning?

i« Is 1t your belief that students entering
seminary usually have adequate backgrounds
in speeech and need theologiocal and limited
homiletic tralning?

S5« Do you plan to add any speech courses
beyond those currently listed in your
catalog?

6. Do you plan to add any homiletics courses
beyond those currently listed in your
catalog?

7« Do you feel that speech courses should be
taught as well as homiletics courses?

8. Please rank the following sreas of potential concentra-
tion In the order you feel they should be stressed in
seminary speech or homiletle education., Please rank
lst, 2nd, 3rd, ete, in terms of areas from whiech you feel
a seminary graduate would most beneflt.



A. Concentration should be upon construction
and selection of subject materials.

B, Concentration should be upon the orderly
arrangesent of subject materials,

0. Concentration should be upon the cholce of
words and means to express the subjeect
material,

De Concentration should be upon the best method
of keeping the major ideas in mind which are
to be expressed,

E, Concentration should be upon the most effec-
tive delivery of the subject material.

9« Do you feel the status of speech and homiletle
education, in terms of number and quality of Yes
courses offered, will be 1incressed in protestant
seminary education in the next ten years?

10, What speech or homiletic course or courses do
you bellieve to be the moat ortant to a sem-
inary graduate? (FPlease List

11, If you are planning to add homliletics courses or
simply would like to, please indicate in order the
area of concentration you would prefer. (Please
indicate lst, 2nd, and 3rd)

Ae Igigfigioll - gsermon composition wilthout
actu ellvery.
Be Practical - sermon delivery

Co ed - Integration of the elements of
eory and delivery.

12, How many sectlions of speech and homiletlc
tralning do you offer?

VWame of imstitution Signature



INSTRUCTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions: Some questions are to be answered by checking
eilther yes or no., Check the left half for yes and the right
half for no, Other questions require a ranking of lst, 2nd,
3rd, ete., Question number 10 asks for course names, which
you may simply list in order of your preference, Ural com-
munication has been divided into two aress: those courses
concentrating on religious oral communication (homiletles)
and those courses designed to improve oral communication
abllity in general (speech),

l. How many semester hours of higher education do you have
in the following oral communicstion areas?

Fundamentals of Speech

Volece and Diection

Speech Composition

Publie Address

Classical Rhetorical Theory

Modern Rhetorical Theory

Argumentation and Debate

Dlscussion, Leadership, and Conferences
Persuasion

Oratory

Introduction to Radin and/or Television
Radlo Speech

Radio Production

Television Techniques

Oral Interpretation of Literature

Oral Interpretation of the Bible
Theatre Production

Stage Acting

Play Directing

Technical Theatre

Remedial Speech

Other oral ecommunication areass (Please List)

2. What was your undergraduate major?

minor?
3. What was your graduate area of
concentration? Master's?
Doctorate?

4. How many years of preaching experience
do you have?



5. How many years of teaching have you completed?

6. What courses do you teach in the area of speech and
bhomlleties and how much credit 1s given for each?

lo 2. 3.
e Se 6o
7! ” Bi 90
10.

7« Waiech of the sabove courses are speech?
(Use above numbers)
Homiletles? (Use above numbers)

8. Which, if any 1n particular, Classicel or Modern
scholars do you concentrate upon in teaching the
above courses?

1. 2. 3. g.
5. 6- 7- ®
9- 10'

9. Please rank the following areas of potential concentra-
tion in order as you feel they should be emphasized in
teaching speech and homiletics. Please rank lst, 2nd,
3rd, etec., in terms of areas from which you feel a sem-
inary graduate would most beneflt.

A. Concentration should be upon construction
and selectlon of subject materiaesls.

Bes Concentration should be upon orderly
arrangement of subject materials.

Cs Concentration should be upon cholce of
words and means to best express the sub-
jeet material,

Ds GConcentration should be upon the best
method of keepling the major ildeas to be
expressed in mind,

Es, Concentration should be upon the moat ef-
fective dellivery of the subject matter.

10. What speech and homiletiecs courses deo you feel are the
most essential to a seminary graduate?

1l. What professional journals of speech and homileties or
other material do you rely upon?




12, What professional speech and homileties journals and
other periodical materials related to oral communica-
tion are avallable for student and faculty use in the
library?

13. What provisions for speech defects are made by
your institution? (Please check one)

A. Handled by the school

B. Referred to a local c¢linic or other
center

Ce Ko provisions are made

Yes Ko
14, Is a speech proficiency examination givent

15. Are off-campus speaking opportunities
provided?

16, Do you have and use mechanical equipment?

A, Master tapes or records of velce and
speech progress

Be Filming or video-tape equipment

C. Soundproof booths and listening
equipment

De Public address systems

Es Tape recording equipment

Fe TV practice studios

Ge« Others (Please List)

He

17. Do you belleve the status of speech and homlletic educa=-
tion in American protestant semineries will increase, in
terms of number and quality of courses, iIn the next ten
years?

Name of institution Tnstructoris Signature



APPENDIX B
FOLLOW=UP LETTER SENT TO
AMERICAN PROTESTANT THEOLOGICAL SEMINARIES



Kansas State Teachers College
Emporia, Kansas

Dear Administrator,

Recently I mailed you some questionnaires concerning
speech and homiletic instruction offered at your institu=-
tion., Many fine responses to the questionnalres have been
received, If you, and other administrators who nave not yet
returned the questionnaires will do so, the scope of study
wlll be much more complete. Many responses have requested a
copy of the results. I will send an abstract of thig study
to all who take part.

I know that this 1s a busy time of the year for all
of us. If you have intended to complete the questionnalres
and have been delayed by other obligations, please forglve
me for rushlng you. If, for some reason, you do not wish to
complete the questionnaires, please use the enclosed stamped
envelope to simply let me know not to expect a reply from
you., I will not begin to examine the responses until I can
be relatively sure all responses that will be in are in.

If you have already malled the questionnaires, please
disregard this letter. Thank you very much for your cooper-
ation, I sincerely hope to hear from you,

Very truly yours,

Jerry L., Winsor
JLW/ Ju
P. S« Individuel returns will be kept confidential,



APPENDIX C
INSTITUTIONS SENT AND RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRES



The eighty-two accredited American protestant
seminaries sent questionnaires are as follows. Thocse sem-
inaries preceded by a star (asterisk) responded to the sur-
vey.

#Asbury Theoclogical Seminary, Wilmore, Kentucky
#Augustena Theologlical Seminary, Roeck Island, Ill.
#Austin Presbyterian Theologlcal Seminary, Austin,
Texas
Berkeley Baptist Divinity School, Berkeley L,
California
Berkeley Divinity School, New daven 1ll, Connecti=-
cut
Bethany Biblical Seminary, Chicage, Illincils
Bexley Hall, Gambler, Ohle
Biblical Seminary in New York, New York 17, N. Y.
#Boston University Seheel of Theology, Boston,
Hassachusetts
#Brite College of the BElble of Texas Christlian
University, Fort Worth, Texas
#California Daptist Theclogical Seminary, Covina,
California
Calvin Theclogical Seminary, Crand Rapids 6,
Michigan
#Candler School of Theology of Emory University,
Atlanta, Georgia
#Central Baptist Theological Seminery, Kansas Clty &,
Kansas
Chicago Lutheran Theoclogical Semlnary, Maywood,
Illinois
#Chicago Theclogical Seminary, Chilcago 37, Illinois
#Christian Theological Seminary, Indianapolis 8,
Indiana
#Church Divinity School of the Pacific, Berkeley 9,
California
#Colgate Hochester Divinity School, Rochester 20,
New York
Cellege of the Bible, Lexington, EKentucky
Columbia Theocloglcal Seminary, Decatur, Georgia
#Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri
#Croger Theological Seminary, Chester, Pennasylvania
Divinity School of the Protestant Eplscopal Church,
Philadelphia, Permsylvania
Drake University Divinity Sehool, Des Moines 1l, Iowa
Drew University Theological School, Madison, New
Jersey
#Duke University Divinity School, Durham, North Carolina



#Eastern Baptist Theological Seminary, Philadelphia,
Pemnsylvania

#Eden Theological Seminary, Webster Croves, Missourl

#Episcopal Theologlcal Schoel, Cambridge, Massachu-
setts

#Eplscopal Thecloglcal Semlnary of the Southwest,
Austin, Texas

Evnnfolioal Lutheran Theologlcal Seminary, Columbus,
Ohio

imvangolical Theological Seminary, Naperville, Illi-
nois
Fuller Theological Seminary, Pasadena, California
CGarrett Theologicel Seminary, Hvamnston, Tllinois
#General Theological Seminary, New York 11, N, Y.
#(Gettysburg) Lutheran Theoloricel Seminary, Cettys-
burg, Pennsylvania
#(olden CGate Baptist Theological Seminary, Mill
Valley, California
Goshen College Biblical Seminary, Goshen, Indlana
#Hamma Divinlty School of Wittenberg University,
Springfield, Ohio
#Hartford Theological Seminary, Hartford 15, Connecti-
cut
Harvard Divinity School, Cambridge, Massachusetts
#Howard University School of Religion, Washington 1,
D. C,
#I11ff Sehool of Theology, Denver, Colorado
Interdencminational Theological Center, Atlanta 1l,
Georgla
#Lancaster Theological Seminary, Lancaster, Pennayl-
vania
#Louisville Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Louis-
ville, Kentucky
#Luther Theologlcal Seminary, St. Paul, Kinnesota
#Lutheran Theological Southern Seminary, Columbia,
South Carolina
MeCormick Theclogical Seminary, Chicage 14, Illinois
Meadville Theological School, Chicago 37, Illinois
#Moravian Theological Seminary, Bethlehem, Pennasyl-
vania
#Nashotah House, Nashotan, Wiseonsin
New Brunswick Theologlcal Seminary, New Brunswick,
New Jersey
New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, School of
Iheology, New Urleans 26, Loulsiana
North Perk Theologlcal Seminary, Chicage 15, Illinois
#Northwestern Lutheran Theological Seminary, Minne=-
apolis, Minnesota
#0berlin College Graduate School of Theology, Oberlin,
Ohle



Pacific School of Religlon, Berkeley 9, California
Perkins School of Theology of Southern Methodlst
University, Dallas 22, Texas
#Philadelphia) Lutheran Theologlcal Seminary at
Philadelphia, Philadelphia 19, Pennsylvania
#Phlllips University Graduate Semlnary, inld, Okla-
homa
#Plttsburgh Theological Seminary, Pittaburgh, Penn-
sylvania
#Princeton Tneologlicel Seminary, Princeton, lNew
Jersey
San Franclsco Tuoeclogicel Semlinary, Sen Anselmo,
California
#Seabury-weatern Theological Seminary, Evanston,
Illinois
#30utheastern Baptist Tneological Seminary, Wake
Forest, North Carolina
#Soutnern Baptist Tneological Seminary, Loulsville,
Kentucky
Southern California School of Theology, Claremont,
* California
#Southwestern Baptist Theologicsl Seminary, School of
Theology, Fort Worth 15, Texas
#Unlon Toeological Seminary, New York 27, K. Y.
#Union Theologicel Seminary in Virginia, Richmend 17,
Virginia
#Unlted Theologlosl Seminary, Dayton, Ohlo
#University of Cbicago Divinity Secnool, Cnicago,
Illinocis
#Unlversity of Dubuque Tneologlical Seminary, Dubuque,
Towa
Universlty of the Soutn School of Theology, Sewanee,
Tennessee
Vanderbilt University Divinity School, Nashville 5,
Tennessee
(Virginia) Protestant Eplscopal Theological Seminary
in Virginia, Alexandria, Virginia
#Wartburg Theologlcal Seminary, Dubuque, Towa
Wesley Theological Seminary, Washington 16, D, C,
#destern Theological Seminery, Holland, Michigan
#Yale University Divinity Sochool, New Haven, Connecti-
cut



