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LECNA

The Lutheran Educational Conference of North America traces
its history to 1910, making it possibly the oldest inter-Lutheran
organization. It was reconstituted in 1967 for its predecessor, the
former National Lutheran Educational Conference.

The purpose of the Conference is to consider problems in
higher education, especially those related to Lutheran higher educa-
tion. Further, it sceks to share information, suggest strategy, and
assist member institutions in teir programs.

LECNA functions as a free iorum in which representatives
of Lutheran institutions of higher education, boards, organizations,
and individuals discuss the problems and concerns of Lutheran higher
education, collegiate or theological.

The contents of this volume are the papers and proceedings
of the 60th annual meeting of LECNA held this year in St. Louis,
Missouri. The convention immediately preceeded that of the Associa-
tion of American Colieges at the Chase-Park Plaza Hotel.

Instead of there heing one endowed lecture this year, the
Lina Meyer lecture was divided into three parts developing the
theme, “What's Lutheran About ITigher Fducation?” Because of
the great interest in the presentations, all of these addresses are
printed in the 1971 Papers and Proceedings, as revised by the authors.
The practice of inviting a president of one of the three Lutheran
church bodies to speak to the meeting was continued, and because
of its close relationship to the general theme, the address of Dr.
Robert Marshall, the president of the Lutheran Church in America,
is also included.

Interest continued high in the work of the LECNA Com-
mission on the Future, as the number of resolutions resulting from
the report of the Commission attests. These resolutions are also
included as part of this record.

Robert L. Anderson
Editor

The office of LECNA is located at 955 L'Enfant Plaza, S.W,,
Washington, . C. 2002+,
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PRESIDENT'S REPORT

ELWIN D. FARWELL

President

gest wi

Luther College

We recognize that if we are to survive and make
an impact on American higher education, we must
continue to support the -mission of the Church.

Three years ago Al Huegli said that today’s college president
lives in the future — that the past is history, the present bleak,
and only the future seems to have promise. He went on to point
out that this was apparently the general thinking of people in our
culture, that we were a part of a whole cult of futurism that some
people identified with Consciousness I1I, and that most of us were
so dazed by developments that the future holds no terror for us.
He noted that Troeffler, in his Future Shock, implicd *hat change
is coming so rapidly that the present and the future are practically
merged so that we can expect a continual state of disorientation.
This may be as good an explanation as any for the cvents of the
past year — of Watergate, of confusion and ambiguity over cnergy
sources, and of the general unpredictableness about world economic
relationships.

As I reflected on this meeting and tried to envision the role
of LECNA in American higher education, I went back to Gould
Wickey's history of LECNA. As I did so. I noted that when this
organization was founded 4 years ago, its purpose was “to consider
mntual problems in higher education, to share information, to
suggrest o strategy, and to encourage and to assist the member
institutions in their prograns of Lutheran higher educatior as they
serve the Church and develop a Christian leadership for God and
conntry.” During the iast foriy years of this couference, cach annual
meeting has had a major theme, and at least cight of these focused
upon the future — in fact, the first meetirg I attended in 1963 had the
theme: "Factors in the Long Look for Lu.!.eran Higher Fducation.” 1
believe, however, it was the meeting in 1971 — "Resources for the
Future” — and, in particu’ar, Frank Gamelin's excellent paper,
“Toward a Master I’lan,” that really did bring us to focus on the
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0 PRESIDENT'S REPORT

future. And 1 think it is particularly appropriate at this annui!
meeting that we shonkd give serious cousideration to the Commis-
sion on the Future that we anthorized two years ago anel financially
committed onrselves to as member institntions last year, The nearly
100 per cent response of the member institutions to support the
Commission on the Future through a special assessment indicates
the kind of cooperative spirit in this group as well as the necessity for
unity. We recognize that if we are to survive and make an impact
on American higher education, we must continue to support the
mission of the Circh,

[ believe that, as colleges, we are emerging from . identity
crisis, that the reasons for the founding of most of our insiitutions
during the latter half of the 19th century may be ouly partially
valid today but that other reasons for our continued existence may
be more important. 1 do not think thut our identification with the
Christian Chureh is any less important today than a hundred ycars
ago, but our identification may be defined in different ways and
serve different purposes, althongh we are still committed to pro-
claim e same gospel,

The Connmission on the Future provides the vehicle by which
we may further clarify our identity, give witness to our couperation,
and enhance our contribution to higher cducation. To a degree it
may nitke out oi this confercnce a consortinm of Lutheran higher
Jdueational institutions, Parenthetically, 1 should say I would hope
el a consortium would include the seminaries of our Church  ven
though 1 recogrice that in many ways their problems and their
erforts are quite different front those of us in the coli~ges and +he uni-
versities. Our goals, however, ought to be the same, and to achieve
our voals we need atotal effort of all Lutheran higher education.
The Commission also provides the vehicle for us to be ccuntenical,
1o broaden our efforts to work with other denominations. It is
patentariy significant that we should at this meeting he joining
with our Romasn Catholic brethren to examine whe t is Lutheran or
Catholie alott higher cducation and to raise the question: “Should
we be more assertive about onr Christian values?™ To me the ques-
tion is acaudemic. T would not be at a college idcutified with the
Chureh if T diel not helieve that Christian valnes w:re important to
hicher education. Certainly tle socicty i which w - live seems not
able to cope with change and seents to have lost a sense of values
needs seaders who hasve I'cﬁ steeped in the traditions of the Christian

LT



PRESIDENT'S REPORY 7

faith. We have such an opportunity and we ought to work tojrether
to sce Fow we may do onr tashs more effectively.

Although I have met with the Commission on the Future on
only two occasions, I have been impressed with the tremendous
commitment of the members to work togetirer to develop projects
that will bring about more cooperation among our member insti-
tutions. The diversity of the members of the Commission streugthens
the kind of recommendations that they will bring to us. \We were
fortunate to obtain Dr. Donald Mackenzie to be the executive direc-
tor of the Commission, and T am pieased he could be with us for
these meetings. T beiieve we are also fortunate to have President Al
Huegli as the Chairman of the Commision, and I look forward to
his report. Dr. Wickey, in his history of LECNA, noted that from the
beginning this organization was “inclusive” rather than “exclusive”.
Fach of our institutions will benefit from . ir identification with
LLECN. ar we share in its work and contribute to the general welfare
of Lutheran higher education. I believe we have everything to gain
and nothing to lose by closer cooperation. We will need to raise our
voices in unison to support a public policy that will make i possible
for private higher education — in particular, church-:clated higher
education, to survive.




What's Lutheran About Higher

Education? -- A Critique
SYDNEY E. AHLSTROM
(An Abridged Versiun)

Can an institution, a college, seminary, or univer-
sity, regard itself as an embodiment of the western
tradition of higher learning if it abroyates the free-
dom of investigation? Can @ Lutherar institution
of any of these types maintain its intellectual health
end credibility if it neglects or denies its c-vn ciitical
tradition?

My cortribution to this confeience is listed as a critique of
Lutheran higher education; but my ow* recollection is that I was
asked to discuss the future of the Lutiueran tradition in higher
education, aud that I replied to the effect that one’s answer would
depend on which Lutheran tradition one were thinking about. In
any event, *vhen I consider the Lutheran tradition in an educational
context, I tend to see it as flowing in three major currents which
have remained more or less distinct even though they have con-
stantly influenced each other during the long course of post-
reformaticn history. Without any pretens: to originality I have
named them the Scholastic, (sometines called Orthodoxist), the
Pietistic and the Critical; and I am assuming that all of you have
a fairly clear understanding of these fairly well-known tendencies
in Lutheran thought and church life. You know too that these terms
refer to sorae very fundamental ways in which Lutherans have, over
the vears, experienced religion and apprehended reality It may be,
indeed, that human beings, wherever they are on this earth, tend to
divide along similar lines. Some see religion primarly as a search
for objective truth in the manner that Lutheran Orthodoxy has
tended to insist upon. Others emphasize the kind of interiority and
personal appropriation that Pietism has stood for. And finally there
are those who take a critical stance on all matters of faith, knowl-

Dr. Svdney Ahlstrom is Professor of American History and Modern
Relicions Flistory and Chairman of the American Studies Program at
Vale University in New Haven.



WHAT'S LiUTHERAN ALOUT HHGHER EDUCATION ——= A CRITIQUE 9

edge, and practice, being encouraged in this respect by the contro-
versics that arise both within and between the other currents.
Su persistent are these three traditions that they seem almost to
reflect immemorial responses to mankind’s religious needs.

In any case it is perfectly apparent that all three came into
existence very carly in Lutheran history and that all three have
persisted to the present. Since the ia er 18th century, at least, all
three haie enjoyed considerable prominence and vitality, in Europe
as well as in \merica. Fach of these traditions, moreover, has made
claims to priority in Luther’s thought, but it is no purpose of mine
to enter that dcbate. I.et me rather make a few comments cn these
traditions themselves.

First, the scholastic tradition, which arose amid the fierce
confessional debates of the 16th century and flourished throughout
the 17th century. T.et us realize from the start, that this was a
very dark period in Lhuman history, a time of violent religious con-
tention, of war and devastation, of authoritarianism and intolerance.
It was a coercive age. As the ruler believed, so were subjects to
believe : cujus regio, ejus religio. :\11d in this context neo-scholasticism
became the dominant theological mode of doctrinal expression. The
greatest exemplar of the scholastic theology without a doubt was
Johann Gerhard (1621-68), who himself once had to go to the gates
of Jena to prevent the Roman Catholic General Tilly from conducting
nore than a token pillage of the city. It was thus in a context of war
and authoritarianism that orthodoxy tried to consolidate the gains
of the Lutheran Reformation and to continue the debate with Roman
Catholicisin on the one haad and with other forms of the Reforma-
tion impulse, particularly the Reformed, on the other.

The resultant theological structure re:ted upon two all-
important pillars. The first of these was an almost unbelievably great
confidence in the infallibility and total sufficiency of the received
bibl cal text. The second was a whole-hearted adoption of Aristotelian
metaphrsics. Melanchtion had given a major impetus to scholastic
method. but it had been modernized further by the Catholic
theologians Suarez. Zabarel'a and others. The result was a precise
but extremely iutellectualized theoretic exposition of Lutheran
doctrine. By imperceptible degrees, morcover, these highly rational-
istic methods adapted themselves to changing intellectual trends
so that as one moved toward the 18th century and then into the age
of scientific consolidation of knowledge of the natural world, this
method’s inherent rationalism becaine mere intense. It remains very

(€] - o
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10 WHAE'S LUTHERAN AROUT HIGHER EDUCATION --= A CRITIQULE

important, nevertheless, that we recognize that this tradition, despite
its many shortcomings, was an heroic cffort to deal with difficult
controversial problems, And this is perhaps especially true of the
sa-oiten ridiculed tendencies of the 18th century rationalists, who
were, aiter all, dealing with the most revolutionary intellectual
developments in the history of \Western thought.

The orthodox tradition, by no means came to an ent in the
18th century, however, Indeed the 19th century witnessed a great
rejuvenation of scholastic confessionalism, and an effort to repristi-
nate the doctrinal leritage, and to bolster the church’s defenses
against the rising tide of historical study and romantic philosophy.
Ted by ileinrich Schimid (18.1-85) and others, this movement did
much to rescue the Reformation heritage from the clutches of the
Enlightenment. Its scholarly work on Lutheran doctrinal and con-
fessional history was also extremely impressive, though a heavy
price wus paid for these gains in that Lutheran Orthodoxy tended
to disergange itself from man- of the 19th century’s achievements,
and became more reactionary than it ever had been hefore.

L * * * L

The second tradition which I wish to touch upon is, of course,
the Pietistic. By an interesting irony one can also see Johann Gerhard
as very important in figure in this tradition, for his Sacred Medita-
tions (1606) hecame one of the great Lutheran works of edification
of the 17th ceutury and even into the 18th century. He was a dear
friend of Johann Arndt (1555-1621) whose True Christianity is prob-
ably the chicf fountainhcad of Lutheran Pictism. When one considers
the movement, however, onc thinks first of all of Philipp Jakob
Spener and then of the Franckes, father and son, at Halle. What
arose on these pious foundations was an exceedingly powerful
movement that was not only strong in its emphasis on the inner life
of the Christian soul, but on the doing of good works. ITn Wuertem-
berg under the leadership of Johann Albrechit Bengel, still another
highly iniluential branch of Lutheran Pietism emerged.

Seen in its full perspective Pietism was and is a vart and
humanly essential form of evangelical religiosity, a nccessary resnlt
of the Reformation. Tt was first articulated in its full implications b
the English Puritans, but Johann Arndt probably better than anyone
clse clarified and established its continnity with more clitist forms
of pre-reformation Christian inwardness and then made it a thorough-
Iy Protestant mode of appropriating and propagating the Gospel of

0141
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God's redeeming grace. Because it answered so immedintely to
human need, it has enjoyed vepeated revivals and extended itself
throughour the world and into every stratum of saciety and so it
continues i the present day.

Given its pervasiveness and vitality Pietism also made a deep
impression ot the nature of education. Under its acgis Hible and
prayer circles entered the university sanctuaries of scholasticism
underminiag formalistic views of worship. making personal evan-
gelism a part o the academic scene, and deprecating the significance
of doctrinal precisianism, Due to its persistent accent on the sub-
jective dimensions of religion it was engaged in a ~ontinual assault
on Chiristian rationalism, both Orthodox and Inlingtened, and for this
same reason it provided important spiritual groune’s for a romantic
understanding of religion.

» & * * *

When one speaks of the rise of Romanticism however, one also
confronts what I have called the “eritical tradition” in T.utheranism
aned therewith the scholarly and phitssophical activities which dom-
mated the Ih century, The leading exemplar of this tradition. 1
suppose, is the great critical phitosopher, Immanuel Kant. (1724-
1804), whose work is at once the turning point in modern philosophy
ad a crucial bridge between Enlightened and aomantic views of
reaiity. In other ways lie can be seen as currving out certain aspects
of the program of Luther himseli, bearing out, as it were, the
philosophiical implications of the Reformation,

The most important thing about the critical tradition was,
first of all, that it came to terms with modern science and no longer
viewed the s-areh for knowledge ot the natural world as an enemy
of religion. Foyually importart. and for many more troublesome, it
began a more serioss investigation of the whole historical workd, The
It century therefore. must be seen as the age of the historical
rettaissance, and incluctably this involved critical scholarship in the
whole fiell of religion, the history of the scriptures, of ancient
civilizations, of the churehies and their divergent doctrines, and finally
the history of world religions. It is interesting how profoundly this
historical impuise affected even the orthodox tradition in that it
ledd to an erormous bady ol scholarshi, on the Reformation, on the
origins of the Aougsburg Confession, the textual criticismn of the con-
fessional documents, and ¢close historical analysis of that enormously
complex process which led to the Formula of Concord. One result

Q

RIC . “12

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

12 WHAVE'S LUTHERAN ABOUT HIGHER EDUCATION —— A CRITIQUE

of these great labors, among many others, was that the traditionary
character of lLutheranism itseli was exposed.

When we seriously consider this “critical tradition,” this in-
vestigative spirit, this willingness to ask the deepest philosophical
(questions, to uestion even the niost accepted assmnptious, to pursue
the most sensitive kinds of scriptural study, or to raise up for
examination the history of lsracl and the whole two millenia of
Christian history, we must also realize that we are considering
what was in many ways a self-conscious Lutheran movement. Indeed
we must see that this openness to reexamination, this willingness to
question the received understanding of things owes an euormous
debt to Luther himself.

This is @ fact that Lutherans must seek to understanl, and in
the final analysis be extraordinarily grateful for. Lutherans should
not forget that in the modern history of scnolarship in the field of
religion Lutherans have done far move than their share of the
work. Moreover one cannot view the astounding achievements of
the university traditions of Scandinavia and Germany without asking
what it is in the Lutheran tradition that seems so clearl; to have
marked it out for this great work.

It goes without saying, of course, that Luther’s ideas are
not an all-sufficient explanation for the academic, scholarly, philoso-
phical, theological and broadly cultural characteristics of North
Furopean Protestantism. Yet one can perceive almost at a glance
that they did have a positive effect in this regard. Luther’s views
of history, ethics, rationalism, and scholarship, his conception of
biblical exegesis, his attitudes toward the canon, his willingness to
evaliate individual books of the ble, his understanding of the
Gospel, even his views on psalmody and hymnody reveal a remarkable
openness to the investigative spirit. Hence we can understand Pro-
fessor Pelikan’s observation that if Luther were transported to the
20th century we could most casily envision him as a professor of Old
Testament in the contemporary university scene.

But anyway, however we may explain the work of Lutherans
in the universities of Germany and then later in those of Scan-
dinavia, we should not fail to see that we are beholding a major
chapter in the history of modern thought.

It is at least worth reminding ourselves that when ove talks
about the Lutheran tradition one is speaking of the tradition that

.. 13



WHAT'S LUTHERAN ARBOUT HIGHER EDUCATION — A CRITIQUE 13

includes the likes of Kant and Hegel. Similurly when one speaks
of Herder, Hamann, Novalis, or the great biblical scholars from
Semler, Fruesti, and Michaelis 1hrough Ritschl and Baur to Bultmann
and Kisemann one is speaking of Lutherans,

Needless to say these thinkers hardly agreed with each other.
Countroversy and criticism have ever been part of any tradition that
nourishes an openness to novelty, cherishes intellectual freedom,
and allows the creative imagination to have its way both in scholar-
ship and coastructive thinking. These thinkers therfore are fimnda-
mental to any understanding of what the Lutheran tradition is, where
it is going, and what its contribution to world civilization is to be.
If one crosses out this tradition, one crosses out a chief element
of the tradition,

Against this background I now want to say a word or two
about higher education. In the American educational system what
we call colleges wnd seminaries are usually segregated from each
other and from what we formally call universities and this nas scme
serivus disadvantages for the advancement of learning. But 1 am
talking about universities in the enco.npassing sense of higher learn-
ing. In so speaking of the university we can, I think, discern two
fundamental functions or movements of thought. One essential fea-
tnre of the university is retrospective, the other prospective. By
retrospective I refer to that task of transmitting all that is durable and
vitlrable in our heritage and all the cognate pursuits and disciplines
that make that possible. It is the activity which is illustrated best
by the natural sciences, in which the discoveries of the past are
appropriated and corrected by eacli new gereration. It is also applied
in all the fields of humanities and the social sciences in recognizable
ways. It is an analytical, critical, and investigative work, an arduous
and difiicult undertaking that is by no means necessarily conserva-
tive or reactionary. It can be radical, and its results are often un-
comfortable and painful.

But there is also the prospective role, the ongoing search for
truth. Since truth is at best elusive however, we may prefer to
tatk of the advancement of knowledge, for universities rest on the
assumption that knowledge, as a surrogate for trutl, is worth the
secking and that it is in the long run a blessing. This is the case
moreover whether the subject be the lioly things of faith, the
past deeds of human beings or the nature and history of all things,
animate and inanimate. Whatever we do, we are secking to under-
stand the total situation.

ERIC ¥ .
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14 WHALS LUTHERAN ABOUT HIGHER EDUCATION == A CRITIQUE

In this grand enterprise it is in the field of history where
there the greatest temptations to flinch and compromise have arisen.
Aud it is the historian who occupies the most precarious position,
though the phiiosopher, the theologian and the cethicist freguently
hear the brunt of world's disinelination to cousider the implications of
knowledge, Despite the risk, however, T would define the historian’s
role as that of exhausting the possibilities of historical investigation.
When they are uot exhausted, the task remains: and sinee the
passage of time creates new problems, there is no end in sight.
Frust Trocltseh may not be right when he says that all things human
are historical without remainder, but 1 have no doubt it is the
futiction of the historian to explain what he sees, For this reason
it is in the historical realm where so much of the crunch has come
during the last two centuries or so. Nor is this strange for it is
in the historical mode that we.speak of the nebular hypotheses, or
the lite and death of the sun and the biography of the earth. We
are also talking historically when we speak of the Appalachian
mesmtains as old and the Rockies as young. So it is when we speak
of the extinetion of the dinosaurs and the origins of fossil fuels. We
are also writing history when we describe the evolution of lite on
ihe carth. Because historical rescarch is one of first to feel the
Land of cocrcion, it most often awakens us to the way universities
depend on the preservation of academic freedom, and this leads to a
final consideration,

\We tend to forget that it has been Lutherans, for the most
part in Germany, who founded and developed the principle of aca-
Jemic freedom. Americi, on the other, had done alinost no pioneering
in this realm and did not howor the principle on a wide scale until
the 20th century. Fven then we learned much from Furopean
examples, mostly in Germany. Most of the eolleges and seminaries
fomded i this country have had very limited notions of acadenie
frecdont, The rise of intellectual liberty, of course, was due to many
non-theclogical factors, yet the eritical tradition of which T have
been speaking wis always a vital element in its preservation, and
it s a Lantheran contribution for which we should be enormously
sratetul al proud.

When one looks to Luther and the Lutheran tradition by way
oi eapluining its edueational stance in this matter it wonld scem
that a certain view of the orders of creation played a significant role,
It ~cems to provide for the conception of the university itsell as kiad
of an order of creation with its own rules and raison d'étre. More

R I
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important. perhaps, was the way in which Melanchthon, the great
magister of the Reformation, distinguished so clearly in his own
thinking between what he called theorctic and acoustic knowledge.
Theoretic knowledge helonged in the ambience of the university.
Here even biblical study was the work of philologists and gram-
marians. Acoustic knowledge is the word that is heard by faith; it
requires an inner appropriation fundamentally different from theo-
retic education.

Johann Gerhard himself makes a similar distinction, between
a theorctic understanding of the faith which is going on in any
university properly understood and the practical knowledge which
comes from preaching and the sacraments. Gerhard, who earned a
medical degree before he turned to theology, drew an illustrative
parallel with medicine. On the one hand. the university studies
anatomy, physiology and so on, and then it hecomes the doctor who
with his tender concern ministers to the patient. So also must the
clwrch distinguish between the teaching of divinity on the one hand
and pastoral care on the other.

One may also see a certain similarity between Gerhard's dis-
tinction and the way in which Kant's Critique of Pure Reason relates
to his Critique of Practical Reasons, one dealing with the nature and
limits of reason, the other with the conduct of life. Richard Neibuhr
makes a similar point in still another context, with frequent refer-
ences to Immanuel Kant. He locates the investigative spirit in the uni-
versity but scees the meaning of revelation as stemming from the in-
ner life and inner history of the confessional community.

Now, just a few closing words on what this means in terms
of higher cducation. It comes down to the matter of recognizing the
richuess of the Lutheran academic tradition and remembering the
ways in which all three of these major subtraditions respond to
fundamentally human needs. But the most urgent question, or at
least the one Lefore us now, has to do with Low colleges and sem-
inaries and universities can oerform their essential functions. One
can not but think of the predicament of Concordia Seminary in this
connection, And it seems to me that one good way of starting to
think about this question is to remember the critical tradition anel
apply its ideals to the present controversy. What would onr reaction
be it the chancellor of Washington University or the president of
the University of Missouri - St. Louis closed down all or part of
these institutions hecause scholars were deviating from his inter-

Ic RIS LN
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16 WHAT'S LUTHERAN ABOUT HIGHER EDUCATION --- A CRITIQUE

pretations or simply employing historical methods of investigations?
Or put otherwise: Can an institution, a college, seminary, or uni-
versity, regard itseli as an embodiment of the western tradition of
higher learning if it abrogates the freedom of investigation? Can
a Latheran institution of any of these types maintain its intellectual
hiealth and credibility if it neglects or denies its own critical
tradition?

Having said that much about an immediate present-day Ameri-
can probleni, let me go on to emphasize that I see myself as address-
ing 2 far larger issue, one that is general, immeniorial, and of great
consequence for the development of educational institutions in the
future. The last decade has been one when a whole series of credibility
gaps opened hefore our eyes: hetween traditional doctrinal claims
and the belicfs of the larger public, between the ministry and the.
laity, aned hetween youth and their elders. It has als.. been a time of
extreme financial difficulty for higher education, especially in the
private sector. P'rofound shifts in popular values, beliefs, and com-
mitments secm to underlie these various changes. The accentuation of
piuralism has rendered the emergence of a new consensus less likely.
In this context one can not talk about the future of anything with
much coufidence. In concluding moments of a broad survey lecture,
morcover, elahorate qualifications are impossible. In closing my re-
marks to the Lutheran educational conference, therefore, let me
simply  commend the fullness of the tradition which shapes its
purposes,

A concluding footnote.

For & broad survey suck as this, specific scholarly debts can hardiy
be acknowledged. The following works, however, have had couside. -
able iniluence on my overall outlook, though I would not implicate
these authors in my interpretations: Robert P. Scharlemanu, Yhomas
Aquinas and John Gerhard (Yale University Press, 1964), F. l“rnest
Stocfiler. The Rise of Evangelical Pietism (Brill, 1971), Richard
Kroner, Von Kant bis Hegel (Tuebingen, 1921), Karl Loewith, From
Hegel to Nietzsche (Doubleday, 1967) and R. Schneider, Hegels und
Schellings Schwaebische Geistesahnen (I.eipzig, 1893).



What's Lutheran About Higher Education?

Theological Presuppositions
ROBERT W. BERTRAM

(Four Theses)

In the encyclopedia of the umiversity’s arts and
sciences, the closer you advonce toward that cemnter
wwhore humanity was more substuntively the abject
of your studies the more it wounld make a difference
whether the general vicwe of man from which you
proceeded wwas Christian or something else.

( Fditor’s note: Dr. Bertram kindly agreed to present the luncheon
address previously scheduled to be delivered by Dr. Arthur Carl
Piepkorn, Gradnate Professor of Systematic Theology at Concordia
Sentinary, St. Louis. Dr Piepkorn died suddenly in December of
1973, In his introductory remarks Dr. Bertram indicated that while
enunciating four theses to develop his theme, he would treat in
detail only the first of them. During the question ana answer period.
mu- h of his thouzht on the remaining three theses was presented,
and he has consented. upon request of many LECNA members, to
have this discussion also printed in these Proceedings.)

1) What is Lutheran about higher education is the claim to be
able to speak not just for one denomination but for the whole of
catholic Christendom and to be held publicly accountable for that
whole claim. But such claims 10 universal validity aud universal
accountability are characteristic also of good higher cducation.

2) What is Lutheran (or Christian) about higher education is
the iscovery that Christian higher cducation is practically the same
as any good higher education. \What is distiuctively Christian is the
distinctively Christian ground from which that otherwise very general
Cuscovery proceeds.

Dr. Robert Bertram has been Cheirman of the Department of Systematic
Theology ar:d Professor of Historical and Systematic Theology at Con-
cordia Seminary in St Lowis. and is presently sereing as Chairman of the
Exccutive Committee ¢* the Concordia Seminary in Lxile in St. Louis.
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3) What is Lutherau (or Christian) about higher education is
that it is a way for students to learn about sin under Christian
AUSPICes,

4 What is Lutheran (or Christian) about higher education
is the persistem re-asking of that very question, and the persistent
re-answerig of it,

* » * * *

Elaboration of Thesis One

If there was anything that the original Lutherans -~ say, the
first signers of the Augshura Confession — did not want to be, it
was original Lutherans. They wanted to be neither original nor
nierely Lntheran. They wanted to be only Christian — c.nly that but
also all that. No more than that but alse no less. When they claimed,
as they did, to be confessing only what all faithful catholics and the
prophets and apostles hefore them had ever confessed, their claim
was not so wuch an act of modesty as it was an act of audacity, at
least of extraordinary self-confidence. They were saying in effect
to the whole clinreh and to the world that in that historical circum-
stance their confessimn was the one best way to confess the faith,
for all Christians.

That is the sort of all-out claim which no Christian group
can make within the hearing of the rest of Cliristendom and expect
to get away with it —- that is, withont heing chialleuged, The Lutheran
contessors not ounly expected to be challenged, they invited the
challenge. Yes, they pleaded to be challenged. Most daringly of all,
they called vor Gonl Himself to check them out. Bt also they appealed
to the whole church not only of their own time hnt for all time to
come to serndinize their confession for its fidelity to God's Word.
The confessors, in short, opened their hooks to public audit. And
they diri so, not because they were unsure of their confession but
precisely beeanse they were sure of it. They were sure eniough to
be utterly open and vuluerable. That is being church — and con-
fessionnl wnd Christian and classically Lutheran. But isun't that also
m ohjective of higher edueation: to claim only that which is valid
universatly but, in venturing such a large claim, to risk wholesale

CRposTe?

However, that hold brand of Lutheranism — so heroically
vilnerabde inits claim to universality, demonstrable wniversality at
that - - s not the sort of Lutheranism, alas, which most of onr

OB\ }
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chrrches dare to present to the worid nowadays. | believe we could
agaim Levin to Jdare that, even in our higher education. Unless we
do dare it, we are doutned to continue thinking of Lutheranism in the
same cautiously insulated way we now do, namely as but one denom-
inational alternative among others. That is playing it safe. That way
our confession is less likely to be questioned by others, since we
have been careful in tle first plate not to implicate them in its
claims. But that way there is also no reason ultimately for Luth-
cranism's extension inte other people’s enmmitments, let alone into
their «rts and sciences, Then all we ciaim for our confession is that
it reflects the particnlar way the Gospel happens to strike us
Lutlerrans and our Lutheran ancestors and, just maybe (as we cross
our fingess) onr children Whether or not our confession ought to
strike other foks that way, we can at best wish. Fven then we
doun’t dare wish it {for them too loudly lest we create an impression
of intolerance, As it it were the claim to catholici- ¥ which makes
for intolerance, Dut does it, really?

e tact, might not che opposite be the case? Isn't it the
denominations whicit want to be left alone theologically — out of fear
of exposure, T suspect — which are most prone to intelerance, in-
tolerance not to ontsiders perhaps but at least 1o their own member-
ship? Isu't this a real and present danger with those who are con-
ceraed to be just Lutheran without riskiug Lutherandism's catholicity

and -— aye. there's the rub — its eccumenical accountability* And if
such e~captsim, such flight into religious pluralism for one’s own
dencmination inmunity — if that is what is Lutheran about higher

education, then isn't higher eduecation under such auspices well-nigh
impossible > T am tempted to say . show me a body of Christiaus who
settle for o Christian faitle which is merely their own version of
it vl 1 owill show yonr a church-body which is but one short step
away from the harshest intolerance, For, having begun by sayving
cver <o modestly, this is only the Gospel the way we see it, they
are patsies for the next step which says, therefore tie sway we
see it s all that matters. So instend of church, they mistake them-
selves dor Come private voluntary organization which speaks only
tor itself and which, like any business corporation, can decide by
aomajority vote of its imembers what its employees shall and shall
not teach, Nssome of us can attest, denominations can get away
with that withont serions challenge from the rest of Christendon;, so
ong as they prudently avoid cliiming too much universality  for
thei own confessions and content themselves with cultivativg only
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their own traditions. \ud they have correspondingly narrow institn-

tions of Bigher education to show for it

However, as we are saving, to claim to be speaking ouly for
Lutherans is not very latheran whether in higher education or
anywhere else. To claim to be speaking for the whole Chiristian
churcl, indeed for the God of all that is — that is Luthieran, Ah, but
then wouldu't we be subjeet to audit by the whole Christian Church?
Fxactly, Aud wouldn't we be especially valuerable if we made
that claim in pliaces of higher education? Right, especially vulnerable.,
But what if we could not make good on var claim to catholicity?
Well, then, to quote one of the favorite sous of this state, if we
cinnot stamd the heat we ought to get out of the kitchen. Or to
put the matter « little more positivety, let’s do recapture the catholic
boldiess of onr radical coutessional heritage, and of course re-incur
all the exhilarating risks and vuluerability thereunto appertaining.
Iu the process we nay not last any longer than the Universiy
of Witteuberg did. But oh, while we last, if we could do that much
or even hali that much, for all of Christendom and higher education!

Open Discussion

(Aiter a re-reading of all four iheses, respouse was invited
from the awlicnces)

First Question: | dou't want to let Bob get away without saying
a word abont one of the other remaining theses, Aud T guess Towant
to ask whether * understand unmber two as hie wants it understood.
In my wotes: “the o liscovery that Christian higher education is the
sine as practically any good higher education, but what's distinetive
s the Clivisian ground irom which that discovery proceeds.™ Is
that it?

Bertram: Right.

Questioner: D 1 hear yon correctly that it's not the Christian
cround for all the ramifications of the education, it's the Christian
cromnd for the discovery? There's chemistry amd cconomics and
history soul business ashminisiration, all these disciplines and their
ahaliseiplines. 1 take it yen ave not claimugy that these disciplines
rest on Chiristion: gronuds hut that the discovery abone the uature
of hivher education and the nature of the Christian enterprise rests

g Uliristian grouds,
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Bertram: Right, that mueh at least T was trving to say. Really 1
winted to venture something even a bit more radical than that.
(Perhaps what 1 regard as “even more radical™ is what Dre. Jung-
kuntz was asking in the first place.) The standard conundrum is, “is
there such a thing as Christian mathematics?” And everybody in
the room laughs and says, “Of course not.” And the answer truly is
"Of course not” You listed other disciplines in which the same
answer would apply : chiemistry, economics, even disciplines outside
the laboratory sciences. How about a discipline as problematic and
controversial as Dr. Ahlstrom’s, namely, history? Is there such a
thing as Christian history, Christian historiography — say, a Chiristian
history of China? I am tempted to reply that even in the case of
the slisciphine called history there is no such thing as Chiristian
history. | mean history -- like the history of China — Christianly
revealed, History --- writing done well is history —— writing done
welt whether it is done by Christians or non-Christiaus,

Now that discovery is not particularly carth-shaking. But
what T am suggesting is that it makes a great deal of difference
what your grounds are for making that discovery, and your ground
for asserting it. Any secularist, any noble pagian can sce there is
no snch thing as Christian chemistry, So at least in thdir conclusions
the Christian and the nou-Christian are in agreement. But once they
hegin to probe as to why they drew that conclusion they are going to
liscover that the grounds for their reaching that couclusion are
readly quite difierent. The secularist makes the statement literally
as a negative, “There is no such thing as Christian ehemistry.” The
Chiristian, too, agrees with that negative form of the statement. But
then he adds, “There is also an affirmative, a positive, shall 1 say
a celebritive reason for asserting that there is no Christian cliemistry.,
In short, thank God there is no such ching as Christian chemistry.
Thank Genl that there is such a thing as chemistry. Aud thauking
God s in this case not just a pious expletive but an assertion of full
theological seriousness, in other words, God still runs chemistry,
thank- Lel At least, more or less e does. Just how far our
Shemistry teaching aud learning are s operation, T obviously
den't know. But in any case what Clristians do have gronud for
believing is that chemistry has a great deal about it that is godly,

Just hecause there is no such thing as Christian chemistry it
does mot follow that chemistry therefore is god-less, spiritually
neutral, sovicthing that God has nothing to do with, On the contrary,
the chemical redtities of the world and our teaching and learuing
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of them are, as Christians believe, God's own doing. So much so
that there are chemistry professors galore, by far the most of
them perhaps, who do God's chemical bidding withont even knowing
whose bidding they are doing. That can be an advantage. That way
God does not have to worry whether the world's chetnists are
sufficiently Christian in order for Him to advance the science of
chemistry. That should be a source of assurance to us all. It can
be that if our own final source of assurance is Christian. We
Chiristians, so we claim, are in on the happy secret of who is behind
all this chemistry. It is always reassuring for cmployees to know
“who is in charge around here,” at least when the operation is in
good hands. Given that basic reassurance, it is then a further assur-
ance to know that chemistry does not have to be Christian in order
to be good — that is, in order to be God's.

Put it another way. Christians, and I shonld hope this would
be especially true of Lutherans, feel under no particular conipunction
t. say, "Only that is Christian which is distinctively Cliristian.” True,
that is a fallacy which we have often gotten ourselves into when we
ask the question, “What is Lutheran or Christian about higher
education.” Often we read into that sort of question a permature
assumption. We assume mistakenly that in order for something
like higher education to be Christian it would necessarily have to
be unique, different from any other good kind of education. Tt
would have to be semething only Christians have and nobody else
has, else it could not qualify as Christian. Since when? Admittedly,
that may be so about many things. many of the most central things
of the Christian proclamation, namely that they are distinctively
Christiai.  But that certainly is not true of all the things which
Christians do and enjoy. That is a great Christian fact to celehrate,
For isn't it so th-t there are many, many things which characterize
Chiristian existence even though they don't characterize Christian
enistence alone? itow good it is to know that we Christians are not
confined and limited to only those things which make us diiferent,
exclusive. There is many a good thing which eharacterizes Christian
existence, for example, Christian higher cdueation, yet not only in
tite sense that it is uniquely Christian but also in the sense that it
is simply characteristically Chiristian.

Let's put the matter in the parlwce of the theologian, We
have been asking What is the Christian reason — not only  the
negative bt also the affirmative reason, for saying that there is
no such thing as Christian chemistry or Christian political science?
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What we are asking about, i theological terminology, is the Chris-
tian doctrine of crcation. The erceation is available in one measure
or another not only to the participation but als+ the knowledge, the
intellectnal grasp of all of God’s human creatures, Christian or non-
Christian, It comes as no great surprise that people doing political
scicuce, for example, are capable of doing it reasonably well inde-
pendently of whether they are Christians or not. This then might
raise & sccowd orbit guestion, *Wouldn't you expect that Christian
political scientists woull do political science better than non-Christian
political scienti=ts would*” Yes, T guess you would expect that, and
I suppose that God does have a right to expect that. Yet I have to
say that in my experience that expectation is unot being awfully
conspicnously fulfilled. Perhaps that failure simply reflects the low
estate of the Christinn sector gererally nowadays. May be in other
generations Christians did perform better than their non-Christian
neighbors, and did o conspicuously. [Towever, if even in our own
day the question keeps arising, Isn't there some way in which
Christians do things superiorly, then T think the way we might hetter
state the contrast between Christian and non-Christian is as follows.
'm not sure that Christian political scientists do political science all
that muuch hetter than non-Christian political scientists do. But what
I certainly hope is that Christian political scientists do political
scicnee better than those same political scientists would if they were
not Christiznt. Now that would be some gain, At least let us be
thankinl for that much. When yvou look at the Christian political
scientists on vour faculty, just say, they could have heen worse.

Second Question: \Vell, I think I understand well what you mean.
It does seem to me that you are perhaps presuming a more objective
ki.nd of chemistry and political science and mathematics then you
really have a right to presume. After all these are human disciplines,
and it's people who decide the kinds of problems that political
scientists and chemign and mathematicians and historians will deal
with, Fven the harl sciences do not really grow out of them :elves.
They grow ont of the endeavors of human beings who have values
and whose work in their discipline is in part dictated by the kinds
of people they are. So there is a sense in which the kind or work
done in chemistry by a chemist may be different if his value system
is different. Or the kinds of problems he cares to deal with as a
chemist are different from those of the non-Christian.

Bertram: [ do appreciate that comment. In fact, my own comments
were meant to presuppose the one you made. Mine were only a kind

Q ] '? L?.' )

RIC | .

- 2‘



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2 W HAT'S LUTHERAN ALOUT 1TIGHER EDUCATION —-

THEO) OGICAL FRESUPPOSITIONS
ol antiphon to the one yvou just made — a kind of corrective, may
I say, to the way in which your sort of comment has often been
exageerated among us. May be my experience ditfers from the
expericnce of the rest of you. My experience generally has been one
in which that accent of yours has been the overwhelming one, often
to the point of caricatuve. And T suppose T had hoped with my com-
ments of 2 moment ago to provide a counter accent by way of
Lalance. Nevertheless, even when I concede what you said about the
false presumption of “objectivity”, even when T concede that the
most triditionadly objective sciences -— astronomy, for example, or
mathematics or some of the more (uestionably objective ones like
economics - are not really 20 objective after all, do T by that con-
cession contradict the point 1 was making : namely, that the discovery
that there is uo such thing as Christian chemistry may itself be a
Christian discovery? To be sure, as more and more of the scientist
himseli and his valuings enter into the object of his research,
naturally hiz conclusions, his judgments, are going to reflect himself
and who Le is. That T suppose is true enough. But that very observa-
tion, oi course, has been made by non-Christians as well as by
Christints, just as both Christians and nou-Chiristians ean agree on
the observation that there is no such thing as Christian chemistry.
Allow that to stand as an observation which both Christians and non-
Christians arrree to, namely, that as you reach those perimeters of
objectivity where the man's own subjectivity begins to transgress
those limits, Lis “object™ will reflect increasingly his own sub-
jectivity, In other words, granted that subjectivity makes a sub-
stantive difierence. THowever, T would still ask whether the kind of
vaduing that the mar does necessarily makes his science less valuable
it the hind of valning he does is not Christian, Different, perhaps.
But less valnable? Suppose his scientific conelusions are just plain
good, despite the fact that they reileet his own non-Christinn sub-
jectivity, [sn't that possible?

Supnose the non-Christian in question is a humanist. [ying
here on the table is a hook which Mrs, Farwell has been reading
for her book ¢hib: the anthor is Abraham Maslow, Maslow is a
humanist psveho'ogiste Because he iso vou and T might say, well,
there are all sorts of places in Maslow's view of man where we
wonld have to bow ont, being the Christians we are and his
heing the non-Christian Lie is. To be sure. Yet at the same time it
may be a hit wmore difficalt, might it not, to identify just how it was
that objective clinical research and therapeatic techniques had heen
vitiated by the humanism in Maslow's subjectivity. Tt may well be
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that where his conclusions went wrong they could have been cor-
rected by simply improving on his humanism;: not necessarily by
transforming his assumptions into uniquely Christian ones. fn short,
mayhe what Maslowian psyelology could profit from is not less
humanism but more of it, and more of the right kind of humanism,

Now having said all this, | would like to come back to the main
thrust of what you said. I don’t mean to say for a moment that
Christian subjectivity may not enhance what a scientist does with
his abject. 'mil Brununer used to speak of the law of the closeness
of relations. What he was talking about was that in the encyclopedia
of the university's arts and sciences, the closer you advance toward
that center where humanity was more substantively the object of
your studies the more it would make a difference wnether the
general view of man from which you proceeded was Christian or
something else. That Brunnerian thesis is still true and still pertinent.
[Towever, T think what is also needed in our appeal to the people
we have to reach today is to affirm the secular — however, to atfirm
the secular for radically Christian reasons. That is why I have been
arguing that our reasons — our reasons — for sayving there is no
such thing as Christian chemistry — ought to be Christian reasons.

Third Question: \Would you comment on Theses 3 and 4.

Bertram: Al right. First of all, Thesis Three. I owe that definition
of a Christian university to one of my all-time favorite colleagues,
Juln Strietelmeier of Valparaiso Umiversity. .\ church-related uni-
versity is a place where vonung people learn about sin under Christian
auspices. Not that they need Christian auspices to learn about sin.
That they can learn elsewhere, perhaps almost as well. No, the im-
plication is rather that Christian sinning is apt to be a more auspicious
context in which to learn about sinning at all. What do they learn
about sin that is particularly helpful for haviug learned it under
Christian auspices?

By Christian auspices T do not mean merely the fact that
the campus has a department of theology il a chapel. If T were a
church-related university administrator today and you gave me a
choice between a) a department of theology with required courses
in theological instruction, hY or a chapel with the kind of liturgical
commitment you might expect from undergraduates today, of ¢) a
campus community with a sizeable majority of Christian faculty
and Christian students, I think that if T had to choose between
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those three, 1'0 choose the third one, the Christian community. For

it would be hard to imagine having the other two without first

lavive that commumity. That’s generally what T would mean by

“under Christian auspices.”

But under such auspices, what advantage is there for learning
about sin? \Well, for one thing, one advantage that comes to mind,
one cardinal Christian lesson about sin is that sin is not ultimate.
I don’t think that that lesson, by itself, would come as a revelation
to most American yvouth. By itself, in fact, that is not a Christian les-
son at all. T mean that many people, Christian and otherwise, believe
that sin is far from ultimate. As a matter of fact, for many folks what
is far more important about sin than its ultimacy is that it is fun,
Or at least necessary. Or at the very least, inevitable, Christian
lesson abont sin is that there is a reason why sin is not ultimate and,
apart from that reason, sin is ultimate. In Jesus as the Christ (and
sooner or later vou've got to name the Name) —- in Jesus — the
Christ sin is not ultimate. But anywhere else it is. That is partly what
1 had tn mind by my third thesis, concerning the advantages of learn-
ing about sin under Christian auspices. The first lesson. as we just
new said, is that in Jesus Christ sin has been domesticated, trumped,
dethironed. But a second lesson is like unto that. What Christians
learn in the process is that therefore they need not be so intimidated
by sin that they hesitate to stand up in prophetic criticism of it. 1
guess the older T get and the more involved T hecome in political
situations not of iy own choosing, the more T am convinced that one
of the greatest of the beneficia Christi is the gift of speaking judg-
ment. The T.ord knows it is a difficnlt enongh lesson to accept
criticism of oneself. But often enough it is more difficult by far
to have the guts, if T may use such an expression, the sheer Christian
conrage to stand up and advance critical judgment against somenne
else espectally against prit cipalities and powers in high places, And
what makes that already qifficult task even more difficult is that
there seem to he so many clear hiblical injunctions against it, against
the passing of judgment. What is significant though, is that the
same  prophetic biblical spokesman who inveigh against passing
inderment are the very ones who perhaps in the selfsame sentence
do just that themselves, that is, pass judgment. Which only under-
scores that judgment is by the Tord, not by us, and that any mere
mortal who dares to speak that judgment in ITis behalf had better
proceed with fear and trembling. And vet, not to speak [Tis judgment
when that ix what He requires is more fearful still.
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In this connection I remind you of one of the sub-themes in
Professor Ahlstrom’s presentation this morning, and that is the
high endorsement T took him to he giving to that one of the three
strands in Lutheran higher educational tradition, to the critical
tradition. I would endorse his endorsement, and [ would say that
the theology of the Lutheran Reformation is peculiarly suited to
that capacity for criticism. Martin Luther observes, 1ot once but
nany times, that one ¢f the greatest cultural achievements of the
Reformation in his own lifetime was the way ordinary Christian
people were suddenly able to stand up and to make judgment,
indicium upon all the realms and sectors of secular and ecclesiasti-
cal life, For example, said Luther, the plainest people in the parishes
are now, thanks to the unloosing of the Gospel in their midst, so
liberated that they can judge the vocation of a wife or of a merchant
or of a priuce to be every bit as prestigous and pleasing to God
as the vocation of a monk, And so Luther predicted that if the
Reformation would continue — though he did not seriously think
it would — then hefore long all of life would he sub judicio nostro,
“under our judgment.” That is, it would be subject to our own
critical evaluation of it.

Now Luther took such ability to eriticize to be an act of great
ircedons OF course he had good precedent for that. That observation
did not originate with him. He had appropriated that irom the New
Testament. At 11 Corinthians 3 Paul, in his rater esoterie dis-
tinction between the two dispensations, tells how his fellow Jews
gathered in synagogue to read from Moses, that is, from the Torah.
When they are face to face with the logos tou theou, that law of
God which judges sin, they camtot bear to face it and instead have
to continme to read it the way their forefathers had had to look at
the blinding terrifying light of Moses” face when he came down to
them fiom the mount of legislation. They had to have their Moses
—- that is, their Law — veiled, masked, toned down, filtered, So
intimidating was God's eritical activity against them., That is indecd
what the divine eriticism s, intimidating, whether you have to suffer
it agninst yourself or have to exert it against others. It's intimidating,
that is, "until you have seen the Lord,” the T.ord Christ. Secing him
cuables the sinner to look the divine eriticism — or at least to
besin looking the Jdivine ernticism — full in the face without being
destroved by it

Now that happens also to be the modern western university

tradition at its ideal hest : free to be criticized and to criticize. That

Q ] '::

LRIC - 28



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

22 WILAT'S LUTHERAN ABOUT HIGHER EDUCATION —
THEOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS

being so, might we not expect that one of the happiest assets for a
Christian community of teaching aid learning would be that it is
cmpowered with the kind of liberty to raise the Mosaic masks and to
engage in criticism without fear of even that awiul reprisal which
comes upon all Christians and nou-Christians alike who pass judg-
ment. You know that if vou judge you will be judged in return.
hut then if we know that, how can we so holdly extend sovereignty
to all the people in a society like ours and therehy extend the
ir:aichise and with that extend the obligation, not just the right
but the obligation, to be critical. For isn’t that what the “public
opittion” in a dentocratic society dares to do: to exercise a lawiul and
godly responsibility for judgment without fear or favor? In our
sucicty the people are obligated by God himseli, so we believe, to
cooperate in the divine krinein, krima. (That's where we got our
word criticism.) The citizens are divinely obligated to engage in
criticistn. Yet at the same time, according to the New Testament
witness, there is hell to pay for them when they do. No wonder
they renege at the prospect of being critical.

But then given that agonizing dilemma, how can people deal
with that® To which the Christian community replies, We thought
vou'd never ask. How can people bear their responsibility to be
critical when at the same time there is hell to pay for heing critical?
God o implicates them i the critical process that, when The Last
Analysis comes, Ile can justly say to them, You have no right to
protest against my now criticizing you, because by your own active
complicity in my critical process — as a seminary professor or a
chemist or a reader of editorials in the Post-Dispateh or whatever —
vou have forfeited any right to exempt yourself from that process
when it now turiis on you.

How can you lure Christians to engage in that critical process
which they are under divine obligation to periorm and still be
hottest enongh to warn them that the risks and the cost of engaging
in that process are exhobitant? Well that raises, to the point ahnost of
a sereann, the Christological question. Here finally we have supreme
reatsoit for making use of the history of Jesus Christ. For, as we
believe and confess, he wderwent the divine krima for us. Having
done so he has liberated us in turn mot only to accept the criticism
whiel is our due but also courageously to engage in the advancing
of that criticism wherever and whenever it needs to be advanced. I
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think that would be a major contribution by the theology of the
Lutheran Reformation to our post-Enlightenment, critical-liberal
university situations today.
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IN MEMORIAM

PAUL G. KAUPER 1907 - 1974

Paul G. Kauper was born November 9, 1907 in Richmond, Indiana.
He received his B.A. from Earlham College in 1929 and his J.D.
from the University of Michigan Law School in 1932. He was a
member of the University of Michigan Law School faculty, having
become a full professor in 1946. In 1965 he was named the

Henry M. Butzel Professor of Law.

As a layman Dr. Kauper's contributions to Lutheran higher educa-
tion were extensive. He served on the Board of College Educa-
tion of the American Lutheran Church, the Commission on Church-
State Relations in a Pluralistic Society of the Lutheran Church in
America, the Lutheran Committee on Public Policy and Church-
Related Higher Education, and LECNA's Commision on the Future.
The Lutheran higher education community, dimirished by his

death, thank God for his years of dedicated service.
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Should We Be More Assertive About Our
Christian Values? - A Constitutional

Perspective
PAUL G. KAUPER

In viewe of the explicit constitutional policy in favor
of religious liberty it would, indeed, be anomalous
to suyqgest, on the one hand. that an institution is
sufficiently secular in its purpose to receive funds
and yet. on the other hand. that it must renounce
the religious aspects of its program.

At the outset | should say something about my understanding
of Christian values in the context of higher education. T would not
presume to give a complete or a thoroughly adequate statement
of what we mean by Christian values when we are talking about
our church colleges. At most [ want to suggest a few things here
that enter into the category of Christian values as we appraise the
function and the operation of our church colleges: the freedom
to maintain a community which bears witness to the Gospel, which
devotes its intellectual, spiritual and moral resources to the pursuit
of truth, and which vests the secular with divine significance ; which
asserts the relevaney of Christian -insight and perception in the
utiderstanding of man and his universe and to the whole educational
enterprise : which finds the inspiration of ethics in the love of
God and man; which is concerned with the true, the good, and the
beautitul; which asserts a sense of stewardship of time, talent, and
tradning it the service of fellow-men and thereby affords a sense of
purpose informing the educational process: which provides oppor-
tunity for worship and {fellowship in the context of Christian com-
mitment. These values provide the atmosphere or frame of reference
in which a Christian college operates. Dr. Marshall last night in
his excellent talk spoke abour the Christian college as a visible
withess to the presence of the Divine and it seems to me that is
alsoa part of what we mean by Christian values associated with our
colleges, The ultimate objective to which a Christian college is com-
mitted is to present the clements of a humane or liberalized educa-
tion scen from the perspective of a Christian understanding of life
and i the context of Christian connmunities.

1
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To recognize Christian values in the objectives and programs
of a colleges does not afford a blueprint on the particular curricular
program offered or, indeed, even answer the question of whether
the curriculum is secular or sacred in its character. Indeed. a large
ctement of the liberal arts education of the church-related college
can be scen to he that of providing an excellent secular education as
the waorld krows it but within the context of a religious understand-
ing which views life in its ultimate aspect.

The very fact that the question is raised in the title of my
presentation — whether we should be more assertive about our
Christian values suggests either that we have in general failed
to be assertive of them insofar as our churcl, colleges are concerned,
or that we have perhaps consciously in recent years tended to mute
these values or at least be defensive about them. I rather suspect that
perhaps there is something to the latter idea and that for a number
of reasons at least some of our church colleges, and here T realize
I am speaking in the abstract and in sweeping terms, have tended
to dilute the Christian values to which they have historically been
committed.

There has been some muting of the emphasis on Christian
values in receat years and a tendency toward what might he called
a secularization of these colleges. The secularization may take
several forms. It may have to do simply with the question of owner-
ship and control of a college in order to meet objections of a legal
character that may be raised with respect to eligibility for public
funds if the institution teaches or is controlled by a church body
as in New York. That really does not go too much to the sense
of Christian values except as the continuing tie with the church is
some teminder to the college that it was set up originally as an
expression of Christian love and a witness to the Christian faith.
But perhaps more in point is the feeling that church colleges should
put less emphasis on their religious orientation, minimize religious
excicises. and mute their Christian witness atl in order to relieve
the sectarian aspect of the college’s operation and thereby lose some
of the “taint” that might he attached to it as a distinctively Christian
institution. In saying this I should emphasize that actually this
movement may in its substance be a very wholesome movement
to the extent that it gets our colleges away from a narrow sectarian
view of themselves and that they see their mission in a broader
sense, that theyv recognize that openness in the institution and
ireedom irom coercion with respect to religious matters actually is
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in the best tradition of Christian values and that the chureh college
may best serve its purpose by opening up in this way and more
visibly Dheing o witness to the taith,

Bat of conrse, ii s casily possible also in the process of
becoming open to reach the point where any semblance of bearing
witness to Christian values has bheen lost, or where the message
is so mnted that it becomes indistinet and that the college is in
the datger of finding itself no longer in the unique position of a
church college bt that of another private institution and perhaps
not too much nnlike a state operated university or college.

One may ask what are the factors behind this movement, if
I way dignify ic with that term? T suppose one of the factors is
the general trend i emr day which, as T said above, can be con-
sidered a very wholesome one of making our colleges more open
institntious sunl endarging the freedom ot academic inguiry, of
not viewing them simply as designed te administer to the students
of a particnlar chureh or as being designed in a peculiar sense
as fortresses or bastions of the faith where a studert is carefully
emarded and almost isolated from the world in which he will enter
on graduation. T think a more wholesome and positive view is being
entertained as to the function of our church colleges in the ters
of ministry, in terms of the eutreach. ™ terms of witness, .\ second
factor aiding this movement is th: financial factor which has
several aspects, First of alll private donors may be more interested
in a college which does not have closely and rigidly scetarian views
and practices, or which wonld be what T call an exclusive or closed
type of college and sectarian in the strict sense. They may prefer
to stupport institntions which they see as having a greater positive
outreach. The second factor, and this T sappose is a very important
one, is that in view of the financial need faced by our colleges and
the growing demand for some kind of governmental assistance,
whether it be for the colleges directly or for the students, it has
hecome imperative from a constitutional point of view to examine
the statns of the institutions and to determine their eligibility con-
sistent with limitations prescribed by the establishment clause of
the First Amendmens and also by state coustitutional provisions.
BPevent decisions by the Supreme Conrt have had a good deal to
say on o this question and make any  discussion of this problem
pirticnlarly relevant and timely.

Against this backg, mind T speak of the constitutional per-
spective in addressing myself especially to the problem of whether
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aed to what extent ddecisions, particularly by the United  States
Supreme Conrt in interpreting the establishment clause, veqnire a
clrels colese to take a new view of itself, to consider its religious
oricitaiion and practices, perhaps even alter its staas, all moorder
to avoid the label of excessive sectarianisin which may prove to
he costly from the viewpoint of public assistance.

Turning then to the constitutional issues that have a bearing
on this question of how Christian our colleges may be or low
assertive they may be with respect to their Christian values, |
should point ot that there are several aspects to the constitutional
problenm. We think firee of course of the establishment clause of
the First Nmendment w'ich has been made applicable to the states
too by padicial interpretation. The essential problem raised here is
whether or not governmental assistance given to a particular in-
stitntion Las the effeet of establishing religion in the sense that it
gives distinctive ail to a religious enterprise, having in mind the
Liesnt soairuction which Supreme Court has given to the establish-
ment clanse. This is probably the most important of the Guestions to
be corsidercd. There are some other questions too, apart from the
establishment clanse, which operate as restrictions on the spending
power. The federal government, for instance, consistent with the
ifden that fmay net participate in or support discriminatory practices,
camiot give adq ooan institution which practices racial or religious
diserimination Racial discrimination is forbidden by the Constitution
and the covernmment may not sapport it Likewise discrimination on
religious vromuls, when supported by the government, althoueh it
can be attacked under the establisliment elause, may he subject to
attack under the equal protection clanse. Finally there is the im-
portant question raised as to the status of mvinstitntion which accepts
vovernmental assistance, namely, has it changed its character? Does
aoprivate gustitution by accepting govermmental  funds  therehy
hecome public and subject itself to a whole series of constitntional
and stavntory restrictions which in themselves may have asnbstantial
effect an altering the natire of the institntion and fndeed have a
divect impact on what we are disenssing here this afternoon.

In speaking of the constitntional perspective T shonld ¢m-
plisize that T am wblressing myself to questions raised by federal
constitntional limitations, These are sufficient to engross 11s at this
tinee, bt 1 ao want to point ont that there are important provisions
of state constitations which may impose more drastic and severe
limitations on nse of public funds to support chnr Y colleges than
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those derived from the establishment clause of the First Amendment.
For instance, in New York it is impermissible jor the state to give
issisiance toany educational institution which is controlled hy a
church body or which engages in sectarian instruction. Obviously
the fact alone that coutrol by a church bady will foreclose aid is
a very serious proposition, and it is for this reason that a number
of church colleges in New York have changed their control so as
not to he muder the immediate control of a church body. Or provisions
direeted against public support of scctarian teaching or directed
against the use of any tax money in aid of religion may be broadly
coustrued in some states to prohibit the giving of assistance to
church colleges or even to students attending them. I might say
that in gencral, the past year has not been a very good one for
churcherelated educational institutions. Not ouly did the Supreme
Court invalidate new nteasures that had heen proposed for assistance
to parochial schools, hut state courts have found various schemes
for assistance to stwlents attending private institutions as violative
of their own constitutions. So when T confine my attention here
to issues raised under federal constitution, Tdo not mean to miniwize
the importauce of state constitutional provisions. Tt may well he
that to qualify under them a college will have to surrender too much
or so alter its status that it will not be worth the price.

I turn then to the judicial decisions dealing with the status
of church colleges under the establishment clause in order to see
what limitations have been derived from it in regard to possible
assistance to these colleges. Without attempting to sarvey  the
whole history of interpretation of the establishment clause - - this
has heen done frequently and will serve no useful purpose here .-
Pshiall begin the discussion with two decisions by the United States
Supreme Court which have a direet bearing, In its Tilton decision
handed down in 1971 the Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality
of federal capital grants to four Catholic colleges in Connecticut
despite the argument that  since they were Catholie colleges the
grants would he i aid of a religions purpose and were, therefore,
prohibited by the establisment clanse. The Court in the Tilton case
started Tromn o premise difierent from that in the parochial school
cises, where the Conrt has swept with a wide hrash in the last two
vears in condemuing virtually every form of assistanee to parochial
schools ar to the parents of students attending them. Whereas the
Court seems to be tilted against parochial schonls, it cither favors
or at least shows a benign indifference to church colleges and is
not deeply disturbed by the idea that grants to them will give aid
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to religious institutions, At least the Court is ready to start with
the assumption that a secular purpose in these colleges can be
reanty bhontifiod b tertas of the Bheral ares progeam, and that the
ackicvement of the seeular purpose with the aid of govermmental
funds is feasible without at the same time giving substantial support
to ~ectarian edication and without the necessity of the kind of
extensive govermneniad surveillimee which leads to wnconstitutional
“entaiglemenis.” The Supreme Court followed its Tilton decision in
the recent case of Hunt vo MeNair, wiiere it uplhield iu its application
to a Baptist college a South Carolina scheme for giving educational
institutions the henelit of the state’s borrowing power so that the
institation could horrow money at a preferred interest rate. Obviously
there wis ach Teas govermmental aid to a chureh college here than
in the e of e diveet capital grant invoked in Tilten. Tn hoth
Tilton and Hunt the Court affinmed the validity of the legislation
Hsofar s i giave aesistance to the particular churel colleges, With
Tilton a1~ ¢ var asthority the Court had no problem in Hunt. In both
cases the Court saiedl that the test is whether the program serves a
sectlr purposc, whetlier it las a primary efiect that neither aids
tor inhilits religion, and whether it calls for excessive entangle-
ments Letween chureh aud state, T the cases of the colleges involved
in these two ciases the Court said admmittedly the providing of a
liberal arts educatiom for college students serves a secular purpose,
o hoth cieses the Conrt said the primary effeet did not aid or advance
relision hecanse the sectarian aspeets of the iustitution were not
o nnnifest s in the ease of parochial schools, Aud furthermore, the
Court =aid that for the same reasons there wonld he nooexcessive
arrveillnee reqitired which wondd lead to excessive entanglements

hetween chureh and state.

I tarn tow to the factors which the Court emphasized in
Jetertsinhie that the instintion served asecular purpose, that the
aid wiven here Ly furnishing facilities for bhuildings to be used tor the
teaeniins of secinar ~thjects wont b not have a0 primary effeet of
anedee Colieon, sl that encessive entanglements would ot artse.
Prebdentniy, et secaned question My Justice Powell in the more
recess oninins i the MeNair case said that “aill may be thought to
Lave o pricey effeet of alumeing religion when it flows to an
e i e e w il mefidon is so pervasive that a substantial portion
ni s fmeartin ie are <ohanned in the relicious mission or when it

fred s eecifoaily religions activity inoan otherwise substantiadly
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Then what led the Court to conclude in these cases that even
thongh these were church-related colleges, owned or controlled by
churel bodies andd obviously having a religions orientation, still it
coulilhe said that the primary effect of the grants was not to advance
religious activities. Let me add a few more cousiderations here that
point up the importance of the case. Not only were these colleges
ownicd and controlled by churelt bedies, but 2 majority of the stu-
dents were mombers of the particular faith, the most of the faculty
were sembers of the particnlar faith, students were required to take
certinn redigion courses (in Tilten), and there were also other
evidences of religious activity on the camipus. Morcover it may be
asstmed that there were statements of objectives with respect to the
institntion in its formal documents which pointed toward a Christian
ortentation,

Notwithstunding these factors the Court said that the under-
taking was still primhrily a secular undertaking. To support this
it pointed out that there was no discrimination on religious grounds
in the admission of students or hiring of faculty, that there was no
distinetive program or sectarian indoctrination even though all stu-
dents were required to take certain religion courses, that a general
atimosphere of acadenmic freedom pervaded the institutions, and that
the danger of intrusion of the sectarian into thie secular iustruction
wis minimized hecause of the professional status of the tcachers,
ated e less impressionable character of the students. The Court
pointed ontin Tilten that the particular grauts lhere were capitai
grants voing to a non-ideological purpose, namely, the construction
of w building and that they were one time grants so they wonld
not create tise problem of political divisiveness resulting irom annual-
v reviewalde appropriations for operating purposes. The question of
pofitical divisiveness should be stressed liere since the Court played
thiat up i the parochial sehool cases and said that once annual
avproprintions to parochial schools are allowed this will lead to
srenter ata areater demands and tend to create political divisiveness
dlone religions lines, the cery object which the establishmient clause
wits designed to prohibit. The Court did not find the sante difficulty
witit respect to capital grants to colleges.

It ~houll be noted then that whereas the Court tends to
rezand preackind schools as all cast in the Roman Catholic pattern
avioall comise amder condemuation because of the blending of
tive redigions and thie seeuiar, it does not indulge in sveh generality

- 38

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



38 SHOULD WE BE MORE ASSERTIVE AROUT OUR CHRISTIAN VALGES? -
A CONSTITUTION M. PERSFECTIVE

with respect to chureh colleges but is willing to look at cach college

and determine from its practices whether it is “excessively sectarian.”

It may be useful at this point to make an observation with
respect to the distinction between parochial schools and clurch
colleges which may account for the Conrt’s rather strong opposition
to parochial schools as compared with wiat 1 have deseribed its
henign indifference to chnireh colleges. T think the fact that nearly all
private schools at the elementary and secondary levels are parochial
schools and that nearly all parochial schools are Cathiolic schools
las greatly influenced the Court’s decision. On the other hamd private
colleges fall into a very wide spectrum so far as classification is
concerned. Many of our private colleges, while at one time having
a church councetion, are not conpletely independent and can in no
senise be said to be chiurch-related such as Harvard, Yale, Columbia
and Clicago. And even within the body of church-related colleges
thie Catholic colleges are in a minority since mwany Protestant bodies
support colleges too. In otlier words, the aid to private colleges
ot its face is not seen to he channeled peculiarly to scctarian insti-
tutions and so an inquiry is mde as to each institution. Morcover,
the kind of political divisiveness which the Conrt feared in regard
to parochiail schemes is nmuch less likely to arise in regard to
assistance to private colleges since the battle line is not drawn
frere along religious lines but rather clearly between public and
private and whether public funds should go to private institutions.

I have given here just the rudinents of the Court’s holding
in order to point up the considerations which may lead the Court
to say that a colicge is so scctarian that it is not cligible for
govermnental assistance, and on the other hand what factors may
ot be relevant for this purpose. The fact of ownership or control
of the college by a church body, the fact that courses in religion
are required, that the college may have a statement of objectives in
terms ot Christian vadues, that most of the students and the faculty
are from the particular faith which supports the coliege, that
religious exercises such as chapel exercises take place on the campns
are not reeedeed s Biebty relevant and certainly not determinative,
On the otlter hand deliberate diserimination on religions or racial
grrouttds in admission or in appointment to faculty stafis, required
sectarian indoctrination, and failure to observe general conditions of
acidemic freedom may be the subject of eritical inquiry. T do not
propose to develop these in detail but T think T have said enough to
indicate thie Court's approach and this in turn provides the con-
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stitutional perspective for looking at the questions raised at the
beginning of this lecture.

A dew othier points should he added to complete the legal
picture. Ohviously there may be differences hetween capital grants
and operating grants. Questions raised by annual governmental sub-
sidies to the operating budgets of church colleges have not yet come
hefore the Court. There may also be very important differences
depending on whether grants go directly to students, such as tuition
grants, scholarship assistance or loans. s a general proposition 1
think it is fair te say that the indirect grants to the institution stand
on much safer ground constitutigually. Indeed T would be prepared
to argue that so far as grants to students are concerned, they
<onld e valid so long as they are part of a general program of
ailding all students quite apart from which college they elect to
attend., The qualification that this assistance be part of a general
program is important. The Supreme Court bas made much of the
idea of neutrality in recent years and it should be observed that
the programs in botl; the Tilton and the McNair cases were general
aill programs and not peculiar to private institutions or to the stu-
dents atrending private institutions. Perhaps it is useful to note
here that the parochiaid schemes condemned by the Court in recent
vears and also some staie schemes for giving assistance to students
attending private institutions have been ruled unconstitutional iu
part, [ think, becatse they were peculiarly directed to private insti-
tutions amd not part of a general aid program.

Getting back to the main line of the discussion I think it
quite clear from the Tilton and MecNair decisions that there is
roota Tor considerable assistauce 1o be given by the government to
chinrch-related colleges as part of general programs of assistance
to all educational institutions, Certainly the hroader the classification
the better chance it will be nplheld. Moreover it is clear also that
as we tlove away from institutional aid to aid to students the con-
stitutional diificnlties are diminished and perhaps at that point the
dichotomy between the sectarian and non-sectarian is completely
irrelevant. On the other hand whether general operating assistance
to churel collewes will be judged hy the same standards as capital
crants in Tilton remains to be seen or what limitations will be
ohserved,

I do not want to burden this talk unduly with legal niceties
aud complexities which may divert us from the main object of our
discussion and that is whether or not a concern here for an insti-
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tution to be cligible for governmental assistance reaquires a trans-
formation of its status and a reordering of the values it professes,
Of conrse in saying this T realize that an institution may feel so
keenly about this and so completely want to avoid any kind of
entanglement with the state which would thereby limit its inde-
pendence that it doces not seek and will not ask for governmental
assistance in which case, of course, it stands in the hest position in
asserting Christian values, On the other hand it scems to wme that
as long as church colleges, as potential recipients of assistance nnder
general laws designed for aid of all educational institutions, can fit
themselves into conditions of eligibility withont sacrificing their
esscinial character and without muting their Christian testimony
they should at least consider this avenue. My own feeling is that
the criteria established in Tilton and MeNair do not impose such
limitations or restrictions on church colleges that they must renounce
thar Christan berisage, ive un their Christian witness or assume a
defensive posture respecting Christian walves in order to share in
the distribution of governmental funds, As T said before, a college
can be clmreh owaed, it can have a student body and faculty drawn
mostly from its own constituency, and it can require courses in
religion and have chapel exercises without jeopardizing its position,
On the other hand if it follows a discriminatory policy with respect
to race or religion or insists on enforcing indoctrination on all
students. it may well have to choose then hetween continuing that
policy or heing eligible for goveramental assistance. .\ college need
not feel that it is sacrificing its Christian heritage or demeaning it-
self if it accommodates its practices to the criteria described in the
Supreme Court's opinions, as long as it is satisfied that in doing
so it is not compromising its basic character or required to mute
its Christian witness or otherwise sacrifice Christian values.

L.t me mention oune view in this connection which T think
may be helpful. How we characterize a church-related institution
depends on the set of spectacles we use. We as churchmen who see
all lite nnder the dispensation of God, and who see the state and
the state universitics as part of His scheme, reject the idea of
the seenlar insoiar as it presupposes that there is an arca of life
not tnder the dispensation of God, In this sense our church colleges
are not at all secular. they are part of the divine order of things,
On the other hand, we do also recognize in our Christian thinking
what may be called the secular aspe: o life. The civil government
while ordained by Gad is separated ficn the church aned has its own
order even though it is under God. We do not therefore despise the
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secular even thongh we see it to be part of the Liger divine orvder.
Throngh our spectacles we view ong churel colleges as serving
both religions and secular purposes. On the other hand seenlar
authorities and Lere T ospeak of the conrta ot an another set of
spectactes for the purpose of determinivg whether an institation is
seenlar from their point of view and with respect to constitutional
Hmitations. The fact, therefore, thm a seenlar orean like a conrt
would term a college secular by its limited vision should not disturb
those who are interested in church colleges even though they may
see it as serving a sceeular function within the context of a larger
sacred function. 1 osee nothing humiliating abont this. We may
cheerfully concede and even insist that onr colleges serve secular
purposes and that they do so to the glory of God aud to the service
o tetlow-men,

Morcover it sceems to me that nuless an institution is intent
on heing strictly sectarian in the old-fashioned sense, thit is, of using
the college as a means of conrse indoctrination of students and of
conserving the faith, it can very well adopt that position of openness
which we can say is required by the conrt’s decision in regard to
adimission policy, the instructional program and academic freedom
ad still be completely loval to its Christian heritage and Christian
vithues, Teleed, T would say that a college which bears wituess to
the Christian faith, which represents an element of the divine
presenc s on the campns, which reflects a Chr'stian seuse of com-
munity may nevertheless be free in the sense in which the Conrt
speaks of it, and see its mission as serving, ministering, and pro-
climing rather than operating as a fortress of the faith, 1 feel,
therefore, that church colleges can bear witness to the Christian
faith and cnltivate Christian valnes and at the same time satisfy
the eriteria of <ecularity which the Conrt has cmphasized in recent de-
cizions, Not only that, I think that as a matter of policy and program
our churches should not retreat into a defensive position here bt
shonld be more assertive with respeet to their Christian values, This
is their distinetive function, I do not mean to say that by this that
there are distinctively Christian aspects of all phases of the enr-
riculiim in a college, What T da say is that the sense of inspiration
atd motive, the presappositions that underlie the institution, the
dedication to the service of God and £ Howman, the keeping alive
of the sense of the religions in life and the freedom to deal with
relicion as an important phenomenon in life ave all things that can
well he cultivated and emphasized and which make the church
college nigue e that respect. Professor Ahlstrom this morning spoke
. 42
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about three aspects of the Lutheran tradition in regard to the chureh
college, namely, the scholastic, the pictistic, and the critical and said
that all three were appropriate elements of thie Tutheran tradition.
I lave nodoubt that any Lutheran college which continues to follow
all three strands of that tradition can well fit into constitutionally
required criteria so far as cligibility for assistance is concerned. But
I would put the matter even beyord that of eligibility for assistance
and say that a college should take a close look at its total mission
in the world, and that freedom and openness best serve the purposes
of a college committed to Cliristian values.

[ have spoken up to this point about the factors that may
serve to qualify or disqualify an institution as a sectarian institution.
The second general point to which T want to address myself is
what are the consequences of aceepting governmental assistance.
The question is not completely separable from the first and yet it
has its own dimensions. It is possibic of course that gramts to an
institution may be deemed to be valid under the establishment clause
and yvet the acceptance of them may result in certain obligations or
limitations which serve in a substantial way to limit the freedom and
antonomy of the institution. The dissenting opinions in Tilton c¢m-
phasized the idea that when an institution accepts governmental
assistance it thereby subjects itself to the obligations of the con-
stitution like a public institution. In other words its action must he
identified with that of the state. There is, of course, some authority
that can be cited at least in a superficial way to support this con-
clusion. 'rivate hospitals which accept the Burton Act have been
fornd to be subject to the constitutional requirement against racial
discrimination. Aud, of course. any institution that accepts funds
does so em the conditions imposed by the donor and that becomes a
limitation on freedom. But T do not accept at face value the argu-
ments made by Justices Brennan and Douglas that any acceptance
of funds thereby converts the institution full-scale innto an tustitution
of the state T am not at all satisfied that the acceptance of funds by
one of onr colleges makes it an agent of the state and therehy sub-
jects it to all the constitutional restrictions imposed upon the govern-
ment. [ do think it possible that the acceptance of grants may subject
these institutions to restrictions designed to prevent discrimination
ont the basis of race or color hecause of the profound and unmis-
takable policy against this kind of discrimination stated in the Con-
stitntiont and T think the Court may well say that this is one con-
stitutional policy to which you bind yourself by accepting govern-
mental funds. It is probably true alsa that an institution which
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receives piblic funds caunot discriminate on religious grounds. Dut
it does not follow that a church college which accepts governmental
funds thereby completely forfeits its religions orientation and its
irecdom to pursue Christianity, bear witness to the Gospel, to culti-
vate Christian values and maintain an open Christian community.
In view of the explicit constitutional policy in favor of religious
liberty it wonld, indeed, be anomalous to suggest, on the one hand,
that an institution is sufficiently secular in its purpose to receive
funds and yet, on the other hand, that it must renounce the religious
aspects of its program. The constitution expressly sanctious religious
liberty which includes, of course, the freedom to define the religious
roils of an institution.

In his separate opinion in the Tilton case Mr. Justice White
added in a footnote that of course if any of the institutions dis-
criminated in their admissions policies on the basis of race or
religion or required students to receive instruction in the tenets of
a particular faith, assistance to such institutions would he uncon-
stitntional, Tt may be assumed that Justice White and the four
juldges including Chicf Justice Burger who joined in Burger's opinion
would approach the problem from that point of view. namely, that
any institution which is sufficiently closed that it discriminates in
itz adhimissions policy on the basis of race or religion or forces
sectarian teachine on students is disqualified from receiving public
vrants, This is the way they would approach it rather than saying that
il vou get them you become agents of the state. There is an important
difference because it seems to me that in the first case the institution
is put on notice and if it wishes it may elect to preserve freedom
whereas in the second case it may find that it has unwittingly be-
come an agent of the state.

Moreover, an even larger consideration suggest itself with
respect to the idea that he who pays the fiddler calls the tune and
that, cherefore, anyone who accepts governmental assistance he-
comnes constitutionally subject to various restraints imposed by the
Rl of Rights and the Fourteenth Amendment with its equal pro-
tection and due process clauses. We need sometime to have a show-
down on this question. T do not regard it as settled law that because
vou accept assistance vou thercfore are subject to be controlled the
e asoany institutions set up by the public and under public
control, Tudeed. a great movement of our day in terms of federal
revemte sharing is in favor of uncontrolled grants to local institn-
tions in order to preserve their :mtm"' and let them assnme the
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respousibility for spending money, It is perhaps significant that the
same wlministration which originated unrestricted grants by way of
revenne sharing to states and municipalities promoted the enactinent
of the virst tederal aid-to-education legislation with unrestricted
grants to educational institutions in aid of their general purposes.
To my mind this is a wholesome development and a policy admirably
adapted to this nation’s political, religious and educational pluralisn.

Finally, 1 want to say something which perhaps is the most
important thing 1 have to say and that is that in my view the
Supreme Court has been completely wrong in its approach to the
imterpretation of the establishment clause. At this point I shall
coufine my criticistns to the church college situation although
obvious!y what I have to say has wider ramifications in regard to
clotrch-relate:]l education generally. T think it is a mistake for the
Court to approach these problems of church colleges by setting down
criterin of what distinguishes the sectarian from the sccular and
then to open up an inquiry with respect to each institution and its
practices to see how sectarian it is. This creates uncertainty in
regard to an institution’s status. [t subjects an institution to humili-
ating ingquiry by adininistrative officials. But even more importantly
it misses what [ think are the great considerations that should bhe
present liere in determining whether there is a violation of the
establishiment clanse. In my thinking there are two primary consid-
erations that should resolve this question. First of all our church
colleaes as part of the private sector in higher education are an
important par: of the total Anierican educational pluralism. This
has Leen an enriching feature of American higher cducation and it
i inportant that we preserve it. We would not want to have a
wonelithic state educational system nor exchide opportunities for
vierions kineds of private institutions that may have different scts
of values and still contribute in an important way to the whole
scheme of higher edncation. That in itself is in my mind reason
eronigh for giving support to all private institutions along with
public institutious. Mr. Justice Breunan in his concurring opinion
in the tax exemption case spoke abont the desirability of preserving
pluraii=-m in Nmerican life, and T wonder why he has not followed
throngh with this idea in the parochial school cases.

A secoud point which is related to the first is that we uced
to ~tress the importance of the freedom of choice by students, They
<bonld 2ot be penatized or subjected to coercion in the institution they
attend hecause of t'in:mcial?cqnsi(lcrations dictated by state policy.

14
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I we are thinking about a student aid program then any student
who wishes to go to any institution should have equal opportunity for
assistance whether he goes to an mstitution branded sectarian or
sceular or public. This shonld be Lis frecdom of choiee. Morcover
even grants directly to institutions that help to maintain them pre-
serve his freedom of choiee in regard to his institution. We are in
danger if we sacrifice our private institutions of greatly limiting the
students' freedom of choice as well as destroying an important facet
of .\merican pluralism,

In my view these are the really substantial reasons that
should control and which should provide a fairly simple and con-
clusive answer to the question of whether chureh colleges arc
eligible for assistance. Awd, of conrse, from that point of view the
colleges would not have to feel obliged to trim their policies or to
adopt programs which they feel would mute their religious aspects.
It would assure greater freedom and thereby help to preserve that
vital quality in higher education,

Morcover, the Court has a useiul handle for dealing with
thiz question by developing the coucept of an evenhandedness
nentrality in the dispensation of funds to all institutions, public and
private, church-related or not. The Court engages in much rhetoric
about neutrality. .\ judicial interpretation which singles out oue class
of private colleges for special scrutiny to see whether they are
excessively sectarian is a far cry from genuine neutrality.

But I am now a prophet crving in the wilderness so far as
this point of view is concerned and T am afraid it will be some
time, if ever, before the Court adupts that view, T see this as the
only eifective and honorable way of dealing with this problem.
Unfortunately, the Court in its recent decisions while upholding
crants to church colleses on o technical basis chose to answer this
question by lookine backwards for its guidance rather than dealing
in a meaninginl way with the problems of onr contemporary society.
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Church School, Public Servant
ROBERT J. MARSHALL

The present situation in the world gives a good
illustration of the need for combining the distinctize
ministry of the church with the public service of
general education.

In many ways life has gone public. Public edueation was one
ot the carliest instances in North America of providing for hnman
development as a public service. Coming out of frontier heginnings,
and loosely organized communities, government has met an in-
creasing number of human needs and on an ever grander national
scade. Public weliare and social sccurity are more recent cvidence
that covernment is no longer limited to a postal service, let alone
local police and fire protection.

Now the role of government has increased to such proportions
that we must seriously ask whether public services of the church
must be given up because only taxation can assume dependable
fundling ad only government can develop strategies for equitable
distribution of services. The managed socicty increasingly scems to
he the shape of life in nations of the North Atlantic community as
it is in socialistic conntries.

A person can only feel horrified at any prospect which would
sce most hnman endeavors brought under a monolithic burcaucratic
structure. 1984 is too imminent.

The question hecomes one of the system by which multiple
mittatives can be maintained while assuring that necds are met every-
wliere and for all people.

The *New Federalism™ was one way of recognizing the value
of enabling local mitiative throngh a national distribution of re-
s<omrees. It has also shown that such a progran: should be accompanied
Ly national - uot nationalistic but national — goals and ideals.

Dy Robert Marshall 1s Dresident of the Lutheran Clurelt in Admerica.

4,,’46 47



E

O

CHURCH SCHOOL, PFURLIC SERVANT 47

There is the possibility that revenue sharing resulted in less
for some Lealth, education amd welfare projects. There is some
cvidence that the private or voluntary sector suffered most. There
arce plices where government agencies are willing to see chureh
institutions operate at a disadvantage. Within the church some doubt
that the chireh should try to remain in the arena of public service,
There are guestions whether a chureh school, even if it provides
general edueation is tenly a public service. TL ¢ is enongh reason
for debate that we should explore whether a school can offer public
service and still remain a church school.

First, 1 want to say L do not believe taxes should stpport
the evangelization etforts of the church.

P realize that Christians helieve it would be good for all people
o become Christian, Therefore, evangelism serves the public good
it the Christian's view. There's the rub — “from the Christian’s
view.” 1 imagine we all agree that we want our socicty to allow
persons the frecdom to reject the Christian view, Aud those who are
not Christian slould not be forced by the legal and police power
of the state to pay for propagating the Christian view, just as
Christians onght not be foreed to pay for propagating other relisgions
ot atheism,

Theological Education

By the same line of reasoning, I do not believe the public should
pay for theological education. At this point, however, several -
teresting subtleties cmerge, Junes Madison argned for honses of
worship to he free from taxation because religion served the geperal
wellane of the nation, This was a typical rationalist point of view.
Yet it meant that unbelievers were supporting  religious worship
thorrrh to oaly a slight eatent. This same fact conld be noted with
recard to the tax-exempt statas of theological schiools, or any schools
thit are devaied to training church workers for purposes of worship
leadersbip or evangelization,

’
.
§

A resolution to the problem is offered by the Lutheran Churel
in Merica in its official statement on chureli-state relations, The
statemieni suhseribes to o structural separation, but recognizes the
necessity wd desirability of fnuetional interaction, The statement
further aceepts the propricty of government funding for church
o ned and operated institutions and agencies, so long as the funds
are available \\'itlluul,plji'\'ilvgc for any one group. The sane principle
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appiics to tax exemption, i peblic educational iastitutions are free
from taxation, so should private and church schools be similarly
irce. Does it follow that chureh gathering places and theological
schools should be tax-exempt? The LCN statement finds the sotution
in the principle of no special privilege for any group, All religious
groups and ati-religious groups have the same privilege,

A still mere subtle nuance pertains to sccuring funds from
commercial activity., Churches in Asia, Africa and Latin America
are particularly tempted to engage in business to finance the work
ot the church, but the practice is by no means restricted (o those
continents. When the churel operates a profit-making business, I
avree it should pay taxes on that operation the same as any non-
chiurch cntreprencur would do. DBut the profits come from the
public as surely =s any tax benefit, From a legal point of view the
church shouli be free to engage in business under the same laws
that goveru any other type of corporation or legal person.

I'rom the churel’s seli-detinition, there arises another problem.
Shoulid the chureh’s worship and evangelize tion be supported from
any other source than the conviction and freewill gifts of its faithful
members? The profits gleaned Trom the public through a business
cuterprise vught not be the normal source of support for propagating
the Gospel.

Lvangelization is central to the purpose served by congrega-
tons and theological schools, T am not such a purist that T believe
such congregations Lave no right to own endowiment funds, whose
investments provide ucome from connnercial profits, T do believe
there fooa danger in any distinetly religious functions becomiug too
indepeinlent irom those who participate in them and who should
be snificiently convineed of their vaiue to support them.

It could develop that government wouicl pay for theological
tradzinge as it does for training an atheistic philosopher, 11 the chareh
should hecome so pressed finameiadly that it muast give up in the ficld
of general education or to think more broadly, it it withdraws from
the whole field of charitable works, theohgical education could
be the next in line, State universities or heavily endowed private
schiools might provide the academic training i theology, following
one of the Furopemn patternse 1Towounld wot like to sce such a
development hecatise Tohelieve the chureh shonld contribute to
theolngical development by supporting theological faculties and re-
scarch. [ must admit, and T do so with prvle and gratitude, that

;. 49



E

O

CHURCH  SCHOOL, PUBLIC SERVANT 49

theologians of the church hold respected positions in non-church
schiools, that the churchh has relied upon non-cleireh schools to
provide eraduate study for its theologians, a0 that an increasing
nunber of candidates for ordination are recaving training 1or their
first degree in theology from on-church schools. Buat T believe
Christians should sacrifice enough to make possible a church-dlirected
program of theological studies. Where the membership of the ¢hurch
is tao small or too poor to support the type of theological education
we have in North America, other methods should be found such as
theological education by extenston. Or churches with greater material
resources should assist churches with less.

To summarize, evangelism is not the kind of public service
that the general public <uould pay for. For the sake of the clhiurch's
own integrity, the people who are the chureh should support their
own convictions, worship, evangelism and theological edu sation, and
stould not expect public support either through taxation or com-
mercial protits.

General Education

In contrast to theological education, general education can be
a public service in the fullest scusc,

Of course, the public service character of ¢ :wveral education
s not completely elear when it is offered under the auspices of the
churel, Any wetivity identified with the church carries evangelistic
rotertinl, This premise motivated the cew evangelism that gained
etaphasis in the 1900's. Social action is @ een as a way of witnessing.

The church has not usually left the evangelism concern to a
Liblen poteatial, morcover. Required worship, regnired stuoy of the
Liie el doctrine have been a part of the mix when the church
Las engaced iu general education, The churel’s approach received
ttde eriticisme so long as the educational program was paid jor
Lw those who participated in it or by voluntary dovations from the
church, or trom individuals, church or non-church,

When the number of noun-church students and donors in-
cieased, concnrrer with the growth of sceeriarism and the demand
for wrcatere freedom, objections developed to the reqguired religious
activities, [t is interesting that the tension developed ditierently in
relation to primary and secondary schools as compared with colleges
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and universities, At the level of primary and secondary education the
reservitions took two forms,

One was the battde against prayer and Bible reading in the
public schools. While one segment of the non-church public led the
fight, there were religious groups who joined in because they felt
public teligion contradicted their own sectarian heliefs. On the other
hand, T have the impression that some non-chuirch people want
religion practiced in the public school heeause they believe in religion
in geueral but do not want to accept the responsibility of church
membership or church support.

The other battle was against public support for primary or
secondary education that is under the control of a church, The courts
have had to deal with many difterent support programs. The Supreme
Court of the United States has noted that a child is influenced in
a ditferent way when he receives instruction hefore the powers of
discrimination are developed as fully as they are in college age
stuacents,

A corollary of these two battles is the attitude of parents who
send their children to a primary or secondary school of the church.
They usually want their children to receive training in religion or
at least raise no ol.jection to it. \s a result, the public service dimen-
sion of Lutheran primary and secondary schools has been growing.
The Schools of the Atlant’c District of the Lutheran Church —- Mis-
souri Synod have experienced an amazing inerease in the proportion
of pupils cowing from non-church families. The ratio has grown from
oie out of three, twenty years ago, to two out of three now. Stmilarly
church Lodics which had gone ont of the parochial school business
thirty vears ago, now have congregations that have re-entered the
tield

While T cannot say that varochial education is a rapidly
expading enterprise, I can say theve is little difficulty at the prinuoy
and secondary level of education for holding together the character-
istics of both a church school and a public service. As a cnnrch
schiool, it is not only administered by the church but the worship aud
teaching of the church hold an integral place in the program. A\s
a public scervice, the sehool not only offers general education, useful
for iite and work i society beyond the fimits of the church fellow-
ship, but it provides this education to a body of students inereasingly
representative of non-chureh families,
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Colleges and Universities

The situation is different with colleges and universities. A
tension has developed between being a chureh school and providing
public service. OF course the situation differs from school to school.
Those colleges which train persous for church occupations provide a
public service only indirectly and experience less tronble with being
a church school, Those which do greater public service by preparing
students from various backgrounds for a wide range of professions
are more likely to encounter difficulty in retaining the traditional
marks of a church school.

In these latter instances adjustments may become necessary
i several forms. Chapel attendance may be made voluntary or may
encompass a variety of events including worship, forums or lectures
from which students may choose. Or a campus congregation may
become the symbol of the Christian presence although participation
is again voluntary. Courses in Bible may not be required but may
be included with other courses in religions from which the student
must clect a specified number.

Another mark of the church school in times past was the
preponderance of members from the supporting church in the stu-
dent body, the faculty and the administration. In varying degrees the
proportions have changed through the vears. The effect is not
necessartly bad, The members of the chureh who are on the campus
benefit from the broader gamut of associations and the campus
heeomes a mission field, even it the college and the church do not
enigage in overt evangelism efforts.

It is the Christians involved with the college that decide
whether it will be a church school. The crucial issue is not how
many religion courses will be required, though I believe it is a
legitimate hope that every student will be exposed to the teachings
of the church at the same time that he is free to investigate other
refigions amd svstems of thought, Neither is the crucial issue lhow
many hours of chapel will be required, if any, but rather that every
person on the campus would have reason to know the attractiveness
of Christian worship. Nor 5 the issue so much the number or per-
centage of the students and faculty that are members of the church
though T would hope the nmmber could be considerable. It is the
wity those students and faculty members engage in the practice of
Christianity that counts. There are ways of making Christian faith
and life visible without making it obnoxious, withdrawn, or per-
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fectionist! For an adequate e-couragement of Christian growth there
needs to be a group or gronps involved in worship, study, discussion
and action, so individuals with conviction and insight can snpport
cach other. Blessed is the college that has a chaplain or campus
pastor who can foster such nurturing groups.

Such fellowship and activity at a churcl school is not dificrent
from the churel’s ministry to learning commuuities at non-church
schools. The churel school has the distinguishing possibility, low-
ever, of fostering Christian activity as a regular part of its panoply
of programs. If it fails at this point, it will have lost its soul and
will have ceased to be a church school in any meaningful way. Help-
ing the Christian presence to be visible in vibrant worship and service
is the distinctive respousibility of the chuich school in contrast to
not-church schools.

For the chinreh school to accomplish its distinctive purpose
will require snpport from the members of the church. T am not
speaking first abont financial support. T am talking about interest
and understanding, a will to learn about the school, to struggle with
tssues — religions and educational issues — that beset the school,
to volunteer service when it may be needed. The support a school
receives from its locality may come mostly from Christian persons
but is not necessarily so. The support a school receives from its alumni
nay come mostly from Christian persons but is not uecessarily so.
In fact the more the school serves the wider public, the less will
its various constituencies represent the supporting church. Then
there is all the more reason to foster a community of church people
who particularly support the Christian purpose of the school.

M too readily in some instances, the connection hetween the
church aned the school has relied on clauses in the legal docimments
ot the two, upon the reginrements for election to the board of
trustees, [T strong reasons develop for giving up these provisions,
there may be difticulty e developing any other controlling influcuce
from the chureh,

Is it possible that the clureh school which has opened itself to
virious constituencies, and therefore to greater public service, needs
at the sine time to develop an advisory council chosen irom the
metbership of the chureh” Conled not such a counceil hecome an extra-
legal tie, in contrast to the legal bhylaw provisions aned board mem-
bership, vet as cifective in relating to the church as other advisory
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councils bave been in relating to the business and {financial com-
munity ?

I do not wish to advocate a procedure. omerely wish to
register the conviction that pluralism in higher cducation is worth
tryving to preserve. The chureh can contribute to such pluralism best
and most distinetively if it provides a school that fosters a Christian
presence. That presence will require a vital community of Christians
on the campus and could benefit from a vital community of interested
members in the church on the surrounding territory.

I would hope that society in North America would appreciate
pliralism enough to provide the opportunity for various communities.
Some of those comnumities should be Chiristian communities.

Public Service

Since | have laid stress npon the distinctive character of the
church scliool, T wish to make it very clear that [ prize the contri-
bution which the chureh can make to general education as such. Any
support it can give to teachers in non-church schoots wilt be well
deserved by the capable specialists who work in those places. And
any special service it can seek from those scholars who are Christian
will bring a respouse with benefit to the church,

At the same time. it has been ideal that the church has admin-
istered its own schools where scholars of the church conld combine
their dedication to the church and their dedication to edncation in
a distinctive way. In providing general education, the church has
expressad its identity with humanity without making Christian faith
a prerequisite.

By preparing people for the work-a-day world the church
school has been a place of public service. Recently the schools have
accepted the challenge of working for social justice, increasing the
curollment of students and employment of faculty and staff from
minority groups. They have provided sociologists to assist with urhan
and rural redevelopment. They have had psychologists who instigated
the development of mental health clinies. Their music and art depart-
ments have contributed to the cultural eurichment of their localities.
Their students have provided innumerable volunteer services. Their
public service has heen extensive both in providing general educat™ n
and in special services.
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This brief look at the public service of the church school
brings me to the justification for public support.

The courts may be correct that tae government should avoid
subsidizing private and church schools at the primary and secondary
level. T had hoped the matter could be resolved through shared time
programs where the churches would provide education in religion
and humanities during half the day and the public school would
provide education in the sciences and technical subjects during the
other half of the day. But no great enthusiasm has developed for
shared time programs.

In higher education, perhaps the church should have focused
on championing government tuition payments. Some states have
used capital grants as a wedge to sever a college’s connection with
the church. Tuition would have allowed freedom to the individual to
select the school he preferred. I believe a good case can be made
for public funding of the church school as a pnblic service.

Assistance from government ought not to become an excuse
for the churc!t to discontinue financial support for colleges. The
other forms of support which I mentioned earlier ought to result in
financial contributions. In some places, it may no longer be possible
for colleges to rely on a quota in the burlget of the church. It may
be advisable to promote designated giving by individuals and con-
gregations. By one means or another the church has reason to
share with the wider public in funding the church school as a public
service.

The present situation in the world gives a good illustration
of the need for combining the distinctive ministry of the church
with the public service of genera! education.

If the energy crisis is to be endured, it will require more than
cconomic and political solutions for the problems of the production
and distribution of geods. These problems are <:rious. They deserve
the most serious study and the most judicious planning and action.
We can only hope that general education ana the special disciplines
which fhave advanced out of it will have . veloped leaders who
will dezl adequately with the technical, scientific, economic, political
and international issues.

If the crisis means that everyone wii necd to accept less
in material comfort, convenience and abundance, let us hope there is
enough of a sense of justice to share the hardship.
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CHURCH SCHOOL, PUBLIC SERVANT
Let us hope there is enough compassion to alleviate suffering.

et us hope there ix ¢ agh appreciation of the humanities to
huild enjoyment into life irom arts and letters,

Let us hope there is a religious faith that calls forth the trans-
cendent potential in human nature — particularly tirrough relation-
ship with God in Jesus Christ — and which motivates justice, com-
passion, the enjoyment of life and all the hard thinking and working
that must be done.

The realization of what is needed in human affairs is enovgh
to make us hope for a wedding of the chureh’s distinctive ministry
witl the mammoth human struggle. One form for Christian involve-
ment is the chureh school, public servant.



“WHAT'S LUTHERAN ABOUT HIGHER EDUCATION?”
60th Annual Convention
Lutheran Educational Conference of North America
Chase-Park Plaza Hotel, St. Louis, Missouri

FRIDAY, JANUARY 11, 1974

2:30 pm. Board of Directors Mecting

Park Plaza Mezzanine

4:00 - 6:30 p.m.  Registration

Stockholm Room

0:30 pm. Banquet
“Church College and Public Service”
Dr. Robert J. Marshall, President
Lutheran Church in America

SATURDAY, JANUARY 12, 1974

Empire Room

8:30 am. Devotions
Dr. Michacl J. Stelmachowicz, President
St. John's College

8:45 am. President’s Report
Dr. Elwin D. Farwell, President
Luther College, Decorali, Towa

9:00 aan.  Secrctary-Treasurer’s Report
The Rev. Robert 1., Auderson
Lautheran Couneil in the U.S.\,

9:15 aan.  Commission on the Future Report
a. Chairman—Dr. A, G, Huegli, President
Valparaiso University
L. Exccutive Director—Dr, D. M. Mackenzie
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10:00 a.m. Cofice Break

10:30 a.m. Washington Report
Mr. Howard Holcombh, Executive \ssociate
Association of American Colleges

11:00 a.m.  5th A\nnual Lina K. Meyer Lecture 1
“What's Lutheran About Higher Education? —
A Critique”
Dr. Syduey Ablstrom, Chairman
American Studies Program, Yale University

11:45 . \nnouncements

Stockholm Room

12:15 prmi. Lunchieon ¢ Jointly with Lutheran Seminary
Presidents and Deaus)
Sth Annual Lina R, Meyer Lecture 11
“What's Lutheran About Higher Education? —
Theological Presuppositions™
Dr. Robert W, Bertram, Chairman, Department
of Systematic Theology. Concordia Sentinary
(St Louis)

Starlight Roof

2:13 pmi. 5th Amnual Lina R. Meyer Lecture 111
(Joint Session withh National Catholic
Fducation \ssociation)
“What's Lutheran or Catholie, About Higher
Fducation? Should We Be More Assertive About

57

Our Christian Values? -- \ Constitutional Perspective”

Dr. 'aul Kauper, University of Michigan Law School
Respondents: Dr. Carl Fjeilman, President
Upsala College
I'r. James Burthchaell, Provost
University of Notre Dame

3:30 pm. Coke Cofiee Break

Empire Room
4:.00 p.m. Jusiness Vootd
i =

5:00 p.mn. \djournment
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PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

I. Report of the Commission on the Future

Dr. AL G Hiegli, Clhiairman of the LECNA Commission on the
Futnre, presented the report of the work of the Commission during
the vear. Also participating in the report was the Commission Fxecu-
tive Director, Dr. Donald Mackenzie, who joined the LECNA staff
tor this purpose in OQctober on a full time basis,

The work of the Commmission has been divided into three
general areas, cach being handled by a sub-committee:

A Master Plan for Lutheran Higher Fducation
) Lutheran Positions on Publie Policy and Higher Education

) Pilot Study ot Lutheran Colleges for a More Purposctul
Fdneation.

The work of the snb-committees fall into two categories:

A1 Rescarch and stidy projects coordinated under the direction
of the Commission throngh its executive director amd part
tinte personnel on special assignment, and

31 Preparation of recommendations for action by LIEECNA.

The results of the work accomplished so far are reflected in the
resolutions of LECNN adopted at this mecting concerning the work
of the Commtission.

1. Association of Lutheran College Faculties

Dr. David Grimsrud, Presudent of the Association of Fatheran
College Faculties, reported on the activities of that organmization. s
cotents included mention of the outstanding attendance at the
1973 meeting amd plans for the October, 1974, mecting to he held
at N\ugsburg College with subject concentration on a look at the
Christian view of man and implications for higher education. Tle
also spoke of @ torthcoming volume of essays on the problems and
possibilities of Latheran higher education, and of a new ALCE plan
fur faculty exchange. The association would function as a clearing-

1)
' )




E

PROGKAM, REPORTS, RESOLUTIONS 59

house to help Lutheran college faculty members exchange positions
fur a semester, interim, or vear,

] » & * »

I1I. Washington Report

Mr. Howard Holcomb, former LECNA Secretary-Treasurer
and Lutheran Council in the USN education executive, and now
Exceutive Associate for Federal Relations of the  Association of
American Colleges, reported on the activities and program emphases
of these organizitions and the Nationad Council of Independent Col-
leges and Universities to which most Lutheran colleges also helong.
He discussed the expected addition of a new stafi position in federal
relations, the public relations work of the AAC, and collegre-related
surveys and awards. He also deseribed the current controversy over
the recommendations of certain national study commissions advocat-
ing higher tuition and public institutions and its implications for the
higher education community. Mr. Holeomb has been elected Presi-
dent of the Committee for Ful! Funding of Fducation Programs for
this year, and he gave from this vantage point a survey of the work
of this organization.

1 §0
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THHE ANNUAL REPORT
of the
SECRETARY - TREASURER
LUTHERAN EDUCATIONAL CONFERENCE
OF NORTH AMERICA

The Chase-Park Plaza Hotel, St. Louis, MO January 12, 1974

PROLEGOMENA

The meeting for which this report is prepared is the 60th such
meeting of the representatives of [Lutheran Colleges of North
America held over a period of sixty-five vears, A\ review of the
history of the Conference shows that there has been great variety
in the activities during these years — in nature, level, and intensity.
Fach year is quite contiguous with the others, but yet there is a
uniqueness to each as well.

The meeting of 1974 is no exception to this pattern. Much of
what we do and consider here has been determined or presaged in
carlier years, but something is special this year. Perhaps this is
significd by the numbers who have made plans to attend. Perhaps
it is noted more by a mood that characterizes these times — a mood
not easily reduced to words.

There is more optimism, or at least not the pessimism fear-
ing non-survival, of the past two or three vears: but still, all is
not totally well with our schools. The problem of finding enough
money and stwdents to do the things and mount the programs we
waould like consumes our energy — what energy the crisis in fossil
fuels permits.

Many of us were both disturbed, and encouraged, as we
watched last week a television broadeast on the financial plight of
higher education in the UL S, The program was primarily a public
conunentary on the present federal student aid programs, particularly
Low they afiect middle income families; but lying behind the com-
ment was an issue more basic -— what is the role and character of
North American higher education?

60
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This writer saw recognized in a new way — at least new in the
in the time Lie has been associated with the orgaunization — the
value of pluralism in higher education. It appeated to be affirmed
i e greartess that private higher education has a role and a vital
contribution to make, This must not be lost,

The higher education commmuity, however, may be on the
verge of a battle i terms of governmental aid and tuition policies
that could torturously divide it. In other words, there may be
lurking very near the surface of our guarded optimism about the
future of our institutions, both the forces of never greater success
and contribution, as well as those of division, failure, and frustration.

Oue then might well ask, where do we — our iustitutions, and
our Conterence -~ fit into this picture® Where should be placed
the time we have for cooperative endeavor? New arrangements on
the local scene? Fitorts to holld together fragile state-wide alliance
between private. or between private and public sclhiools? New regional
contigurations > Closer identity with church bodies? Increased de-
pendence oniustitutional-type affinity groups, or larger unational
organizations? Because of the particular uature of these times, the
answer may well bhe, "All of the above.” One does not necessarily
exclude the other.

tut to this observer, the commonality of our history, our pur-
poses, our constituencies, and our values provided impetus for our
Lutheran cooperative work that has never been greater. Attendance
at this meeting as well as new levels of action as evidenced in
such ventures ws the Conmuission on the Future would seem to
bear out concurrence by the membership.

The triteness of the current commercial nostrum, “We can
work it out together,” is apparent on even first hearing, but its mes-
sage is one that should not, and obviously has not escaped us. We
have estublished a past together over a period of sixty-five years.
Our conunon pursuit -— no matter what other affiliations necessity,
availability, aud common circumstances advocate — commends our
continued and intensitied Lutheran joint ventures. Your staff lhopes
to be usetul in new and continued ways in this work.

MEMBLERSHIP

There were two significant changes in membership during the
year. California Concordia College ceased operations in June of
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1973, thereby terminating membership in LECNA Waterloo Fatheran
University beciune a public university in Canada ending its direct
relationship with the Lutheran Churelis As part of this process, the
school chinged it name to Wilirid anrvier University, preserving its
former initials, but not its affiliation or LECNA membership. Jon-
condia College ¢ Brouxville, NY) changed status by becoming a four
vear-school. Membership remained open for the Lutheran scminaries,
but thewe schools chose rather to retain fellowship with LIECNN in
the form of concurrent meeting in Berkeley with a joint luncheon
session at the 1973 meeting, Oue member of the seminary group
continues to serve on the LECNA Doard of Directors,

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

The newly elected LECNN Board met briefly following the
business meeting held last year in San Francisco to conduct certain
necessary preliminary business. including the setting of March 30
as the time of the next Board meeting. This mecting was held
at the conchision of the spring mecting of the Commission on the
Future, so that Board members could atuend sessions of the Com-
mission,

In addition to approving recommendations as to project
priority from the Commission, the Board planuned the 60th annual
mecting, prepared the 1973 budget. for both the Commission and
LECNAL reviewed the relationsinp between TLECN N and the Lutberan
Conueil in the USAL particularly with respect to staff servies s, and
made provision for the Sceretary to speak on behali of LIECNA
i the matter of tax reform legislation and other naiional issues
with appropriate consultation with LECNA officers.

As requested by the last annual meeting, the Board cousidered
the possibility of re-instituting the Lutheran College Registry, but
in view of other priority demands, deferred action peuding further
ingairy among member presidents and deans as to the ueed of the
registry.

BUDGET

The financizd report for 1973 is attached to this report as
Fxhibit Ao The report <shows the hudget adopted by the Board ot
Directors at the March 30 mecting and the actual expenses and
receipts for the year. Fxamination of the report will reveal that the
downward trend of recent years in the net operating balance of

Eé ¢4
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LECNA has been reversed. This was due to separate tunding for
the Commission on the Frture, ineluding the teansier of most Lom-
Iission expenises to o separate account, ad to the ineroase i dues
wlopted for 1973, So we finished the year in the black,

ENROLLMENT

As i past years, there is attached to this report enrollment
statistics Tor Latheran colleges and Universities as collected and
summarized by Rev. Fdward Rauff of the Lutheran Council in the
USA Odfice of Research, Statisties, and \rchives. The narrative
interpretition of these statistics also includes some comment on
the enrollment trends in Lutheran seminaries, and high schools,
which may be of interest to LECNA members, The statistics show
rearly as wany schools increasing in students as declining, but the
total, even whien allowance is made for the two schools no longer
included in the sty is a0 net decrease in enrollment for four yvear
institutions of about 27 and for two year schools of approxi-
mately 177,

PRESIDENTS

There were changes in presidencies of the member institutions
during 1973, as during other years. New presidents, announced at
st yewr's mecting, but installed during the year included, Dr.
Michae! Stanichowics, at St Joln's College, Dr. Ray Martens, at
Concordia Lutheran College of Austin, Texas, and Dr. Mark .\
Matbews, at California Lutheran Collese,

e wldition, Dr. Herbert G Bredemeier became president of
Concordia Sentor College, Fto Wavne, Indinaa, and Dr. Panl Zimer-
nee et Concordin Lutheran Junior College, Ann Arbor, Michigan,
Late 1 the vewr to hecome president of Coneodiae Teachers College
m River Forest, HHinois, Dro Wilbert Rusel is serving as acting presi-
dent at N Arbor.

While wttending this mee g still as sesident of Warthorg
Collewe Dire ol Bacliman v s amounced his resignidion, effective
it Felrey, to aecept 0 position as director of the Office of
Communication and Mission Support with the American Lutheran
Church.

0 Y
ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



o} PROGRAM, REFORTS. RESOLUFIONS
ANNUAL MEETING

Interest renained high for the 3th acunal meeting as sixty-
three iudividuals registered tor the events held at the San Francisco
Hilton Hotel hield in California, Thirty-one colleges were represented.
The meeting pattern was changed from the past two years, as once
again the LECNN mecting was held at the time and place of the
meeting of the Association of American Colleges. The theme was
“Ihe Churcly, the Student, and the Future.”

The 6Oth annual mecting plans called for continuing the pre-
cedent of mecting just prior to the ANCNCICU convention, Luth-
eran seminary presidents and deans are to hold a concurrent meeting
in St. Louis, and join the LECNAN members for the banquet and
lmcheon events, Advance registration indicates that one hundred
three plan to attend some, or all, of the sessions, and that thirty-nine
colleges and eleven seminaries will be represented. along with a
mumber of special guests and church body executives.

COMMISSION ON THE FUTURIE

Since the chairman and new executive director of the LECNA
Commission on the Future will present a separate report a- the
annual meeting, little in addition will be said here, except to inaicate
that this is without doubt the most noteworthy LECNN nctivity of
the year, The special self-assessment voted by LECNA members,
the grauts from the Lutheran chureh bodies, and special matching
erant from Lutheran Brotherhood have niade possible the employ-
ment of the exccutive director, and a vigorous start in the develop-
ment ol plans and projects.

OTHER ACTIVITIES

Most of the cooperative program activity in the arca of
Latheran college cduecation is accomplished throngh the Washington
Office of the Lutheran Couneil in the USO\ The arrangement by
which 1O USA provides statf serviees to LECONN continues, through
the newly reorganized and renamed Division of Canpus Ministry
and Educational Services. The Associate Faceuntive Secretary of the
Division, who is also Secretary-Treasurer of LECNN, Tias been given
a new title: Director, College and University Services, This title
seeka to emphasize his primary role as 0 stadf person working on
behali of Lutheran higher education, even thongh he also participates
in the newly organized Office of Public Miairs and Governmental
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Relations of the Couneil. A stafi assistant to OPAGR has respousi-
Lility in the area of educational services for about 239 of his time,
to competsate Tor the Seeretary-Treasurer’s duties in OPAGR on be-
half of ceneral churelt institutional interests.

The activities of other years continue. The Washington Office
coordinates Latheran College Days, although this year considerable
lielp was reccived from school admissions officers and church body
exccutives as the program expanded from seven to cleven events, in
addition to five-day participatton in both the Houston Youth Gather-
ing and the annual meeting of the National Association of College
Admiissions Counscelors.

The Scererary-Treasurer continues to serve as board member
of the Nssociation of Lutheran College Faculties. and attends such
othier meetings as the Lutheran deans conference. The newsletter
DESecription mailing list grows long: 7 eacl month as more individuals
within and without Lutheranism seek to receive copies. Results
of surveys on admission applications, federal  dollars  received,
cte. are shared with member schools, Representatives of a number of
the Fatheran colleges attended a workshop on federal grant pro-
wrants this past fall at the invitation of the Association of Jesuit
Colleges and Universities. Those participating have urged another
similar conierence this past yvear with invitations extended to all
Lantheran institutions. Requests for special assistance in W <hington
and Tor government information in special problem arcas continue to
he numerons, In addition the Washington Office sceks to represent
the cause of Lntheran colleges and universities with federal legisla-

Ctive aned wdministrative personnel as well as with other educational

organizitions,

Becattse the wemands of the Ofiice grow with regularity, a
special subecommittee of the Division of Campus Ministry and Fdu-
cational Services has been appointed to assist the Director in sorting
ot priovities and secekitg ways to accomplish as uch as possible
within the limits of tme and available dollars. Suggestions and
cetbmee from LECONN members in this task s always welcome and

vidied,

Robhert 1., Anderson
Sceretary-Treasurer
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EXHIBIT A
LUTHERAN EDUCATIONAL CONFERENCE
OF NORTH AMERICA

Financial Report — December 31, 1973

1972 1973 1973
Actual Budget Actual
I. INCOME
AL Balance reported last
meeting $4.341.13
Additional 1972 receipts 100.00
Additional 1972 expenditures (10.00)
Lecture expenditure eredit
from Lira Meyer Funid 198.33
Iuterest income credit to
Lina Meyer FFund (265.00)
Corrected balance, January 1 728153 470164 436440
B, Membership dues +4.125.50 6.000.00 5,418.00
C. Amnual Mecting fees: 1973 2.001.60 459.60 612.20
1974 1.184.75
D. Commission on the Future
receipts 2.000.00 0.00 0.00
15 Credit from LC 'S\ for Book
and Subscription error 175.00 0.00 0.00
. Interest, Time Certificates 152.50 0.00 0.00
TOTAL INCOMI SISN1946  $11.221.24  811,579.41
1. DISBURSEMENTS
AL Secretarial Serviees 0.00 25.00 0.00
B. Supplies 190.12 200.00 1.65
C. Duplicating & PPrinting 430043 1.300.00 1.156.19
D. Commumications 1.25.40 180.00 117.63
1. Postage 114.12 200.00 141,46
.o Dooks & Subseriptions 0.00 100.00 100.00

(u‘a
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G. Travel _ 1002539 1,400.00 1.2603.20
H. Aunnal Meeting 222247 230000 249785
I Orgunizacionad Membershipes 23000 250,00 250,00
J. Bullk Mailing Costs us.03 130.00 49.90
K. Contingeney ;. Mise, 0.00 200.00 0.00
.. Commission on the Fuature 302378 0.00 000

TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS  S1A435.00 S 0,.30500 § 5,378.03
11. BALANCE S 436446 $ 591624 S 6,001.38

LINA R. MEYER LECTURE FUND
L INCOME,

A. Cash Batanee, Decenrher 34, 1972 $ 167.55
B, Iuterest due from LECNN general
fund incorrectly eredited here 265.00
C. Due general fund for balance of
1972 Lina R. Mever Lecture (198.33)
D. Investment Tuterest 345.00 $ §79.22
H, DISBURSEMIENTS
1973 Lina R, Mever Lecture 250.00 230.00
T, CASH BEALANCE, December 31, 1973 § 32022
Book Value of Tncome Fuud, $5.000
* = * &®
COMMISSION ON THE FUTURE
I INCOME  (1972) 2,000.00
H, EXPENDITURES  (1972)
Meetinges 3.025.78
[I, INCOMF, -
A Lutheran Brotherhood $ 10.000.00
3. Chureh Dody Coutributions 6,000.00
Co College Assessment 10,033.87
D. Interest o 1.000.00 $27,033.87

l’i'“
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IV, DISBURSEMENTS

A, Nalaries 5,099.98

B. Insurance & FICA 454.34

C. Oiiice Supplies 13.12

D. Communications 132.37

.. Postage 33.22

F. Commission Mectings 4,317.17

G. Staif Travel 353.57

II. Printing & Duplicating 127.51 10,531.28
V. CURRENT FUND BALANCE $16,502.59




RECOMMENDATIONS FROM BOARD OF DIRECTORS

1. Dues for 1974.

ACTION : That dues for 1974 bhe set at the same rates as
1973, i.e.:

$150 for 4 year schools

oy

75 for 2 yvear schools

o

S0 for Church body hoards/departments/divisions
$ 10 for individual memberships;

And that the special assessment voted last year for

a period of tiree years be continued at the same

rate, i.e. 20c per full time undergraduate student as

of September, 1973, for the purpose of funding the

Commission on the Future.

ADOPTED

2. Budget authority.

ACTION : That the Board of Directors elected at thi- meeting
be authorized to establish a budget for the Conference
at their next regular meeting.

ADOPTED

3. Next meeting.

ACTION : That the next annual meeting of TLECN.\, the 61st. be
leld in conjunction with the 1975 annual convention
of the Associution of American Colleges, at the Wash-
ington Hilton Hotel in Washington, D. C,, during the
corresponding time period in January of 1975,

ADOPTED
4. Honorary membership.

ACTION : That lifetime honorary membership be extended to
Howard F. flolecomb in recognition of his past ane!
continuing most valiued efforts on hehalf of Lutherarn

69
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highe r education and Tutheran Educational Confer-
ence of North America,

ADOPTIEED

5. Board membership.

ACTION: That LECNN invite the chief church body college
exccutives to be advisory members of the LECNA
Board of Directors for this year with the intent that
a constitutional amendment be drafted during the
vear for presentation at the next annual mecting
adding these executives to the Doard as full voting
members.

ADOPTFED




REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON RESOLUTIONS

The Resolntions Committee, composed of Harvey Stegemaoeller,
chairman, Oscar Anderson, and Joln Movey, presented the following
resolutions to the Conterence with action being taken as noted:

1. Expressions of appreciation for service to LECNA:

ACTION . That the Secretary of LECNA be directed to prepare
written expressions of appreciation to the following:
a. Dreo Flwin Farwell, for his thonghtful and energetic

contributions as our LECNN\ president.

b, Mr. Robert Anderson, for his gracious and generous
wanner of service to meet the deeds of LECNA
el the individual member institutions.

. Latheran Conneil in the U.SL for the invaluable
iasiatance to LECNN and the cntse of Tatheran
higher edneation through staft service  support,
erpecially that of Mr. Robert Anderson,

Ao Mre Howard 1L Holeomb, for his enthusiastic ener-
wics expended Tor the cause of higher edacation and
the nany and varied by -products of henedit to Luth-
e higher education.

ADOITIED
2. Expressions of appreciation for program participation:
ACTTON . That the Secretary of LECN N be directed to prepare
WELCN expressions of appreciation to the presenters
of our 174 progeam for their contributions to most
execlient cth Annnal Convention:
a b Michael |0 Stehnachowices, Dey Flhwin D, Farwell,
Rev Robert Lo Anderson, Dro N0 G Hinegli, Dr.
Thowmas  Laneevin, Dro 1o XML Mackenzie,  Mr.
How:na Holeomb, Dro Carl Fjellman, ioud Fro Janes
Borvthchaell.
b The Lina R Mever Lecture speakers:
Dr. Sveduey Ahistrom, Dro Robert Bertvian, and Dr.
Il Kauper.
o D Rohert l Marshiadl, for his kl'_\'llllll‘ dldress,
ABOPTED
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3. Expression of sympathy:

ACTION: That the President of LECNA be directed to write to
our brother and colleague, Sidney Rand, whose wiie,
Dorothy, died last week, assuring him of our love and
Our prayers,

ADOFTED

4. Expression of appreciation for Commission grant:

ACTION: That the President of LECNA and the Chairman of
the Commission o the Future be directed to write a
letter of thanks to Lutheran Brotherhiood for the first
vear grant of $20000 for the work of the Commission
on the Future which is of such eminent importance to
the -7 member institutions of LECNA and the more
than 30,000 students who attend these schools and to

the future of Lutheran higher cducation,
ADOPTED

CUHE REMAINING RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THFE RESO-
LUTIONS COMMUTTELE DENL WETH THE RECOMMENDA-
TIONS CONTAINED IN THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION
ON THE FUTURLEL)

5. Public Policy and Church Related Higher Education:

ACTION: That the revised and npdated version of the State-
ment by the Lutheran Commiittee on Public Policy
and Church Related Higher Education be adopted as
a statement of public policy to LECNA,

ACTION TO AMEND: That the statement be amended so that
the words “independent colleges™ and “tax supported
universitics” be used i place of private and public
colleges and universities respectively.

DEFEANTED

COMMENT: It was asked in the discussion of the statement
whether the statement takes into account the main
concern of the 1974 mecting,

Further, the kst sentesnice in the first paragraph of the
“Tutrodnction”™ does not deseribe well enough the
eritical annd schinlastic functions of our colleges as both
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«wvithin as well as beyond the purview of both church
and state.

It was hoped that the approprinte committee would
give further consideration to the statement.

SUGGESTION : It was also suggested that in any printed version
of the statement a footnote mention that this is a
modified and updi d statement, adopted by general
conventions of both the Lutheran Claireh in .America
and the Amercian Lutheran Church.

ACTION ON MAIN MOTION:
ADOPTIED

. Selected Institutional Data:

ACTION: That LECNA ask for and expect to reccive from its
member institutions the information of selected in-
stitutional data necessary for an annual survey of
Lutheran higher education.

ADOPTED

7. Exchange of Information:

ACTION: That LIECNA ask the Lutheran chureh bodies and
their boards and ‘or committees dealing with college
education to exchange information and share pro-
posals and plans they are developing with LECNA,
the Commission on the Future, and with other Luth-
eran colleges and universitics,

ADOPTIZD

X. Public Funds:

ACTION:  That LLECNA adopt the following statentent:
“We endorse the concerns of the several national
studies of the past yvear dealing with the problems
of financing higher education. We concur with the
finding common to these reports that more public
funds should be channeled through students in the
form of aid based upon need. Further study of ways
it which the values of the private sector of higher
cducation itay be maintained should be pursued.”
ADOPTLED
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9, Federal Student Aid Programs:

ACTION . That EFONN adopt the dollowing reconmmendation on
federal student ad finaneig
“We endorse the eoncept of the Basic Fdneational
Opportumity Grant to students bt recommend recoa-
sideration of the basis upon whiclt the grant is made
avadlable and the adequacy of iimeding of the program.,
“We nirther recommend the coutinnation of the Na-
tional Dircet Stident Loan and College Work Study
Progrinus, ad also recomnend the improvement and
expantsion of the Guaranteed Stadent Loan Program
s that the students need can be more fully met as
originally designed.”

ADOPTED

10. Study on More Purposeful Education:

ACTTON . That LECNN ve-attirm and continue endorsement of
tie Pilot Study on More Parposeinl Fdueation, aud
that LECON N anthorize the Comntission to contimte the
pruj('\'!.

ADOPTED

VCTTON . Than TECNN receive "\ Proposal for Lutheran Col-
leges to Serve as Laboratories for the Analysis of-Ont-
comes of Pduearion™ and encorage the Commisston
on the Funre 1o seck vecessary tnuds and to imple-
ment the |nl‘ulnu.\:l|.

ACTION TOAMEND: Because LECONN s the corporate body
atder which the Commission operates, it wits moved
to amend the above vesntution by odeleting the words
wederbned above ondl wabstituting in their place the
wards: authorize the LECNA Board to seek funds
necessary to implement the proposal on behalf of the
Commission.

ADOPTED

ACTION ON MOTION A AMENDIED:
' ADOPTED
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11. Renewal of Lutheran Brotherhood grant:

ACTION: That LIECNA renew application for a second year
grant from [Lutheran Brotherhood, hopefully with in-
creased funds ior the expanding work of the Com-

mission.
ADOPTED
12. Church Body Financing:

ACTION: That LECNA request second year financing from the
Lutheran Church bodies in the form of renewal of

their first year grants,
ADOPTED

17
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
1973

President

FLWIN D. FARWELL., President
L.uther College, Decorah, TA

Vice-President

FRANK R. BARTH, President
Gustavus Adolphus College

Secretary-Treasurer

RORFERT I.. ANDERSQCY, Director

College and University Services
Lutheran Couucil in the TLS.A.
Washington, D. C.

Members-At-Large

MORRIS A. ANDERSON. President
Luther College, Regina

RAYMOXND M. BOST, President
Lenoir Rhyne College

W. THEOPHIL JANZOW, President
Concordia Teachers College
Seward, NB

THOMAS H. LANGEVIN, President
Capital University

FIARVEY A, STEGEMOFELLER, President
Concordia College, St. Paul, MN

WALTER F. WOLBRECHT, President
Lutlieran School of Theology at Chicago
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
1974

President

FRANK R. BARTH, President
Gustavus Adolphus College

Vice-President

HARVEY A. STEGEMOELLER, President
Coucordia College, St. Paul, MN

Secretary-Treasurer
RODBERT L. ANDERSON, Director
College and University Services
T.atheran Counzil in the US.A.
Washington, D. C.

Members-At-Large
MORRIS A, ANDERSON, President

Luther College, Regina

OSCAR A. ANDERSON, President
Augshurg College

W. THEOPHIIL JANZOW, President

Concordia Teachers College
Seward, NB

TIHIOMAS I1. LANGEVIN, President
Capital University
WALTER W. STUENKFEIL., President

Concordia College, Moorhead, MN

WALTER F. WOLBRECHT President
Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago
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Advisory

ARTHUR M, AHLSCHWEDE, Ex. Sec'y
Board jor Higher Education
Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod
St. Louis, MO

NORMAN FINTEL, Ex. Director
Division for College and
University Services
American Lutheran Church
Miuneapolis, MN

RICILARD \V. SOLBERG, Director

Dept. for Higher Education
[.utheran Church in America
New York, NY




INSTITUTIONAL PRESIDENTS
LUTHERAN EDUCATIONAL CONFERENCE
OF NORTH AMERICA
FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES

OSCAR A. ANDERSON, Augsburg College, Minncapolis, Minn.

CLARENCE W. SORENSEN, Augustana College, Rock Island, Il

CHARLES L. BALCER, Augustana College, Sioux Falls, S. D.

ARVIN W. HAILIN, Bethany College, Lindsborg, Kan.

MARK A, MATHEW ., California Lutheran College, Thousand Oaks,
Calif.

THOMAS H. LANGEVIN, Capital University, Columbus, Ohio

HAROLD I 1LENTZ, Carthage College, Wenosha, Wisc.

ROBERT V. SCHNABFEL, Concordia Collegr, Dronxville, N. Y.

JOSEPH L. KNUTSON, Concordia College. Moorhead, Minn,

HARVEY A STEGEMOFELLER, Concordia College, St. Paul, Minn.

HERBERT G, BREDEMEIER, Acting, Concordia Senior College, I't.
Wayne, Ind.

PAUL A ZIMMERMAN, Concordia Teachers College, River Forest,
It

W, THEOPHIL JANZOW, Concordia Teachers College, Seward,
Nebr.

EARL R. MEZOFF, Dana College, Blair, Nebr.

C. ARNOLD IIANSON, Gettysburg College, Gettyshury, Pa.

FRANK R. BARTIL, Gustavus Adolphus College, St. Peter, Minn.

RAYMOND M. BOST, Lenoir Rhyne College, llickory, N.C.

LELWIN D. FARWELL, Luther College, Decorah, lowa

MORRIS ANDIERSON, Luther College, Regina, Sask., Can.

I.. DALE LUND, Midland Lutheran College, Frement, Nebr.

JOHIN 1t MORFEY, Muhlenberg College, Allentown, Pa.

FREDERIC B. IRVIN, Newberry College, Newberry, S, C

FUGENE W. WIEGMAN, Pacific Lutheran University, Tacoma,
Wash,

I'FRRY F. KENDIG, Roanoke College, Salem, Va.
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SIDNEY AL RAND, St Olar College, Northfield, Minn,
GUSTAVE W, WEBER, Susquehanna University, Selinsgrove, Pa.
JOE K. MENN, Texins Lutleran College, Sequin, Texas
CHAUNCEY G. BLY, Thiel Coliege, Greenville, Pa,

CARL G. FJELLMAN, Upsala College, Fast Orange, N.J.
ALBERT G. HUEFGLIL Valparaiso University, Valparaiso, Iad.
ARTHUR O. DAVIDSON, Wagner College, Staten Island, N. Y,
JOEIN W, BACHMAN, Warthurg College, Waverly, Iowa

G. KENNETH ANDEEN, Wittenberg University, Springfield, Ohio



JUNIOR COLLEGES

WILLES Lo WRIGHT, Alubama Lutheran Ncademy and College,
Seima, Al

K. GLIN JOIHNSON, Camrose Lutheran College, Camrose, Alta,,
Can.

RAY F. MARTENS, Coneordia College, Austin, Tex.

ROLAND A. FRANTZ, Concordia College, Fdmonton,  ta, Can.

WALTER W, STUENKEL, Concordia College, Milwaukee, Wisc.

ERHARDT I' WEBER, Councordia College, Portland, Ore,

WIHLBERT RUSCLHLL Acting, Concordia Lutheran Junior College, Ann
Arbor, Mich,

BitNT CoOPSAL, Golden Valley Lutheran College, Minneapolis,
M

KARL 10 LANGROCK, Grand View College, Des Moines, Iowa

J. PoWORTHINGTON, Luther College of the Bible and Liberal Arts,
Teuneek, N J.

MUCTINEL Jo STELMACHOWICZ, St. John's College, Winfield,
Kan.

WALTER ROSIN, St. Paul's College, Concordia, Mo.

RALDPIT J. JALKANEN, Suomi College, Hancock, Mich.

PAUL Y MORK, Waldori College, Forest City, Towa

BOARDS OF EDUCATION

A L C — Minneapolis, Minn.
NORMAN C. FINTLEL, Board of College ducation, Fxecutive Di-
rector
WALTER RO WIETZKE, Bourd of Theological Education, Executive
Director
LCA--New York, N Y.
KENNETH G SENET, Division for Mission in North America,
Faeeutive Director
KICTTARD AW, SOLBERG, Department for Higher Education
LLOYD o SHENFMAN, Division for Profesional Leadership, De-
partiient for Theological Fducation, Director (Philadelphia)
[.C- M S — St. Louis, Mo.
ARTHUR M. ATIESCINWEDE, Board of Iligher Fducation, Lxecu-
tive Seoretary

X1

S - 83




piowy
plouly
plouy
ploway
ploway
plouly
plouav
plouIy
provsy
Plray
prouay
pjeury
pireury
preuay
m-_. iy
pleusy
ploulys

—.:. NIy
pavnisuy -

;:::n

I I T T I N I N P P
o e ey ey e ey e e ey e o,

/—

g ofe ofofeofe o]

g by

ey g ey iy oy

H
I
H
'H
H
_.
r

dumg °f
dumg -f
SIDIY ONO

pozuaviy ‘joiqg

d3anseady

SUONDLIISIY wil-JBA\ : PaNIWQ

urwANA\ D g 1IpuryIN "N A ploway f "4
prousy °f "H ussuansl) N Y pieury 7y °f
plowty “{ 'H paeuty ) °f goynesy f o
Plouay °f “if yaraeig noysuriy "Iy 1)
ploway °f "H noysunicy "jx ) yuws [ sey)
piouay °f ‘H Lopqaryy Aivjy  JJopuaiiiag priuv)

snaty M D[
£34217\ pluno)
LIty pinon
ALy pin)
AYDN Y\ pinot)
ANIU\\ P
L3y pone)

PIRA\ Jntuy
upasIey
Jjopuasing )
Suno g fur\y
AL onQ
—-.J.u._—:-/.. ./.. .uv
UIMPUNT "\ 1)

UOSUTEH "V "M 1
uos|aN, puriay
Auneo yotmyy
SNALT N D
unsuyof “f ")
uraey o 'H
uvy o i

utlaegy o CH snowtSuosdtfy g tAy umosg N f
unaviy o umosq N f priuLt 1
utaey o ‘'H LTI L1 I (e | ssoph g Yy
ssopng, 3 N dgog 0 ) udIPIy cy )
ssopn |, o M uosuof f Q) il f i
n.f.::s._. ....—. .v—. —:..1-»7_ / / .—. PR KA :/— _
ssopn g o M SERTTN ::;

12400 (1 "1

UOSE] "W H -
HOSE R T IS I |
LRI At |

ssoqie g WM
122008 (1 'H
.-U.'::m_. .2 ..—.ﬁ
124007 (I 'H
128008 (] CH
3t () |

ST a i
ERTY 1 T TR B
SEATLY N [

rAUTI TV A
uIIpuy e n)

usrdIpuy” suanfy L3uafy of

VI

£+61 ]
Zrol tue)
tol oung
otol .._:um
6Sol ..::-.
gcol “ue[
L801 ue|
9¢61 ”.:."_.
ceol “uvf
tfo1 “uny
geol tury
<ol tuuf
1] tunf
YA Sl N
ocol Ty
wrol tunf
Lol .._.z_.
ofn] tuv(
Lol uny
tool uvy
= uny

coii ruwy
o' uef
ocel uvf

olol “cuef
Q16 Curnf
oley ‘unf

AURUVAR D18 SPIOIAT oU LIG] PUR ‘CI6T ‘FL6I 'CInl SITdY 2Nl 3o

RYATRTI IR T LD D) )

unguey i sunip v f
[IRARAAS | IR | unuag fy MY IN ol
Aaxeaa39¢g uApIsaA J-IMNA juIpisas g

6T (]
TI61 ‘v
OI6T

sreq

SYIDI440 ANV SNOLLNIANOD J0 AYO0I3IH

Uud g,
TN CAu nepiye

PIN daomnrgl
‘B C‘uouvyy

g ‘ewgdpsprng g
"KM OIAFInGO’]
W fedvan )

) ‘uolsunse \y

A1) oy may
RES IRRULIHAAY
o) (NG H TR B TN

TN A sunepy

‘O ‘uwRuuL )

‘pup stpednuvipug

LRI
‘rRHouRY )

EHNLURITE
L1y NIy Moy
g fonvar
AU NI Moy
Tif Ry
LRt
£10) Y0 g MmaN
T ferangy
I foRey
T feReag
L B CRLR R R Uy

O ‘proudnindg
g ngeaniay
%1 ‘Smqgsiuryg

Wee
Ywe
ye
ywe
e
e
PI€C
—:_nlm-
1817
g
LI |
N
L2K4 |
[1R17] §
QLI |
i
mey
met
W
qing
Ui
M
Mz
nmo
e
nt
pac
e
183 |

903—& uonuIAUuoC’)

84

7

)

.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



£33\ P9
Layai\\ pinon)
Ay piuon
Ay )
Layary\ pin-r)
A\ praeer)
A0t \\ pjnon)
AMIL\\ pluen

A2yarA\ PInen)
AC P aaun Uﬁﬂm

puv Liejaadag

uosIapuy I 11qoy
UUSIAPUY “°f J1Iquy
uosIOPUY " oy
quIod ] PIENOR
quodjof] pienwoy
QOdOJ{ PInMOE]
A34nswad § -£4032239Q
QOB PIvMOL]
wapy "H sey)
wagoy [ sey)
waos H fey)
puvfatyy, vanqang "y
puviaa gy vanqaeg] Cy
purdd gy varqang v
puvdar gy vanqang v
purdatpy vavdqang v
asanseas]

S BAN LD

L2324\ ppuor)

TR M0

B 21O

1 AP0

e ANIO

LA REITTER e}

R JRJIISE )

SOISUOIMEE . f AL

unwuEy .>>
proway o

plousy f :

proway f "H

plouay f :
urwargy ) s

urmsanay 5 .'.—
a0anseas] /Laejaad9g

ponunuo) ‘SYIIIJJO ANV SNOLLNIANOD 40 QUOIIY

13[jp0wIBNG v £3auny

Yy Y juedy
PMae] " UMy
uosplav(g ‘Q Jnyjuy
qsne,] piraig
sna1g ‘O v f
puvy '\ oy
uIasuR[ N\ i
ssauSoy N VvV
PO Y
UL A\ “d
Jadunqaan,| O vV
uosuey i N
A113q0 s Il
Aamg Il

QN Iy
aESIAL, M [
unsaecp g e
uoiFnowy 3y °))
usunuzIazyg O
P2woa)y N o\
12y334 I )
uolingy i N
uospey N ol
MamQ o g
LULITIR 3 Wad e 11
uoNtal) o L
snowSUoLAMNT] 1 CA\
Ismapnty i
proway oy
pariiy °) °f
0IpIsaa J-IANA

yuey oM yuntg
1 {RRIE 118 IS G HTRNYRY |
Uosptav(f () dnyity
dJonjp ey vy
Laangq ey iy

Puey "y Saupy

HE IR T |
RN N B N
-..,..:._3—.-. ..— ../—

LIHULY RRITY IR
JIDMULLGINT ] () "\
LI N I |
.a.—.-.,..—-v N
Fraug o

S ERANI i A

ST
:._43..._ :
_-..:—..-—..—I d .v
uueiisyo —/—
12Uy ) .;_ /

.——

TN, : B

Uog gy R .I—
NIy

flero N — ﬁ

wngg.»-. = —

s ...~ / il
I——Ad-:.f::ud.—— .— //

183 ._—.:_ — o1
g 1y CN)
uIsuA} oy 7. M|
|SHALRE LRSS ¥
o

juapisaa

tinl
£L01
clol
2ol
06l
0ol

8961
2unl
LY |
Cunl
$450l
ool
ol
I
6l

061
seol
Lol
Yol
£ool
ool
fyol
csol
I¢ol
(1868
[ x21
A |
Lol
[} i}
CHal
ttal

cuef
cunf
pURY |

IRE

Cuef
“uef

cunf
Cuef
curvf
cunf
cuunf
fuef
cuuf
unf

“uf

Cunf
cunf
cunf
)
curef
)
cunf
cuvf
curef
-.-—du—l
cuef
..=-dﬁ
cunf
cunf
Cunf
-.:aH
seq

N

‘O ‘smocg

‘IR Codstauna ury

D) (] fueldunygse gy
0 N ¢ LU BT ELUELY
XA ‘Uoisnog]
vd ‘ydugsing

uutgy .n._c.:r:::?.

D SapastIy ror
*d ..._._:_.:: i
RIS B

0 I ¢ SR LT A LT RHANY

[N AR iy

O puE ;Y
KA In IR U RV BTE |
RSB ‘UOsoe

AU sesury
Vf fnanegy
e vgedppringy

3 AL RIS

D I G B IT LAY

FRRLEEX TSR
AR BRRIE DU ST |

) (] Tsunge

AUy oy

O nwun

ALY jI0T Moy
) TNy

° .:..—1_..—

R _::_,.: )

._o—/'

[N murpy

O ‘neuniau

o
Yine
yins
RIS
Yiog
Yise

Yiks
Py
Pucy
b
Hins
it
Hist
st
Yof

ngr
ikt
Pt
puct
T
L STITS

sy
ize
sy
yisy
gy
P
puce
-y
e

OUQ—A_ =°m--9>=°u

85

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



