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ABSTRACT 

JOSEPH L. WILLIAMS, D.Min., Mercer University 
Pastoral Ethos and Congregational Receptivity 
(Under the direction of DR. PETER RHEA JONES) 

Today more than ever, pastors, ministers, and evangelists must preach to 

congregations where people with "modern" and "postmodern" worldviews are seated 

within the pews. This occurrence has created a disconnection between the pulpit and the 

pew because those who hear are listening from such different perspectives: a "modern" 

person has a conservative, absolute, and structured view of art, theater, literature, cinema, 

and television, as well as philosophy, theology, and ethics; whereas a "postmodern" 

person has an open, flexible, changing, non-committal perception. Pastors, ministers, and 

evangelists must be able to communicate to both groups without negating one or the 

other. Possessing knowledge and education and having a particular style in preaching 

have been shown to have surprisingly little impact on how people with varying 

worldviews receive the message. This research sought to measure another component of 

communication that can broaden sermon receptivity: pastoral and ministerial ethos. In 

this study, ethos is isolated and identified as a crucial component of pastoral 

communication that has a significant and measurable impact on congregational 

receptivity to sermon messages. Ethos is the perceived credibility of the speaker, which is 

affected by the speaker's competence, trustworthiness, and compassion. 
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Salem Bible Church, whose two locations in Atlanta and Lithonia, Georgia, reflect 

modern and postmodern worldviews within the congregation, was the location for the 

study. Parishioners of both campuses were randomly selected to evaluate the preaching of 

six ministers who exhibited three different kinds of ethos; pastoral ethos, familiar ethos, 

and non-familiar ethos. The resulting data showed that there is a strong connection 

between a speaker's ethos and a congregant's level of receptivity of the sermon: the 

higher the ethos, the greater the receptivity. Even more significant, the results showed 

that the more familiar the speaker is to a congregant, the higher the ethos and hence the 

greater the receptivity. The effectiveness of a speaker hinges upon his or her competence, 

ability to be trusted by the listener, and perceived compassion. Pastors, ministers and 

evangelists can use this information to increase the effectiveness of their preaching and 

their ability to address varying worldviews within the congregation. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION AND HISTORY 

Pastors, ministers, preachers and evangelists in these early days of the twenty-first 

century are increasingly presented with the same problem: the unique challenge of 

explaining the gospel of Jesus Christ to groups of people whose apprehension of the 

message is conditioned to some degree by their social and cultural context. Contemporary 

Christianity in the United States may easily be divided into major groups: "moderns," 

those with a more conservative and traditional approach to religion in general and 

worship in particular, and "postmoderns," those who favor a more contemporary and 

perhaps even liberal approach to religion, favoring "contemporary" forms of worship and 

praise. A major conflict emerges when the evangelistic message is preached to 

congregations containing both moderns and postmoderns, especially since the 

conventional form of delivery is oriented to moderns. The generational differences shared 

between moderns and postmoderns is an emerging issue recognized by scholars to be 

problematic with regard to how ministers preach and how their message is heard by their 

congregants. Fred Crddock commented on the "gap" that is found within the pews of the 

local church. He defines the "gap," in his book As One Without Authority, as "the 

geographical, linguistic, psychological, cosmological and chronological gulf between the 

1 
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ancient Near East and modern America."1 Likewise, Morna Hooker states, "the gospel 

must be expressed in our own language and culture and situation if it is to be relevant. Its 

expression will naturally vary from century to century, country to country, and person to 

person."2 

Sidney Greidanus stated, "Without genuine relevance there is no sermon. Relevance 

for the church here and now is the final goal of sermon preparation."3 That being said, 

how can contemporary ministers of the gospel be effective in a setting that has both 

moderns and postmoderns? How can hermeneutical application be appropriate when 

some modern listeners primarily listen to AM talk radio, while many postmoderns travel 

down the interstates listening to hip-hop and pop on their I-Pods? This problem has 

manifested itself within the local church and is therefore worthy of further research and 

analysis. 

Rise of Postmodernity 

Postmodernity began in the midst of modernity.4 Critical scholar Thomas Oden states, 

"The modern age lasted exactly 200 years— from the fall of the Bastille in 1789 to the fall 

1 Fred Craddock, As One Without Authority (St. Louis: Chalice Press, 2001), 117. 

2 Morna Hooker, "What Do We Preach about Jesus Christ?" Epworth Review 3 
(1976): 54. 

J Sidney Greidanus, The Modern Preacher and the Ancient Text: Interpreting and 
Preaching Biblical Literature (Grand Rapids, W.B. Eerdmans, 2003), 157. 

4 Graham Johnson, Preaching to a Postmodern World (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 
2001), 24. 



of the Berlin wall in 1989."5 Jurgen Habermas notes that some scholars have narrowed 

their concept of modernity to the period encompassing the Renaissance; however, 

Habermas considers that time period to be "historically too narrow."6 Habermas suggests 

that modernity existed as early as the twelfth century during the era of Charles the Great, 

and as late as the seventeenth-century France during the time of the famous "Querelle des 

Anciens et des Modernes."7 

Modernity's Rejection of Postmodernity 

The pre-modern world was a time where it was believed that the "universe was the 

playground of God or the gods."8 The modern world presents a time where the concept of 

the "absolute control" of God upon humanity was removed and human beings were 

looked upon as influential beings in the overall order and progression of life, time, and 

space.9 James Sire suggests the postmodern world was directly influenced by the modern 

world, stating: 

In the final analysis, postmodernism is not "post" anything; it is the last move of 
the modern, the result of the modern taking its own commitments seriously and 
seeing that they fail to stand the test of analysis. Even more than existentialism, 
postmodernism is both more than and less than a worldview. In major part this is 

5 Ibid. 

6 Jurgen Habermas,"Modernity vs. Postmodernity," New German Critique 22, 
(Winter 1981): 3. 

7 Ibid. 

8 Robert Brewer, Postmodernism: What You Should Know and Do About It 
(Blooomington, IN: Universe, 2002), 5. 

9 Ibid. 
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due to the origin of the term within the discipline of sociology rather than 
philosophy.10 

Postmodernity was a type of "correction" of modernity. Modernity influenced 

postmodernity by way of dictating a model and mode of what not to be.11 What can be 

seen is that postmodernity, in many instances, was birthed from modernity; thus, the 

inability for the two worlds to co-exist peacefully without conflict seems logical and 

predictable. 

Since the inception of postmodernity, the modern system and structure has rejected its 

emergence. The conflict exhibited between the two groups has manifested itself within 

the local church. For example, liturgy, preaching, teaching methods, and even biblical 

interpretation have been affected by the clash of ideas. A significant question that arises 

is: How can contemporary pastors, ministers, and evangelists be hermeneutically 

effective within a setting that has conservative/traditionalist, A.M. radio-listening 

moderns and liberal/progressive, I-pod-listening postmoderns in the same congregational 

setting at the same time? 

Generational Differences 

As time continues to progress, generational delineations have expanded. Instead of a 

generation being defined as a group that shares the one commonality of age, generations 

are defined by multiple factors including but not limited to, groups of people within the 

same generation who possess different worldviews, thereby creating sub-sets within the 

James Sire, The Universe Next Door: A Basic WorldView Catalog. (Downers 
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1976), 173-74. 

nIbid. 
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same generation. In the twenty-first century, a generation is no longer dependent upon a 

roughly twenty year span as once was the case, e.g.: One example is the G.I. Joe 

generation, or the generation of veterans that fought and won World War II (1901-1924). 

There is the Silent Generation, or the generation born between the two World Wars, who 

were too young to join the service when World War II started (1925-1942). Then there 

are the Baby Boomers, or the generation born just after World War II; a time that 

included a 14-year increase in birthrate worldwide. Baby Boomers in their teen and 

college years were characteristically part of the 1960s counterculture, but later became 

more conservative (1943-1960). And finally there is the Thirteenth Generation. Other 

names used interchangeably with Generation X are 13th Generation and Baby Busters 

(1961-1981). Today generations have been truncated by the advancement of technology 

as well as globalization.12 

Today we see what formerly took twenty years to develop and be considered a 

"generation" is occurring much sooner. Today there are the, MTV Generation (1975-

1985), Boomerang Generation (1982-1986), and Generation Y (1976-2001) that make up 

a large contingent of postmoderns.13 Not only are preachers, pastors, ministers, and 

evangelists presented with the unique challenge of communicating with two groups of 

individuals, moderns and postmoderns, but they also face the extraordinary challenge of 

communicating with two groups of individuals that have multiple shades of worldview 

"List of Generations Chart," Escola Secundaria D. Sancho, online: 
www.esdsl.pt/site/images/stories/isacosta/secondaryjpages/10°_blockl/Generations%20 
Chart.pdf; (accessed 5 June 2008). 

Sire, 154. 

http://www.esdsl.pt/site/images/stories/isacosta/secondary
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and collective understandings of religion and society indicative of the characteristics of 

the above mentioned generations as labeled. 

Ministering to Multiple Generations 

The issue at hand is that proclaimers are being presented with the challenge of 

communicating to several groups of people that are delineated not only by generation but 

by worldview. In order to determine whether this task can be successfully accomplished, 

it is necessary to examine how the various generations filling the pews of the local church 

are different and how these differences affect effective communication, specifically how 

generations hear a preached message. 

In April of 2001, three hundred thousand worshipers in over two thousand 

congregations participated in the "U.S. Congregational Life Survey."14 The study 

examined four groups within a specific generation: Generation Y (1975-1988), 

Generation X (1965-1974), Boomers (1946-1964) and the "older" generation (born 

before 1946).15 The surveys issued to all three hundred thousand worshippers sought to 

find answers to the religious practices specific to each generation. Practices measured 

included, but were not limited to, the amount of time individuals engaged in private 

prayer, Bible-reading, saying grace before eating, meditation and reading of New Age 

Deborah A. Bruce, "Generational Differences in Personal Religious Practices," 
U.S. Congregations, online: http://www.uscongregations.org/pdf/sisr-db.pdf (accessed 1 
Feburary 2008). 

15 Ibid. 

http://www.uscongregations.org/pdf/sisr-db.pdf
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books, visitation of religious websites, church attendance and participation in church 

activities.16 

Debroah Bruce, a project manager for the U.S. Congressional Life Survey as well as 

the Associate Research Manager in the Research Services office of the Presbyterian 

Church (USA), discovered in her studies that there was a substantial generational 

statistical difference in terms of those individuals who "read" the Bible.17 For those who 

"read the Bible often," Generation Y was the lowest at thirty percent. However, there was 

a thirteen percent increase to forty seven percent when moving from Generation Y to 

Generation X. Boomers came in under Generation X at forty-three percent, and the older 

generation increased from the Boomers at forty-four percent.18 The results of such studies 

on generational practices of Christians support the need for the proposed research that 

could provide critical data on the receptivity of generationally-diverse congregations to 

the preaching of the gospel. The research derived from the study will be applicable to any 

minster as well as any style because the study is one that helps in giving the minister 

understanding of the listener sitting in the pew. 

As ministers of the gospel preach on Sunday mornings, it is quite possible that the four 

different groups of persons identified earlier will have differentiating levels of 

understanding the biblical text. This fact, according to the U.S. congregational study, 

indicates that the preacher, pastor, minister, and evangelist must be able to communicate 

17 Deborah Bruce Bio, Faithful Reader, Online: http://www. 
faithfulreader.com/authors/au-bruce-deborah.asp (accessed 6 June 2008). 

18 Bruce, 7. 

http://www
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biblical scripture clearly without assuming that textual familiarity is consistent with all 

who are seated in the pews. Fredrick Craddock, in his book titled The Over-preached 

Gospel, suggests that the "rhetoric" of ministers and pastors uses exclusive language, or 

language that is used in a context only understood by those who have been exposed to the 

rhetoric. Within the black church, the black preacher has been notorious for using strings 

of cliches to help promote emotional responses such as: "He may not come when you 

want him, but he's always right on time," or "Weeping may endure for a night, but joy 

comes in the morning." These words are easily understood; however, the language is 

exclusive to those who have not been exposed to a certain response or feeling when 

phrases like these are uttered. 

Freddrick Craddok also says, as time progresses, people are becoming less "familiar" 

with the biblical text and, as the study suggests, the rhetoric must change while using 

more "inclusive" language, or language that all present may understand. Mega- church 

pastor Joel Osteen has embodied this "inclusive" language. Many have criticized his 

work; however, he himself admits that his approach to ministry is to use "inclusive 

language." He says, "My message is a message of hope that God is a good God, and that 

no matter what we've done, where we've been, God has a great plan for our lives. And 

when we walk in his ways they can take us places we've never dreamed of."19 Pastor 

Osteen is a pastor who has had no formal training. Many critics have called him 

everything from "Christian Lite" to "Theology is Optional." Paul Edwards said, 

19 Kristi Watts, Joel Osteen: The Man Behind America's Largest Church, Online: 
http://www. cbn.com/700club/features/amazing/Osteen_010408.aspx (accessed March 
14, 2009). 

http://www
http://cbn.com/700club/features/amazing/Osteen_010408.aspx


"Everything wrong with Osteen's teaching and ministry stems from the fact that he views 

theology as optional. A ministry focusing solely on preparing people for their best life 

now can do little to prepare them for eternity." 20 The twenty-first century preacher must 

know and understand that in order for language to be considered "inclusive" theology can 

still remain present. The relevancy of the Gospel will always remain fresh; however, the 

approach to its delivery is what has become antiquated. 

21st-Century Ministry 

What must the twenty-first century congregation do to adjust to changing needs of 

groups of individuals who hear differently and whose worldviews are not always 

compatible with one another? The twenty-first century church is in need of a 

communicative style of preaching that speaks for, to and of inclusion. The reason why the 

church seems to be faltering, failing, or, as Reggie McNeal says of the North American 

church, "on life-support," is because its language, rhetoric, and environment continue to 

be an exclusive environment.21 

There is a critical need for scholarly inquiry to address the issue of exclusivity within 

the twenty first century church. Who has the church left out? Exclusion has been initiated 

on the discriminatory premises of age, gender, race, socio-economic status, and 

worldview. If the church anticipates future sustainable effectiveness for understanding 

Jo Anne Way, "Critics Hammer Joel Osteen: Is it Envy?" The National Ledger. 
October 17, 2007, http://www.nationalledger.com/cgi-
bin/artman/exec/view.cgi?archive=18&num=16701 (accessed 5 June 2008). 

21 Quoted in Amy Mears and Charles Bugg, "Issues in Preaching in The 21st 
Century," Review & Expositor 90 (Summer 1993), 342. 

http://www.nationalledger.com/cgi-
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the preached word, the twenty-first century pastor, preacher, minister, and evangelist 

must be in a position to minister to all groups without exclusion. It is the search for 

commonality, whereby all generations or different groups may be able to gain 

understanding of the preached word notwithstanding generational differences, worldview, 

gender, political affiliation and the like, underlying the genesis for this proposed study. 

The problems that are apparent within the church as a whole have differences when 

denominational lines are crossed as well as when racial lines are crossed. All churches 

have, or at least should have, the same ultimate goal of expanding the kingdom of God by 

the preaching, teaching, and living of the scriptures; however, there are nuances that need 

to be addressed within the black church in order for proper twenty first century 

adjustments to be made. How has the black church been different than churches of other 

ethnicities within the North America? How will this affect the quest for understanding the 

connection between pastoral ethos and receptivity? In order to answer this question, the 

black church and the black pastor must be analyzed in order to see the distinction. 

The study is a relevant one, not for the mere understanding of other black churches, 

but so that academia may have an understanding of what has made the black church such 

a strong institution. Just as the modern church has been directly influenced by the first 

generation church that leads to the question as to who and what influenced the black 

church? How was black theology fashioned and formed during the days and times of the 

first blacks from Africa? 
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Formation of the Black Church 

It would be easy to assume that the present day "Black Church" was directly 

influenced by the first-generation church. Though it seems Christianity of the black 

church and other churches comes from the same place, and uses the same chronicles of 

information, the two are completely different. "The Christianity that developed among 

successive generations of the descendants of the first slaves brought to this part of the 

world is a different version of the Judeo-Christian tradition than that professed by the 

descendants of the slave masters-whether Catholic, Protestant, or Jew."22 

In recent years historians and theologians have been able to identify the formation of 

what academia has called "Black Religion." This formation and identification is where 

the identity and separation that is possessed within the Black Church has been given its 

own sense of individuality and separation from mainstream theology and religion. 

Early Christianity, as it was introduced to the black slave (Circa early 1600's), has 

influenced black theology and the overall concept of black religion. However, black 

theology took those elements of Christianity that were learned in order to accept those 

elements that ministered to them within their personal context, which emphasized 

"dignity, freedom, and human welfare."23 

Newbell Niles Puckett summarizes the process by saying, "The mere fact that people 

profess to be Christians does not necessarily mean that their Christianity is of the same 

Gayraud S. Wilmore, Black Religion and Black Radicalism: An Interpretation of 
the Religious History of African Americans (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1998), 23. 

Ibid, 25. 
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type as our own."24 Every person reads and understands scripture according to their own 

personal context. Race, creed, color, nationality, socio-economic status are all elements 

that can and will potentially affect how scriptures are accepted. Therefore, the "black 

church" was founded in the needs, desires and future aspirations of enslaved blacks living 

in North America. 

It is true that just like the modern church was influenced by the first generation 

church, Black churches have been influenced by the white churches from which they 

were separated. However, these churches "developed, particularly out of the South, out of 

the so-called 'invisible institution'— the slave church. From the beginning these churches 

developed what whites recognized as a 'Negro Style' of devotion and belief."25 

Therefore, out of slavery, oppression, struggle, strife was the black religion and theology 

birthed. This is the essence of what makes black and white religion and theology polar 

opposites. The needs of whites and blacks were substantially different; therefore, the 

dynamic of each individual faith will be different as well. 

There is a reason why eleven a.m. on Sunday mornings is the most segregated hour of 

the week, metaphorically speaking.26 The reason comes down to the different needs, 

sense of understanding biblical text, and racial differences between blacks and whites. 

David O. Moore states, "The black church emerged through a theology of liberation. 

While in the days of slavery the blacks sang in their spirituals about a land beyond the 

Ibid, 26. 

Martin Luther King Jr., Speech at Western Michigan University, 1963 
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Jordan and reaching a place called Canaan after bondage in Egypt, they translated this to 

mean a time of victory in heaven."27 Being black in America makes it next to impossible 

to know how it is being white and vice versa, therefore religion is bound to be different, 

which constitutes the separation that we witness and that we will continue to witness. 

Until Blacks and Whites are socially, financially, and physically considered equal, the 

religion of the two races will always look different. 

As slave churches began to grow and prosper throughout the south, several 

characteristics of the African religions began to shape the new rising black church. 

Voodoo became a poison that tainted early black religion, and in many instances, still is 

considered no more than basic superstition. History has chronicled that for the first thirty-

five or forty years of slavery in North America, most of the slaves came from the West 

Indies.28 Many of those slaves who came from the West Indies were brought to the U.S. 

from what is known today as Haiti and the Dominican Republic where voodoo was a 

very common and recognized form of religion. 

It is important to understand how voodoo affected the early black church. Voodoo 

should be understood as a type of "conglomeration of half-remembered, partially 

'dereligionized' beliefs and rites that came out of the Caribbean area. It had its antisocial 

and destructive aspects, to be sure, but it was not the morbid, menacing superstition that 

David O. Moore, "The Withdrawal of Blacks from Southern Baptist Churches 
Following Emancipation" Baptist History and Heritage 16 (July 1981), 13. 

Wilmore, 41. 
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is essentially cannibalism, the criminal use of poison, and sexual cohabitation with 

snakes-as it is so often pictured in American motion pictures and comic books."29 

Slaves were looking for a messianic figure, a savior to save them and assist them in 

the struggles that they endured. While sharing space with one another on the plantations 

and fields of work, the introduction of this "voodoo" was an outlet for their needs to be 

met. "Voodoo" revolved around the worship of one god who was a serpent.30 The witch 

doctors and medicine men were advocates of this God. They were looked upon as the 

like-prophets of the snake God carrying out works of healing, deliverance, and protection 

of the slaves. The god of voodoo was a god of goodness, peace, and tranquility, not of 

satanic evil. During those times it was as much an accepted religion as Christianity.31 

As the spread of Christianity continued, Jesus Christ became this replacement for the 

god-serpent. Freedom, salvation, appeasement, and contentment were all desired states 

that the slaves saw themselves acquiring from this new religion. When the slaves were 

able to understand the historical treatment of Christ (e.g. unjust treatment, beatings, and 

punishment for crimes that he did not do.) instantly a kinship and connection existed 

between Jesus and the black slave. The theological framework of Christianity perfectly fit 

within their social consciousness. 

We can see that the black church, though having been influenced by the white church, 

has developed into its own entity that is unique and different from other similar 

Ibid, 42. 
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institutions. The influences of the white church, aside from the fact of issuing a basic 

approach to a certain religion, was more in line with the Negro's inability to find a place 

within the culture of the white church. In many instances the negro was rejected within 

the local white church just as he was in the local community. Will B. Gravely wrote in 

his article titled "The Rise of African American Churches in America (1786-1822): 

Reexamining the Contexts," 

Proscriptive practices by white Christians directed against black members and 
auditors in local churches were potentially the motivation behind the separatist 
movement. Events less overt, but symbolically as powerful as the confrontation at 
St. George's Church, often provoked a schism. Incidents of white pastors refusing 
to take black infants into their arms to christen them (Washington, D.C.), of 
blacks having to wait until all whites were served the Lord's Supper before being 
admitted to the table (Ohio), of conflicts over access to burial grounds 
(Charleston, South Carolina) and of constraints on freedom of expression in 
worship (Cincinnati, Ohio) served to set off black resistance.32 

The black church became the place for the negro to express his God, self, and 

community in his own words and in his own way. Preaching became a mechanism 

whereby this expression was acted upon.33 Seeing as how the black church has been 

presented over the decades, how has black preaching gained its own identity within the 

black church? How has it functioned, and what makes it so different? 

Historical Foundations for Preaching in the African American Church 

Black preaching has its own place within the arena of homiletics. It has a certain 

distinctiveness that makes it different than any other style that can be found in a pulpit. 

William Gravely, "The Rise of African American Churches in America (1786-
1822): Reexamining the Contexts," Journal of Religions Thought 41 (Spring 1984), 60. 

33 Jasper W. Williams, Pastor of Salem Bible Church, interview by author, 12 
November 2006, Salem Bible Church West, Atlanta. 
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Charisma, power and theatrics are just a few adjectives that describe the black preacher 

as he delivers the word of God.34 For years this style, which has been unique within the 

Black American community, has managed to hold a certain mystique that most Black 

preachers don't even understand. Its power and effectiveness has even managed to 

envelope and change churches of other races and cultures. 

Black preaching is very similar to anything else that has been accepted and 

appreciated as it is. It is not something that appeared out of thin air; instead it has been 

developed throughout the years to become what it is today. Black preaching has its roots 

in the slave culture and experience of nineteenth-century America.35 

Many people think that black preaching derived from a slave preaching to other slaves 

in some type of quarters that was segregated from others who were white; however, 

"Many of the first Black preachers may have preached to more whites than blacks."36 

Blacks were considered as animals, and could not be trusted to be alone, thus, whenever 

slaves preached, it was done in a controlled environment that was not isolated. 

The gospel that was given to the slaves was given in sections and parts. Most of what 

the slaves were taught "were distorted passages from Paul intended to sell slavery."37 

Despite the illiteracy amid the slaves, white slave owners were in fear that one day the 

34 Cleophus LaRue, The Heart of Black Preaching (Louisville: Westminster John 
Knox Press, 2000), 1. 

35 Ibid. 

36Henry Mitchell, Black Preaching: The Recovery of a Powerful Art (Nashville: 
Abingdon Press 1990), 120. 

37 Ibid., 25. 
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truth of Paul's letters would be revealed and, in fact, that the type of slavery Paul 

referenced was for each human to be a slave to God and not slaves to men.38 

The importance of this time period, as it relates to Black preaching, is that it began to 

shape black theology. To be more specific, it was the foundation of Black liberation 

theology. To this day, black preaching is steeped with liberation. Subjects such as 

"Making It Through Your Storms," "God Will Do A New Thing," and sermons that 

encompass subjects of joy, favor and deliverance are typical Sunday morning messages 

that can be found in any black church. Several modern characteristics of the black church 

has remained consistent for centuries, and today much of how the black church is as well 

as the formation of black theology began during the periods of slavery. 

As time progressed, black preaching began to take its own shape and form that in 

many instances mirrors what we see in pulpits today. During the time of the Great 

Awakening, white religion could be described as "formal, cold, and unattractive."39 

However, a man by the name of George Whitefield changed not only white religion, but 

scholars believe he greatly influenced black preaching.40 

George Whitefield was said to be a great orator and engaging speaker. His ability to 

control his voice coupled with preaching with passion was very attractive to blacks at the 

time. There was a connection that allowed blacks to see who they really were. Vernon 

38 Ibid. 

39 Ibid., 32. 

40 Ibid. 
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Loggins said, "The emotional preaching of Whitfield brought the Negro a religion he 

could understand and which could stir him to self-expression."41 

When the black preacher was able to discover who he was as a person, one who is 

expressive and emotional, it allowed black homiletics to take its shape and formation 

within the pulpit. Now that the foundation has been laid, it is necessary to discuss how 

black preaching is what it is today. When we listen to Black preaching, what about it 

makes it so different than anything else? What makes Black preaching so mystical and 

enticing to all races and cultures? 

Cleophus J. LaRue answers these questions by highlighting three different traits found 

within Black preaching. LaRue finds that the creative uses of language, the appeal to 

emotions and ministerial authority all contribute to the mystique and unique 

characteristics of Black preaching.42 

Creative Uses of Language 

Flowery poetic rhetoric has been a mark and signature of black preaching throughout 

the years. It is not just about what it is you say, but how you say it. LaRue says, 

"Seasoned pastors from earlier generations could often be heard admonishing younger 

ministers to not be afraid to 'preach a little.'"43 These words of encouragement were 

meant to inspire the poet that is within each preacher to come out in a form of poetic 

rhetoric that will captivate the mind of each congregant. 

Vernon Loggins, The Negro Author (Port Washington, NY: Kennikat Press, 1931), 
4. 

42 LaRue, 10. 
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Fifty-plus years ago marked a time that many black professionals such as doctors, 

lawyers, and professors were not in abundance in the local black church. Thus, when 

these preachers would use this beautiful rhetoric it would, "evoke a sense of God's awe 

and mystery."44 As time has passed we have witnessed this style of preaching begin to 

decline some from what it once was. Large eloquent words no longer impress a 

congregation full of people who have, in many instances, a better grasp on the English 

language than the person in the pulpit. Today, the expectation of the black preacher 

should not be poetic rhetoric, but rather, a person who is able to lead his/her parishioner 

into mainstream society in while still clinching those things that have made being black 

in America a positive and not a negative. Marvin A Mickle, of the Saint Paul Baptist 

Church of Montclair New Jersey writes, 

The problem for an upwardly mobile black middle class person is an inability to 
follow other ethnic groups into the mainstream of American life because of the 
continuing realities of racism. Some black persons seek to enjoy the best of both 
worlds. They seek to move into the mainstream of American life, adapting 
themselves to many of the values and social customs held by the majority culture. 
However, they also consciously seek to hold onto certain cherished aspects of 
their own cultural heritage such as; church affiliation, fraternal groups, ethnic 
foods, and perhaps a black residential neighborhood.45 

The pastor of the local black church must be able to use the ministerial authority that 

has been essentially given to most in the position as pastor in a way that allows coming 

generations to effectively reposition themselves in their rightful places of society. 

Marvin A. Mickle, "Preaching to the Black Middle Class," Journal for Preachers 9 
(Advent 1985), 18. 
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Ministerial Authority 

Black Americans view their "pastor" or their "preacher" differently than white 

Americans. The pastor is a very influential part of the black church-goer's life, says 

LaRue. "African American congregations view their preachers as special representatives 

of God or, even more, as manifestations of the divine presence and thus worthy of great 

reverence and admiration."46 

The authority of the pastor, that is witnessed within the black community, can be 

traced to slavery as well. During the time of slavery, power was gained in the Black 

community by way of the pulpit and the church. The only voice Black Americans had 

was by way of the local church and preacher. There was a time when the black preacher 

was everything to the community; he even administered medicine to the sick. As time 

progressed and blacks throughout the United States have excelled in every field of 

professionalism, the local pastor has remained one that has authority and influence within 

the black community. 

The history of black preaching has been very instrumental to the present and even the 

future of black preaching. Black preaching has been like water, filling any vessel that it is 

filled with. Whatever need that was within the black community could be addressed in 

the local church. In times of slavery, sermons of freedom and heaven sufficed for the 

black slave.47 In times of the civil rights movement, sermons of equality and community 

46 LaRue, 12. 

47 Darryl L. Jones, "The Sermon As 'Art' of Resistance: A Comparative Analysis of 
The Rhetorics of African American Slave Preachers and The Preacher to The Hebrews," 
Semeia 79 (1997), 20. 
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activism could change the tone of an entire community. And today, as we see the increase 

and advancement of the socio-economic status of black Americans, churches are still 

filled with each congregant waiting for a "word" that will help them to live life one day at 

a time. The mysticism of the black church is not all about the preaching, but it is the spirit 

that has never been lost over the past 300 plus years of existence. As long as the spirit of 

the black church is present, the changing of the times will never affect the usefulness of 

the local church to the Black Americans.48 

There has been a framework that has been followed by black preachers since the 

inception of black preaching; homiletical approach that is distinctive to black preaching is 

to, "start slow, rise high, strike fire, and sit." There are a number of factors to consider in 

evaluating the comprehension of a message preached from the pulpit. Three emerge as 

particularly significant: the content of the message; the preacher's method and style of 

delivery; and congregational perceptions of the preacher - dress, poise, character, 

lifestyle, worldview and the like. 

A study by Joseph L. Williams focused on both the content of the message and 

preaching styles (Appendix 1). The fundamental question the study addressed was: To 

what extent, if any, did the content, style and delivery of the sermon impact the way it 

was received by congregants? The study analyzed whether preaching styles, modern 

versus postmodern, impacted congregational comprehension of the message. The study 

first showed that, in fact, within the context of Salem Bible Church, style did not have a 

substantial statistical impact on how a sermon is understood, interpreted or received. 

Jasper Williams interview. 
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Since neither the content of the sermon nor the location of its delivery appeared to 

have a major impact on the congregations' comprehension of the message, this proposed 

study will evaluate the third factor believed to underlie congregational receptivity to the 

preached word, namely, the ethos of the preacher. How does perception impact 

receptivity of communication? Does the hearer's perception of a speaker's preaching 

style, attire, gender, sound of the minister's voice, congregational perceptions of the 

preacher - dress, poise, character, lifestyle, worldview and the like, affect how various 

groups hear the gospel? 

In 1947 a study was completed where three groups of college students listened to the 

same fifteen minute recorded message that advocated compulsory health insurance for all 

Americans.49 The first group was told the speaker was Eugene Dennis, secretary-general 

of the Communist Party of America; the second group was told the speaker was Dr. 

Thomas Parran, former surgeon general of the United States; and the final group was told 

the speaker was a random anonymous sophomore at Northwestern University.50 

After the surveys were issued to each group, it was discovered that more students 

believed Dr. Thomas Parran, former Surgeon General of the United States, caused more 

change of opinions than the other two speakers. This particular study was one of the first 

Donald R. Sunukjian, "The Credibility of the Preacher," Bibilotheca Sacra 139 
(July-September 1982), 255. 

50 Ibid. 
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of its kind that demonstrated the power of "ethos" in communication. The study showed 

there is effectiveness, not always by what is said, but in who said it.51 

Project Goals 

There are many elements of the present problem, elements such as, but not limited to: 

postmodernity versus modernity; black church, black theology, black ministerial and 

pastoral authority as well as generational differences within the local church. The purpose 

of the proposed project is to attempt to find elements of communication in the form of 

preaching that affects how sermons are received. 

Previous work done in the study (Appendix) has led the author to understand that, 

within the context of Salem Bible Church, style of preaching does not have a significant 

effect on sermon receptivity. The previous study has led to the present study, which will 

shift the focus of "preaching style" to "pastoral ethos." 

Problem Statements and Hypothesis 

Salem Bible Church is one ministry in two locations. Each location possesses 

distinct differences in relation to sermon receptivity. Previous research has shown that the 

difference is not associated with preaching style. The problem is to determine whether 

congregation perception of the pastor or pastoral ethos, e.g. competence, trustworthiness, 

and compassion is related to their level of receptivity of a message. Therefore, the author 

expects that hen Salem Bible Church (east and west campuses) congregants hear a 

sermon; their level of receptivity of the word is significantly related to their perception of 

the pastor or minister (e.g. competence, trustworthiness, and compassion). 

51 Ibid. 
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Terms and Definitions 

Modern is person who has a conservative, absolute, and structured perception of art, 

theater, literature, cinema, and television, as well as philosophy, theology, and ethics. 

Postmodern is person who has an open, flexible, changing, non-committal perception of 

art, theater, literature, cinema, and television, as well as philosophy, theology, and ethics. 

Modern Sermon is sermon designed both theologically and socially to appeal to a group 

of individuals who have a conservative, absolute, and structured perception of art, theater, 

literature, cinema, and television, as well as philosophy, theology, and ethics. 

Postmodern Sermon is sermon designed both theologically and socially to appeal to a 

group of individuals who have an open, flexible, changing, non-committal perception of 

art, theater, literature, cinema, and television, as well as philosophy, theology, and ethics. 

Black church experience is soulful songs, hand clapping, call and response, socially and 

politically motivated sermons, and expression of emotions that are comprised within a 

worship service. 

Dichotomous Mission is the spiritual and social edification of people who attend church. 

Spiritual: the mission of uplifting people spiritually through song, prayer, and preaching. 

Social: social and ethical awareness of the community by way of sermons, programs, and 

church missions. 

Perception is the way a pastor or minister is viewed from the perspective of those who 

hear a sermon as well as how the pastor is viewed outside of the pulpit. 

Worldview is comprehensive personal philosophy or perception of the world and of 

human life 
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Ethos is the perceived credibility of the speaker, which is affected by the speaker's 

competence, trustworthiness, and compassion. 

Conclusion 

The project at hand has been birthed out of two significant realities. One is the 

uniqueness of the black church, in that, its formation, shape, theology, and liturgy are 

key components of all information and statistics that are discovered. Key terms have 

been issued and given; however, it is important to apply each term to the context of the 

black church which does have its own style and formation as mentioned. The second 

reality is the unique dynamic of the project site, Salem Bible Church. The church, with 

two different worship facilities, seemed likely to lead to atypical results. The unique 

dynamic of the church will be outlined within the next chapter and it will be important 

for the reader to understand the church's construction in order to have a clear 

understanding of statistical outcomes and assumptions that will be found in later 

chapters. 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The concerns of this study, Pastoral Ethos and Congregational Receptivity of 

Sermons, must be placed into two different categories: ethos, including what it is and 

how people understand it, and sermon receptivity, or what makes certain individuals 

respond to certain sermons. These issues, along with how the two potentially affect one 

another, are all key elements when related research is examined. The author will use prior 

statistical research conducted in October 2006 as a springboard for current research. The 

study that was conducted in October of 2006 investigated whether style impacted sermon 

receptivity. The current study will investigate whether sermon receptivity is impacted by 

ethos or perception. 

Previous investigations of the efficacy of preaching styles have been undertaken. 

Several scholars, including Henry Mitchell, Cleophus LaRue, and David Buttrick, have 

studied the impact of preaching style and its ability to influence levels of receptivity of a 

message. In his book, Creative Styles of Preaching, Mark Elliott suggests that there are 

eight different notable styles of preaching: narrative, evangelistic, African-American, 

topical, pastoral, biblical, literary, and imaginative.1 Elliott further states that having the 

appropriate style, as well as not using the same style for every sermon, is an effective 

1 Mark Elliott, Creative Styles of Preaching (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 
2000), 1-2. 
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method of conveying the gospel. How then can this be tested in a way that empirically 

proves how preaching can be considered effective? What can the local pastor do or how 

can the local pastor heighten his or her awareness in order to know what needs to be done 

differently or more of the same? These are questions that the author hopes to answer 

throughout the proposed project. 

Preaching Effectiveness 

James T. Maguire developed a scale that measured whether one style of preaching was 

more effective than another. Specifically, he studied how a hortatory style of preaching 

versus interactive preaching affects levels of receptivity within a particular group of 

individuals. He developed a scale that he named "The Hortatory-Interactive Preaching 

Scale" or the HIP. He stated that his purpose of the scale was for: 

Measuring the extent to which preachers see the preaching act as either hortatory 
or interactive. We will describe the scale and report some preliminary evidence 
concerning its validity. This evidence indicates that hortatory and interactive 
styles of preaching vary with a preacher's age, religious and political attitudes, 
and orientations to other professional issues.3 

Within the present study, the author measured how effective a sermon was by asking 

congregants whether, when the sermon was given, they were "moved to tears, provided 

with a warm inner glow, or yearn to live a better life?"4 In essence, efficacy was 

measured by some psycho-physiological responses. 

2 James T. Maguire, "A Scale On Preaching Style: Hortatory vs. Interactive 
Preaching," Review of Religious Research 22 (September 1980), 60. 

3 Ibid 

4 Ibid. 



28 

Author's Previous Study 

Throughout the month of October 2006, it was my plan to preach two different types 

of sermons to both congregations of Salem Bible Church. It was my objective to preach a 

postmodern sermon to both Salem East and Salem West, and a modern sermon to both 

Salem East and West. After each sermon I wanted to survey each congregation to see 

how the sermon was received. For my Independent Study II project, I reviewed and 

examined the results from the postmodern sermon. Thereafter, I changed my focus to the 

modern sermon. 

Prior to preparing my postmodern and modern sermons, I needed to define what was a 

modern sermon and postmodern sermon in order that the process may have direction and 

order. Graham Johnson provided a chart with various characteristics that define 

individuals who are modern and those who are postmodern in terms of their differing 

ways of understanding life, human purpose, how they prefer their world to be organized, 

and how they perceive the meaning of events. 

Modernity 
Romantic view of life 
Purpose 
Design 
Hierarchy 
Word 
A completed work 
Analysis from distance 

Post modernity 
Absurd view of life 
Play 
Chance 
Anarchy 
Silence 
Process 
Analysis through participation5 

5 Graham Johnson, Preaching to a Postmodern World (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 
2001), 24. 
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I used these characteristics to compose and define for my project what is a modern 

sermon and what is a postmodern sermon. I differentiated a modern and postmodern 

sermon on the following criteria: subject matter, biblical research, delivery and the shape 

of the sermon. 

Author's Previous Study: Postmodern Sermon 

On October 1 and October 8, 2006,1 presented my postmodern sermon. On October 1, 

the sermon was preached at Salem West (modem congregation) and on October 8, the 

sermon was preached at Salem East (postmodern congregation). I considered this sermon 

postmodern for the following reasons. First, its subject matter was taken from Matthew 7, 

where Jesus talks about the wise man building his house on the rock and the foolish man 

building his house on the sand. I titled the sermon, "Are You Living Above Your 

Means?" (Appendix 2) 

The subject matter was very postmodern. Graham Johnson states within his diagram 

that post moderns analyze by participation and not at a distance as the moderns do.6 

Therefore many, if not most present, should actively be able to relate to the subject matter 

because it is one that people are "living" or "participating" and not merely witnessing. 

Secondly, this sermon is postmodern because of the biblical research used for the 

message. Historically speaking, modern sermons are substantiated by fact or biblical 

reinforcement. Therefore preachers use the text as a way to "prove" or "argue" their 

points. L. Susan Bond, author of Contemporary African American Preaching, says, "One 

of the most explicit assumptions within contemporary homiletic theory is that the content 

6 Ibid. 
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of preaching is a scriptural passage and that one of the primary purposes of preaching is 

to make the scriptures available for public reflection."7 Although she calls this 

"contemporary preaching," what she has described is modern in the sense of this study. 

While preparing my sermon I did not use any references, either secular or biblical, to 

"prove a point." My presentation focused on experience, not assertions that had been 

placed within some scientific glass or laboratory to see if my words were fact or fiction. 

The truth that was presented was not truth as it relates to science or some sort of 

evidence, but it was a truth that is lived, experienced—or as Graham says, "participated." 

Thirdly, my presentation or delivery was postmodern as well. Post moderns are not 

receptive to something that is hard, concrete, or absolute, and many times as preachers 

take the pulpit their authoritative stance, posture, tone, or pitch can embody a forced 

reception (pulpit to pew) of an absolute truth. By this standard, my presentation was more 

conversational and testimonial. My objective was not to force or get over some absolute 

truth to the congregation, but instead to bring awareness to a problem within the African 

American community. 

The last element that made my sermon postmodern was the overall shape of the 

sermon. Preachers have been trained to bring authority from the scriptures. This style of 

preaching, called expositional preaching, is a method that has been embraced within 

modern times. The issue as it pertains to my studies is that expositional preaching 

primarily has been a very structured event. The process follows logic and concrete 

understanding. I was very careful to avoid the structured presentation of modern 

7 L. Susan Bond, Contemporary African American Preaching (St. Louis: Chalice 
Press, 2003), 9. 
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preaching in my postmodern sermon. I avoided the classical "my first point is..." and 

"my second point is..." My sermon did have order so that understanding may be gained; 

however, it was not heavily alliterated or structured. My sermon did not make the 

classical transitions from point to point, but rather it made transitions from thought to 

thought. 

Author's Previous Study: Modern Sermon 

On October 15 and October 22, 2006,1 preached a modern sermon to both 

congregations of Salem Bible Church (Appendix 3). I defined the sermon to be modern 

for all the reasons that my first sermon in the experiment was postmodern: its subject 

matter, biblical research, delivery and the shape of the sermon. The text was taken from 

James 1:22-24, where readers are urged to be "hearers of the word and not only doers." 

The text challenges the readers to live out the gospel and not merely hear the gospel. I 

entitled the sermon, "Are You Walking Like You Are Talking?" The subject matter 

comfortably rested within the walls of a "typical sermon." The content was nothing 

foreign or alien, but it was a sermon that perhaps may be preached from any pulpit in any 

church on any given Sunday. 

Secondly, I classified the sermon as modern because of the biblical research that I 

used to prepare the message. Moderns, according to Johnson, are looking for concrete, 

absolute truths; thus modern sermons are substantiated from a factual, logical 

perspective. While preparing the sermon I used many commentaries and other research to 

bring to the forefront of the listeners' awareness that there was a truth or a certainty I was 

attempting to convey. 
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My presentation was also very modern. My stance, posture, tone, and pitch were 

authoritative. It was my objective that congregants would hear my words not as optional 

to believe, but as imperative. The modern system of law is one in which witnesses are 

examined and cross-examined; in essence, the evidence that is acquired through this 

testimony is used to substantiate a certain point or state of innocence or guilt. In a similar 

manner, as I preached the modern sermon, biblical research was the tool that I used to 

substantiate my points. 

Finally, I considered my sermon modern because of the overall shape of the sermon. 

The sermon had a clear introduction and its argument progressed through points that led 

to a climax or conclusion. When I entered my points, they were alliterated and stated. Not 

only were the main points alliterated, but many of the sub-points were alliterated as well. 

Conclusions of Author's Previous Study 

After the study, I found that style, modern preaching versus postmodern preaching, did 

not have a significant impact on the level of receptivity of the parishioners of Salem 

Bible Church East and West. However, when the modern sermon was preached at both 

locations, there were slight yet noticeable areas in congregants' responses that suggested 

the modern approach to preaching had an impact on receptivity. The impact statistically 

was slight and therefore not considered substantial; however, the findings were worthy of 

discussion. 

Three Different Hypotheses 

Salem West and East are two different locations; however, it is the same church. The 

differences of locations mean a different demographic for each campus, of course. As 
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mentioned, Salem West is a more "modern" church compared to Salem East. The 

postmodern nature of the East campus as well as the modern nature of the West campus 

are derived from the median age of both locations. 

Salem East has a median age slightly above the city average (34.5) of 37.9 while 

Salem West's median age was significantly above the city average (34.8) at 48.8.8 The 

same study indicated that Salem East is a community church. Most attendees live on 

average three to five miles from the church. However, Salem West is not a community 

church; most attendees live ten to fifteen miles from the church. 9 For this reason, the 

author expects the West campus to be more receptive to the "modern" sermon, whereas 

the East campus is more likely to respond to the more "postmodern" sermon. Following 

are the different hypotheses for the initial study which will be used as the platform for the 

present study. 

Hypothesis one was:Following the delivery of the sermon, Westside congregants will 

be more receptive than Eastside congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

When the survey was given out, parishioners of Salem East and West were asked to 

answer both open and closed questions (Reference Appendix 4). The open-ended 

questions are as follows: 

2. Did the message flow logically from beginning to end? 
3. Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant public issues? 
4. Did the message encourage continuing conversation? 
5. Did the introduction make you want to listen to the message? 
6. Did this message show you how you can apply this scripture to your life? 

8 Joseph L. Williams, General Logistical Survey of Salem Bible Church, 16 
September 2002, Ga. Survey. 

9 Ibid. 
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As it relates to the questions asked there was no side statistically considered "more 

receptive" to the modern sermon; however, there was one question that showed a 

statistical difference from one campus to the next. The question, "Did the message help 

you better understand the Biblical text?" showed a more positive acceptance on the East 

campus than the West campus. The variance was 1.011 (Salem East) and 1.029 (Salem 

West) with 2 being equal to "No Acceptance."10 (Appendix 5) 

Hypothesis two was: Following the delivery of the sermon, older congregants will be 

more receptive than younger congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

When looking at the respondents by age, all respondents were very accepting of the 

message. However, there was a significant difference in levels of acceptance of the 

message by age for the following questions: 

3. Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant public issues? 

4. Did the message encourage continuing conversation? 

For question 3, "Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant 

public issues?" congregants ages 18 to 20 were significantly less accepting than those 

ages 31 to 50, but more so than those 61 and over. Those who were 18 to 20, which made 

up ten percent of the sample audience, had an average acceptance of 1.4. The audience of 

greatest acceptance was those from 31 to 50 years of age, who had an average acceptance 

of 1.1. (2 equal no acceptance). The relatively high acceptance of this group of persons 

was in synch with the author's hypothesis. This age group fits the demographical 

characteristics of a modern worshipper. 

Dr. R. Welmaker interview, November 16, 2006 
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For question 4, "Did the message encourage continuing conversation?" congregants 

ages 18 to 20 were significantly less accepting than both those ages 36 to 50 and those 56 

and over. Their average acceptance (ages 18-20) variance was 1.3. Whereas those 31 to 

50 and 56 and older were most encouraged to continue the conversation sparked by the 

message with an average variance of 1.1, those least encouraged were 20 and under. 

(Reference Appendix 6) 

Both these outcomes support the hypothesis in that the younger parishioners, those 

identified as more likely to be postmodern in their views, were less receptive to the 

modern sermon than the older age groups except for those over 61. There is some 

relevancy within this part of the study in that style does show some impact relative to the 

age of those who are exposed to it. The more "postmodern" the delivery of the sermon, 

the more receptive younger parishioners will be. Likewise, the more "modern" the 

delivery of the sermon, the more receptive older parishioners will be. 

Hypothesis three was: Following the delivery of the sermon, the higher the level of 

education, the more receptive the parishioner will be to the 'modern' sermon delivery 

method. 

When looking at the respondents by education, all respondents were very accepting of 

the message. However, there was a significant difference in levels of acceptance of the 

message by education for the following questions: 

2. Did the message flow logically from beginning to end? 
3. Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant public issues? 
4. Did the message encourage continuing conversation? 
6. Did the introduction make you want to listen to the message? 
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Respondents' levels of education were consolidated to reflect four distinct degree 
attainments: 

• high school or GED 
• some college short of a bachelors degree 
• bachelors degree and or some graduate study short of a masters degree 
• Masters degree, additional graduate work, and/or an earned doctoral degree. 

Author's New Study 

Since neither the content of the sermon nor the location of its delivery appeared to 

have a major impact on the congregations' receptivity to the message, the proposed study 

will evaluate the third factor believed to underlie congregational receptivity to the 

preached word: namely, the ethos of the preacher. How does the individual congregant's 

perception of the preacher impact receptivity of communication? Does the hearer's 

perception of a speaker's preaching style, attire, gender, sound of the minister's voice, as 

well as congregational perceptions of the preacher affect how various different groups 

hear the gospel? 

Source Credibility 

Source credibility, or what many communication scholars may consider "ethos," has 

been proven to directly impact communication.11 Though communication scholars have 

virtually all accepted the previous statement to be factual, many have used different 

approaches to show how source credibility does impact communication. 

In 1947, Donald R. Sunukjian conducted a project where three groups of college 

students listened to the same fifteen-minute recorded message that advocated compulsory 

11 James C. McCroskey and Thomas J. Young, "Ethos and Credibility: The Construct 
and Its Measurements After Three Decades," Central States Speech Journal 32 (1981), 
24. 
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health insurance for all Americans.12 The first group was told the speaker was Eugene 

Dennis, Secretary-General of the Communist Party of America; the second group was 

told the speaker was Dr. Thomas Parran, former Surgeon General of the United States; 

and the final group was told the speaker was a random anonymous sophomore of 

Northwestern University.13 

When the surveys were completed it was discovered that more students believed Dr. 

Thomas Parran, former Surgeon General of the United States, than either of the other two 

speakers, even though the content of what the speaker said was exactly the same. This 

particular study was one of the first of its kind that demonstrated the power of "ethos" in 

communication. The study showed the effectiveness of a message depends not only on 

what is said, but also on who said it.14 

Source Credibility and Ethos 

The term "ethos" or "source credibility" was used to evaluate "perception" of the 

speaker or communicator. The term "comes from classical rhetoric and refers to the 

perceived credibility of the speaker. A preacher's ethos is the opinion his or her listeners 

have of him or her as a person."15 If a person thinks "highly" of a speaker, then the 

speaker's "ethos" is high; likewise, if a person does not think "highly" of a speaker, then 

12Sunukjian, 255. 

13 Ibid. 

14 Ibid. 

15 Maguire, 60 
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the speaker's "ethos" is low. The author believes that ethos and efficacy of sermon 

presentation are connected variables. 

James C. McCroskey, a leading writer and author on source credibility and 

communication, states that ethos has three different constructs. First, there is what he 

calls "initial ethos." This is the ethos that comes from a "source prior to the beginning of 

a given communicative act."16 It may be attained from the fame or notoriety of a speaker 

or author. Next, there is what McCroskey calls "derived ethos." This ethos is "produced 

during the act of communication."17 It is performance-based and is accorded to the 

speaker or writer while performing by those who are reading or listening to the work. 

Finally there is what McCroskey calls "terminal ethos." This ethos is "derived at the 

completion of a communicative act."18 In essence it is the result of how the writer or 

speaker performs when the performance is complete. 

Classical Rhetoric 

The ancient Greek philosopher Aristotle, who many believe is the premier scholar on 

source credibility, stated: "In making a speech one must study three points: first, the 

means of producing persuasion; second, the style, or language, to be used; third, the 

proper arrangement of the various parts of the speech." 19 Aristotle's first point of 

16 James. C. McCroskey, An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication: A Western 
Rhetorical Perspective (Boston: Pearson A&B, 2006), 82. 

17 Ibid. 

18 Ibid. 

19 Aristotle, Aristotle's Rhetoric, trans. W. Rhys Roberts (Mineola, NY: Dover 

Publications, 2004), 119. 
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persuasion entails ethos. Ethos can be measured by three different dimensions: 

intelligence, character, and good will.20 The three dimensions of ethos have been credited 

to the works of Aristotle by many modern day communication scholars. Aristotle 

believed that how a person was perceived was based upon his/her ability to be 

knowledgeable about the subject matter, his or her honesty and morally upright nature, as 

well as the ability to present genuine concern for those who were the intended audience.21 

These three measurable dimensions have served as the building blocks for source 

credibility for more than two thousand years. Writers who discuss source credibility have 

either used Aristotle's three dimensions or have added other plausible expansions derived 

from these basic three dimensions. 

Scholars of rhetoric have also identified two other dimensions that work alongside 

ethos and have been shown to impact communication. These dimensions are what we 

know as "logos" and "pathos." Ethos encompasses the characteristics of the speaker. 

Aristotle said, "People do not feel towards strangers as they do toward their own 

countrymen."22 Therefore, ethos entails how a speaker, through intellect, compassion, and 

caring, can allow his or her craft to make perfect strangers feel like what Aristotle has 

called "countrymen," or not as strangers. Logos is different from ethos in that it is the 

appeal that the speaker makes through the content of the speech; and pathos the feelings 

McCroskey, Rhetorical Communication, 82. 

Ibid. 

Aristotle, 120. 
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that each listener experiences.23 AH three dimensions, according to ancient and modern 

rhetoric scholars, affect communication. 

Ethos, Logos, and Pathos? 

Ethos, logos and pathos are all elements of communication; however, each dimension, 

as explained earlier, is examined by different expressions. Ronald J. Allen has outlined 

specific expressions that relate to each dimension. The expressions were gathered by 

extensive interviews with persons for the purpose of studying the three dimensions.24 The 

expressions are responses that many interviewees stated while being interviewed for the 

study. These expressions are as follows: 

Ethos 

I relate to the pastor. The sermon connects with me. 
The sermon unifies congregation. Preaching brings people together. 
The preacher knows my life. Preacher is an anointed person. 
I identify with the preacher. Preacher needs to walk the walk. 

Logos 

Make the point. I am hoping to learn from the sermon. 
I listen for new ideas. Preacher needs to tell the truth. 
I like for the preacher to examine... Homily helps me conceive new ways... 
I come to church for the message. Sermons lead you to reflect on... 

Pathos 

I feel... The preacher speaks through heart. 
The sermon touches me. The sermon moves me. 
I am stirred. I listen for inspiration. 
The message lifts me right up. People come to be filled.25 

23 Ronald J. Allen, Hearing the Sermon: Relationship/Content/Feeling (St. Louis: 
Chalice Press, 2004), 5. 

24 Ibid, 140. 

25 Ibid. 
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The author's initial study, conducted in October 2006, studied preaching style by 

measuring various dimensions of logos and pathos. The author attempted to study 

whether preaching style had an impact on sermon receptivity. Style is consistent with 

logos because dimensions of logos consist of appeals to patterns of logic such as 

inductive or deductive presentations. "Logos includes the reasons (warrants) and other 

types of audience to accept the claims the speaker uses inside a speech to urge the 

audience to accept the claims the speaker presents."26 

Sermon Receptivity 

Part of the initial study tested for elements of preaching style or logos; the second part 

of the study tested for sermon receptivity. Sermon receptivity rests within the category of 

pathos. Classical and modern rhetoricians consider pathos to be multidimensional. 

Ronald J. Allen states: 

As most obviously suggested by the word "pathos" itself, it has to do with the 
roles that feelings play in how an audience or congregation responds to a speech 
or sermon. "The orator persuades" when the members of an audience or 
congregation "are aroused to emotions by" the speech or sermon. "For the 
judgments we deliver are not the same when we are influenced by joy or sorrow, 
love, or hate."27 

The questions that were asked in order to test for receptivity encompassed the feelings 

of those who heard the sermon. By measuring their feelings, a level of receptivity could 

be assessed. Here we see the connection that effective preaching has with how the 

listener feels when the sermon is preached. 

Ibid, 40. 

Ibid. 



When the results showed style did not have a substantial statistical effect on sermon 

receptivity by the members of Salem Bible Church, the author decided to change one of 

the two elements of the study from logos to ethos. The author wanted to test sermon 

receptivity (pathos) in relation to pastoral ethos. Because of the adjustment of the study 

from logos to ethos, a new instrument and study needed to be developed in order to test 

for the correlation between ethos and pathos. 

Testing Effectiveness 

McCroskey, in his analysis of source credibility, created an instrument that was based 

upon the Aristotelian model of ethos and its three dimensions: competence, 

trustworthiness, and goodwill caring.28 McCroskey says, "The three measures represent 

unique constructs, but those constructs are intercorrelated, as suggested by Aristotle and 

found in many research studies."29 All questions on the survey instrument are derived 

from these three dimensions of source credibility. Within the referenced article, a study 

was conducted by James McCroskey and J.J. Teven in 1999 in order to explore other 

possible variables that may potentially measure source credibility. 

Random college students were asked to participate in a study. The study was one that 

specifically looked for other possible areas of measurement for source credibility in 

addition to the Aristotelian ones. The students were asked to give various adjectives that 

best described those individuals that they would be inclined to "believe" and those they 

28 James C. McCroskey and J. J. Teven "Goodwill: A Reexamination of the Construct 
and its Measurement," Communication Monographs 66 (1999), 91. 

Ibid. 
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would be inclined to "not believe."30 The students involved in the study addressed six 

different types of sources: peers, spouse, a major organization, a media source, political 

figure, and finally a teacher.31 The study found that there were eight clear dimensions of 

source credibility. Five of them were dimensions that had been identified in earlier 

studies: sociability, competence, extroversion, composure, and character; however, three 

were considered "new" dimensions that had never been explored: time, weight, and 

size.32 Time: Does length of the presentation impact one's effectiveness? How does the 

time of the actual presentation correlate with the attention span of the average person? 

Weight: How does the impact of what has been said impact the speaker's effectiveness? 

Size: Does the size of the group have any impact on effectiveness? All three questions 

become relevant questions if answers to them will make great contributions to the overall 

understanding of communication. 

Interpersonal Attraction 

In the 1960s, psychologists Ellen S. Berscheid and Elaine Walster completed 

extensive work on interpersonal attraction and its effects on source credibility.33 

Although much of the research supported physical attraction, both McCroskey and 

30 Ibid. 

31 Ibid. 

32 Ibid. 
33 James McCroskey and T.A. McCain, "The Measurement of Interpersonal 

Attraction," Speech Monographs 41 (1974), 261. 
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McCain identified three specific dementions within interpersonal attraction, dimensions 

which they labeled "physical, social, and task."34 

Physical attraction focuses in upon how a person "looks" — on their appearance. There 

are some elements of physical attraction that a person cannot control, e.g. face structure 

or body build; however, there are some that can be controlled, such as weight relative to 

that individual's size.35 Secondly, there is social attraction, or attraction that relates to 

how a person would be seen within a certain social environment. Elements such as but 

not limited to charisma and likeability are elements that could potentially affect this 

dimension of attraction. Finally there is task attraction. This attraction "relates to how 

much we find working with the other individual to be a positive, rewarding 

experience."36 

The element of attractiveness, or interpersonal attraction, has its place when source 

credibility is discussed. "Attractive people are evaluated more favorably by others, are 

perceived as having more favorable personality characteristics, are considered more 

desirable dating partners, and because of their beauty, may be more successful in many 

types of social interactions than are people considered unattractive."37 A speaker's 

34 Ibid. 

35 Ibid. 

36 Ibid. 

37 Ronald E. Riggio, Keith F. Widaman, Joan S. Tucker, and Charles Salinas, "Beauty 
is More Than Skin Deep: Components of Attractiveness," Basic and Applied Social 
Psychology 12 (1991), 423-24. 
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attractiveness will impact his or her efficacy of speech. Though attractiveness does not 

totally dictate one's ability to be effective, it does have its place in source credibility. 

Author's Plan of Study 

For the past two thousand years, source credibility has been expounded. Many new 

dimensions have been found, explored, developed, and used as contemporary 

measurements for source credibility. The author plans on using the three basic 

dimensions as developed by Aristotle in the fourth century BCE. The three dimensions 

are intelligence, character, and good will. Contemporary dimensions will not be included 

within the study because Aristotle's three dimensions have been used and tested over 

time as basic building blocks of source credibility. Modern scholars of the field such as 

James McCroskey, Carl I. Hovland, Irving L. Janus, and Harold H. Kelley have all used 

the same three dimensions as building blocks of their understanding and criticism of 

source credibility. Therefore, the author plans on using the same three dimensions as the 

foundational premises of the study. 

Competence. Character, and Compassion 

The first dimension measured will be competence or intelligence. Donald R. 

Sunukjian states, 

If a listener feels that the speaker is competent — intelligent, alert, accurate, 
qualified — he will assign him high credibility and will be inclined to respond to 
his message. On the other hand if the listener concludes that the speaker is 
muddleheaded, uninformed, lethargic, and inept, he will judge him as incompetent 
and tend to discard his words.38 

The speaker's ability to assert his/her authority by way of competence and knowledge of 

Sunukjian, 255. 
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the subject becomes essential to effective communication, especially when there is no 

"initial ethos" present for the speaker to use as authority before he/she speaks.39 

Within the author's proposed study, the author will use three different sets of ministers 

for the statistical testing. (Detailed information of the study will be outlined in Chapter 

Three.) Each set will consist of ministers who share a different relationship with Salem 

Bible Church. The first set will be the pastors of Salem Bible Church. The second set will 

be two ministers who have successful as well as popular international television and 

multimedia ministries. The third set will be two ministers who have equal levels of 

education and are both professors of homiletics; however, the two have never been 

exposed to the membership of Salem Bible Church. Within groupings one and two, 

"initial ethos" will be a factor because both groups are familiar to the congregants of 

Salem Bible Church, only in differing ways. The third group does not have "initial 

ethos;" therefore competence will be evaluated to see if "initial ethos" can potentially 

make a difference. 

The second dimension40 that the proposed study will purposefully isolate is character 

of the speaker. 

The second dimension of ethos is character. If a listener has a high view of the 
speaker's character, seeing him as a man who is without guile and growing in 
godliness, he is more apt to be affected by his words. If, however, he feels that the 
speaker is self-centered, manipulative, or deceitful, he will be less likely to accept 
his message.41 

39 McCroskey, Rhetorical Communication, 82. 

40 Sunukjian, 255. 

41 Ibid. 
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Similarly yet differently from competence, character has historical implications that 

lead classical and modern scholars of source credibility to believe that it has direct 

influences on ethos. When a person presents himself or herself to a particular audience as 

one who has morals and values, ethos in many instances will be elevated. 

Within this proposed study, the author will compare levels of character, especially 

with group two (ministers who have international multi-media ministries) with the other 

two groups. This will be targeted because, ever since the inception of mega-ministries 

and television, the pastors of these churches have remained under the eye of public 

scrutiny. With scrutiny come attacks on personal character which may impact ethos. 

Shayne Lee, author of T.D. Jakes: America's New Preacher, stated in his book: 

There was a time when being Pentecostal meant eschewing the material blessings 
of the world by opting a life of simplicity not unlike what Henry David Thoreau 
endorsed in his classic book Walden. Carlis Moody, a longtime bishop in the 
Church of God in Christ, recalled the days when Pentecostal and poor were 
almost synonymous.42 

The group which contains the two international mega-pastors in this study could 

potentially reflect some issues of character. It is an issue that is prevalent and relevant 

within the communities of local church academia, and it is one that could perhaps impact 

the statistical results of this study. 

The final dimension that will be explored is what has been called among the 

community of rhetoric scholars, goodwill or compassion. This dimension states that the 

speaker's measurable compassion or overall heart for those who listen to him/her will 

impact ethos and source credibility. 

42 Shayne Lee, T.D. Jakes: America's New Preacher (New York: University Press, 
2005), 98. 
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The listener's evaluation of character falls into two categories — what he thinks 
of the speaker, and what he thinks the speaker thinks of him. Stated in other 
words, a preacher's ethos is high and his potential for effectiveness is great when 
the listener can make the twofold statement,'! like him, and he likes me."43 

Persons who are sitting within the pews of the local church, whether listening to their 

pastor or some random guest, want to feel that the individual speaking has a certain sense 

of compassion in his or her delivery. Within the study, the author plans to isolate the first 

group of ministers (the two pastors of Salem Bible Church) to see if their pastoral roles 

will become dominant in the parishioners' assessment of their compassion - or, as 

Aristotle says, their "goodwill." 

Conclusion 

The proposed project, Pastoral Ethos and Congregational Receptivity of Sermons, is 

consistent with the examination of sermon receptivity and ethos. In earlier studies, the 

author found that preaching style did not have significant measurable impact of the level 

of receptivity of sermons at Salem Bible Church. As stated earlier, it is evident that 

neither the content of the sermon nor the location of its delivery appeared to have a major 

impact on the congregations' receptivity to the message. The new proposed study will 

evaluate the third factor believed to underlie congregational receptivity to the preached 

word — namely, the ethos of the preacher. How does perception impact receptivity of 

communication? The author will use the three elements of classical rhetoric ~ 

competence, character, and compassion ~ to search for the connection between sermon 

receptivity and pastoral ethos. Chapter Three will present the methodology used for the 

Sunukjian, 255. 



49 

proposed project. Specifics as to how the subject was approached as well as testing 

instruments will be closely analyzed. 



CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

Prior to conducting the study, the author desired to use his previous information and 

statistical data as a springboard to the new study. It was the author's desire that the 

information learned would be used to design the new study in an effort to show the 

impact of ethos on receptivity. Specifically, the study will look to see how the perception 

of the pastor's competence, ability to be trusted, as well as compassion directly affects 

how the sermon is received. Arriving at this juncture requires the author to ask four 

pertinent questions: who, what, when, and where. 

Who 

Salem Bible Church, one ministry in two locations, contextually fits the problematic 

model. One church, Salem West, is attended by a membership that can be considered 

modern; while at the other location, Salem East, membership exhibits more of the 

characteristics or traits defined as postmodern. The difference within the two campuses 

directly influences the preaching moment. In that, how the parishioners verbally respond 

(call and response), as well as how the message meets each of them personally within 

their individual life experiences. 

The church was founded in October of 1891 and since its inception has grown into one 

church in two locations. Under the leadership of Pastor Jasper Williams, Salem has 

50 
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moved from one location to another location (Martin Street to Baker Road in Atlanta) as 

well as expanding to a second location in Lithonia GA. Salem consists of an east campus 

(Lithonia, GA, begun in 1997) and a west campus (Northwest Atlanta, constructed in 

1970). Weekly, the pastors of Salem, Jasper W. Williams, Jr. (Senior Pastor), and Joseph 

L. Williams (Pastor), minister at both locations. When one of the two pastors is on the 

east campus, the other pastor mirrors him on the opposite side. 

Salem East is situated in Lithonia, Georgia, where the median age of the community is 

34.5 years of age (median age of residents of Lithonia, GA). Salem West resides within 

Northwest Atlanta where the median age of the community is 34.8 years of age (median 

age of residents of NW Northwest Atlanta).1 In the Fall of 2002, a survey conducted at 

Salem Bible Church discovered that parishioners of Salem East have a median age of 

37.9, which is slightly above the community average of 34.5, while Salem West has a 

median age of 48.8, which is significantly above the community average of 34.8.2 The 

same study indicated that Salem East is a community church where most attendees live 

an average of three to five miles from the church; Salem West, however, is not a 

community church in the strict meaning of the term because most attendees live ten to 

fifteen miles from the church.3 As the demographics of Atlanta and that area (zip code 

30318) have changed, so has the living situation of parishioners of Salem West. 

1 United States Census Bureau, 2005 Fulton and DeKalb County Reports; 
http://www. factfinder.census.gov. (September 2006) 

2 Joseph L. Williams, General Logistical Survey of Salem Bible Church, 16 
September 2002, Ga. Survey. 

3 Ibid. 

http://www
http://factfinder.census.gov
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Gentrification of the area has forced members who once lived within close proximity of 

the church to move to surrounding suburbs of Atlanta. This has impacted Salem West: 

however, most who have moved, according to the statistical survey mentioned, have kept 

their membership with Salem West as opposed to changing their church membership. 

The order of worship is the same at both locations, but the spiritual ethos is different, 

and the author believes that each congregation experiences worship differently. In 

contrast to Salem East, Salem West is more of a traditional modern "Black church." 

Attendees of Salem West are more "audible" in their response to various sermons, saying 

"amen," clapping, and verbally expressing their emotional state at the time. The West 

campus is more familiar with biblical doctrines and stories. Most West attendees attended 

church as children and were exposed to the stories of the Bible. The element of 

familiarity of biblical stories and text creates an interesting dynamic during the delivery 

of the sermon. The average attendee of Salem West attended two to three churches before 

joining Salem West, whereas fifry-two percent of parishioners of Salem East state Salem 

East to be the first church they ever joined.4 

When the two sides are compared and contrasted, it is obvious that the churches are 

different for several reasons. The same phenomena that exist within the walls of Salem 

are going on within the walls of others black churches through the city, state, and 

country. As modernity continues to hold firm upon everything that it once dominated, 

postmodernity has managed to peep its head within every facet of culture and religion. 

The change that we notice within the church is due to the natural evolutionary process of 

4 Ibid. 
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survival that takes place in the church just as it does in nature. Darwin taught that only 

the strong survive and that quote will become the mantra for the coming ages of the 

church. 

Brian D. McLaren said in his book The Church on the Other Side: 

Established churches are becoming increasingly ineffective because our past has 
not prepared us for ministry in the future. The discontinuity we have experienced 
because of these quantum leaps is comparable to the experience of the residents of 
East Berlin when the Berlin Wall came down. Nothing in their past prepared them 
for life without the Wall.5 

Many churches today are not preparing their congregants for those things that are soon 

to come. In order for that to happen, pastors must be not only aware of the culture in 

which we live, but also have a preparedness of effective communication. No longer can 

we expect to be as effective in the twenty-first century with a twentieth-century approach. 

The author believes Salem East to have a completely different worship experience. At 

Salem East, attendees are not as "audible" in their response to various sermons. They will 

declare "amen" or express their emotions audibly, but not as much as do parishioners of 

Salem West. The congregants of Salem East are more receptive to "directional sermons" 

(e.g. how to grow your marriage, how to handle your finances, etc.) than they are of 

theological or doctrinal sermons. They are not as familiar with the "Black church" 

experience, e.g., soulful songs, hand-clapping, call and response, socially and politically 

motivated sermons, and expression of emotions that are comprised within a worship 

service, as are those who attend Salem West. 

5 Brian D. McLaren, The Church on the Other Side (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 
2003), 21. 
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What 

The author is proposing to use the constituency of Salem Bible Church as the group of 

persons to access the six different ministers. The author will search for variables affecting 

two independent concerns. First, the author will look at what variables actually affect 

"ethos" of a particular minster. Is ethos affected by gender, race, sex, popularity, 

familiarity, competence, compassion or character? 

Secondly, the author will be looking for variables that potentially impact sermon 

receptivity. In 2002, a study was conducted with the same group which isolated 

preaching style as a potentially contributing factor; however, it was found that preaching 

style did not have a substantial impact on sermon receptivity as anticipated. The author 

will use that data as a type of springboard for the next study in order to isolate other 

possible contributing variables. The survey instrument will be designed to search for 

these two variables: sermon receptivity and the measurement of ethos. 

When and Where 

The actual project was conducted on May 7, 2008. There were two different ways 

each participating parishioner could participate, either at the church in a corporate setting, 

or from his or her home. Those who choose to participate within their home will receive a 

package in the mail that contains a DVD, the survey instrument, an informed consent 

form, and specific directions on viewing and returning the contents to the researcher 

(Reference Appendix 7). The author did not expect a high volume of requests for 

participants to complete the study at home; however, the option was available for the 

sake of convenience. 
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There was also an option for each participant to participate at his/her local 

congregation, be it Salem East, Lithonia, or Salem West, NW Atlanta. On May 7, 2008, 

viewings were held at both locations in order to provide accommodations for those who 

wished to participate in a group setting. (Further details of the viewings will be discussed 

in Chapter four. 

Four groups were identified to participate in the study. The groups were selected based 

upon location (campus attended) and age. One group consisted of one hundred persons 

under the age of thirty-five, and the another group consisted of one hundred persons over 

the age of fifty selected for each congregation. The confidence or risk level for this 

project will be based on the Central Limit Theorem. In order to have a normal 

distribution with a confidence level of approximately 95 percent, with a population of 

three thousand, which is the total of both congregations of Salem Bible Church, the 

sampling must be 353 persons.6 To ensure an accurate sampling, the author will round 

each group to one hundred persons, for a total of four hundred. 

The sampling was derived using the master church roll of Salem Bible Church. The 

sampling was queried using the following criteria: campus attended, membership activity, 

and age. After the needed variables were given to the church office manager, the results 

were completed and returned the next day. 

6 Glenn D. Israel, "Sampling the Evidence of Extension Program Impact," Electronic 
Data Information Source, University of Florida IFAS Extension., PEOD-5, October 1992. 
online: edis.ifas.ufl.edu/PD005 (accessed March 2008). 

http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/PD005
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When the results were returned, one hundred persons from each test group were 

randomly selected using the same church software. After the four groups of one hundred 

were successfully identified, each person was contacted by letter about participation in 

the study. 

Committee 

After the needed members were targeted, the author corralled a D.Min. committee to 

ensure that the process would run efficiently, accurately, and most important, ethically. 

The personnel on the committee were appointed by the principal researcher. All 

appointees were parishioners of either Salem East or West. Each team consisted of five 

persons, each having different tasks and responsibilities. 

Person One: Team Leader 

This person served as the coordinator of their site. The team leader was responsible for 

communicating directly to the project researcher. All meetings of preparation and 

execution were done with the team leader present. After each meeting, the team leader 

was responsible for relaying all information to the other team members. 

The team leader was also responsible for proctoring the session for all those who 

attended at Salem East and West on May 7, 2008. Not only did the team leader explain 

the study, but also discussed all directions as they related to the project. 

Person Two: Secretary 

There were several papers and documents needed for the project. Papers such as the 

actual survey instrument, consent forms, and advertisements containing dates and times 

of the project were the responsibility of the secretary. The secretary was responsible for 
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ensuring that all documents were properly written and that the number needed for the 

study were prepared and properly dispersed. 

Person Three: Ethics Manager 

The researcher's desire for the project included not only an accurate study, but one 

that was in line and consistent with the ethical practices of research. Upon the 

certification of ethical research that was required to be completed by the researcher 

before the commencement of the study, the researcher met with the ethics manager to 

explain the necessities for an ethical study. Privacy and how to handle minor children as 

well as other issues of informed consent were thoroughly explained with the ethics 

manager. 

The ethics manager was involved in every part of the process to ensure that the desired 

code of ethics was consistent with the project. The ethics manager oversaw the issuance, 

collection, and storage of the surveys before, during and after the study was issued. The 

ethics manager was also responsible for ensuring that all documents were collected and 

stored in their proper places at both Salem East and West. 

Person Four: Audio-Visual Personnel 

Since the project involves the sample of parishioners viewing a DVD showing various 

ministers, its success depends upon audio-visual equipment. The audio-visual person was 

certain that a DVD with video clips of all the ministers was arranged and formatted to the 

specifications of the principal researcher. 

The audio-visual person was also responsible for getting all DVDs to the group 

secretary in order that all paper and documents were in the correct place at the time of the 

study, whether it wase mailed or viewed corporately. On May 7, 2008, the same person 
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actually ran the DVD, stopping and starting the film at the directed times of the team 

leader. 

Person Five: Overseer 

The overseer was the same as the principal investigator. He served as the fifth person 

on both committees of Salem East and West. The overseer's job was to give vision to 

each team player and to explain to each team member his or her part. The overseer 

constructed the survey instrument, composed the informed consent, arranged and 

researched ministers who were shown on in the study, wrote the scripts for the proctors to 

recite to the participants, wrote instructions for those who took the survey within their 

own homes, trained and instructed the ethics manager, and made decisions in order that 

the project was operated as it was designed. 

After the initial questions of who, what, when, and where were asked and the two 

committees compiled and organized, each of the random participants was contacted about 

participating in the study. Letters were sent out on April 14, 2008, to four hundred 

persons. The letter contained an explanation of the study as well as the expectations of 

each participant. Each participant was also given the opportunity to say whether or not 

they wanted to participate at the showing (held at both locations) or if they preferred a 

package to be sent to them by way of the mail. 

After all responses were returned by either mail or hand delivery by the participant, 

the secretaries of both committees began to make arrangements for each participant to 

receive his/her packet on May 7, 2008. The secretaries were instructed to be certain each 

participant had a survey instrument and an informed consent form, as well as a writing 

utensil. 
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Each person who agreed to participate in the study received a DVD which had 

recordings of preaching by six different ministers. For the sake of the project, the six 

ministers were grouped into three groups of what the author called "biased" or "non-

biased" ethos. There were two groups considered "biased-ethos" and one group that was 

considered "non-biased ethos." The two different groups will allow the independent 

examination of ethos from within two different environments, that being Salem East and 

West (results will be discussed in Chapter Four). 

Initial Project Requirements 

The project was based around the assessment of six different ministers; Pastors Jasper 

and Joseph L. Williams, Bishop T.D. Jakes and Dr. Joyce Myers, and Drs. Haddon 

Robinson and Carolyn Knight. Each minister was personally contacted by the author to 

approve the use of their video content. The letter sent to each minster explained that only 

an abbreviated piece of their sermon would be used, and assured them that none of the 

content would be used for sale. 

All ministers responded favorably; however, some gave precise expectations that the 

quality of the footage would be consistent with their ministry expectations. Others 

requested the actual footage to be previewed before release. After all requirements were 

met, each minster favorably responded. Once that had been completed, the ministers gave 

their approval, the footage was given to the audio-visual personnel to edit for the project. 
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Biased Ethos 

Pastors Japer and Joseph Williams were placed under the heading "biased ethos." The 

term is very similar to James McCroskey's term "initial ethos."7 McCroskey suggests that 

"initial ethos" is the "ethos of a source prior to the beginning of a given time by a 

receiver."8 It is very common for virtually any parishioner of any church to have "initial 

ethos" when assessing his/her pastor. Past sermons, personal friendships, known history 

and the like may all play important roles of how "initial ethos" is shaped and formed. 

Pastors Jasper and Joseph William are expected to have an "initial ethos" that the other 

two groups of ministers do not possess because the two are the pastors to those who are 

participating in the study; therefore, there is a "biased" relationship that only the two of 

them share with those random participants. 

Familiar Ethos 

Bishop T.D. Jakes and Dr. Joyce Myers were placed under the heading "familiar 

ethos." This term has similar meaning to "initial ethos" in that their previous actions 

effect how the two are viewed; however, the difference between Bishop Jakes and Dr. 

Myers, when compared to Pastors Jasper and Joseph Williams, is that their ethos is not 

shaped because they are pastors to the parishioners of Salem Bible Church, but rather that 

they are well-known televangelists. 

Both Bishop TD Jakes and Dr. Joyce Myers have international television ministries. 

Their names are often recognized within the religious as well as secular world. These two 

James C. McCroskey, An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication: A Western 
Rhetorical Perspective (Boston: Pearson A&B, 2006), 82. 

8 Ibid. 
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ministers had some "initial ethos" with participants in the study because of their 

familiarity. The author believes the ethos shared between the ministers in "biased ethos" 

as well as "familiar ethos" is similar in that both have elements of "initial ethos" as 

explained by McCroskey; however, the two kinds of ethos will be of a different nature in 

that the relationship of a pastor and his/her parishioner is far different than that of a 

favorite television preacher to those who watch their programs. 

Non-Biased Ethos 

Drs. Haddon Robinson and Carolyn Knight were placed in the "non-biased ethos" 

category. Both have their doctoral degrees in homiletics, and both have been professors at 

fully-accredited institutions. These two ministers were selected for two reasons. First, 

they are of equal training and education. Both are highly respected in their individual 

groups of peers as influential ministers. Both also have not been exposed to the corporate 

body of Salem Bible Church. For this reason, neither will have elements of "initial ethos" 

as the two ministers in the "familiar ethos" grouping and the "biased ethos" grouping are 

likely to have. 

When the participants in the study view these two ministers, there will only be two 

facets of ethos involved as explained by McCroskey. The two forms of ethos involved 

will be "derived ethos" and "terminal ethos." Derived ethos "is ethos of a source 

produced during the act of communication. It includes the impact of the message, the 

effect of the circumstances in which the communication takes place, and the delivery of 

the message."9 "Terminal ethos" "is the ethos of a source at the completion of a 

9 Ibid. 



62 

communicative act." In essence, the performance of the two ministers, in terms of how 

each participant views them, will impact these two forms of ethos. The two ministers do 

not have "initial ethos" working for them as the two Salem Bible Church pastors do 

because the pastors are familiar people with whom the study participants have had 

interactions before the project. Neither is there any initial ethos working as it was with 

the two televangelists because of their exposure on national television. This third group, 

Drs. Haddon Robinson and Carolyn Knight, becomes essential in that it allows the author 

to test whether ethos does impact sermon receptivity, not only when speakers who are 

known to the recipient of the message, but also when they are unknown to the recipient of 

the message. 

May 7. 2008-Dav of the Project 

On the sixth of May, the primary researcher met with all committee personnel. Last-

minute checks were conducted to prepare for the project on May seventh. As the weeks 

moved towards the actual project, many parishioners had called the church wanting to 

participate in the study. Large numbers of requests to participate were tunneled to the 

researcher's voicemail. Initially, all callers were told that it was a random selection and 

therefore only those who were contracted could attend. 

After giving it some thought, the researcher decided to open the event to all who 

desired to come. The project statistician explained that the attendance of others could be 

useful for the statistical outcomes if they were used as a "control group." All packets 

being prepared for those who were randomly selected were marked in order that this 

group could be separated from the rest, to keep the statistical data clean. 
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May seventh marked the actual day of the project. Two hours before the time of the 

viewing, both teams met at both locations for a last check to be certain all was in place 

for the project. Upon the opening of the doors ushers passed a sealed packet to each 

person who came through the doors. Each packet contained the survey instruments, 

consent form, and a pen for writing. Participants were instructed not to open the packets 

until instructions were given. The researcher gave team leaders specific instructions not 

to start the session until ten minutes after seven in order to make certain that all 

participants had arrived. The time of commencement was essential to the overall study: If 

a person was not present at the start of the session, his/her survey could not be used 

because it would not be completed. 

At ten minutes after seven, both team leaders stood to begin the study. At that time the 

greeting was given to thank all persons for their attendance. After the greeting, the team 

leaders introduced a film recorded by the principal researcher. The film covered two 

important subjects: the consent form and an explanation of the video process. 

After the completion of this video, the team leaders started the actual project. Both 

team leaders had scripts which they read in order to maintain uniformity at both sites. At 

the start of the project each team leader said: 

You will watch 6 short video clips of preachers. Each video clip will last 
approximately 7-8 minutes. Before the video starts, we must have a signed 
consent from every person who will be participating in the survey. If you cannot 
sign a consent form, then please do not complete an evaluation. Also, 
Doorkeepers, do NOT pass out anymore Informed Consent forms AFTER these 
have been collected.10 

Script of East and West team leaders, May 7, 2008 
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At this time, all consent forms were explained and collected. The entire process took 

approximately seven minutes. 

After all forms were collected it was time to start the film. At this time each team 

leader stated: 

At this time please pick up the sealed package that was issued to you; however, do 
NOT open the envelope. Please keep all packets closed until the end of the first 
video clip and then you will receive further instructions. Are there any questions? 
OK. We are ready for our first video.11 

All packets remained sealed to prevent participants from answering any questions before 

seeing the video. Answers that were not given specifically in response to the six video 

clips could gravely distort the outcome of the statistics. 

At the end of the first film, both team leaders returned to prepare each group to fill out 

the first survey instrument. Both team leaders recited the prepared script which stated: 

There is no right or wrong answer and all answers will be kept completely 
confidential. Now, please open your packet. Take out the (color) form. Read the 
top of the evaluation form. There are 15 questions on this survey form. You must 
answer all 15 questions. Questions 1-8 are on the front of the form and questions 
9-15 are on the back of the form. Rate the speaker based on the following scale: 
one through seven. 1 means you totally disagree, 2 means you disagree somewhat, 
4 means you don't have an opinion and 7 means you totally agree. We may need 
to give an example of this without sharing our opinion. AND we may need to read 
each evaluation question verbatim. The 'Preaching Code' is on the screen. Please 
write the 'Preaching Code' in the upper left side of your form. The Preaching 
Code for the first preacher is (code). When you have completed the evaluation 
form, please put it back in the envelope and we will let you know when to take 
out the next color form. Are there any questions? OK. We are ready for our next 
video.12 

1 Ibid. 
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This was repeated five more times, after the video clip of each minster. It was repeated in 

order that all surveys and information remain accurate and orderly in preparation for the 

tabulation of the statistics. 

After all consent forms were signed, all ministers had been viewed and each 

participant was given ample time to finish each survey, it was then time to prepare all 

data for collection. After the final film, both team leaders returned to the podium to give 

final instructions. Both team leaders, at that time, stated: 

Now, this is the very last form to complete. Please fill out the Demographical 
Information sheet. This MUST be filled out completely for your surveys to be 
valid. The colored survey forms have questions number 1-15. This form 
continues with numbers 16-20. Please check your age range and level of 
education. After you have completed this form, please place it back inside the 
envelope along with your 6 different colored forms and seal it. Pass your closed 
envelope to your left and the ushers will collect them.13 

Collection and Storage of Data 

After all ministers had been viewed and papers submitted, the committee members 

moved into position for the collection, separation, and storage of the data. All participants 

were instructed to pass their surveys to the left. This allowed for easy collection by the 

ushers. When ushers took their posts, each row was collected and then taken into a room 

adjacent to each sanctuary for the separation process. 

After all documents had reached both rooms, the surveys were separated into three 

major groupings: late-comers, incomplete forms, and random participants. The "late

comers" were people who arrived at either Salem East or West after the first survey had 

been reviewed and issued. Although these forms could not be counted in the survey due 

13 Ibid. 
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to being incomplete, each person was allowed to complete the survey, despite their 

tardiness, in order to convey appreciation for their willingness to participate in the study. 

The group identified as "incomplete forms" were persons who for whatever reason 

turned in an incomplete survey. The three major reasons for a survey being grouped in 

"incomplete form" were an unsigned consent form, any of the six surveys not fully filled 

out or answered, or a packet without six completed surveys and a signed consent form 

together. Finally, the groups titled "random participants" were the actual participants who 

had been chosen initially to participate in the study. These random participants were 

approximately four hundred persons collectively at Salem East and West who fit within 

the desired age bracket for the study. 

Data Input and Statistical Manipulation 

The packets were then stored until the principal researcher made arrangements for all 

data to be delivered to one location. After the information had been delivered, all 

documents were separated and ordered. Each colored sheet represented a different 

minister. Sheets one, two, three, four, five, and six were arranged in the following order: 

Joyce Myers, Joseph Williams, Carolyn Knight, Haddon Robinson, TD Jakes and Jasper 

Williams. The arrangement was essential for accurate data entry. 

When all colored sheets had been placed in their respective places, the data-entry 

specialist, who was hired specifically for the project, proceeded to enter the responses for 

each minister. Each participant submitted six different sheets for the six different 

ministers; therefore, data from a total of 2,400 different sheets was entered. The data-



67 

entry specialist met with the statistical researcher to make sure specific guidelines were 

followed so that the statistics would be accurate. 

Statistical Manipulation 

Each participant viewed six different preachers delivering sermons on different 

messages. After each sermon, participants completed the survey instrument on which 

they recorded their receptivity of the message, their perception of the preacher, and their 

personal demographics. Participants were not required to provide their names on the 

completed surveys; however, each participant's group of six surveys which was assigned 

an identifying number for appropriate respondent grouping for analyses. Survey data was 

entered into the Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 16 on the 

personal computer. To develop a picture of the respondents, response frequencies of the 

demographics and variable related questions were obtained for each question on the 

survey. The receptivity of the message variable was obtained by adding the values of 

questions 1-2, 3-10, and reverse-scored 3-4, and averaging the sums obtained above to 

calculate a mean score for the receptivity of the message. 

The perception of the preacher variable was obtained by adding the values of 

questions 11-15 and averaging the sums obtained above to calculate a mean score for the 

respondent's perception of the preacher. 

The mean scores were correlated using Spearman's rho and were compared using 

analysis of variance. Spearman's Rho was used because there are two linear variables that 

were evaluated. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

The final outcomes of this study not only confirmed the noted demographic 

differences between the two otherwise identical campuses of Salem Bible Church; they 

also revealed an obvious connection between ethos and sermon receptivity. Chapter Four 

is the review of all statistical outcomes of the research. Within this chapter, the profile of 

the participants and study findings will be presented. Prior to the results being presented 

as well as discussed, key information as it relates to the subjects will be presented and 

shared in order that the survey groups may be understood within the context of the 

research. 

Examination of Subjects 

Attendance 

When the East and West campuses are compared (see 18. Gender * 16.1 usually 

attend Crosstabulation, Appendix I, page 155), we see that attendance as it relates to the 

individual attendance of the parishioner (not overall church attendance on a Sunday-to-

Sunday basis) is virtually the same. Salem West has a slightly higher attendance rate; 

however, the variance of less than two percent is not significant under these 

measurements. For the sake of the project, it is statistically consistent to say that East and 

68 
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West parishioners attend on a fairly consistent basis while also observing that female 

attendance exceeds male attendance at both locations. 

Membership 

Membership among West campus parishioners is more prevalent (further detail of 

assumption in the next paragraph) when compared to Salem East parishioners (see 20. 

Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? * 16.1 usually attend Crosstabulation, 

Appendix I, page 156). Salem West has a higher percentage of attendees who will make a 

commitment to "join the church." The east side has more in attendance; however, the 

membership percentage is lower when compared to Salem West. The variance is slightly 

less than ten percent. Salem East, within the confines of the study, has been likened to a 

postmodern congregation, whereas the West campus has been likened to a modern one. 

Graham Johnson suggests that moderns make their own analysis through participation 

while postmoderns experience it from a distance.1 This statement can be used as the 

foundation for potentially explaining why the issue of church membership seems to be 

more important to those persons who attend Salem West versus Salem East. It is possible 

that the moderns who attend Salem West are actively analyzing their lives via religion 

through membership and traditional commitment while members of Salem East are doing 

so from a distance and not necessarily becoming members. 

Level of Education 

The two campuses of the church seem to be close when education is measured (see 22. 

Level of education *. 16.1 usually attend Crosstabulation, Appendix I, page 158). When 

1 Graham Johnson, Preaching to a Postmodern World (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 
2001), 24. 
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each grouping is compared as to level of education achieved, e.g., high school, college, 

post-graduate etc., the variance one way or the other never exceeds five percent. 

Race and Ethnicity 

Salem Bible Church is not a multicultural church. It would not be considered diverse 

in any way. The church is an historic, typical African American church in which virtually 

all persons are and or consider themselves to be of African descent or Black. It is 

appropriate to say that each campus of the church represents the community it serves 

from the perspective of race (see 19. Race/Ethnicity * 16.1 usually attend 

Crosstabulation, Appendix I, page 156, and the other crosstabulation tables in Appendix I 

for complete demographic statistics of Salem Bible Church). 

Statistical Analysis 

In this correlation study, the relationship between two variables -- ethos in relation to 

minister perception and sermon receptivity — was investigated. Calculated correlations 

range from negative one (-1) to positive one (+1). These two numerical values are 

important to the reading and understanding of the outcome. A negative correlation or 

relationship means that high values of one variable are associated with low values of a 

second variable. In essence, in examining group (A), if the statistical values are -.75 in 

relation to how that particular group received a certain minister, it means that the closer 

that number is to negative one, the more receptive the group was. A positive correlation 

means that high values of one variable are associated with high values of the second 

variable. If in examining group (A), the statistical value is +.75, it means that the closer 

that number is to positive one the less receptive the group was. In the middle is zero, 
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which is nominally an indication of no relationship between the variables. Correlation 

analyses of the two categorical variables were made by calculating Spearmen's Rho. 

The plotting of variable values along the X and Y axes of the Cartesian plane results in 

a scatter-plot of points that are clustered around a diagonal line in various patterns. A 

very tight pattern represents a strong correlation and usually has a correlation value of r 

that is from 0.8 to 1.0 or from -0.8 to -1.0 (|r| >= 0.8). A very loose or diverse pattern 

represents a weak correlation and usually has a correlation value of r that is greater than 0 

and less than or equal to 0.5 or between 0 and -0.5 (between 0.5 and -0.5). A pattern that 

is not readily identified as tight or loose represents a moderate correlation and is usually 

greater than 0.5 but less than 0.8, or from -0.5 to -0.8 (between 0.5 and 0.8). 

Unfamiliar vs. Familiar 

Respondents' receptivity of the message and their perceptions of the six preachers 

were correlated by grouping the preachers into two groups or types of ethos. The first 

ethos was considered to be biased because the preachers were known to the participants 

as their pastors (Pastors Jasper and Joseph Williams) or as preachers (T.D. Jakes and 

Joyce Myers) who were known through their televised ministries. 

The second ethos was considered to be unbiased because the preachers (Drs. Haddon 

Robinson and Carolyn Knight) were not known, directly or indirectly, by the participants. 

Thus, the initial analyses included a correlation of receptivity and perceptions of the four 

preachers of the first ethos to the two preachers of the second ethos. In each correlation, 

there was a statistically significant (p < .01) and moderate relationship (r = -0.533 and -

0.748, respectively), as opposed to a weak or a strong correlation between the 
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respondents' receptivity of the message and their perceptions of the preachers (see Table 

1 and Figure 1). 

Table 1. 
Correlation of Receptivity and Perception by Ethos 

(Biased and Non-biased) 

Ethos Spearman's Rho 

Correlation Coefficient Sig. (2-tailed) 
N (Receptivity / 

Perception) 

Biased 
Non-biased 

-.533 
-.748* 

.000 

.000 
2402 / 2398 
1201/1198 

Ethos Correlation of Receptivity of 
the Message to Perception of 

Preacher 

0.8 - j ' 

o.7 -r 
0.6 f ' 
o.5 i 
0.4 4-" 

I 
0.3 -j'" 

0.2 -!'' 
i , 

0.1 | 

0 •¥• 
Biased Unbiased 

Figure 1. Correlation of Receptivity and Perception by Ethos 
(Biased and Non-biased) 
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As shown in both figures, participants looked upon the familiar ministers (both their 

own pastors and the nationally known pastors) as having higher ethos and were also more 

receptive to the sermons of those who were familiar to them. Even though there were 

three distinct groups it is important to commence the analysis of statistics by separating 

the four familiar ministers from the two unfamiliar ones in order to compare and contrast 

once all three groups are analyzed individually. 

Separate Aanalysis of Pastoral Familiar. Non-Biased 

When analyses of receptivity and perceptions of the six preachers were made among 

all three ethos types—pastoral, familiar, and unfamiliar preachers-correlations were again 

statistically significant (p < .01) and moderate (r = -0.504, -0.552, and -0.743, 

respectively) (see Table 1 and Figure 1). The correlation of ethos type to the receptivity 

of the message increased when respondents went from the most familiar ethos (pastoral 

ethos) to the least familiar ethos (unfamiliar). It is important to compare and contrast 

Table 2 with Table 1. This will allow the reader to clearly see how familiarity and 

receptivity are connected, as it relates to this project; comparing these two tables also 

shows the difference between the pastor's perceived ethos and the ethos of the two 

familiar pastors with international ministries. It is also important to point out how small, 

yet significant, the increase is from pastors' ethos and receptivity to the familiar ethos 

and receptivity. Though the two values are close, the difference is statistically significant. 

Pastors and nationally known evangelists are close as it relates to their perceived ethos by 

the participants; however, the element of familiarity causes ethos of pastors to slightly 

exceed the ethos of the nationally known evangelists. 
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Table 2. 
Correlation of Receptivity and Perception by Ethos Type 

(Pastoral, Familiar, and Unfamiliar) 

Ethos Type 

Pastoral 
Familiar 
Unfamiliar 

Correlation Coefficient 
-.504" 
-.552" 
-.743** 

Spearman's Rho 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
.000 
.000 
.000 

N (Receptivity / 
Perception) 
1200/1197 
1202 /1201 
1198/1199 

Figure 2. Correlation of Receptivity and Perception by Ethos Type 
(Pastoral, Familiar, and Unfamiliar) 

A negative correlation indicates that the high values of one variable are associated 

with the low values of the other variable. For example, pastoral ethos to sermon 

receptivity registered at .504 whereas ethos of the unfamiliar group was .743. Therefore, 

the resulting correlations reflect a general trend of responses that associate high (positive) 
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levels of receptivity of the word to high (positive) of perceptions of the preachers (see 

Table 3). The correlation of ethos type to the receptivity of the message increased when 

respondents went from the most familiar (pastoral ethos) to the least familiar ethos 

(unfamiliar). 

The mean responses by ethos type (see Table 3) indicate that respondents were more 

receptive to the message from the pastoral preachers than the familiar preachers, and 

lastly the unfamiliar preachers (means equal, 1.1624, 1.2578, and 1.7634, respectively). 

The "receptivity of the message" mean increased from Pastoral (1.1624), to Familiar 

(1.2578), to Unfamiliar (1.7634). As the mean increased, participants were less positively 

receptive of the message. Therefore, participants were most receptive of the messages 

from their pastors, then the preachers they knew by reputation, and lastly the preachers 

with whom they were totally unfamiliar. 

Favorable perceptions of the preachers followed the same pattern: pastoral preachers, 

then the familiar preachers, and lastly the unfamiliar preachers. The means were 6.1937, 

6.0839, and 5.5731, respectively (see Table 3 and Figure 3). Mean participant perceptions 

of the speakers increased from Unfamiliar (5.5731), to Familiar (6.0839), to Pastoral 

(6.1937). As the mean increased, participants perceived the speakers more positively. 

Therefore, participants perceived their pastors more favorably than they did the preachers 

they knew by reputation, who were more favorably perceived than the preachers with 

whom they were totally unfamiliar. 
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Table 3. 
Response Means of Receptivity and Perception 

Measure Ethos type N Mean Std. Deviation 

Receptivity 

Perception 

Pastoral (biased) 1200 1.1624 .47906 
Familiar (biased) 1202 1.2578 .53713 
Unfamiliar (Non-biased) 1201 1.7634 .74521 
Total 3603 1.3945 .65358 
Pastoral (biased) 1199 6.1937 .43809 
Familiar (biased) 1201 6.0839 .55666 
Unfamiliar (Non-biased) 1199 5.5731 1.00509 
Total 3599 5.9503 .75942 

7 -

6 -

5 -

4 -

3 -

2 -

1 -

O -

H ~ - Response Means 

—•—Receptivity 

B Perception 

_———#—— " 

Pastoral ethos 
(biased) 

Familiar ethos 
(biased) 

Non-biased ethos 

Figure 3. Response Means of Receptivity and Perception 

An assessment of the differences in the means was performed using one-way analysis 

of variance and the Scheffe procedure. This process was used to compare the means and 

to determine whether the differences were statistically significant. The calculated 

significance was less than .01 for both the respondents' receptivity of the message and 

their perceptions of the preachers (see Table 4). 
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Table 4. 
One-way Analysis of Variance—ANOVA 

>> Between 
|> Groups 

& Within Groups 

(2 Total 

fl Between 
-.2 Groups 

g Within Groups 

fX Total 

Sum of 
Squares 

250.573 

1288.072 

1538.645 

263.059 

1811.978 

2075.037 

Df 

2 

3600 

3602 

2 

3596 

3598 

Mean Square 

125.286 

.358 

131.529 

.504 

F 

350.160 

261.030 

Sig. 

.000 

.000 

Post hoc tests using the Scheffe procedure revealed the significant differences in the 

means between each combination of two ethos types (see Table 5). 

Table 5. 
Post Hoc Test 

Mean Difference 
Ethos type (I) Ethos type (J) (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Pastoral (biased) 

Familiar (biased) 

Unfamiliar (Non-
biased) 

Pastoral (biased) 

Familiar (biased) 

Unfamiliar (Non-
biased) 

Familiar (biased) 
Unfamiliar (Non-
biased) 
Pastoral (biased) 
Unfamiliar (Non-
biased) 
Pastoral (biased) 
Familiar (biased) 
Familiar (biased) 
Unfamiliar (Non-
biased) 
Pastoral (biased) 
Unfamiliar (Non-
biased) 
Pastoral (biased) 
Familiar (biased) 

-.09540 

-.60103* 

.09540* 

-.50563* 

.60103* 

.50563* 

.10981* 

.62060* 

-.10981* 

.51079* 

-.62060* 
-.51079* 

.02441 

.02441 

.02441 

.02440 

.02441 

.02440 

.02898 

.02899 

.02898 

.02898 

.02899 

.02898 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.001 

.000 

.001 

.000 

.000 

.000 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Conclusion 

The proposed hypothesis for this project is as follows: When the congregants of Salem 

Bible Church (East and West Campuses) hear a sermon, their level of receptivity of the 

Word is significantly related to their perception of the pastor (e.g. competence, 

trustworthiness, and compassion). The first study conducted by the author examined 

whether style impacted receptivity. 

Upon changing the focus of the study from isolating style to examining ethos, the 

author has now discovered, according to the analysis above, that ethos, or how a minister 

is perceived, has significant statistical impact on how a sermon is received. Not only has 

it been proven that ethos impacts receptivity; we now have an understanding that 

familiarity of the minister impacts ethos. When Figure 3 is referenced, we notice that the 

more the participant is familiar with the speaker, the higher the ethos for that minister is. 

Also, the higher the ethos the more receptive the participant is to the message of the 

minister. 

The study has not only proven that ethos has a direct correlation with receptivity; it 

has also given indicators as to what impacts ethos. The survey instrument used in this 

study was based on the Aristotelian model of competence, trustworthiness, and goodwill/ 

compassion. The study seems to display a bias towards trustworthiness and goodwill/or 

compassion. This is true because of the direct correlation between ethos and familiarity. 

A person would naturally trust another person with whom he or she is more familiar; 

therefore we see such direct correlations in the study. 

How familiar can a minister be to his/her parishioners? This should be the question for 

all who read this study. In Ronald J. Allen's work, Hearing the Sermon, a pastor said, 
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With respect to traditional internal ethos, although I normally lead worship and 
preach in a suit, I hoped to create a positive visual impression with the 
congregation by wearing an alb and a stole per habit of ministers in the 
congregation, and I tried to follow clergy custom in the chancel. I tried using 
language than an educated upper-middle-class congregation could easily follow. I 
also included some material in the sermon to indicate that I live in a world that is 
similar to that of the congregation so that they would recognize me as 'one of 
them."'2 

The minister quoted in this passage attempted to increase his effectiveness by each 

characteristic of the Aristotelian model. He said he wore a robe, and though a robe is not 

necessarily a symbol of competence, it is a symbol of authority which will in many 

instances impact a person's view of competence. More importantly, the minster said he 

tried to include material in his sermon that would make the listener feel as if he, the 

pastor, was "one of them." That comment alone embodies familiarity. He wanted each 

listener to feel a familiarity with him because of the impact of familiarity on ethos as well 

as sermon receptivity. 

In the final chapter of this thesis dissertation, further assumptions and conclusions will 

be made in an effort to see how the research can positively impact the local pastor who 

serves in the local church. 

Ronald J. Allen, Hearing the Sermon: Relationship/Content/Feeling (St. Louis: 
Chalice Press, 2004), 118. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

After years of preaching to two different congregations and witnessing two different 

results from each presentation, I have finally been able to understand what has been 

occurring for so long. My emphasis encompassed style; however, I have come to the 

realization that it is not about the style of the preacher but rather the perception of that 

preacher from the perspective of the listener. Chapter Four substantiates the hypothesis 

for the proposed project. I used my failure to prove that style impacted receptivity as a 

launching board to further examine whether ethos impacted receptivity. Chapter Four's 

statistical summary proves that when Salem Bible Church congregants hear a sermon, 

their level of receptivity of the word is significantly related to their perception of the 

pastor (i.e. competence, trustworthiness, and compassion). 

It is very important to understand how the results were presented and why they were 

presented as they were. As stated in the previous chapters, the ministers involved within 

the study were placed into three different groups: biased ethos, familiar ethos, and non-

biased ethos. The first group to be discussed was "biased ethos" which consisted of the 

two pastors of Salem Bible Church, Pastors Jasper and Joseph Williams. The group was 

called "biased ethos" because each participant had a biased relationship with the two 
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ministers because the two ministers were their pastors. There was a sense of familiarity 

that the two pastors shared that was not shared by the other four ministers. 

Within the context of this study, the two pastors had an advantage that the other 

ministers did not have. The pastors share what James McCroskey called "initial ethos" or 

any factor that might impact a speaker's ethos before he or she may speak, e.g. fame, 

former presentations to the same group of listeners, authored books that the listeners may 

have read or be aware of, and the like (as explained in Chapter Three). A good preacher 

is one who can take a message or sermon and cause it to relate in some shape, form, or 

fashion to all who are present despite the variations among the group in race, gender, or 

socio-economic status. Harry Emerson Fosdick stated, "Homiletics reduces itself to this; 

place the provender where everybody, from giraffes to jackasses may be fed."1 In a way 

that only Harry Fosdick can put it, we see that effective preaching occurs when all 

present can draw something from the main source, that being the preached word. The 

pastor has an advantage in this area because he or she has established a familiarity from 

the pew to the pulpit. The local pastor should have an understanding of the needs of the 

people, allowing a connection to exist that is not duplicated anywhere else. The statistics 

of this study have shown this to be true. Not only were the Salem Bible Church pastors 

seen to have higher ethos than the other groups; their sermons were also received with a 

higher level of receptivity. Pastors were received more favorably when compared to the 

"familiar ethos" group, T.D. Jakes and Joyce Myers, as well as when compared to the 

"non-biased" group, Drs. Haddon Robinson and Carolyn Knight. 

1 Robert Moats Miller, Harry Emerson Fosdick: Preacher, Pastor, Prophet (New 
York: Oxford University Press 1985), 32. 
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The second group analyzed in Chapter Four was the group that had "familiar ethos." 

This group contained the two ministers with international ministries, T.D. Jakes and 

Joyce Myers. Televangelism has its place within American culture. Members of every 

generation since the inception of radio and television can give names of various ministers 

who have impacted their religious realm of understanding or knowledge to some degree. 

These names range from Billy Graham and Rev Ike to Creflo Dollar and Charles Stanley. 

What makes these televangelists impactful in terms of ethos and sermon receptivity? 

First we must have a clearer understanding as to how televangelism as a whole impacts 

the culture in which we live. Stewart M. Hoover and Knut Lundby said in their book 

Rethinking Media, Religion, and Culture, 

Televangelism's popularity as a site of study in the United States can be attributed 
to some major factors. First, televangelism has been a progenitor of the rise of the 
Religious Right politics primarily though Pat Robertson. Second, its ability to 
visualize and thus give public voice to the valences of the Religious Right, 
including authoritarianism, nativism, xenophobia, homophobia, and, in its 
extreme, militarism and the desire for a theocracy. 2 

The religious, political, and social influence televangelism has on the American culture is 

the main reason why T.D. Jakes and Joyce Myers have become household names to many 

of those who participated in the study. As Chapter Four stated, both ethos and sermon 

receptivity were high for the "familiar ethos" group. The numbers even showed that in 

both the arenas of ethos and sermon receptivity, the televangelists were close to the 

pastors' levels. Again we see how the more familiar the preacher is, the higher those 

levels of ethos and sermon receptivity will be. 

2 Stewart M. Hoover and Knut Lundlby, Rethinking Media, Religion, and Culture 
(London: Sage Publications 1993), 19. 
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The final group analyzed was the "non-biased ethos" group. As stated in Chapter Four, 

this group was comprised of two ministers of equal educational and preaching 

experience; however, neither minister was exposed to the Salem Bible Church 

congregation. Therefore there was no "initial ethos" as there was with the "biased ethos" 

of the pastors and the "familiar ethos" of the televangelists. The numbers showed a 

tremendous drop in both ethos and sermon receptivity when the "non-biased ethos" group 

was compared to the other two groups. 

Interpretation of Results 

First, I would like to further explain the statistical results from Chapter Four, when 

"biased ethos" is compared to "non-biased ethos." When compared from this perspective, 

we can see the holistic implications of how familiarity makes such a difference within the 

project. The chart on page XX (Figure 1) shows the correlation (how ethos affects 

sermon receptivity) between receptivity and perception by ethos (biased and non-biased) 

Please remember when referencing Figure 1 that the lower the number the higher the 

levels of recptivty and ethos. 

It is important to understand that pastoral ethos and familiar ethos make up the 

"biased" group. Biased, because the participants of the study are familiar with all four 

ministers (Pastors Jasper and Joseph Williams along with T.D. Jakes and Joyce Myers). 

Whenever there is any element of familiarity, there is an automatic bias, according to 

James McCroskey. The non-biased ethos group is apart of the "unbiased" outcomes. It is 

unbiased, because the two ministers, Haddon Robinson and Carolyn Knight, have not 

been exposed to the participants of the study. When the two are compared in this manner, 
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we see a substantial difference of approximately twenty-eight percent. The two groups of 

ministers within the "biased" group show a twenty-eight-percent increase in their ethos as 

perceived by the participants. I believe this is due to the element of familiarity, or what 

James McCroskey calls "initial ethos."3 

Initial ethos plays a major role in understanding the results of this project. James 

McCroskey says, 

The main effect high source credibility has in informative communication is to 
increase the attention of members of the audience. If an informative message is 
presented by "John Expert," we will probably pay closer attention than if the 
message is presented to us by "Bill Nobody."4 

Initial credibility is not always determined by how intelligent, or even how incompetent, 

a presenter or speaker really is; however, initial credibility refects the audience's 

perception of the person and not the actual reality of his or her intelligence or abilities. 

The "biased" groups scored higher in ethos and receptivity, not because the non-biased 

ministers were less experienced or showed less competence, because in actuality the 

"unbiased" ministers, by design, had more education and theoretical experience than any 

of the other ministers. Both possess Ph.D.'s and both are professors of homiletics at 

accredited seminaries. The reason for their relatively low ethos was due to their lack of 

familiarity to those who participated in the project. 

Through this project, I was also able to further substantiate how style does not 

significantly impact sermon receptivity. Within my initial study, conducted in October of 

3 James C. McCroskey, An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication: A Western 
Rhetorical Perspective, Boston: Pearson A&B, 2006, 90. 

4 Ibid. 
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2006,1 concluded that the preacher's style did not have a substantial impact on sermon 

receptivity. After preaching two different sermons which differed in their homiletical 

presentation, I determined that the two sermons, despite the differences of style, were 

equally effective. This led me to studying whether sermon receptivity was impacted by 

ethos. 

While constructing the project, I wanted to include ministers who were different in 

background, race, denomination, education, gender, and experience. My reason for this 

was to usher in the changing element of style. Each minister had a style which was 

different from the next. When any minister is preaching, there are some unstated 

elements which all directly impact that particular minister's style. (1) Each minister has a 

theological worldview. (2) That worldview is important to that minister. (3) The 

worldview of the minister will impact his or her delivery.5 The background, race, 

denomination, education, gender, and experience of a minister will impact his or her 

style, which is why I wanted a variety of ministers for the study of pastoral ethos. 

Despite the ministers' difference of background, age, gender, race, experience, and 

education, the statistical results did not seem to be impacted when these elements were 

used in isolation. The major element which had more influence on how each participant 

felt about the presenter was familiarity. The more familiar the participant was with the 

minister, the higher the minister's ethos and the participant's sermon receptivity. 

5 John S. McClure, The Four Codes of Preaching (Louisville: Westminister John 
Knox Press, 2003), 12. 
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Suggested Future Research 

When the project was developed, it was my intention to see whether there was a 

connection between ethos and sermon receptivity. In order do that, I had to develop a 

survey instrument which measured ethos and how receptive a person was to the sermon. 

As stated in earlier chapters, the survey instrument was based upon the Aristotelian 

model of ethos which is built upon three characteristics: competence, goodwill (how 

much a person is trusted), and compassion. This theory of Aristotle that ethos is the most 

"potent" means of persuasion is still accepted today by many contemporary rhetoric 

scholars.6 

Within the past one hundred years, there have been many other tests and studies on the 

elements of source credibility, or what we have called "ethos." Since these studies have 

occurred, other characteristics have been added to Aristotle's work in order to expand the 

basic list of competence, goodwill, and compassion. The two characteristics that have 

been added are extroversion and composure.7 In short, extroversion would be a speaker's 

personality, and composure would be a speaker's poise or ability to be powerful yet not 

reckless or out of control. 

A good suggestion for further research within the confines of this project would be to 

expand the three characteristics to five including both extroversion and composure. The 

expanded research would lend the principle researcher three advantages. (1) The 

outcomes would be more detailed due to the mere fact that the researcher is looking for 

6 McCroskey and Young, 24. 

7 Ibid., 27. 
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additional characteristics. (2) The statistics would lead to further internal delineations. 

For example, within this study, there was a major delineation when the measurement of 

both ethos and sermon receptivity was compared between the "biased" group and the 

"unbiased" group. There was not a major difference when the "pastoral group" and the 

"familiar group" were compared and contrasted. Perhaps with the additional 

characteristics, there would be greater difference even within the individual groups. For 

example, if pastors Jasper W. Williams and Joseph L. Williams were assessed using the 

additional characteristics, there may be a clear separation despite the two being from 

within the same group. (3) The added characteristics would allow the researcher clear 

potential directives to issue those pastors and ministers who serve in the local church. 

Characteristics such as but not limited to: sound of voice, appearance (clothing robe, suit, 

casual etc.), level of attractiveness (interpersonal attraction), and age, are all relevant 

subjects for the study. The researcher would be able to be more detailed in his or her 

explanation when analyzing the implications of the research. 

Another possible study for future research would be to relate perceived ethos to actual 

ethos. By that I mean how a person's real level of competency, compassion, and good 

will is portrayed to the listener. In the presidential race of 2008, Senator Barack Obama 

versus Senator John McCain, or any campaign for that matter, we see this issue on the 

forefront of the election. The winners of elections have been the candidates who have 

been able to enhance their ability to come across to voters as competent, caring, and 

compassionate, while distorting or casting doubt on the other candidate's ability to be 

competent, caring, and compassionate. 
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Throughout the 2008 election, most of the ads were "negative" or "attack" adds which 

in essence distorted the opponent's ethos. Obviously, source credibility has its place in 

more arenas than the pulpit or the classroom. Ads such as those questioning the 

preparedness or the judgment of the other candidate, or how the candidate voted against a 

certain bill or legislation which is presented as proving that he or she does not care, or 

questionable affiliations which have a greater implication about a candidate's character-

all of these are examples of how the presidency is won by building one's credibility or 

ethos while destroying the opponent's. 

My question specifically is this; at what point, if any, is a person's ethos immune to 

manipulation? Certainly every person who hears attack ads does not believe what was 

said regardless of whether it is fictitious or true. Is the element that makes the difference 

familiarity with the candidate, e.g. how long he or she served in their previous position, 

sharing a similar worldview? Is the crucial element the level of ethos, or how the 

particular person is perceived? Do those individuals with "high ethos" have a lesser or 

greater chance that their ethos can be manipulated? 

This study would be an excellent supplement to what has been done as well as what I 

have taken the time to investigate. Why do I feel it is relevant? This is relevant for several 

reasons. As a local pastor stands in the pulpit from week to week, his ethos is a critical 

component of effectiveness, as proved within this study. That being said, a study that 

precisely investigates how ethos is maintained and not tarnished will be most effective 

and impactful in showing pastors how to protect their ethos, which will improve their 

effectiveness. This study was researched and written to help not only Salem Bible 

Church, but other pastors who have asked themselves the question, "What makes me 
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effective?" Years of my life passed by without my understanding what really makes the 

difference. Within the next section of this work, I will give final conclusions that will, I 

hope, allow each reader to understand how and why this study is so important to the local 

pastor. 

Conclusions 

Ronald J. Allen authored an article entitled, "As the Worldview Turns: Six Key Issues 

for Preaching in a Postmodern Ethos." I would like to use his issues for preaching as a 

way to juxtapose each within the context of the study. My approach will give clear and 

precise opinions and suggestions as to how this study can be applied within the local 

church. First, it is essential to see why I have chosen to look at an article that addresses 

preaching to postmoderns even though moderns still fill pews of churches throughout the 

United States. 

Western culture has been divided into three worldview types: pre-modern, modern, 

and postmodern. The postmodern worldview is fundamentally different because it is 

essentially a shift from one worldview to a different one. "Postmodernism is manifest in 

our culture both by people who understand it in tight philosophical terms and by ordinary 

people who are not philosophically inclined but whose approach to life incorporates 

elements of postmodernism, especially its suspicion of power and authority."8 This 

phenomenon is exactly what is seen within the church. It is not the fact that the church is 

changing because people who sit in the pews have a conscious understanding of what it 

8 Ronald J. Allen, "As the Worldviews Turn: Six Key Issues for Preaching in a 
Postmodern Ethos," Encounter 57 (1996), 25. 
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philosophically means to be "postmodern." Instead, people in the pews are incorporating 

the postmodern worldview into their everyday lives, which is placing a different 

requirement upon the local pastor to convey the gospel effectively. 

First, Allen suggests that authority must be the single most important issue for the 

postmodern preacher. He states that the congregants must recognize that authority in 

order for the sermon to be received.9 This view confirms that perception of the sermon by 

the congregants impacts the level of receptivity. In order for the congregants to accept 

what the minster is saying, the element of authority must be present. Authority within the 

context of this study is embodied by competence, one of the Aristotelian elements of 

ethos. A minster must portray elements of competency or that he or she knows what they 

are talking about. This can be dichotomized into not only the knowledge of theological 

theory but wisdom or life experiences as well. Throughout the study, high ethos always 

paralleled competency by the acknowledgement of each participant. The higher the ethos, 

the more intelligent and knowledgeable the minister was perceived to be. There was 

never one example of a minster having high ethos without portraying competency to each 

listener. 

This being said, what can a minster do to portray competency while ministering? 

There must be knowledge of the text; this can only be gained by formal theological 

training or extensive individual research. As church attendees continue to increase their 

level of education, this places even more emphasis on the pastor having adequate levels 

of education. To a congregation of doctors, lawyers, and educators, a pastor without a 

9 Ibid. 
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master's degree, a doctorate, or extensive experience in the field may have a difficult 

time achieving the goal of authority in the eyes of the congregation. 

The second requirement of a postmodern minister, according to Allen, is to tell the 

truth. What is meant by telling the truth? Allen states, "Truth is the correspondence of 

perception and experience."10 The correspondence of perception and experience 

embodies what we know as wisdom. Those who are considered "wise" are people who 

have a certain outlook on life that is only gained through time-and not merely living a 

long time, but allowing the events and experiences of life to change one's worldview in 

order to have a clearer understanding of what it means to be who we are within the 

context of our individual lives. The element of truth encapsulates another element of 

competency. Wisdom is a legitimate form of experience and education. It may not be 

knowledge that was gained via an institution; however, having wisdom will help any 

pastor in his or her attempt to relay the gospel. 

As a child I always wondered how an older minister could preach a relatively "basic" 

sermon whereas a younger minster could preach a more "advanced" sermon, yet the 

people received the more basic sermon in a more enthusiastic and exuberant way when 

compared to the more "advanced" sermon of the younger minster. This occurred for two 

reasons within the context of our study. For the older minister, there would be elements 

of "initial ethos." Being older he would have a familiarity with his consistuency that 

would warrant him higher levels of ethos despite the "basic" nature of his sermon. Also, 

the older minster would have wisdom that the younger minster did not. The older 

10 Ibid. 
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minister's worldview would have been shaped by time and experiences. He in turn would 

be able to present biblical text more insightfully when compared to the younger minster. 

All ministers can learn from this theory. What is learned in relation to this study is 

always to preach messages that are within the confines of your understanding or 

worldview. For example, a young minster who has never been married will lack the 

perceived knowledge to preach on the subject of marriage or children. Perhaps the 

message can be taught or addressed, but only from a perspective which has its foundation 

in theology, morals, and values rather than in experience. This concept appears 

elementary; however, I believe it is one that many ministers as well as local pastors 

frequently ignore. It is ignore it because many ministers miss out on the fact that 

preaching with power comes from one's ability not merely to recite biblical scriptures, 

but actually to relate to the material by way of life experiences. 

The third requirement of a postmodern minister, according to Ronald Allen, is 

knowledge. Allen says, 

Knowledge. What do we know? And how do we know? These are particularly 
important as the preacher contemplates the nature of authority, truth, and the 
modes of discourse that might be more (or less) helpful. Postmodern communities 
realize that human understanding is a full fabric interweaving feeling, intuition, 
hard data and the capacity to reason. While some knowledge can be described 
with arithmetic accuracy, much knowledge is tacit. The postmodern preacher 
seeks for the congregation to know God and the gospel in the complete realm of 
understanding.11 

Here, Allen not only shows the importance of knowledge as an individual characteristic 

of the postmodern preacher, but he also shows how knowledge, as well as the first two 

characteristics examined, authority and truth, are related. 

11 Ibid. 
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Within the study, it was my desire to see the strength of knowledge alone in relation to 

its overall impact on ethos. In essence I wanted to see, out of the three characteristics of 

ethos—competence, compassion, and goodwill caring—how does competency or 

knowledge as we have discussed it impact the overall ethos of a minister? The third 

group within the study had what was called "non-biased" ethos. As mentioned in the 

earlier chapters, this group contained two known professors of homiletics, Dr. Haddon 

Robinson and Dr. Carolyn Knight. 

The two ministers both have their Ph.D.s as well as extensive experience in not only 

the actual act of preaching but in teaching as well. When compared to the other two 

groups, pastoral ethos and familiar ethos, the ministers in this group have more education. 

This was by design because I wanted to isolate academic accomplishments and 

achievements to see how these qualities impacted ethos. I found that this group, despite 

the high levels of formal training as well as experience, revealed the lowest levels of 

ethos as well as receptivity when compared to the two other groups. 

This finding was important to me within this study. It proved three known facts. (1) A 

preacher's level of education, though important, is not everything in relation to 

effectiveness. (2) Participants were more affected by familiarity with the minster than 

his/her levels of experience and education. (3) To the participants, knowledge was not 

necessarily defined as formal training; wisdom or life experiences seemed to be just as 

important. 

The next characteristic Allen discusses which is relevant to this study is number five 

of his list, which he entitles Individual and Community. He goes on to say, "The 

relationship between the individual and the community is important for helping the 
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preacher understand the focus and purpose of the sermon. Postmoderns view nature as a 

part of cosmic community."12 This has caused me to pose a question: How can a pastor 

understand the relationship between each listener/parishioner without having some sort of 

relationship with the listener? 

It is virtually impossible for a pastor to know each and every single member of his or 

her church; however, the element of familiarity does have its place within the context of 

this particular characteristic. Allen implies that having knowledge of the parishioners will 

help to lead the minister in the direction of his message by way of understanding the state 

of the listener. If we are to exegete the listener, we must know who is listening. Having 

an understanding of how the parishioner views community, or in essence understating the 

worldview of the parishioner, will in many forms and fashions impact the 

The entire study has shown that familiarity has its direct connection to both ethos and 

sermon receptivity. That being the case, what can pastors learn from this in order to help 

improve their ethos as well as sermon efficacy? Pastors must understand this basic point: 

The more familiar your parishioners are with you, the more effective you will be in the 

preaching of your sermons. How can this level of familiarity be achieved? For one thing, 

familiarity within a smaller church is a much more attainable goal than that of a mega-

ministry. Salem Bible Church is a large church spread out over two different campuses. I 

have allowed my findings to cause me to be more sensitive to this need of the people of 

Salem Bible Church. Below, I will list several different objectives that each pastor can 

adopt in order to help with the relationship each pastor has with his or her parishioners. 

12 Ibid. 
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Some theories are obvious and others are not as obvious; however, as I have concentrated 

on each item, I have noticed a significant change in my efficacy. 

(1) Every pastor should know as many of his or her parishioners as possible by name. 

Name recollection evokes instant connection. Within a mega-ministry, each person loves 

the fact that their pastor knows their name. This provides instant connectivity between the 

pew and the pulpit. 

(2) As new members join the church, small personal settings should be arranged to 

start a relationship as soon as they enter the church. At Salem Bible Church, this setting 

occurs after each member has completed their eight-week class which indoctrinates them 

into Christianity as well as the ministries of Salem Bible Church. This is a great time for 

the pastor to get to know the new member as well as the family in a more intimate setting 

that a typical Sunday morning. This early connection will be most beneficial in the future. 

(3) Each Sunday, every pastor should take the time to fellowship with parishioners. 

This is a very important time because it allows the pastor not only the time to know the 

people of the church, but to receive instant sermon feedback. The remarks issued by the 

people will tell the pastor the places that he or she was or was not impactful. This can be 

critical when the sermon is refined and preached again at a different time or location. The 

preaching of the gospel is the time when change comes to the people of God. When the 

people change, so does the community, city, state, country and world. That being said, 

every pastor of every church should always be conscious of what can be done to improve 

upon that special moment. The moment when extensive study, preparation, and the holy 

spirit meet that particular preacher all at the same time to create a magic that isn't often 

duplicated. 
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Personal Conclusions 

Two thousand years ago, Aristotle created a model forjudging the credibility of a 

speaker. Scholars, both classical and modern, have used the model which consists of 

competence, compassion, and goodwill caring as the fundamental building blocks of 

source credibility. When I started my study, I was convinced that style made all of the 

difference in the world as it relates to the efficacy of preaching. Styles of preaching such 

as narrative, first-person, exposition, topical, socio-political, inductive, deductive, were 

all veins that I used in concentrating my efforts on preaching style. The composition of 

the actual sermon consumed my thoughts as well as the types of references that I looked 

for in various libraries and research centers. 

I became focused on scholars such as Fred Craddock, Henry Mitchell, Ronald Allen, 

Gardner C. Taylor, Haddon Robinson and others because it was my sincere thought that 

on Sunday mornings, Wednesday nights, or any other time a preacher was blessed with 

the ability to stand and preach the gospel, the most important element must be style. 

After focusing my efforts as well as conducting a study in 2006 into how style 

impacted efficacy of preaching, I was saddened to see that style, within the context of my 

study, did not have a significant impact in how the sermon was received. At that time I 

redirected my attention from style to pastoral ethos, and it was then that I learned what I 

had been missing for so long. 

I learned preaching effectiveness was not solely a result of the construction of the 

sermon, though that is important, or the style in which the sermon was presented, or the 

research materials used. Instead, the power of that preaching moment returned to the 

same three building blocks that have been upheld for the past two thousand years: the 
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competency, trustworthiness, and goodwill caring of the speaker. When style alone is 

examined, it brings to the forefront the art of rhetoric. Rhetoric is the discourse of 

persuasion via speaking.13 Therefore style is a variable used to persuade a listener to 

accept something over and against something else. Each Sunday, pastors and ministers 

are in essence persuading the audience to accept some concept of the gospel of Jesus 

Christ. 

Within Garver's assessment of Aristotle's ideas on rhetoric, he said, 

If the character of the speaker is what is revealed in the speech, and specifically in 
the reasoning of the speech, and if the reasoning is what reveals character, then an 
art of rhetoric is far less threatening than it would be if character could be shown 
more directly. If character were independent of reasoning, it would then be much 
easier to fake, and easier to make into a skill available for sale.14 

In essence, character and rhetoric are married in that when a minster or pastor is 

speaking, his or her character is just as important if not more important to the goal of 

persuasion than anything else. For example, three questions in the survey instrument were 

designed to measure perceived character of the speaker: questions six, eight, and ten 

(Reference Appendix). It was found that, just as with competence, the more character a 

minister was perceived to have, the more better the sermon was received by the listener. 

In my concluding statement, I would say that any person who reads this dissertation 

looking for what I have learned will find it is centered around those three ancient building 

blocks of competence, trustworthiness, and goodwill caring. 

Egene Garver, Aristotle's Rhetoric: An Art of Character (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1994), 151. 

14 Ibid. 
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That being said, what are essential keys that can be applied after conceptualizing the 

outcomes of this study? What must preachers know and how should the craft of 

delivering the holy word be approached? First, there must be knowledge of the text as 

well as the listener must be paramount for all pastors and ministers. The more time taken 

to know not only the text but the people one is preaching to, the more the listeners will 

perceive competency. Second, the character of a pastor should be second to nothing. 

Once respect has been lost, it is next to impossible for it to be regained. Lifestyles, 

statements, actions in and outside of the pulpit all make equal contributions both directly 

and indirectly to how effective one's sermon can be. Third, the listener must feel that the 

minister not only cares about the Word of God, or the Kingdom of God, but also has a 

sincere desire for those who hear the word to be changed by the word. I believe if the 

three ancient building blocks of Aristotle are accepted and practiced by all who are 

preachers of the gospel; it will be next to impossible to ever stand behind any book board, 

lecture, or pulpit and the work that is done during those brief moments escapes into 

eternity without changing those who hear it. 



APPENDIX A 

INDEPENDENT STUDY 

Independent Study 3 Project 

Throughout the month of October of 2006,1 preached two different types of sermons 

to both congregations. My objectives were to preach both a postmodern and a modern 

sermon to Salem East and Salem West. After each sermon I collected surveys from each 

congregation to see how the sermon was received. For my independent study II project, I 

reviewed and examined the results from the postmodern sermon. This semester, I will 

look to analyze the results of the modern sermon. 

Prior to preparing my postmodern and modern sermon, I needed to define what was a 

modern sermon and a postmodern sermon in order that the process may have direction 

and order. Graham Johnson provided a chart that gives various characteristics that define 

individuals who are modern and those who are postmodern. 

Modernity 
Romantic view of life 
Purpose 
Design 
Hierarchy 
Word 
A completed work 
Analysis from distance 

Postmodernity 
Absurd view of life 
Play 
Chance 
Anarchy 
Silence 
Process 
Analysis through participation1 

1 Johnson, 24. 
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I used these characteristics in order to compose and define for my project what is a 

modern sermon and what is a postmodern sermon. I differentiated a modern and 

postmodern sermon on the following criteria: subject-matter, biblical research, delivery 

and the shape of the sermon. 

On October 15 and October 22,1 transitioned from preaching a postmodern sermon to 

a modern sermon. I defined the sermon to be modern for all the reasons why my first 

sermon in the experiment was postmodern: its subject-matter, biblical research, delivery 

and the shape of the sermon. The text was taken from James 1:22-24; there it talks about 

being "hearers of the word and not only doers." The text challenges the readers to live out 

the gospel and not merely hear the gospel. I titled the sermon, "Are You Walking like 

You Are Talking?" The subject matter comfortably rested within the walls of a "typical 

sermon." The content was nothing foreign or alien, but it was a sermon that perhaps may 

be preached from any church in any pulpit on any given Sunday. 

Secondly, I classified the sermon as modern because of the biblical research that I 

used to prepare the message. Moderns, according to Johnson, are looking for concrete, 

absolute truths, thus modern sermons are substantiated from a factual, logical perspective. 

While preparing for the sermon I used many commentaries and other research, my 

research was used to bring to the forefront of the listeners that there is a truth or a 

certainty I was attempting to convey. 

Next, my presentation was very modern. My stance, posture, tone, and pitch were 

authoritative. It was my objective that my words were not optional to believe but by way 

of my argument it was imperative. The modern system of law is one in which witnesses 

are examined and cross-examined; in essence the evidence that is acquired is used to 
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substantiate a certain point or state of innocence or guilt. As I preached, the biblical 

research was the tool that I used to substantiate my point. 

Finally, I considered my sermon modern because of the overall shape of the sermon. 

The sermon had a clear introduction, defined through points and a climax or conclusion. 

When I entered my points they were alliterated and stated. Not only were the main points 

alliterated, but many of the sub points were alliterated as well. 

Expectations 

Prior to my I.S. II and III project, it was my assumption that one side would be more 

receptive to the style that fits its ethos. The East campus, relative to the West campus is 

more postmodern for several reasons. First, it is postmodern because of the 

demographical makeup of those who attend. It's a younger church, where many who 

attend have been "unchurched." Many of those who are present are what we call "active 

members." They will attend, many will participate in ministries, and many will actively 

contribute in their payment of tithes, offerings and special sacrificial Sundays. However, 

they will not "join the church." Their style of leadership is much different from the West 

Campus as well. They work better in groups; there is more team work exhibited and 

internal conflict as it relates to authority. All of these traits support the postmodern 

elements that have been reviewed. 

When speaking to many who fit within this category, they explained to me that they 

feel as if their relationship with God or their spirituality isn't defined by church 

membership but by service. Most do not seem to be aware of their actions and even 

acknowledge that there is a difference between the two sides. 
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Initially I suspected that the East campus would be more responsive to the postmodern 

sermon than the West campus. In the past, sermons that encompassed practical direction 

were seemingly received more than as to the West side. Atypical methods of delivery 

such as power point presentations, the usage of screens and props were appreciated. It 

isn't that the west campus dislikes those things; it is just that they feel that approach is 

more befitting for conferences and/or bible studies. 

I must say that the outcome found within last semesters statistics were surprising, 

however I will not be able to see the entire picture until the second sermon is thoroughly 

reviewed and analyzed. At that time I will be able to make better assessments as to which 

style was more appropriate. 

Findings 

So what was I looking for; what is the reason for this study? Within this program and 

especially these independent studies, I am looking to see if there are any connections 

between moderns and postmoderns as it relates to how they receive and hear the gospel 

by way of a sermon. If our churches are filled with moderns and postmoderns, it would 

be incumbent upon the local pastor to appeal and present himself/herself in a fashion 

where both groups gain understanding. 

There is one of three possible outcomes from this study before the analysis is 

reviewed. A. We will find that postmoderns are holistically more receptive to what I call 

a "postmodern sermon" while moderns are less receptive. B. We will find that moderns 

are more receptive to what I have called the "modern sermon" while postmoderns are less 

receptive. C. There is no difference between the two. If consistencies can be noted within 
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this project, perhaps pertinent insight can be gained to increase a pastor's effectiveness by 

way of the sermon. 

My research questions were used to formulate my hypothesis for this particular study 

and they are as follows: 

1. Following the delivery of the sermon, Westside congregants will be more receptive than 
Eastside congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

2. Following the delivery of the sermon, older congregants will be more receptive than younger 
congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

3. Following the delivery of the sermon, the higher the level of education, then the more 
receptive the parishioner will be to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

I. The first hypothesis states, "Westside congregants will be more receptive than 

Eastside congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. As stated earlier, 

the Westside is an "older" congregation; therefore I believe that the median age of 

the congregation will cause their receptiveness to be skewed towards the modern 

presentation. 

II. The second hypothesis states, "Older congregants will be more receptive than 

younger congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method." Because of their 

median age of the Westside, it is my belief that they will be more receptive to the 

modern approach. 

III. The final hypothesis says, "The higher the level of education, then, the more 

receptive the parishioner will be to the 'modern' sermon delivery method." The 

overall structure of education in the American society follows a very modern 

format. Despite the advance of technology and thought, our methods of giving 



104 

and receiving information is extremely "modern." Therefore, it is my belief that 

the more education a parishioner has the more receptive that individual will be to 

the modern approach. 

Hypothesis Findings 

HI: Following the delivery of the sermon, Westside congregants will be more receptive 
than Eastside congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

When the survey was given out, parishioners of Salem East and West were asked to 

answer both open and closed questions. The opened ended questions are as follows: 

1. Did the message help you better understand the Biblical text? 
2. Did the message flow logically from beginning to end? 
3. Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant 

public issues? 
4. Did the message encourage continuing conversation? 
5. Did the introduction make you want to listen to the message? 
6. Did this message show you how you can apply this scripture to your 

life? 

As it relates to the questions asked there was no side that is statically considered 

"more receptive" to the modern sermon; however there was one question asked that 

showed a statistical difference from one campus to the next. The question, "Did the 

message help you better understand the Biblical text?" showed a more positive 

acceptance on the East Campus than the West Campus. The variance was 1.011 (Salem 
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East) and 1.029 (Salem West) with 2 being equal to "No Acceptance."2 (Please Reference 

Attachment 1.1) 

H2: Following the delivery of the sermon, older congregants will be more receptive than 
younger congregants to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

When looking at the respondents by age, respondents were very accepting of the 

message. However, there was a significant difference in levels of acceptance of the 

message by age for questions: 

3. Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant public issues? 

4. Did the message encourage continuing conversation? 

For question 3, "Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, 

relevant public issues?" congregants ages 18 to 20 were significantly less accepting than 

those ages 31 to 50, but more so than were those 61 and over. Those who were ages 18 to 

20 had an average acceptance that average 1.4. The audience of greatest acceptance was 

from 31 to 50 years of age, where there average acceptance was 1.1. (Again 2 equals no 

acceptance) 

For question 4, "Did the message encourage continuing conversation?" congregants 

ages 18 to 20 were significantly less accepting than those ages 36 to 50 and those 56 and 

over. Their average acceptance variance was 1.3. Whereas those 31 to 50 and 56 and 

older were most encouraged to continue the conversation sparked by the message with an 

average variance of 1.1 those least encouraged were 20 and under. (See Attachment 2.1) 

2 Dr. R Welmaker of the Morehouse School of Medicine (Dr. Welmaker's services 
were rendered specifically for studies held at Salem Bible Church on October 1, 8, 15, 
and 22,2006. Final analysis was received on October 30, 2006, and December 2007.) 
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H3: Following the delivery of the sermon, the higher the level of education, then, the 
more receptive the parishioner will be to the 'modern' sermon delivery method. 

When looking at the respondents by education, respondents were very accepting of the 

message. However, there was a significant difference in levels of acceptance of the 

message by education for questions: 

2. Did the message flow logically from beginning to end? 

3. Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant public issues? 

4. Did the message encourage continuing conversation? 

6. Did the introduction make you want to listen to the message? 

Respondent highest levels of education were consolidated to reflect four distinct degree 
attainments -
• high school or GED attainment; 
• some college short of a bachelors degree; 
• bachelors degree and or some graduate study short of a masters degree; 
• Masters degree, additional graduate work, and/or an earned doctorate degree. 

For question 2, "Did the message flow logically from beginning to end?" there were 

significant differences between the 'high school or GED attainment' and 'masters degree, 

additional graduate work, and/or an earned doctorate degree' groups and the 'bachelors 

degree and or some graduate study short of a masters degree' and 'masters degree, 

additional graduate work, and/or an earned doctorate degree' groups. In both cases, the 

high school/GED recipients were best able to follow the logical progression of the 

message. Written responses suggested they had a greater appreciation of the message and 

its context as it related to their lives. (See Attachment 3.1) 
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For question 3, "Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant 

public issues?" there were significant differences between the 'some college short of a 

bachelors degree' and both the 'bachelors degree and or some graduate study short of a 

masters degree' and 'masters degree, additional graduate work, and/or an earned 

doctorate degree' groups. Those with some college were more accepting of the message 

and its engagement of their faith with current relevant public issues. (See Attachment 

3.2.) 

For question 4, "Did the message encourage continuing conversation?" there were 

significant differences between the 'masters degree, additional graduate work, and/or an 

earned doctorate degree' and 'high school or GED attainment' groups and the 'some 

college short of a bachelors degree' groups. Congregants with some college and less were 

more encouraged to continue the conversation sparked by the message. (See Attachment 

3.3.) 

For question 6, "Did the introduction make you want to listen to the message?" there 

were significant differences between the 'masters degree, additional graduate work, 

and/or an earned doctorate degree' and 'high school or GED attainment', 'some college 

short of a bachelors degree' and the 'bachelors degree and or some graduate study short 

of a masters degree' groups. The introduction was a significantly greater impetus to listen 

to the message for those with a bachelors degree and less education than for those who 

had earned at least a masters degree. (See Attachment 3.4.) 

For question 2, "Did the message flow logically from beginning to end?" there were 

significant differences between the 'high school or GED attainment' and 'masters degree, 

additional graduate work, and/or an earned doctorate degree' groups and the 'bachelors 
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degree and or some graduate study short of a masters degree' and 'masters degree, 

additional graduate work, and/or an earned doctorate degree' groups. In both cases, the 

high school/GED recipients were best able to follow the logical progression of the 

message. Written responses suggested they had a greater appreciation of the message and 

its context as it related to their lives. (See Attachment 3.5.) 

Conclusion 

With both sermons being statistically exhausted, I realize that most of my assumptions 

were incorrect. First, neither side responded more to one style against another style 

(Reference analysis of HI). The analysis stated that the East campus responded more 

favorably to the modern sermon in terms of their ability to understand the biblical text. It 

was my assumption that the West campus would be more favorable to the modern sermon 

however I believe the element of familiarity has contributed to this outcome. 

The West campus is more accustomed to the "modern" approach to preaching. This 

includes the usage of scripture, certain text preached, and the overall approach to 

preaching that isn't consistent of what is considered "teaching." Many individuals who 

attend the East campus were not raised in any church unlike Salem West. Therefore, the 

style that is unfamiliar becomes attractive and appeals to their ability to understand the 

biblical text. 

My assumptions of the level of acceptance relative to the level of education were 

incorrect as well. Initially I believed that those who had a higher level of formal 

education would be more receptive to the modern approach. I believed this because the 

modern approach to preaching is synonymous to how centers of higher learning design 



109 

and implement various methods of learning. The process proves an "absolute truth" also 

the approach is very orderly and it has a pattern that is followed. However, after reading 

the statistics my assumptions were not accurate. 

The research shows that those who had a lower level of formal training responded 

more favorably to the sermon than those who had more training. How could this be? I 

cannot be conclusive in my opinions however I believe a persons ability to relate to the 

minister has a major role in a person's ability to receive that which is given. It is quite 

common for those members who are closer to my age and like experiences to be attracted 

to my personal ministry. I believe this plays a role into the statistical outcome however I 

cannot be certain at the point of my studies. 

I have learned within this independent study that it is probable that style may not 

affect receptiveness as does the minister. Therefore, even if a minister has more of a 

modern approach to preaching it is quite possible for him/her to be effective within a 

postmodern church and vice versa. This statement needs to be tested further, however it 

seems that within the context of Salem Bible Church this theory may have some validity. 
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APPENDIX B 

ARE YOU LIVING ABOVE YOUR MEANS? 

Sermon written by Joseph L. Williams, M.Div. 

Scripture: Matthew 7:24-27 

To be honest with you, I've been toiling. Something just keep telling me, don't 

preach this, don't preach this. But I've gotten to the point where I'm realizing the 

difference between God and Satan. See, when you are spiritually immature, sometimes 

you can't delineate who's talking to who. Have I got a witness? But I have gotten to the 

point that sometimes when I have been hearing voices saying don't preach that, then it 

means that's what I need to preach. 

So it's my prayer this morning that you are helped and edified. It is kind of a 

different sermon and before I begin to preach, I want to tell you that the things that I may 

say within this sermon, I don't want you to assume that I'm saying this because I have it 

all figured out. And I am not saying these things because my life is perfect within the 

context of what I'm preaching, but I want to say this in prefaces to say that all of us need 

to do better. Have I got a witness? But just because I don't have it all right, don't mean I 

don't need to tell you the truth. So, if I am not preaching to you, then I'll just preach to 

myself. 

116 
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Matthew chapter 7 and if you are there, say I'm there. Stand to your feet as we read 

the Word of God, verse number 24. We will start reading. This is Jesus talking because it 

is in what color lettering? Red. First gospel. Therefore, whosoever hears these things of 

mine and does them, I will liken or compare him unto a what? Wise man, which built his 

house upon a what? Rock. Watch this ~ and the rains that descended and the floods that 

came and the winds that blew and beat upon that house, it fell not or it was founded upon 

a what? Rock. And everyone that hears these things of mine and does them not shall be 

likened or compared unto a what? Fool. Which built his house upon the what? Sand. And 

the rains descended and the floods came and the winds blew and beat upon that house and 

it what? Fell. And great was the fall of it. 

Briefly this morning, I want to talk from the subject, "Are You Living Above Your 

Means?" Are you living above your means? You may be seated. I knew it would get 

quiet. Ghetto boots and a pimped out Gucci suit. Ain't got no job. Cuz I stay sharp. Can't 

pay my rent. Cuz all my money's spent. But that's alright, cuz I'm so fly. Got a quarter 

tank of gas, in my new E-Class. But that's alright cuz I'm gone ride. Got everythang up 

in my momma's name. 

This rap some years ago by the Big Timers - two, three years ago, can't remember 

how long, but yawl remember it obviously. Took the radio waves by storm and our 

children, black children, young adults, teenagers glorified its lyrical content, despite these 

gentlemen glorifying financial ignorance and socioeconomic stupidity. And when you 

analyze that brief stanza that I just regurgitated to you, their doing nothing more than 

mocking how we as black people are. Because as a community, many of us are living 

above our means. 



118 

Now you know I don't have to sit here and pull your leg to make you understand 

how we can do it sometimes. Because black people sometimes can be so materialistic. 

We are so caught up on things that do not appreciate in value. And if you just think about 

how we do it sometimes, yawl know how we are. I mean you're driving around in a Benz 

but you are living at home with your momma. Living above your means. You stay fly all 

the time. Always in the latest trends. Every time people see you walking through Salem 

Bible Church's doors you always look good from the crown of your head to the soles of 

your feet. But every last one of your credit cards have been fully maxed out. As we go 

around and as we walk to see, many times our sisters stay in the beauty salon. Every 

Saturday, getting your hair done, spending 40, 50, $60. Every other week, 30 to $40 on a 

manicure-pedicure combination. Preach Joe. I'm trying. And no matter how broke or how 

much money you've got, you are going to get your hair done. You're going to get your 

nails done. You are going to spend that money every single Saturday. But when you get 

home, creditors are calling your home because there are bills you have not paid. Living 

above your means. 

And you know when you think about that, you have to ask a question. Well, 

preacher why are we like that? I think I have an answer. I believe that we as African 

Americans are like this because no one taught us how to handle our money. You see, 

what you have to understand, if I were to poll this audience this morning, there would be 

doctors and lawyers who are present, there would be educators, there would be different 

entrepreneurs, people who own their on businesses, etc. But what we have to understand, 

black folk haven't always been who we are today. And if you look on the timeline, it was 

just a few years ago that we were not in hospital rooms. We didn't have the audacity. We 
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did not have the options to be and to earn large salaries. But, we were in the fields 

picking cotton, being share croppers and what we have to understand, it seems like God 

had his hands on us and somewhere between the grace of God, the mercy of God and 

affirmative action, God allowed us, as the black community, to progress from a 

socioeconomic standpoint. And it seems like from the times we were slaves to the time 

that we became free, our mentalities never changed. Because physically we have been 

freed, but many of us are still in financial mental bondage. 

We think that we have arrived, but we are acting mentally like we are still coming 

up. And just look around, you can tell that we as black people have issues with living 

above our means. Because the other day I was at the Quiktrip and a man pulled up in an 

$80,000 Mercedes and he said, "Give me $3 on number 7". We are on the Westside 

right? The best side and if you go outside these doors and drive around. I don't care what 

they call it, but I'm still going to call it Bankhead. Have I got a witness? If you go up and 

down Bankhead, you will see cars that have these big wheels, but when you do the 

appraisal of it, you will discover that the rims cost more than the car. 

Walk in any project: Bowen Homes, Hollywood Courts, Bankhead Courts; people 

on fixed income, nothing wrong with that because everyone will not be blessed on the 

same level. Here people are paying 50, 100, $150 a month for their rent but their shoes 

cost a $150. Jumpsuits 250 and on every roof of every apartment you will see a DirecTV 

satellite dish. No priorities. Living above our means. 

Now I love this particular passage because Jesus compares a wise man to a fool. 

Now, what you have to understand about Jesus saying when he compares in contrast this 

wise man with this fool, it is nothing more than an extension of the Proverbs. Because 
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when you go home and read the Proverbs, you'll discover that the writer does nothing 

more than compares in contrast wise actions with foolish actions throughout the tenure of 

the entire book of Proverbs. He says some things like, the foolish man believes anything, 

but a wise man gives thought to his actions. And you see many times we as Christians, 

many times don't think about things before we do them. We are quick to give people our 

phone numbers and you haven't taken the time to get to know who you are talking to. 

You are quick to invite people over your house before realizing that people carry spirits 

on them. 

The Bible tells us that a wise man thinks before he acts. Another thing the Proverbs 

says is something like this, it says, a foolish man believes anything. It says a wise man 

loves the Lord and shuns evil, but a fool is hotheaded and reckless. And so many times 

you will cuss out the first person who crosses you, but you have to understand that before 

you cuss people out, the wise man is not quick to show his emotions or carry his 

emotions on his shoulders because when you let people know what makes you mad, your 

enemies know how to control by pushing ~ am I preaching ~ the right buttons. Or my 

favorite says, a wise man learns from his mistakes, but a fool returns to his folly as a dog 

returns to its vomit. 

You see it is one thing to go through one bad relationship, but when you analyze 

your life, every single relationship that you are in, looks the same way. First time, shame 

on them. Second time, shame on you. We have got to be wise about how we are thinking. 

Now, I love this particular passage because Christ compares a wise man to a fool. The 

wise man builds his house on the rock and the fools builds his house on the sand. And 

what I love about it, is that Jesus never takes his time to emphasize or talk about the 



121 

house. Jesus doesn't talk about how beautiful the house is or how big the house is, but all 

he talks about is the foundation upon how the house is built. And as it relates to our 

money my brothers and sisters, we've got to build the correct financial houses. Have I 

got a witness? And it don't matter how much money you make. It doesn't matter if you 

earn six figures or if you earn minimum wage, but what makes your house built upon a 

rock is how you handle what God has allowed you to have. Is your house built on the 

rock or is your financial house built upon the sand. 

So we've got a wise man. Then we've got a fool. We've got a man who built his 

house on a rock. Then we've got a man who built his house on the sand. We've got 

Richard, wise man. Pookie, fool. Richard makes some money, saves some money, spends 

some money. But Pookie always spends more than he earns. Richard, have I got a 

witness? Is a conservative person. He goes to the mall and he buys what he needs, but 

Pookie is flashy. He's always down on the latest trends. He goes to the mall and doesn't 

just buy what he needs, but he buys everything he wants. Have I got a witness? Richard, 

my brothers and sisters, if he gets sick, it is alright because he has medical insurance. If 

he is disabled and breaks his leg and can't work for three months, he is alright because he 

has disability insurance. If he dies, it is alright. He is going to leave his house in good 

shape because he has life insurance. But Pookie, on the other hand, if he gets sick, he has 

to get out of his momma's bed, get into his Mercedes, put his diamonds around his neck 

and go wait in Grady's line because he don't have no insurance. If Pookie is disabled, 

the tow man is coming to repo his car. If Pookie dies, he leaves his momma with a big 

bill because he never took the time to get his house in order. Are you a wise man or are 

you the fool? 



Now as Jesus talks about this house my brothers and sisters, if you think about it, he 

never takes the time to not only talk about how the house looks, but he never takes the 

time to talk about the importance of now, but Jesus is concerned about how the two 

homes were constructed and what happens when the storm comes. See, if you look at the 

text my brothers and sisters, the Bible says in verse number 25, and the rain descended 

and the floods came. And the winds blew and beat upon that house and it fell not because 

it was founded upon a rock. Jesus was not putting his emphases on the here and now but 

he was concerned about what happens when the storms come. 

See there are many of you this morning, you think that you are financially secure. 

You think you are where you need to be financially but you are in a false state of 

security. Because nothing has happened to you to test to see how strong your house is, 

but time something happens, it always tells you how well your financial house is built. 

Now when Jesus talks about these three different elements, he talks about the rain 

coming, he talks about the floods coming, and he talks about the winds coming. If you 

notice what he is saying, everything he says progressively worsens. When the storm first 

comes, the first thing you've got to worry about is rain. The second thing you've got to 

worry about is flooding. The third thing you've got to worry about is the wind. So my 

first question to you is, are your finances waterproof? Come on and talk to me. Repeat 

after me. Are my finances waterproof? That's the light stuff. That's stuff that ain't gone 

kill you, but you still got to ask yourself, are my finances waterproof. Now have you ever 

noticed, whenever we enter financial troubles, they always come out of nowhere. Am I 

talking to myself? I mean it's always the things that you never plan for, that throw you 
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off for the entire month until the next time that you are paid. It seems like whenever we 

find ourselves in financial difficulties, it always comes out of no where. 

There you are driving to work. Just another day, Tuesday, and you are driving down 

the street. Pop. There's a nail in your tire. You pull the car over to the side of the road 

and it is no big deal. Twenty to thirty dollars, plug it, but when they tow your car and try 

to fix it, they take off the wheel and realize not only do you need to plug your tire, but 

your brakes and your rotors are about to go. Have I got a witness? So, here you are, got to 

pay 3 to $400 that you did not plan for. Am I talking to somebody this morning? So here 

you are scratching your head, because financially you are already at your maximum 

capacity. And here you are thinking, how am I going to do this. You are trying to play 

this, robbing Peter to pay Paul. You get up the $400. You get home, you're depressed. 

Don't want to talk to nobody and when you sit down on the side of your bed, you look up 

and the toilet is leaking. Now you just paid $400 but here you've got to call a plumber 

and spend another $200 that you do not have. 

See the problem with us, my brothers and sisters, is those are things you can't plan 

for. So, we, as black folk, sometimes, got to stay out of the mall. And I've got to take 

some time to waterproof my finances, so when the rains come, I can be prepared for 

when the tire goes flat. I wish I had a witness. Preacher how do I know if my finances are 

waterproof? If you got fired tomorrow, if you did not earn another check, if you were in 

the position to where you could not earn another dollar, how long could you survive? 

How long could you eat? How long could you pay your mortgage, your car note? The 

problem with we as black people is; we may be looking good, we may be living good, but 

you are one check away from being dead. 
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I know it is different, but I'm trying to tell you something that's going to help you, 

my brothers and sisters, but we've got to get to the point, you need to be able to survive 

for a minimum of six months. See the reason why we're stressed out is because you are 

driving, praying nothing go wrong. I pray I don't get sick. I pray I don't catch a flat. You 

can't live that way. You've got to waterproof. Preacher how do I do that? Make 

adjustments. Sacrifice. You can't buy every outfit you see at the mall. Preacher, that's 

nothing. What can I do? Well, I'll tell you a few things you can do to waterproof your 

finances. What you have to understand, we've got to learn how to tithe to ourselves. You 

see, a lot of yawl won't receive that because it is hard enough for you to tithe to the Lord. 

Have I got a witness? But watch this now, after you take 10% of what you earn and give 

that to God, because it is biblical. You can get mad at me all you want. But it is already in 

the Word of God. After you tithe to the Lord, you've got to take some time and tithe to 

yourself. You need to live off of 80% of what it is that you earned, so when something 

goes wrong, I'm alright because my finances are waterproof. 

Preacher, I can't do that. You can make adjustments and you can waterproof your 

finances. Can I tell you one thing you can do? You're going to think I'm crazy. 

Whenever you go grocery shopping, be full when you go. See when you shop at the 

grocery store, you're hungry and what they don't tell you is grocery stores will 

logistically set and lay out their shops because they know that every person who comes 

through that door, the majority of them are coming to get milk or bread. And have you 

ever noticed that you've got to walk a country mile just to get some milk and here you are 

hungry. You hadn't eaten nothing and statistics have shown that when we go to the 

grocery store and we have not eaten, we spend 20 to 30% more. 
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What church can you hear this at? Have I got a witness? Can I tell you something 

else? Whenever you shop, stay away from trends. You're always trying to stay fly, but 

you've got to buy clothes that are timeless. You've got to buy things that I can wear three 

years from now. Do I have somebody who knows how to hook some old stuff up? Have I 

got a witness? I'm talking about, you took something you bought two years ago with 

some shoes you bought six months ago. See yawl think I've got something new everyday, 

but I be fooling yawl. I'll switch the tie. I'll switch the shoes. You've got to make it 

work. Is it waterproof? Look at somebody and say, is it waterproof? 

We live for raises. You're mad at your boss right now because you ain't got the raise 

you're looking for. Now it's nothing wrong with wanting raises. In corporate America, 

people on average receive a 3% raise, which is synonymous with the escalation of the 

cost of living. So, most jobs will raise its employees 3% and here we are waiting for that 

raise - 3, 5%. But you are waiting on it for the wrong reasons. You are waiting on it so 

you can spend more money. You're waiting on it because have you ever noticed, that the 

more you get, the more you spend? The more money you get, the bigger your check is, 

the bigger your bills become. And we get to the point to every time we get a raise, we 

live in and we absorb everything that God has blessed us to have. But, whenever you get 

a raise, you need to save 50% of what it is that you are blessed to get above what you are 

accustomed to. Because the problem with us is, we live off of 100% of what it is that we 

make. Is it waterproof? 

As Jesus talks about this wise man and this fool, he first talks about when the storm 

comes. First you have got to be sure you are prepared for the rain. But then, as you notice 

what Jesus says, the repercussions progressively worsens. Because first he talks about the 
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rain, the water. But then he talks about the floods. Everybody say floods. See flooding is 

more damaging to a house than rain. See when it rains, it rains on your roof and it rolls 

off and you know, a few hours every thing is dried up, but the flooding when rain falls 

and it settles, its more destructive. It does more damage. So the man who built his house 

on the rock, not only was he able to resist the rain, but he was able to resist the flood. The 

more permanent, long-term things that cause our homes to be in trouble. 

So not only do I want to ask you are your finances waterproof but are they flood proof. 

Now, what's more damaging than the things that come out that we can't expect: the 

blown tire, the toilet that needs to be fixed. The thing that is equivalent to floods is how 

we handle our credit. Two things we do: we abuse our credit and we misuse our credit. 

There are people in here today, every time you get on your cell phone, you make phone 

calls. As long as you are in the greater Atlanta area, you're straight. But time you 

continue to drive and you get a little bit north, a little bit south, little bit east, little bit 

west, the phone goes out because you have a Metro PCS. Preacher, I'm offended. I'm not 

talking about those of us who made those options and that phone is for business reasons 

which is a flat fee. I can calculate my expenses. I'm not talking about you. But there are 

many folk who are in this church, you got that phone because they are the only ones who 

didn't run a credit check. Umm, abused credit. 

As I go out and look upon the car lot outside. People are driving Toyotas, Hondas; 

nothing wrong with that, that's a good car. But the problem is, you are driving a Toyota 

but you're paying a Mercedes car note. Your credit has been so jacked up until all the 

interest that is in your car, you could be driving a Rolls Royce, but your credit has been 

abused. There are those of you who cannot get employment. Every time you go to 
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employers are starting to run people's credit because if you are too sorry to pay your 

bills, what make us think you are going to be too sorry not to show up at 9. 

One day marketers sat down at a table, and said how can we make the consumer 

spend more money. How can we cause people to buy more. So what happens? 

Metaphorically speaking, of course, marketers sat at a table with bankers and the banker 

said, I'll tell you what we will do. We will make people think that they have more than 

they do. They invented something called credit. Everybody say credit. Now you do know 

credit is nothing more than making you believe that you have more than you really do. 

See whenever you spend and use your credit cards, it is nothing more than buying things 

that you really cannot afford. So the banker sat down and said, okay we can do that. So 

when everybody began to matriculate the bankers and marketers, what happens is, 

everybody wanted their piece of the credit puzzle. They all wanted their piece of the 

credit pie. So, what happens is, the first people were the credit card companies and what 

happens is, they lure you and lure us when you are young. They wait until you leave your 

momma's house and when you go off to college. I wish I had a witness. And every day 

when you go to pay the little bills and you got some little money in your pocket, because 

you are trying to advance yourself, trying to get another degree to be a better person and 

to earn more so you can take care of your family, and you go to the mailbox — American 

Express $2000. Am I preaching somebody? Visa $3000. Discover $1500. 

So here's what you do, fill out every last one of them. You just gave yourself a 

$5000 raise, you think. But they don't tell you that every time you fill out one of those 

credit cards, you are damaging your credit. Because when people are looking at your 



beacon score, it's nothing more than a ratio between what you earn and your potential 

debt. That's revolving debt. So here you are at the stores. Now remember, you're broke, 

but you see those shoes and you remember, hey, I've got $1500. Run up Discover. Run 

up American Express. Run up Chase. No more room to buy nothing. And then what they 

did, the credit card company said, now this is how we are going to get them. After you 

have maxed out all of your credit cards, they put you on a little list and then they send 

something that says, we will transfer all of what you spent in the mall for 0%. But see 

they don't tell you when you make a balance transfer that if you charge another penny, 

they are going to charge you another 20%. So when the credit card companies were 

coming up, then the car company says now we got to get a piece of this. 

Now you see, when I was young and when many of us were young, when momma 

and daddy bought a car, they bought it and they drove it until it was paid off. See what 

the car companies did, they said no, we are going to invent something called leasing. 

Let's take people who can afford a Toyota, but let's put them in a Mercedes. So what 

happens every time you pay that monthly note, you are not paying on the equity of that 

car, but you are paying for the depreciation of the car. So what happens, when you turn 

the car in, they have already made $30,000 from leasing you the car, then they turn 

around and sell it for another 15. Leasing should only be used for people who are looking 

for certain tax deductions and they don't tell us that because they don't care about where 

your house is built. So then, when the housing markets saw the credit companies coming 

up and when they saw the car companies coming up, they said we've got to get a piece of 

this. 



129 

So then they invented what they call interest. They said, see this is what we do. Let's 

take someone who can only afford $100,000 house and put them in a $200,000 house. 

Don't let them worry about the equity and all that stuff and everything will be alright. 

Now if you will remember, in 2001 the World Trade Center ~ the bombing- the plane 

went through the building. They came to a crumbling halt and then Allen Greenspan, the 

most powerful man in America, I will never forget that, a little short Jewish man, he 

began to adjust interest rates. And when he adjusted interest rates, mortgage loans began 

to go down as low as they had been in 30, 40, 50, 60 years. So, when people were seeing 

interest only loans for 5%, they began to jump on them. So, folk who needed to be in a 

$100,000 house were able to afford a $300,000 house and then they began to come out 

with an ARM. Am I talking to somebody. 

See the ARM says, you can live at this house for five years at this interest rate, but 

after five years we are going to go up. Watch this, to my realtors, my people who are here 

who are in real estate, any one of them will tell you that the housing market has slowed 

now. If you drive by neighborhoods, my brothers and sisters, you will see houses that are 

brand new. Folk are not buying them. Why? What's 5 + 2001? 2006. So the reason why 

the housing market has slowed is because everybody was in these interest only ARMs 

five years ago and now they are trying to sell it because they cannot afford to live there. 

The only reason why you get an interest only loan is when you are investing. The only 

reason why you do an interest only loan is when you are dedicated to paying more than 

what your mortgage company tells you, you need to pay. 

We've got to understand how to treat our debt. Whenever you go into debt, my 

brothers and sisters, if it is not a house, if it is not a car, you need to pay it off in less than 
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90 days. If you've got to charge it, you don't need to buy it. And we have to go but can I 

just tell yawl one more thing? Waterproof, flood proof, then Jesus talks about the wind. 

See the wind is the most damaging element of a storm. To my people from New Orleans, 

they will tell you, that the first thing they saw was rain. Then the second thing they saw 

was flooding. But that's when Katrina came in and the winds took out everything that the 

rain and the floods did not take with them. 

Here we are, you were able to get over the popped tire. You were able to float your 

credit robbing Peter to pay Paul. But you've got to remember, you've got to deal with 

winds of this life. You see my brothers and sisters, the winds encompasses our financial 

futures. See what happens is, my brothers and sisters, we all have our own children and 

when your children are growing up, you want your children to have the very best. Have I 

got a witness? Yawl do. And see what happens, we live in a society where our kids go to 

school and they are forced to be something that they can't always attain. They are forced 

to wear certain clothes because they have succumbed to peer pressure. 

So here our children come home and beg you for $150 shoes and you give it to them. 

They beg us for all these different hats, all these jerseys, all of these latest and greatest 

fashion items and we give them what they ask for because you love your children. But 

you see, when Junior goes to college, he is forced to take out a student loan. So here he 

has to take down 40 to $50,000 and pay it back after he graduates from that institution. 

Why do you think, graduation attendants, why do you think attendants of the African 

American community is so low? The reason why is because when our kids go off to 

school, we have bought them every Jordan that existed. We bought them every Air Force 

One that existed but we gave them no check to be educated in college. Winds. Next thing 
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and I'm going to shut up. Have you ever been to a black funeral? I mean if you had a 

loved one to die, I'm not trying to be funny, it's just how we are. Ooooooowhoooooo!!! 

Ahhhhhhhh Jesus!!! Whooah!!!!!!! You ever been to a white funeral? See it's one thing 

to have somebody die and they leave you something. So I've got to deal with him dying. 

Then I've got to wonder how the lights gone get paid. What we don't understand, we 

don't pass on our wealth. We don't leave our wives and our husbands and our children 

the way they need to be. I don't want my kids worried about the lights being on. Who 

needs some rims? You've got to take that money and put it in a mutual fund so when you 

die, your family will be alright. The winds. 

God bless you. Thank you. I did not know how that was going to come off. Were 

you helped? 



APPENDIX C 

ARE YOU WALKING LIKE YOU ARE TALKING? 

Sermon Written by Joseph L. Williams 

Scripture: James 1:22-25 

Whenever I preach, I try to preach to where your lives are made better. I think for too 

long, people in the church have been preaching stuff that sounds good. It sounds really 

poetic and flowery. But to me, if a preacher does not preach and when you leave this 

church, and you're not a better person, then that preacher has not done his job. So, I thank 

God for the opportunity to have and I do recognize that I'm very blessed to be at this 

church and to serve under my father and him to lead me and guide me. And I want you to 

know that I don't take, standing behind this bookboard lightly. But I do take what I do 

very seriously and I thank you all for your support and for your help. Amen. 

Okay, yawl ready, James, chapter 1 verse 22. Stand onto your feet. If you are there, 

say I'm there. But be ye doers of the Word and not hearers only, deceiving your own 

selves. For any be a hearer of the word and not a doer he is like unto a man — watch this -

- who looks at his face in a mirror for he looks at himself and he goes away and 

straightway he forgets the manner of man that he was. But whoever looks into the perfect 

law of liberty and continues therein, he being not a forgetful what? Hearer, but a what? 

132 
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Doer of the work. This man shall be blessed in his deeds. Again, verse 22: But be ye 

doers of the word, and not hearers only, deceiving your own selves. 

Briefly, I want to talk from the subject, "Are You Walking Like You Talking"? 

Look at somebody before you sit down and get comfortable to your left and your right 

and say, hey you, hey you, hey you, hey you, hey you, hey you. Say, are you walking like 

you talking? Most times we look to our left and look to our right, but look behind ya, say, 

hey, hey, hey, hey, hey, hey you. Say, are you walking like you talking? Now give God 

some praise and take your seats. 

Salem, church folk are a strange group of people. Church folk have their own 

language, their own system, their own code of ethics and believe or not, my brothers and 

sisters, church folk everywhere are all the same. You see, many times we look at this city 

of Atlanta, knowing that it is a progressive city. Knowing that Atlanta is the mega church 

capital of this country. There are more mega churches in Atlanta than in any other city in 

this country and when we believe the hype and when we get caught up in the hype, we 

believe that being that we are in Atlanta, we are different. But church folk in Atlanta are 

the same as folk who are in the midst of the country. Have I got a witness? Now preacher, 

when you say church folk, what are you talking about? Oftentimes we talk about the 

word church folk, but let me tell you so you will understand. That word church folk is 

always used in a negative light because whenever you hear the word or the terminology, 

church folk, it is not those of us who just come to God's house to worship and we leave; 

but church folk are those individuals who are more concerned with external presentation 

than internal spiritual motivation. Are yawl with me this morning? 
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In essence, the church folk are the ones who believe that their religion is based on 

what is on the outside instead of what you find when you look on the inside. And believe 

or not my brothers and sisters every where you go, church folk are all the same. Now if 

you believe that, say Amen. Now let me see if I can tell you just a few things so you can 

understand how church folk act and if you don't believe in what I am saying, just tell me. 

But if I am right, just respond by saying Amen. Church folk everywhere my brothers and 

sisters are very phony acting people. I mean when you come to God's house you are 

trying to get your praise on. You are trying to get your worship on and here you see Sister 

So and So walking down the aisle. She don't like you and you know she knows, you 

know she don't like you. But in the midst of knowing this woman doesn't like me, what 

does Sister So and So do times she sees me? Give me that funny face, how ya doing this 

morning? Church folk. 

Church folk are very clickish. If you don't dress like them, can't be in the click. If 

you don't walk it like them, can't be in the click. If you don't chime and say Preach Joe 

at the right time, can't be in the click. If you ain't been at Salem 150 years to remember 

all of Salem's history, to remember when Joe used to walk around the church with his 

suit and his tennis shoes on, to remember how the Third preached his first sermon, crying 

standing on a box. If you don't remember all those things, can't be in the click. Church 

folk. Church folk are very , very judgmental. They are always quick to point their fingers 

to tell you what you ain't doing and why you are wearing that and why your husband talk 

like that to you. And if they were just more concerned with themselves and leave you and 

me alone, the church may go somewhat. Church folk. 
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Church folk are spiritually stagnant. They can tell you everything about the bible. 

Oh, they can walk it my brothers and sisters like some moving theologian. They can tell 

you all about how God created everything out of nothing. How he said, let their be light 

and it was. They can tell you how Moses led the children of Israel down to the Red Sea 

and then that's when the Holy Spirit took the tail of the east wind and fanned the bottom 

dry and they walked over dry char. They are even new testament scholars. They can tell 

you that the Christ walked on the water. They can tell you that he turned water into wine. 

But on Sunday morning they will say oh the preacher preached. He was so good. What he 

talked about? I don't know, but he show was good. Church folk. 

But then, and I'm going to shut up. Church folk never act on the outside of church 

like they act on the inside. They will knock you out praising God on Sunday. And quick 

to curse you out, time they are trying to get out of the parking lot. Church folk. But why 

are we like that? Why do we act one way in church and another way when church is over. 

Why are we so phony? Why are we so judgmental? Why is it, my brothers and sisters, 

that all of our religion encompasses how we talk and not how we walk? Why is it Salem 

that we can act one way on Sunday, act another way on Monday? How can we teach our 

children, love your enemies, but then our own children see us betray our best friends. But 

before I take a stab at trying to logically dissect why we are like that, let me say 

something. I have noticed and maybe this has something to do with it. People are very, 

very vain. Very vain. Very into themselves. Very shallow. Very self centered. Very 

egotistical folk who think they are better and more than what we really are. Vain people 

and it has gotten so bad until it affects every facet of our society. 
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People are so vain until I see it affecting our sisters. Brothers you can attest to this as 

you walk through the streets of Atlanta and you see that nice looking girl. Nice hair. Nice 

personality, seemingly. Nice outfit on and you open up your mouth, not trying to holla at 

her. Not trying to get her phone number, but you say how you doing and she can't even 

talk to you. Vain people. But brothers don't say Amen quickly because you are the same 

way. Because sisters, you can tell me if I'm lying, brothers, sometimes, time they get a 

nice job and time they get a nice car and time they are able to wear some nice clothes; 

they think you are supposed to fall at their every beck and call. They think that just 

because when they say jump, you are supposed to say how high. Hey, you are too vain to 

be thinking that. Folk are even so vain until not only does it affect men or women, but it 

affects our own children. I saw a little cute girl in Lenox the other day. She had pigtails 

coming down the side of her face. I said, baby girl you sure are precious. She looked at 

me and said, I know. 

Here in verse 22. James says, watch this, but be ye what? Doers of the word. See and 

not hearers only. See here James is saying we need to be doers of the word. We need to 

walk the Word and not just talk about how religious we are. But here James compares a 

person who is a hearer and not a doer. Watch what he compares himself to. He says in 

verse 23: It says, for any be a hearer of the Word and not a doer, he is a like a man 

beholding himself in a mirror and as this man looks at himself in a mirror, he forgets 

what it is that he sees. So in essence, we are saying that the reason why we are hearers 

and not doers, the reason my brothers and sisters why we are talkers and not walkers is 

because we are spiritually vain. The purpose of a mirror is to look at myself and see what 

is wrong so I change it so I can look better. The problem from a spiritual context is, as we 
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look at ourselves, spiritually vain people are the ones who have all the flaws but they 

can't see it for themselves. Many times when I get up, my brothers and sisters, I'll see 

people who look tow up from the flow up physically. I mean have you ever seen these 

people at your work. I mean hair going in every direction. Come on talk to me somebody. 

Makeup — either got too much or not enough. Come on, talk to somebody. 

I mean, folk whose colors are off and you ask yourself, did you look in a mirror this 

morning? Now believe or not, most of those folk looked at the mirror but one or two 

things happened. Either when they looked at the mirror, they did not see their own 

problems or two, they did not look at themselves long enough to see what needed to be 

changed. And spiritually my brothers and sisters, I believe our problem is not that we are 

not examining ourselves in the mirror that I am going to define to you, but our problem 

is, we are not looking at the reflection long enough to see what we need to change. To 

transfer from a hearer of the Word to a doer of the Word. 

Now you see my brothers and sisters, I know you are asking yourself, well Pastor 

what is our mirror? The mirror that you and I must look at in order to see our problems is 

God's word. The Word of God is what serves as our mirror and the problem with us, the 

problem with many church folk is, we have looked and glanced at the mirror but we have 

not taken the time to look long enough to see what's wrong with us. See in order for us to 

make a transformation from hearing God's Word to doing God's Word, we must have 

some self examination. Repeat after me. Self examination. Say again. Self examination. 

Now you see, let me tell you something about me. You've got to learn that you've got to 

look at the Word long enough, until you are able to see something that makes you a better 
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person. You've got to look at the Word long enough until you are able to apply what it 

says to make you a better person. 

Now I'm going to let you in on my life. My brothers and sisters for a long time, I 

used to have problems when folk would talk about me. And I know there is somebody 

else in this room today if you have ever been talked about, just say Amen. Ever been 

mistreated, whenever someone lied on you ~ said you did something and you know you 

did not do it. Said, you went somewhere and you know you did not go. It is a terrible 

thing for someone to talk about you and to be honest with you, whenever I heard folk 

talking about me, I was ready to fight. I was ready to confront them to say, why you 

talking about me? Because when people talk about you, it feels like you are fighting blind 

because you do not know who's saying it. And I used to get all frizzled and frazzled 

about the things and words that people said but as I continued to look in the mirror, I 

realized that the problem was not them, but it was me. Oh my brothers and sisters, as I 

look at the Word of God I can see something in this reflection and I can see something 

that says, the Lord is my Shepherd. 

Now see many times all we've done is glance at that reflection but I had to get to the 

point to where I looked so hard at the 23rd Psalms until I was able to see something about 

Joseph that needed to change to make me abetter person. Now if the Lord is my 

shepherd, why am I concerned about what they think. You see what I'm saying? You see 

what you've got to understand my brothers and sisters, God is our provider. God is our 

shepherd. God is the one who watches over us, so if people are talking about you, it does 

not matter what they think because God is my shepherd. Let me tell you something about 

people. You can't live your life worried and concerned about what folk think about you. 



Because many times, we try to live our lives to please other people. But what I have had 

to learn, my brothers and sisters in Christ is no matter who you are and no matter what 

you do, folk are going to think about you what they are going to think about you and it is 

nothing you can do. But if you look at the reflection, the Word of God says, the Lord is 

My Shepherd. 

Another thing you've got to learn about people that I had to learn my brothers and 

sisters in Christ, what you got to know and understand Salem is, people will never judge 

you based off of reality. But people always judge you based upon what it is they perceive 

about you. See I used to think, if I'm right, they ain't gone talk about me. If I do what I'm 

supposed to do, they are not going to say nothing about me. If I don't go there, they are 

not going to say I went there. But I have learned, it does not matter what I do that 

determines what they think, folk are going to talk about you, not based off what is real, 

but based off of what it is they perceive. Sisters in this place, God has blessed you to be 

cosmetically attractive. God has blessed you to have a nice shape and you don't even 

have to work out to get it. I wish I had a witness this morning. And you like to wear your 

clothes a little fitted, not because you are fast, but because you like to wear your clothes 

nicely. Come on and talk to me somebody. 

But the strange thing is, as you walk, just because people look at you to see that you 

are shaped nice, to see that you are attractive, they assume, oh she must be sleeping with 

every Tom, Dick, and Harry she meets. She must be fast. She must be a whorish 

individual. Now here you are living right. Here you are doing right. Here you are trying 

to be the woman that God has called you to be. Forget what they think because as you 

look at the mirror, the text says, The Lord is. My black brothers, yawl know how it is. 
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God blesses you to have a real job, making real money and you pay your taxes every time 

you get paid. But people through the streets of Atlanta see you coming, getting out of 

your nice car and dressing nice and looking good and smelling good, they assume you're 

hustling. And that used to bother me my brothers and sisters, but you've got to look in the 

mirror long enough until you see the Lord is my shepherd. And you say I'm selling dope. 

That just means the favor of God is making you think its dope. It ain't dope, but it's 

God's hands that are on me. 

People, listen, are always intimidated by success. Have you ever noticed Salem that 

people can always befriend you when you don't have nothing. Have you ever noticed that 

when you are in the same department as your girlfriend, oh yawl were ride or die. When 

you are in the same department as your boy, yawl were ride or die, but time God begins 

to elevate you, but they are not elevated like you are, time God begins to open up 

windows and open up doors and open up opportunities, that's when they say, ah 

something is wrong with her. She thinks she is all of that. He thinks he is all that. No. 

That's why you can't worry about what they are saying because as I look in the mirror, 

the text says, the Lord is my shepherd. 

We are going to make a transformation from being hearers of the Word to doers of 

the Word. First there must be some self examination. But let me ask you this question my 

brothers and sisters, why is it that when we come to God's house and we hear all of what 

God is revealing to us through his Word, why is it that there is never any changes with 

God's people. I mean whenever I'm trying to preach to you, I try to make it intentional 

that I'm preaching to the total man, to the total woman. I try to preach messages not only 

tell you that God is a provider, but I try to tell you there are more facets to God than his 
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ability to be Jehovah Jireh. When I stand before you, I try to preach on relationships and I 

preached a sermon called Letting Go and Moving On and the sermon basically talked 

about that in order for us to go where God wants us to be, we've got to let go of these 

relationships in our past in order to get there. But what baffles me is, folk are still holding 

on. No change. I even try to preach about theological doctrines. I preached a sermon 

called Favor Ain't Fair. That teaches us that favor is nothing more than God's hand upon 

his children that separates and elevates us above those who are nonbelievers. And 

sometimes when the favor of God is on you, people are not going to like you, but in the 

midst of preaching that sermon, in the midst of people saying Pastor I was convicted and 

I understand, folk are still saying why don't she like me. No change. 

And even two weeks ago, I talked about finances. I preached on a sermon called, Are 

You Living Above Your Means, trying to tell and teach God's people, you can't run up 

all your credit cards. You can't be frivolous about what God has blessed you to have, but 

we are still spending. We still have the same mentality as it relates to how we spend our 

money and for the life of me, I cannot understand how can we come through those doors 

and sit down on those pews and open up the Word of God, but we still don't change. See 

whenever you come in God's house and you come through those doors and you sit in 

those pews, and you open up that Word, a miracle happens every time. God allows the 

floodgates of heaven to open up. As the man or woman of God is standing, proclaiming 

the Word of God, God allows his ramar Word to come into your spirit and every time the 

man or woman of God preaches the gospel, God impregnates your spirit with his Word. 

So here we are, hundred or thousands of us are pregnant spiritually every single 

week. If we had to go out and get a spiritual first response test, all of us should be 
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pregnant. Preach Joe. I'm trying to. But why is it, if all of us are pregnant, are we having 

so many miscarriages? Because we don't know what to do with God's Word. See we sit 

and say, oh preacher I'm ready for the Word. I'm ready for the Word. But when you get 

it, you don't know what to do with the Word. So first, if we are going to make a 

transformation from hearing God's Word to doing God's Word, I first must have self 

examination. But secondly there must be some personal transformation. 

The first thing that happens, my brothers and sisters, is when you come in those doors, 

you aren't expecting nothing. Umm. See when you come into the house of God, you've 

got to expect God to do something for you. I mean you've been going through hell all 

week long. Have I got a witness? Folk getting on your nerves. Children won't do right. 

Bills are unpaid. When you come into those doors, you got to be ready for a Word of 

God. God I'm expecting you to tell me something. I'm expecting you to change my life 

in those words. And can I tell you how you know you came to God's house expecting to 

hear a word? I'm going to tell you how you know. The reason how you know is, have 

you ever sat in those pews with those bibles open and when the preacher preaches, you 

say, he's preaching to me. Like I got up out my bed last week, came to your house, snuck 

in while you were sleep, opened up your diary, went home, chose a text, and a sermon to 

address your situation. The way you know you are ready, is when you feel like he is 

talking directly to you. 

See for too long church has not been a place where we expect the Word of God but it's 

become to ritzy. We try to be too cute. We try to use the house of God as a place where 

we come up. We try to use the house of God as a place to pass our business cards, but this 

place, my brothers and sisters is not a place for you to come and play and just to look 
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good and wear your new pair of shoes, but when you eome in God's house, you ought to 

come expecting God to do something. Watch this, expectations won't change you. You 

can want something all you want, and then when you come to church, the preacher 

preach about it and you are still the same. But after I have some expectations, there must 

be some determination. See after you receive what it is you were expecting, you have to 

be so determined that you are going to apply what it is that you just heard. It is kind of 

like, when I was a little boy, my momma used to get my shoes from Buster Brown. 

Anybody remember Buster Brown? Oh yawl don't know nothing about no Buster 

Brown? My momma got me some shoes from Buster Brown and when I got my shoes, I 

was so excited, after she paid for it, I said, momma can I wear them out the store. I took 

my old shoes off. Put the new shoes on. I was so happy to have a new pair shoes until I 

couldn't wait to try them on. And that's how the Word must be. You've got to be so 

excited about that Word. So on a high about that Word that you cannot wait to try it out. 

The preacher preaches and says love thine enemies. You ought to be to where can't 

wait to get to work to see that girl who you know don't like you and open up your mouth 

and say God Bless You, How you're doing? Self examination. Personal transformation. 

But then, if you notice, James tells us, and he gives us the essence of what our religion 

needs to look like. Let me tell you this. I am going to take my seat. Verse 27. Watch this. 

Pure religion. He defines it. This is how we should be. Undefiled before God and the 

Father is this? To visit what? The Fatherless and the widows in their what? Affliction. 

And to keep himself what? Unspotted from the world. So preacher, you're telling me that 

my religion is when I go see sick folk? No. James is not being literal here. I wish it was 

that easy. That all we had to do was go see folk who are in the hospital. Don't you wish it 
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was that easy? I mean, come on talk to me. I mean I know you are all perfect and pious 

and all that stuff, but I wish that all I had to do was see a few sick folk every week and 

God say, Joe that's good. Here's your little star. Here's your little check. Here's your 

little smiley face. 

But if that is all we had to do, we would be just like Catholics. Because Catholics 

believe that their actions are what gets us into the gates of heaven. But it's deeper than 

that my brothers and sisters. James is not being literal to mean that all we got to do is go 

see a few sick folk in Grady. No. But James means that our religion needs to manifest to 

something that's physical. There is something that is more than the hooray and the hoopla 

of Sunday morning worship service. It is something that must transform from worship to 

something that I do to help other people. Have I got a witness? You see we think, my 

brothers and sisters that our religion falls within a timeframe. We think that our religion 

is defined from the time that the deacon says, I heard the voice of Jesus saying, I... come 

on and talk to me somebody. And we think it ends when the preacher says, now unto him 

that is able to keep you from falling. To the one whose able to present you faultless 

before the presence of his glory with exceeding joy to the only wise God our Father being 

majesty, dominion and power. Now henceforth and forever. Up, there it is. And then you 

go home. Take off your church clothes. Take off your church hat. Take off your church 

ushering gloves. Put your Bible neatly by the bed case and don't pick it up for another 

seven days and you think that that defines your religion. 

So we have minimized our religion to worship. My question to you is, when worship 

ends, when does your ministry begin? When James says, that the pure religion of those 

that visit the fatherless. In essence James is saying, when the benediction has been made, 
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what you gone do now? How you gone take all that good. See the problem is, we as 

Christians have become big sponges. So self centered. You come to God's house and 

after you receive your Word, oh, oh that was for me. Oh he is preaching to me. But what 

do you do with all of that stuff? The only thing that makes it worth it for you to be here is 

when you take what you are hearing to help somebody else. To make this world better 

than it was when you found it. My brothers and sisters, when worship ends, how does 

your ministry begin? And the beauty of what I'm saying is, James and I are on the same 

and on one accord because he says that our religion is defined by how we talk and how 

we walk. 

First let me show you how it talks. How religion boils down to how we talk. I love this 

part. The bible says, my brothers and sisters in verse 26: If any man is among you that 

seems to be religious. You ever known some folk who seem religious. I mean they walk 

the walk and they knew how to say it and they knew when the preacher said, he may not 

come when you want to and they said, oh he's right on time. They knew all the little 

church jargon. They knew how to speak in tongues. Could nobody do the holy ghost. I 

still can't get the holy ghost dance down, but I'm trying. I mean they've got all the little 

stuff that make them seem... But then them same folk, when ain't' no church folk around 

you, they be like, what did you just say? Watch this, if any man among you seem to be 

religious, watch this, and bridles not his tongue. See you've got to watch folk that 

everything comes out of their mouth. Every other word is a curse word. You've got to 

watch folk who curse too much. Because cursing is a sign of a mind that has not been 

developed. If the only way you can articulate yourself is through ancient band French, 

you will get that on your way home but whenever I'm talking. James is saying talking 
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and walking. In essence, when I'm talking my brothers and sisters, that's not a time for 

me to be negative. 

I can't stand being around, you ever seen negative folk, how you doing? Well you 

know my heart ain't right and my medication ain't' good, but I was in the doctor's office, 

my pressure was up, my sugar was 8000. Just -1 don't want to hear all that. We are 

speaking death. Well, you know I have cancer and you know, I've got.. Hey if you got 

cancer, you got to speak life into your cancer. Even though I have cancer, I know a God 

who's Jehovah Rapha, which means he can still heal my body. You've got to speak life. 

Speak life. Stop being so negative about every single thing that comes out of your mouth. 

Compliment people some times and quick player hating on folk. If somebody looks good, 

tell them, you look good today. I don't even want nothing. You look nice. You've got to 

speak life. 

Sisters. I know you're cute. I know. I know you look good. But when a brother comes 

up and says hello, just be nice to him. Just acknowledge him as a person. You would be 

surprised what a compliment would do to somebody . Tell anybody they are losing 

weight and see what they do. See we've got to learn how to build people up with how we 

speak and stop tearing folk down sometimes. Religion boils down to how I talk but also 

how I what? Am walking. So as God makes an assessment of me, he is trying to see 

what's coming out of my mouth and he is also trying to walk where I'm going. See folk 

think that Jesus is all caught up on moral elements of our society. See yawl think that 

Jesus cares about me having fun. Let me tell you something. If that's what God cared 

about. I would not even be hear. Did yawl come to my party? But God cares about what it 

is you are doing that's helping to make my daddy's kingdom what it needs to be. 
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So here he says, pure religion is not undefiled before God and the Father is this, to 

visit the fatherless and the widows and their affliction and to keep himself unspotted from 

the world. And that's two things in my walk. One, you've got to learn that when you have 

come out, when God has delivered you from your wilderness, when God has held up his 

hands and said peace be still to your storm, that's when you've got to get up and go help 

somebody else who is in the same predicament as you were. If you've been delivered 

from drugs, you've got to find somebody else who has been delivered and pull them out. 

James says that the man must be unspotted from the world. Does that mean perfect? No. 

You ain't perfect. What do you think they said when it said Job was perfect and upright? 

It merely meant that Job was disconnected from being affected by his society. That's 

when Paul meant when he says, be not conformed to this world, but transformed by the 

renewing of your mind, which means we don't need to be thermometers. But we need to 

be thermostats. Too many times, we allow folk to dictate how we act, where we go. But 

we are the ones who need to determine folk around us. Unspotted from the world. So 

what causes me to make a transformation from hearing the Word to doing the Word. 

From walking the Word to talking the Word. 

Self examination through the Word of God. Personal transformation, applying God's 

Word to life. And Spiritual restoration, changing and affecting somebody else. 



APPENDIX D 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Your Opinion Counts! 
First, let me thank you for your help. By participating in this process you are not only 
helping me in my education, but you are also helping me to hopefully become a better 
preacher. Please answer the questions below honestly and thoughtfully, do not leave any 
of them blank and DO NOT write your name on the form. 

Did the message help you better understand the biblical text? 
Yes No 

Did the message flow logically from beginning to end? 
Yes No 

Did the message help you to engage your faith with current, relevant public issues? 
Yes Somewhat No Not Applicable 
Comment: 

Did the message encourage continuing conversation? 
Yes Somewhat No not applicable 
Comment: 

In a single sentence, what was the main idea of the message? 

Did the introduction make you want to listen to the message? 
Yes No 
Why/why not? 
How has God revealed Himself to you through this message? 
Did this message show you how you can apply this scripture to your life? 
Yes No 
If so, how? 

Was there anything in the presentation that was distracting? If so, what? 

Church Locations: Salem East Salem West Service Time: 8:30 11:00 

Gender: Male Female Race/Ethnicity: 

Are you a member of Salem: Yes No 
If so, How Long? 

Age Range: under 18 18-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61 and 
up 

Level of Education Completed: 
GED High School Bachelor Master Doctorate 
Certificate Diploma Degree Degree Degree 
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GRAPH MEASURING THE RELATION BETWEEN ETHOS AND SERMON: 
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MEASUREMENT OF RECEPTIVITY: AGE 
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APPENDIX G 

PROJECT SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study which will be an awesome contribution to Pastor 
Joseph L. Williams in his quest for his doctorate. After each minister is viewed, please take a few 
moments to fill out the questionnaire below. After viewing all 6 ministers, you should likewise have 
filled out 6 surveys. Please take some time to write the minster code which will be depicted on the 
lower left part of your screen in the space given below. Remember, if all six questionnaires are not 
complete, your participation can not be included in the study. Please be certain that all 6 
questionnaires have been completed before you submit your package. Thanks again for your 
assistance! JLW 

Minister Code: 

1. The speaker is sincere about what he/she has taught. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

2. The speaker cares that I grow spiritually from this message. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

3. The speaker seems to be speaking from experience. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

4. The speaker seems to be an arrogant, self-centered person. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

5. The speaker could care less if I am benefitted by this message. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

6. I believe the speaker practices that which he/she preaches. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 
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7. The speaker is very knowledgeable about what he/she has stated. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

8. I believe the speaker lives the life that he/she preaches. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

9. The speaker is very aware of the subject matter he/she has stated. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

10. The comments and opinions of the speaker are in sync with Christian morals and 
values. 

Disagree Dl D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 Agree 

11. The message moved me spiritually and emotionally. 

• 1 Strongly Agree • 2 Agree • 3 Neutral • 4 Strongly Disagree 

12. The message helped me to engage my faith with current, relevant issues. 

• 1 Strongly Agree • 2 Agree • 3 Neutral • 4 Strongly Disagree 

13. Others may be benefitted by hearing this message. 

D 1 Strongly Agree • 2 Agree • 3 Neutral • 4 Strongly Disagree 

14. This message can be applied to my life. 

• 1 Strongly Agree • 2 Agree • 3 Neutral • 4 Strongly Disagree 

15. If I embody the message in how I live my life, I will be a better person. 

• 1 Strongly Agree • 2 Agree • 3 Neutral • 4 Strongly Disagree 

DEMOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 

16.1 usually attend: 1 • Salem East 2 • Salem West 

17.1 usually attend: I D 8:30am services 2 D 11:00am services 

18. Gender: 1 • Male 2 • Female 

19. Race/Ethnicity: 

20.. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? 1 • Yes 2 D No 
If Yes, how long? years 
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5. Age Range: 

I D Under 18 4 • 41-50 

2 • 18-30 5 • 51-60 

3 • 31-40 6 • 61-Up 

6. Level of education. 

1 • None 4 • Bachelors 

2 • GED 5 • Masters Degree 

3 • High School 6 • Doctorate 

7 • Other (Specify) 



APPENDIX H 

INFORMED CONSENT 

Study Name: Pastoral Ethos and Congregational Receptivity 

You have been selected to participate in a research study for Pastor Joseph L. Williams. 
Prior to your consent, it is very important that you read the following information to fully 
understand what is being asked of you. 

Investigator 

Principal Investigator: Joseph L. Williams, M. Div, Mercer University 
2621 Gilbert St. Smyrna, GA 30080 Phone 404.792.0303 
Doctor of Ministry, McAfee School of Theology 

Co-Principal Investigator: Peter R. Jones Ph.D., Professor of New Testament and 
Preaching at the McAfee School of Theology, Mercer 
University. 3001 Mercer University Dr., Atlanta 30341 

Purpose of Research 

The purpose of this research is to determine if there is a correlation between pastoral 
ethos (how a pastor and minster is perceived) and sermon receptivity (how a sermon is 
received). The knowledge gained from the research project will allow ministers and 
pastors to have an understanding of what they can do in order to increase pastoral 
effectiveness through preaching. 

Procedures 

You are being asked to participate in a study of preaching. You will be asked to view six 
various ministers. Each minster will be depicted in the form of an excerpt with an 
understanding that you are not expected to watch the entire sermon. Each excerpt will last 
approximately seven to ten minutes, which will equate to a total of 58 minutes. 

After each minister has been viewed, you will be asked to fill out a brief questionnaire 
consisting of fifteen questions. In order to efficiently collect and process all data each 
minister will have a "Preaching Code" that you will enter on each questionnaire. 
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Potential Risks or Discomforts 

There are no risks that will be directly associated with this study. No part of the study 
will cause any physical pain or discomfort. At no time during this study will the 
participant's health be jeopardized, neither will there be any invasive, detrimental nor 
threatening acts to impact any participant's health. 

Potential Benefits of the Research 

The pastors of Salem Bible Church will have a better understanding of what increases or 
decreases sermon receptivity and this research will be of great benefit, not only to them 
but also other ministers of the gospel. The information gained from the study can be used 
as a foundation for further studies of "source credibility." 

Confidentiality and Data Storage 

Every precaution will be made to ensure that each participant's anonymity is protected 
and secured; names will not be permitted on any survey. The only personal information 
that will be asked of you is the church attended (Salem East or West), gender, and age. 

After all information has been collected, documents will be secured under lock and key at 
each respective location (Salem East or West). 

Participation and Withdrawal 

All participation is completely on a voluntary basis. As a participant, you may 
discontinue participation at any time. If you decide to withdraw from the study please 
contact the principle investigator Joseph L. Williams. 404.792.0303 or 
joseph.williams@salembiblechurch.org 

Questions about the Research 

All questions should be addressed to the principle investigator, Joseph L. Williams. All 
contact information has been issued above. 

This project has been reviewed by the IRB of Mercer University. All guidelines have 
been followed to ensure that the processes of the project are ethical. 

Joseph L. Williams, Principal Investigator/Researcher 

I understand what I have read; therefore, I will sign as an acknowledgement of 
understanding and participating in this study. 

X 

mailto:joseph.williams@salembiblechurch.org


APPENDIX I 

CROSSTABS 

Crosstabs are here to show statistical explanations of Salem Bible Church 

demographics 
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i Salem Bible Church? 

I Total 

I Yes 

!No 

| Count 

! % within 16.1 
1 usually attend 

j Count 

j % within 16.1 
;i usually attend 

I Count 

j % within 16.1 
J usually attend 

16.1 usually attend 

Salem 
East 

Salem Both 

' ! 

265 

83.6% 

52 

16.4% 

,_ | I 
3171 267| 

I 1 
100.0%! 100.0% i 

West | Services 

248! 10 

Total j 

523! 

92.9% j 

19J 
.. |... 

7.1% 

83.3% j 87.8% j 

2J 73 j 

16.7%! 12.2% i 

12} 596[ 

100.0% 1100.0%! 
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20a. Range of time (years) as a member * 16.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

16.1 usually attend 

i Salem 
East 

I Count 
I Less than 1 —• 
year | % within 16.1 

j usually attend 

Count 
j 1 - 5 years 

6-10 
j years 
j 

j 
j 11 - 15 
j years 

j 16 - 20 
I years 

j 20a. Range of time (years) as 
1 a member 

(21-25 
1 years 

t 

j 26 - 30 
<years 

i 

131-35 
years 

136 - 40 
jyears 

41-65 
years 

Total 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 16.1 
j usually attend 

15 

5.7% 

96 

36.4% 

94 

35.6% 

j Count 

[% within 16.1 
> usually attend 

11 

S Count 

j 4.2% 
I 

j % within 16.1 
i usually attend 

! Count 

! % within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

3.8% 

10 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

3.8% 

13 

4.9% 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

3.4% 

Count 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

1.9% 

1 

.4% 

264 

100.0% 

Salem 
West 

2.4% 

33 

Both 
Services 

.0% 

Total I 
i 

21 i 

4.0% 

131 

13.4% j 20.0% 25.1% 

45 

18.2% I 
I 

142 

30.0% 

33| 

13.4% 1 

201 

1 

10.0% 

0 

27.3% 

! 
8.1% j 

3ol 

12.1%] 

12.6% j 
i, 

19 r 

8.6% I 

30 j 

.0%j 5.8% J 

_ l | 4lJ 

10.0%! 7.9%) 

0j 44 j 

.0% 8.4% 

1 29 i 

7.7% 

19 

7.7% 

10.0% 5.6% 

11 

4.5% 

247 

100.0%) 

20.0% 

0 

.0% 

10 

261 

5.0% i 

12| 

i 
2.3% j 

5211 

~" T | 
100.0%o 1100.0% 
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21. Age 
Range 

21. Age Range * 16.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

16.1 usually attend 

Salem I Salem ! Both 

1 | Count 
Under 18 years of |— 

'Total 

jage 

! 18 - 30 years of 

i 31 - 40 years of 
Sage 

J % within 16.1 usually 
attend 

East | 

58] 

18.3% I 

West Services 
Total \ 

40 i 
' T 

I Count 1101 

I % within 16.1 usually 
i attend 

i Count 

34.7% i 
I 

149 i 

i % within 16.1 usually 
t attend 

(Count 

1 % within 16.1 usually 
I attend 

47.0% 

317 

100.0% 

15.0% j 

67! 

25.1%! 

160*1 
i 

~~~~*~ r 
59.9% i 

t 
267 j 

100.0% I 

2 100 

16.7% 16.8% 

7 

58.3% 30.9% j 

3 ' 

184! 
,.—4 

i 312! 

25.0%! 52.3% j 

12 j 596 j 

100.0% 1100.0%! 

22. Level of education * 16.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

22. Level of 
education (None 

GED 

• High school 

Bachelors 

i Masters 

I Doctorate 

Count 

I % within 16.1 
j usually attend 

Count 

16.1 usually attend 

Salem 
East 

Salem 
West 

.—r 

2 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

1.9%! 

6 | 

2.2% j 
l__ 

74 j 

27.5% I 27.7% 1 

!__ j . j , 
I 791 801 

I ' r i" 
I 25.0% I 30.0% 

Both j 
Services 1 

~"of 
.6% 

5J 

1.6% j 

~8TT 

Total | 

~i 
_ ,.., i 

i 
1.2%; 

~ I2I 

_r 

.0% j 
^̂ J 
l ! 

8.3% I 2.0% 
1 
t 

166 

27.9% 
i 

51 

41.7%! 

Count 

j % within 16.1 
J usually attend 

50! 

15.8%| 

7 

2.2% 

29 

10.9% 

8 

3.0% 

3 

25.0% 

1 

8.3% I 

1 

.....il 
.0%! 

1621 

27.2%! 

80 

' "~" 1 
13.4% j 

rri 
^ 1 

2.5%! 
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j Other (including associate, 
: technical, and specialist 
j degrees) 

1 Total 

! Count 

j % within 16.1 
i usually attend 

| Count 

% within 16.1 
usually attend 

86 j 65 

27.2% | 24.3% 

316i 267! 

2 T 153 j 

16.7% 25.7% j 

12 5951 

100.0%i 100.0%! 100.0% 1100.0%! 

CROSSTABS 
/TABLES=Q18A Q19A Q20A MEMBERRANGE Q21A Q22A Q16A BY Q17A 
/FORMAT= AVALUE TABLES 
/CELLS= COUNT COLUMN 
/COUNT ROUND CELL . 

Crosstabs 

[DataSet2] G:\DISS\PASTOR JOE\PASTOR JOE'S DISSERTATION 
DATA 1.sav 

J18. 
! Gender 

18. Gender * 17.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

j Count 

Male 

I Total 

j % within 17.1 
j j usually attend 

j j Count 

1 i usually attend 

| Count 

j % within 17.1 
I usually attend 

i 8:30 a.m. 
i services 

45! 

17.1 usually attend 

11:00 a.m. j Both 8:00 a.m. and 
services S 11:00 a.m. services 

Total 

8:30 a.m. 

T — 
I 25.1%| 

_ _ 1 3 4 J 
74.9% i 

179j 

100.0% i 

79! 

21.5% > 

289 = 

78.5% j 

368] 

100.0%! 

16i 

35.6% 1 

29 j 
- ~7 

64.4% | 

100.0%! 

140] 

23.6% j 

"452| 

76.4%' 

592 

100.0% 

19. Race/Ethnicity * 17.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

119. j 
I Race/Ethnicity j Black 

17.1 usually attend Total 

Count 

! 8:30 a.m. 11:00 a.m. 
j services j services 

332 

% within 17.1 
usually attend 

I60I 

Both 8:00 a.m. and j 8:30 a.m. 
11:00 a.m. services i services 

36 

98.8% 99.4%! 92.3% 

_ 5 2 8 j 

98.7% I 
i 

file://G:/DISS/PASTOR
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Total 

i White 

1 Hispanic 

i Other 

j Count 

| % within 17.1 
j usually attend 

Count 

% within 17.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 17.1 
usually attend 

! Count 

| % within 17.1 
j usually attend 

.0%| 

0 I 
.0%! 

2i 
1.2% i 

162 

100.0% 

0! 
. j . . 

.o%! 

2J 

.6% i 

0] 

.0% 1 

l i 

334 

100.0%) 

2.6% 

2 

5.1% 

0 

.0%) 
j 

39; 

100.0% 

l j 

.2%j 

4J 

.7%| 

~ i 
.4% j 

j 

535 j 

100.0% I I 

20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? * 17.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 
_ J 

17.1 usually attend Total 

8:30 a.m. ) 11:00 a.m. I Both 8:00 a.m. and I 8:30 a.m. 

: 20. Are you a member 
1 of Salem Bible j 
j Church? j j Count 
! INO 

j ! j services 

j (Count j 160 

j Y e s j % w i t h i n l 7 . I ] 
! j usually attend J 

services j 11:00 a.m. services | services 

44| 

I 
!% within 17.1 
j usually attend 

! Count 

88.9% [ 
j 

20j 
~———y 

11.1%! 

180* 
'Total I % within 17.1 } l m ( w i 

; usually attend | j 

318; 

86.4% j 

50 j 

13.6% j 
f 

368 j 

100.0% i 

97.8% j 

it 
2.2% 

45 

100.0% 

522! 

88.0% i 

71 i 
12.0% j 

- J 
100.0% 

20a. Range of time (years) as a member * 17.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

j j i 17.1 usually attend Total 

20a. Range of time 
(years) as a 
member 

I 8:30 a.m. i 11:00 a.m. 
services \ services 

Both 8:00 a.m. 
and 11:00 a.m. 

services 

8:30 a.m. 
services 

Less 
t h a n l 
year 

! Count 

| % within 17.1 
j usually attend ! 

T~ 
5 | 

3.1%| 

1-5 
years 

J6-10 
j years 

Count 

% within 17.1 
usually attend 

Count 

% within 17 I 

38 

23.9% 

36 

4.7% j 

84] 

26.5% i 

100 

31 w „ 

r 

1 

2.3% 

9 

20.5% 1 

Hi! 
i 

.13Jj%i_.„.„.27_3%J 

21 I 

4.0%! 

1311 

25.2%! 

142| 
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j 11 -15 
j years 

16-20 
years 

21-25 
years 

j usually attend 

! Count 
s__ _..,...„,..... 

j % within 17.1 
j usually attend 
j Count 

26-30 
years 

31-35 
years 

136 - 40 
j years 
s 

Ul-65 
j years 

I % within 17.1 j 
; usually attend j 

l Count i 
I _.,. ;__ 
j % within 17.1 j 
i usually attend j 

5.7%| 

14 j 

8.8%> 

isl 

j Count 

! % within 17.1 
I usually attend 

I Count 

j % within 17.1 j 
I usually attend | 

! Count 

j % within 17.1 
| usually attend 

1 Count 

j % within 17.1 ! 
j usually attend ! 

j Count j 

j % within 17.1 j 
j usually attend I 

11.3% | 

19 i 
11.9% I 

I 

111 

6.9% | 

5J 

3.1%! 

_4J 

2.5% j 

159 i 

100.0%! 

2 8 i 
_ > T 

8.8%} 
I — .... 

13 i 
T 

4.1% 

21 

6.6% i 

19j[ 

6.0% j 
i 

-5f 
T 

4.7% i 

I 
15 i i 

4.7% I 
! 

2.2% 

317 

100.0% 

1\ 

15.9% i 

IT 
6.8%! 

! 

2 

4.5% 

6 

13.6% 

3 | 

6.8%! 

~"'~6l 

13.6% j 

zur 
2.3% j 

44 j 

ioo.o%! 

44l 

O.J/O I 

______ j 
30 j 

i 
5.8%! 

i 

Tij 
7.9% i 

| 
44 | 

8.5%! 
._ J 

29 j 

5.6% 

i6! 
5.0% 

„__i2J 
i 

2.3% j 

5201 

100.0% 

21. Age Range * 17.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

17.1 usually attend Total 

j 8:30 a.m. 
services 

i Count 
Under 18 
years of age j % within 17.1 

j usually attend 

Count 
118 - 30 years ' 
jof age j % within 17.1 

usually attend 

• Count 
131 - 40 years j — • 
j of age j % within 17.1 
1 j usually attend 

11:00 a.m. 
services 

19 

10.6% | 

53 I 

i 
29.4% i 

108! 

60.0% i 

Both 8:00 a.m. and j 8:30 a.m. j 
11:00 a.m. services ! services ! 

73 

19.8% | 

117J 

31.8%] 

178! 

48.4% I 

_!j . 
15.6% j 

'~ 12J" 

26.7% I 
— — - | -

57.8%! 

99] 
1 

16.7% 1 
l 

182 j 

30.7% 

312 

52.6% 
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i Total 
[Count | 

[% within 17.1 j 
j usually attend j 

180! 
i 

100.0% i 

368! 

ioo.o%l 

451 

100.0% I 

593 

ioo.o%! 
! 

22. Level of education * 17.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

17.1 usually attend Total 

| 8:30 a.m. 
[ services 

11:00 a.m. [ , , , __ 8:30 a.m. 
I and 11:00 a.m. services \ services 

services 

I Count l ! 5[ 1 

None 

!GED 

', 22. Level of 
I education 

| High school 

I Bachelors 

! Masters 

Doctorate 

j % within 17. j 
jI usually i 
attend j 

.1 _ , i _ 
I Count j 
% within 17. ! 
I usually ! 

! attend j 
_! i i __ l_ 
' 1 
I Count ! 

[ % within 17. j 
j I usually < 
j attend -

j Count ! 

I % within 17. 
j I usually 
j attend 

| Count 

| % within 17. 
! I usually 
I attend 

j Count 

% within 17. 
I usually 
attend 

.6% 

2 

1.1% 

47 

26.3% 

37 

20.7% 

28 

15.6% 

9 

1.4% J 

9I 
i I 

2.4% i 
j 

107 j 

29.1%) 
j 

30.7% | 

_ _ __J_ 
48 j 

13.0%! 

2.2% 1.2% 

l l 12 

2.2% 

12 j 

2.0% 

166 

26.7% j 28.0% 

10 j 160 

j 

22.2%! 27.0% 
i 

_4 _ _ 
4J 80 

i i 
8.9% j 13.5% 

j 

21 15 

5.0% 

Total 

j Count 
Other (including s——. — 
associate, technical, % within 17. 
and specialist degrees) I usually 

attend 

Count 

% within 17. 
I usually 
attend 

55 

30.7% 

179 

100.0% 

1.1% 

82 
" ~T 

22.3% 

368 

100.0% 

4.4% 

15 

2.5% 

152 

33.3%! 25.7% 

45| 592 

100.0% j 100.0% 
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16.1 usually attend * 17.1 usually attend Crosstabulation 

j j 17.1 usually attend Total i 

! 8:30 a.m. T 11:00 a.m. 

services 

: Salem 
lEast 

116.1 usually j Salem 
attend I West 

(Both 
i Services 

j Count 

j % within 17.1 
j usually attend 

! Count 

"~t~ 

{% within 17.1 I 
j usually attend j 

j Count 

| % within 17.1 
I usually attend 

Total 
1 Count 

I % within 17.1 
< usually attend 

80! 

44.4% 1 
_|_ 

99! 

55.0% s 

j ! 
*' T 

.6% I 
180 j 

—-j-
100.0%! 

215 

58.4% 

149 

Both 8:00 a.m. and { 8:30 a.m. \ 
11:00 a.m. services j services ! 

40.5%! 

4! 

1.1%) 

368 j 

100.0% 

20 

44.4% 

18 

40.0% 

7 

15.6% 

^̂ l1! 
53.1% 

266 

44.9% 

12 
r — 

2.0% 

4 5 ^ 593 

100.0% i 100.0%! 
s 

CROSSTABS 
/TABLES=Q19A Q20A MEMBERRANGE Q21A Q22A Q16A Q17A BY Q18A 
/FORMAT= AVALUE TABLES 
/CELLS= COUNT COLUMN 
/COUNT ROUND CELL . 

Crosstabs 

[DataSet2] G:\DISS\PASTOR JOE\PASTOR JOE'S DISSERTATION 
DATA 1.sav 

19. Race/Ethnicity * 18. Gender Crosstabulation 

I 18. Gender 
~ i — — — r ~ 

Total 

! Black 
130 4021 532 j Count 

i % within 18. Gender 99.2%! 98.0% 98.3% 

1 White 
! Count 

, 19. Race/Ethnicity j 
% within 18. Gender 

Hispanic' 
Count 'V 

IK 
".0%I 

l i 

l ! 

.2%; 

4 

T~ 
1 

.2% 

S % within 18. Gender i 
_ j _ 

Other 
! Count 

% within 18. Gender 1 

.8% 

0 

.0% 

1.0% 

3 

.9% 

3 

.7%! .6% 

file://G:/DISS/PASTOR
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Total 
(Count j 131 j 410 j 541; 

i % within 18. Gender 1100.0%! 100.0%! 100.0% j 

20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? * 18. Gender Crosstabulation 

I Yes! 
i Count 

] 18. Gender | Total 

i Male I Female 

] 1231 400 

Male i 

j 20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? J 
I % within 18. Gender j 85.4% j 87.7% 

'No 
I Count 21 j 56 

J Total 

j % within 18. Gender j 14.6% j 12.3%) 

(Count [ 144 j 456! 

523 j 

87.2% j 
_ _ _ 

,..,„„„,. _._J 

12.8% | 

6001 

% within 18. Gender 100.0% 1100.0%! 100.0% I 
^ * > i 

20a. Range of time (years) as a member * 18. Gender Crosstabulation 

18. Gender ! 

Male 1 Female! 

'•• 20a. Range of time (years) as a member ! I Count 
i I Less than 1 year h-

14 

1-5 years 

6 -10 years 

11-15 years 

16 - 20 years 

21 - 25 years 

126 - 30 years 

i 

131 - 35 years 

I % within 18. Gender j 5.7% j 3.5% j 

Total j 

Male j 

113 
4.0% 

130 
| Count j 28 j 102 

j % within 18. Gender j 23.0% j 25.6% j 25.0% 

iCount i 32! 110 j 142 

27.3% 

45 

8.7% 

30 

5.8% 

41 

7.9% 

44 

8.5% 

| % within 18. Gender j 26.2% j 27.6% 

j Count | 91 36 

F% within 18. Gender j 7.4% ! 9.0% 

! Count i 8! 22! 

j % within 18. Gender j 6.6% j 5.5% 

j Count I 11) 30 

j % within 18. Gender 

I Count 

9.0%! 7.5% j 

i % within 18. Gender 

• Count 

I % within 18. Gender j 4.9% 1 5.8% I 

14 j 30 j 

11.5% | 7.5% | 

6j 231 

! 36 - 40 years 
i Count 

j % within 18. Gender 

i 41 - 65 years \ Count 

31 23i 

2.5% j 5.8% 

8 4! 

291 

5.6%! 

261 
5.0% 
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!% within 18. Gender j 3.3% j 2.0% j 2.3% j 

! Total 
S Count 122; 398 i 5201 

{% within 18. Gender 1100.0% ! 100.0% j 100.0% j 

21. Age Range * 18. Gender Crosstabulation 

i 18. Gender Total 

| Under 18 years of age I-
! Count 

j 21. Age Range \ 18 - 30 years of age 

i Total 

j 31 -40 years of age 

% within 18. Gender 

i Count 

'T 
Male 1 Female j Male j 

2 6 | 78j 104J 

18.1%; 17.1%| 17.3% j 

41 j 143 j 184j 

!% within 18. Gender j 28.5%! 31.4%} 30.7% \ 

1 Count 77 235! 312! 

i% within 18. Gender j 53.5%) 51.5% | 52.0% S 

6001 Count 144! 4561 

1 % within 18. Gender j 100.0% 1100.0% j 100.0% j 

22. Level of education * 18. Gender Crosstabulation 

22. Level of 
education iNone 

!GED 

1 High school 

Bachelors 

i Masters 

Doctorate 

1 
| Count 

1 % within 18. 
j Gender 

: Count 

j % within 18. 
I Gender 

j Count 

% within 18. 
Gender 

Count 

% within 18. 
Gender 

Count 

% within 18. 
Gender 

j Count 

j % within 18. 
j Gender 

18. Gender j 

Male j Female j 

3J 4 ! 

2.1%! .9%! 
j I 

4J 8j 

2.8% | 1.8% j 
I ! 

47 j 118~[ 
1 ~i 

32.9% j 25.9% j 
i ! 

401 123] 
1 ! 

28.0%. 27.0%! 

! 1 
13] 6s] 

9.1% i 14.9% 

1 ! 
3j 12j 

2.1% j 2.6% J 
5 I 

Total j 

Male 

7 

1.2% 

12 

2.0% 

165 

27.6% 

163 

27.3% 

81 

13.5% 

15 

2.5% 
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Total 

; Other (including associate, technical, and 
! specialist degrees) 

I Count 

[% within 18. 
1 Gender 

! Count 

j % within 18. 
Gender 

33 j 122 I 155 I 

T " t~~ """"I 
23.1% j 26.8% i 25.9% 

143 i 455! 598 

I 
i 100.0% 1100.0% !l00.0% 

16.1 usually attend * 18. Gender Crosstabulation 

18. Gender 

Male | Female 

! Salem East 

16.1 usually attend j Salem West 

1 Count 76 i 241 

1% within 18. Gender f 53.9% 1 53.1% 

! Count 57! 2091 

Total j 

Male j 

317 j 

53.3% j 

2661 

j Total 

17.1 usually 
attend 

1 Total 

i Both Services t 
Count 

™7~ 
% within 18. Gender 1 40.4% « 46.0% j 44.7% j 

12 | 

2.0% j 

595| 

i % within 18. Gender j 100.0%! 100.0% j 100.0% \ 

i % within 18. Gender | 5.7% 

! Count 141 

4 

.9% 

454 

17.1 usually attend * 18. Gender Crosstabulation 

18. Gender Total ! 

Male j Female J 

18:30 a.m. services 

111:00 a.m. services 

Both 8:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. 
services 

I Count 
i 

j % within 18. 
| Gender 

i Count 

i % within 18. 
| Gender 

Count 

% within 18. 
Gender 

Count 

j 45! 1341 

1 32.1%| 29.6%' 
; I 
i | 

j 79 { 289 

i 56.4% i 63.9% 
i 

16 

11.4% 

29! 

6.4%! 

Male [ 

179 i 

30.2% 

368 | 

62.2% 

45 

7.6% 

% within 18. 
1 Gender 

14o] 452] 

100.0%! 100.0%! 

592 j 

100.0% 

CROSSTABS 
/TABLES=MEMBERRANGE Q21A Q22A Q16A Q17A Q18A BY Q20A 
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/FORMAT= AVALUE TABLES 
/CELLS= COUNT COLUMN 
/COUNT ROUND CELL . 

Crosstabs 

[ D a t a S e t 2 ] G : \ D I S S \ P A S T O R J O E \ P A S T O R J O E ' S D I S S E R T A T I O N 

DATA l . s a v 

20a. Range of time (years) as a member * 20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? Crosstabulation 

[ 20. Are you a member of 
| Salem Bible Church? 

Yes No 

20a. Range of time j 
(years) as a member j Less than 

! 1 year 

Count 

% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

2 1 ! 

j | Count 

\ 1 - 5 years [ % within 20. Are you a 
j j member of Salem Bible 
I I Church? 

! Count 
[6-10 
j years 

j . . . 

i % within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

i l l - 1 5 
!years 

j 16 - 20 
f years 

j 21 - 25 
I years 

(26-30 
j years 

j 31 - 35 
jyears 

Count 

% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

Count 

4.0% j 
i 

i 
1301 

j 
25.0% j 

1411 
_s_ 

27.2% | 
j 

45 i 

0 

.0% 

1 

50.0% 

1 

50.0% 

Total j 

Yes | 

I 

4.0%! 

1311 

25.1%| 
j 

142) 

I 
27.3% | 

451 

% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

Count 
r™ 
% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

I Count 

% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

Count 

\ °A* wi th in "?.fl. ArA van a 

— j 

8.7% i 
I 

30 j 
! 

5.8% j 
i 
i 
5 

41 { 
1 

7.9%! 
i 

4 4 j 

i 

8.5% j 

29 j 

5 6%! 

.0% 
—~—-' 

8.6% 

ol 30 
i 

~ ~ ~ ~ 
.0% 

0 

.0% 

0 

.0% 

0 

n% 

5.8% 

7.9% 

44 

8.4% 

29 

5 6% 

file://G:/DISS/PASTOR
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Total 

S36-40 
J years 

(41-65 
j years 

i 

j member of Salem Bible 
j Church? 

[count 

% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

Count 

% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

j Count 

j % within 20. Are you a 
i member of Salem Bible 
! Church? 

— j -
26 | 

5.0% j 

2.3% 

519 

100.0% 

°! 
f 
i 

.0%! 

26 i o l 
' f 1 
.0% I 5.0% i 

i 
i I 

12! 

2.3% 

2] 521! 

100.0% 100.0% i 

121. Age 
! Range 

' Total 

21. Age Range * 20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? Crosstabulation 

20. Are you a member of Salem j T { 
Bible Church? ! 1 0 t a l | 

Yes No 

j ! Count j 
j Under 18 j - -j~ 
I years of age 1 % within 20. Are you a member of | 
! j Salem Bible Church? 

L „ ,„ 1 Count i 
j 18 - 30 years j — -~ - —i-
! of age i % within 20. Are you a member of j 

j 31 - 40 years 
i of age 

j Salem Bible Church? 

i Count 

j % within 20. Are you a member of j 
i Salem Bible Church? I 

i Count 

I % within 20. Are you a member of j 
1 Salem Bible Church? ! 

84 j 
i 

16.1% j 
1 

149] 
1, 

28.5% j 
I 

29ol 

55.4% 1 

i 
523 i 

100.0% ! 

20 

j Yes i 

I 104! 

25.6% j 17.3% j 

35 | 184! 

44.9% 30.6% I 

23 

29.5% 

78 

313 

52.1% 

601 

100.0% 1100.0% I 

22. Level of education * 20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? Crosstabulation 

122. Level of 
! education 

None 

jGED 

j 20. Are you a member of j „ . 
! Salem Bible Church? I 0 t a l 

j Count 

j % within 20. Are you a 
j member of Salem Bible 
j Church? 

I Count 

Yes No 

7| 
1 ' 

1.3% j 
I 

.0% 

Yes j 

7l 

1.2% 

0) 121 



170 

Total 

High school 

Bachelors 

Masters 

Doctorate 

Other (including associate, 
technical, and specialist 
degrees) 

% within 20. Are you a | 
member of Salem Bible j 
Church? j 

Count ; 

% within 20. Are you a j 
member of Salem Bible ] 
Church? | 

Count | 

% within 20. Are you a j 
member of Salem Bible I 
Church? 1 

Count j 

% within 20. Are you a j 
member of Salem Bible j 
Church? J 
^ 1 Count { 

% within 20. Are you a ! 
member of Salem Bible j 
Church? | 

" ~ - ~' * 'i~ 
Count : % within 20. Are you a j 
member of Salem Bible \ 
Church? j 

Count I 

% within 20. Are you a j 
member of Salem Bible j 
Church? ! 

2.3% 

149 

28.5% 

141 

27.0% 

65 

12.5% 

12 

2.3% 

136 

26.1% 

522 

100.0% 

.0% 

17 

22.1% 

2.0% 
. 

166 

27.7% 
i 

22! 163 
{ 
s 
I 

28.6% j 27.2% 

1 _. 
16[ 81 

1 
f 

20.8%| 13-5% 

J 
3_j _ s 

3.9% 2.5% 

191 155! 

! 
24.7% 25.9% 

_ _4 _ 
77! 599 

i 
1 ! 

100.0% j 100.0% 

16.1 usually attend * 20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? Crosstabulation 

20. Are you a member of Salem 
Bible Church? 

j 16.1 usually 
i attend 

Total 

1 Count 
Salem East j j % within 20. Are you a member of 

Salem Bible Church? 

Salem 
West 

Count 

% within 20. Are you a member of 
i Salem Bible Church? 

Count 
Both 
Services I % within 20. Are you a member of 

i Salem Bible Church? 

I Count 

I Total 

Yes 

265 

50.7% 

248 

47.4% 

No 

10 

1 
1.9% 

523 

w 52 

Yes 

317 

71.2% 53.2% 

19 267 

26.0% 44.8% 

2 12 

> 

73| 596 
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j % within 20. Are you a member of i 
! Saiem Bible Church? ! 

100.0%j 100.0%! 100.0%! 

17.1 usually attend * 20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? Crosstabulation 

I Count 

20. Are you a member of 
Salem Bible Church? 

Yes No 

| Total 
.] „ 
I Yes 

! 8:30 a.m. services ! % within 20. Are you a 
! j member of Salem Bible 
I ! Church? 

17.1 usually , t „ „ 
j . . i 11:00a.m. services 

attend 

Both 8:00 a.m. and 
i 11:00 a.m. services 

Total 

Count 

% within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 
Church? 

j Count 

I % within 20. Are you a 
member of Salem Bible 

| Church? 

j Count 

1 % within 20. Are you a 
I member of Salem Bible 
i Church? 

160) 

30.7% | 

318 j 

i 
60.9% | 

441 

8.4%; 
I 

522 J 
j 

100.0% [ 

20 

28.2% 

50 

70.4% 

_ _ . _ 

1.4% 

1801 

i 
30.4% j 

j 
j 

368J 
i 

62.1%j 

13 
s 

7.6% 1 

71 5931 

100.0% j 100.0% I 

118. 
1 Gender 

Total 

18. Gender * 20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? Crosstabulation 

20. Are you a member of Salem 
Total 

"Male 
J Count 

| % within 20. Are you a member of 
! Salem Bible Church? 

j j Count 
| Female j % w i t h i n 2 0 A r e y o u a member o f 

I | Salem Bible Church? 

| Count 

| % within 20. Are you a member of 
Salem Bible Church? 

Bible Church? 

Yes j No j Yes 

123 j 21 j 144 j 

i 
23.5%! 

400 j 

76.5% j 

523; 

100.0% i 

27.3% 

56 

72.7% 

77 

100.0% 

24.0% 

456 

76.0% 

600 

100.0% 

CROSSTABS 
/TABLES=Q21A Q22A Q16A Q17A Q18A Q20A BY MEMBERRANGE 
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/FORMAT= AVALUE TABLES 
/CELLS= COUNT COLUMN 
/COUNT ROUND CELL . 

Crosstabs 

[DataSet2] G:\DISS\PASTOR JOE\PASTOR JOE'S DISSERTATION 
DATA 1.sav 

21. Age Range * 20a. Range of time (years) as a member Crosstabulation 

j 20a. Range of time (years) as a member 

i J * 8 8 , j 1-5 i 6-10 
f than 1 i 
! years i years 
I year < J > 

j Count 30! 28 

11-15 
years 

16 - 20 | 21 - 25 
years j years 

26 - 30 I 31 - 35 i 36 - 40 
years I years j years 

8i 1 ( 0 

Under 
18 

j years 
| of age 

21. 
Age 

! Range 

i 
% 
within 
20a. 
R

r
a"g e i 33.3% I 22.9%! 19.7% | 11.1%! 10.0% j 19.5% I 6.8% j 3.4% | .0%! 

oftime ! i j ! | i i | I 
(years) | j j I j j j j j 
as a 
member 

41-65 
years 

0 

.0% 

Total j 

Less i 
than 1 
year 

85 

16.3% 

! 

i Count 

18-
30 
years 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 

of age j oftime 
j (years) 
|as a 
! member 

51 i 45; 19 

28.6% j 38.9%| 31.7% I 42.2% 

i Count 5oT 69 

11! 

36.7%) 19.5% 4.5%! 10.3% 11.5% 

148j 

.0%! 28.4%! 

211 

I Total 

3 1 -
40 
years 
of age 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
oftime 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

38.1% 

21 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
oftime 

100.0% 

38 

100 

131i 1421 45 

16 i 

53.3% 

25 1 ~r~ 39 

30 

100.0% 

61.0% 

41! 

25 f 23 

8.6% | 86.2%! 88.5% 

441 29 26 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

12 

100.0% 

12 

288! 

55.3% 

100.0% 

521! 

100.0% 

file://G:/DISS/PASTOR
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j (years) j 
jasa j 
i member \ 

"T~ 

22. Level of education * 20a. Range of time (years) as a member Crosstabulation 

• 20a. Range of time (years) as a member 

122. Level j 
lof j 
! education i 

1 Count 

Less 
than 1 
year 

l ! 

1-5 | 6 - 10 
years years 

0 

11-15 116-20 ! 21 -25 J26-30 

None 

GED 

|% j 
j within | 
20a. | 
Range j 
of time j 
(years) j 
as a j 
member j 

Count j 
| _ _ 

' within I 
j 20a. j 
j Range \ 
lof time > 
j (years) j 
jasa ! 
j member 

j Count 

years j years 

4.8% .0%i 1.4% I 

High 
school 

1% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Bachelors 

Masters 

.0% i 4.6% 
i 

43 

23.8%! 33.1% 

.0% i 

1 i 

.0% 

years ! years 
31 - 35 j 36 - 40 j 41 - 65 
years j years years 

1 j 

.0%! 2.3% i 3.4% 

l j 0| 

3.8% 8.3% 

Total 

Less 
t h a n l 
year 

7 

1.3% 

.7%! 2.2% i .0%! 2.4% I .0%i 3.4% i 3.8% 

s ; 

i 

12 

8.3% i 2.3% 

34 10 in 13 
I 

10 | 

23.9% | 22.2% I 36.7%! 31.7% I 18.2% 34.5% 34.6% 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count j 

JZj- 44 ill :r~ 14 13 1 2 

41.7% 

148 

28.5% 

28.6%! 28.5% 

41 

I 

13 

31.0%j 24.4% 

7j 

16.7% 34.1%! 29.5% 

27 61 

i 19 o% i 1 n o% i i Q n% i . n v>/« \ n ^«/„ Q8«/n 

6.9%! 26.9%! 16.7% 

fi S% I 1 \ 8% 1 % 8% 

0 

141 

27.1% 

66 

1 ? 7% i 
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Total 

j within 1 
j20a. j 
j Range 
of time j 

j (years) i 
as a j 

! member j 

| Count 

i within | 

r, * . i2 0 a- I 
Doctorate | R a n g e j 

I of time 
j (years) 
as a 

| member 
1 j Count 
(Other f—— 
(including | w i t h i n 

associate, Uft„ 
, . , 20a. 

techn.cal, t R 

a n d . , . 4 ! of time 
speaalist j ( r s ) 

d e 8 r e e s ) jasa j 
{member j 

| Count 

!% 
j within 
20a. 

j Range 
| of time 
i (years) 
as a 

i ! 2| 

4.8% j 1.5% I .0% 

29! 34 I 

! I 
19.0% j 22.3% j 23.9% 

4.4% j 10.0% 
5 

0| 0! 1 12 

4.9% 

15! 7! 

1 ! 
33.3% | 23.3% j 17.1% i 40.9% 

I i I 

i l l ! 
2.3% | .0%! .0%| 8.3%) 2.3% 

i l l ) 

2 ! i _ ^ l l 1 134 | 

37.9% j 26.9% j 16.7% | 25.8% 
I i i 

member 

21 

100.0% 

1301 142 j 45! 30 i 41 1 44 1 29 j 
— r 
26! 12j 520 i 

! I i 
100.0% 100.0% j 100.0% 1100.0% 

f i I 

i i I j I 
100.0% j 100.0% 1100.0% 1100.0% j 100.0% 100.0% 

16.1 usually attend * 20a. Range of time (years) as a member Crosstabulation 

I 
i 
j 

16.1 
usually 
attend 

Salem 
East 

I Less 
(than 1 
j year 

Count ! 15 

% r ~ " 
within j 
20a. 1 
R a n g e ! 714% of time ! 
(years) j 
as a 1 
member j 

20a. Range of time (years) as a member 

1-5 | 6 - 10 j 11 -15 j 16 - 20 21 - 25 
years j years j years | years I years 

961 94) 11 10 j 10 

71.4% I 73.3%! 66.2% 1 24.4% 33.3% 24.4% 

26 - 30 J 31 - 35 j 36 - 40 | 41 - 65 
years i years I years j years 

,___ i , [ ]____ i 
1 3 f 9 | 5! 1 

Total 

Less 
than 1 

2641 

29.5% 31.0% j 19.2% I 8.3% 50.7%! 
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l Total 

r I Count 33; 45! 33! 20 | 

i 

30 31 19 i 19 11 247 

i % ; I j | i 
| (within | j | 1 1 
I Salem 20a. { ! | j [ 

(West jf^nge j 28.6%| 25.2% | 31.7% I 73.3% I 66.7%! 73.2% j 70.5% 
I joftime i I j ! | J | 
1 "(years) j j j j | i j 

as a I 1 I ! I ! 1 
member i | t i j 

65.5%! 73.1% j 91.7% i 47.4% 

Both 
Services 

Count 0 | 2 | 3 | l i 0i 
! 

l i 0 l; 2i 

i% | 
within 
20a. ) 
R„a"g e 1 .0%i 1.5% j 2.1% | 2.2% 1 .0%! 2.4% .0% j 3.4% | 7.7% i 
oftime | | j 
(years) \ 
as a 
member j 

142i ilL f Count j 21 131 

1 within j 
) 20a. j 
R™ge 1100.0% i ioo.o% 1100.0% i ioo.o% 

i of time I | 
1(years) j \ 
j as a j ! 
I member : I 

30 41 

I 

i 

44 | 

I 

29! 26 | 

101 

.0%! 1.9% 

_ 4 — 
121 521 

100.0% 100.0% 1100.0% i 100.0% 100.0% 1100.0%! 100.0% I 

i 17.1 j 
j usually i 
attend ; 

17.1 usually attend * 20a. Range oftime (years) as a member Crosstabulation 

20a. Range oftime (years) as a member Total 

Less 
thanl 

1-5 ! 6 -10 111 - 15 I 16 - 20 i 21 - 25 I 26 - 30 ! 31 - 35 i 36 - 40 ! 41 - 65 
i I 

8:30 

a.m. 
services 

11:00 
a.m. 
services 

, ,„ 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
oftime 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

% 
within 
.2_Q?L ,.„... 

Range 
oftime 

I ~ " ] years j years j years j years j years j years j years | years | years 
i ' i t ) i • I I i__ _J_ 

is] 191 11 i 5l 4 51 38 

i 

i 

j 
23.8% i 29.0% 

361 
T" 

14! 

Less 
thanl 
year 

159 

! 
I 

25.4% j 20.5% j 46.7% 43.9% j 43.2% j 37.9%) 19.2% j 33.3% 30.6% 

15! 841 100! 28 13! 21 19! 15 15 317 

71.4% i 64.1%I 70.4%! 63.6% 43.3% 51.2% 43.2% [ 51.7%j 57.7% i 58.3% 61.0% 
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! 

i 
Both 
8:00 
a.m. 
and 
11:00 
a.m. 
services 

Total 

(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

I 
l | 

_ . . _ _.,.»__ 

| 

j 
4.8% j 

i 

j 

1 
21 

100.0% 10 

I 

I ! 

9i 

6.9% 

i 
i 

131! 

6j 6i 3! 1' 1! 

4.2%! 15.9% 10.0%! 4.9% j 13.6%! 10.3% 

142 j 
1— 

44j 
301 41 i 44 r 29! 26 121 

100.0% 1100.0% j 100.0% f 100.0% 1100.0% 

I 

100.0% 1100.0% 100.0% 

441 

23.1%| 8.3% 8.5% i 

~r 

100.0% 1100.0% 

520 

j 
j 

|0/„i 

18. Gender * 20a. Range of time (years) as a member Crosstabulation 

J 20a. Range of time (years) as a member 

juess 1 -5 ! 6 -10 [11-15 
i than 1 
j years j years i years 

Male 

18. 
Gender 

Female 

Total 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

7 

33.3% 

14 

66.7% 

21 

281 32 9 

16 - 20 j 21 - 25 26 - 30 j 31 - 35 
years j years J years j years 

j Total j 

36 - 40 1 41 - 65 I ^ e s s , \ 
I than 1 ! years i years > 

I I ! year I 

33.3%! 21.5% | 22.5% | 20.0% 

11 

j 
26.7%| 26.8% 

141 

31.8%S 20.7% 

3 l 
J i 

— [ - • 

4! 122 i 

11.5% 33.3% 

102! 

78.5% 

130| 

110 

77.5% 

1421 

36 

80.0% 

45 

22 

73.3% 

30 30! 

i 

23 

23.5% 

231 81 398 

73.2%[ 68.2%S 79.3% 88.5% 

30 41 

!% i 100.0% 1100.0% 1100.0%1100.0%Jl00.0% 1100.0% 

44 

100.0% 

66.7% 

i 

29 

100.0% 

26 

100.0% 

12 

76.5% I 

520 

100.0%! 100.0% 
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within 1 
120a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

„T..„„ T „ 

20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? * 20a. Range of time (years) as a member Crosstabulation 

i 1 

1 ! 

20. Are 
you a 
member 
of Salem 
Bible 
Church? 

i 

Yes 

No 

j 
! 

^ _j 

Total 

| „ 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Count 

% 
within 
20a. 
Range 
of time 
(years) 
as a 
member 

Less 
than 1 
year 

21 

20a. Range of time (years) as a member j Total 

1-5 j 6 - 10 j 11 -15 j 16- 20 j 21 -25 j 26-30 
years j years j years j years [ years f years 

1 i ! 1 i 
130] 141 

! 
1 I 
| i 

100.0%| 99.2% | 99.3% 

0 

I 

1 

i 

I 

i 

45 1 30] 4 1 ! 44 
* 1 i 

! 1 t 

31-35 
years 

29 

i i j 

100.0% 
! i 

100.0% 1100.0% j 100.0% 

i i 

l ] Oj 0 

1 

o] o 

36-40 41-65 \ £ 
1 I 1-11 «t 11 X 

years years J 'i 1 year 

261 121 519 

I 
! 

ioo.o%| 100.0% 
i 
! 
i 

oT o 
J 

i I i ! ' I 
1 i « j ! I 

I f 
i f 1 

.0%! .8%! .7%! .0% 
i 1 i 

21 

i i 
t i 

131j 142 
1 [ 

j 
I 
i 

100.0%| 100.0% 

! 
s 
1 

45 

I I I 
.0%j .0%) .0%) .0% .0% 

1 1 1 1 

1 
! 

100.0% 1 99.6% 
i 
j 

! 

0 

.0% 

II 
, 1 .„_«.„ I _ _ j . i 

3o] 411 44] 29 { 26] 12 

2 

. 

.4% 

521 

" ""̂  " "T" "i ~ "i ~ T r~ \ " 
» 1 i l l 

! 
ioo.o%i ioo.o%! 100.0% 

! t 
i ! 
I ! 
i _ ] _ 

! ^ i 
100.0% 100.0% 1100.0% 1100.0% 

! 
1 1 ! 

im „_._^L_._....._„,.J ,,,..»„. „*JL,„ ^ . ,„.,.„ 

100.0% 100.0% 

i 

CROSSTABS 
/TABLES=Q22A Q16A Q17A Q18A Q20A MEMBERRANGE BY Q21A 
/FORMAT= AVALUE TABLES 
/CELLS= COUNT COLUMN 
/COUNT ROUND CELL . 
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Crosstabs 

[DataSet2] G:\DISS\PASTOR JOE\PASTOR JOE'S DISSERTATION 
DATA 1.sav 

22. Level of education * 21. Age Range Crosstabulation 

21. Age Range 

1 Under 18 18-30 
i years of I years of 

age age 

(None 

IGED 

! 22. Level of 
I education 

j High school 

j Bachelors 

i Masters 

Doctorate 

I Count 

I % within 
121. Age 
| Range 

! Count 

% within 
21. Age 
Range 

I Count 

% within 
21. Age 
Range 

Count 

% within 
21. Age 
Range 

1.9% j 
! 

.... • 

1.0% i 

17 ] 

16.5% S 

J 
371 

1 

.5% 

3 

! Total 

31-40 i Under 18 
years of j years of 

age i age 

4 r i 
i 

1.3% 

8 

1.2% 

12! 

T 

1.6%i 

50 j 

27.2% 

2.6% I 2.0% 

_ L _ l 
99 | 166 j 

T i 
! i 

31.7%! 27.7% S 

58 

35.9% I 31.5%! 

i Total 

Count 

% within 
21. Age 
Range 

[count 

I % within 
j 21. Age 

j \ Range 

! Count 
! Other (including j — 
! associate, technical, and j % within 
i specialist degrees) j 21. Age 

I Count 

20 s 

r 
19.4% i 

"f 

lit 1 
3.9% i 

| 
rr 
i 

T 
24 

13.0% 

31 

1.6% 

22 45 

68 j 

21.8% j 
f 

37! 

11.9% 

8 

2.6% 
i 

\ 
88 ] 

21.4% 24.5% | 28.2% i 

I 

% within 
121. Age 
Range 

103 | 

100.0% j 

184 

100.0% 

3121 

100.0% 

163 j 
I 

27.2% j 
j 

81 j 
j 

13.5% | 
i 

15 

2.5% 

155! 

i 

25.9% | 

| 

599 j 

100.0% \ 
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! Salem 
East 

j 16.1 usually 
i attend 

16.1 usually attend * 21. Age Range Crosstabulation 

~i " ~~ ~ p ~ 

j j 21. Age Range 

1 | Under 18 J 18 - 30 years j 31 - 40 years 
| ! years of age j of age j of age 

i Total 

| Count 

| % within 21. 
{Age Range 

| ! Count 
! Salem I — — 
IWest j % within 21. 
| j Age Range 

j Count 
(Both [ 
[ Services j % within 21. 
| | Age Range 

j Count 

[% within 21. 
j Age Range 

58 [ 

58.0% j 

40 | 

40.0% j 
i_ 

2.0% i 
i 

100 | 

100.0% 1 

110! 

59.8% | 
i 

ZH 
I 

36.4% i 
. 1 

. 7 | . 

149! 
__ _..J 

47.8% ! 

_ I 
160 f 

51.3% 

3 

[ 

i 
Total j 

Under 18 j 
years of age j 

317J 

53.2% 

3.8% 

184 j 

100.0%i 

1.0% 

312 

100.0% 

267 i 
i 

44.8% j 
I 

12 i 

2.0% 

596 

100.0% 

17.1 usually attend * 21. Age Range Crosstabulation 

117.1 
j usually 
I attend 

J Total 

Under 18 
years of age 

21. Age Range 

18-30 i 31-40 

Total 

Under 18 

8:30 a.m. services 

111:00 a.m. services 

! Count 
i 

j % within 21. 
i Age Range 

! Count 

1 % within 21. 
i Age Range 

1 Count I 
Both 8:00 a.m. and \ 4~ 
11:00 a.m. services I % within 21. i 

| Age Range ! 
] Count ! 

I % within 21. j 
{Age Range ! 

years of age j years of age j years of age 

19 

19.2% 

73.7% I 
I 

" 1\ 
7.1% 

99 

100.0% 

53 j 

29.1% j 

117 j 

64.3% j 

12 j 

6.6% I 

182! 

100.0% | 
i 

1081 

34.6% j 

178 j 

57.1% j 
_ [_ 

26! 

8.3% I 
1 

312 

100.0% I 
I 

) 
30.4% i 

S 

3681 

62.1% j 
_! 

7.6% j 

593 | 

100.0% I 

18. Gender * 21. Age Range Crosstabulation 

j 21. Age Range Total 
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j Under 18 years I 18-30 years j 31-40 years ! Under 18 years j 
| of age j of age j of age j of age j 

1 i Count 1 26 j 41 { 77! 144 • 
j . ._.. i 

M a , C | % within 21. Age j | | j 
18. j [Range ; j | j 
Gender j j C o u n t ? g j 1 4 3 j 2 3 5 j 4 5 6 

| F e m a , e !% within 21.Age ^ J J | ? 6 ( ) % 
j (Range \ i l l 

1 Count j 1041 184 j 312 j 600 

Total i . . " " " " 1 "T* * ™ T 
j % within 21. Age j 1 0 Q Q % j m Q % j m Q % m ( ) % 

(Range j 1 1 1 

20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? * 21. Age Range Crosstabulation 

| j | 21. Age Range j Total 

1 1 j Under 18 118 - 30 years 131 - 40 years j Under 18 
| i ; years of age j of age ! of age | years of age 

j ] Count 1 84! 1491 2901 523 
! I I ! ' 1 

1 | % within 21. j 80.8% 1 81.0% j 92.7% j 87.0% 
20. Are you a member of j j Age Range { | | j 
Salem Bible Church? j j c "| 2 Q j 3 5 j 2 3 j ? 8 

• i_ _. „__L- — L_ 1. .....J ...-
! N o i% within 21. 
; i 
• ] Age Range 

j Count 
T o t a l | % within 21. 

] Age Range 

' 1 ! 
19.2% 19.0%! 7.3% j 13.0% 

1 S ! 
104 j 184 

100.0% | 100.0% 
1 

313 601 

100.0% 100.0% 

20a. Range of time (years) as a member * 21. Age Range Crosstabulation 

20a. Range of time 
(years) as a member Less than 

1 year 

1-5 
years 

6-10 
years 

11-15 

21. Age Range 

j Under 18 
j years of age 

Count 

I % within 21. 
I Age Range 

! Count 

7 

8.2% 

30 

18-30 31-40 
years of age j years of age 

8 6i 
i 

% within 21 
Age Range 

Count 

% within 21. | 
Age Range j 

r™ 

35.3% 

28 j 

4.1% | 
j 

5l] 

34.5% 

2.8% 

50 

17.4% 

45 

I Count 

32.9% i 

5J 

30.4% 

19 

Total 

Under 18 
years of age 

21 

69 

24.0% 

4.0% 

131! 

25.1% 

142 

27.3% 

45 
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jyears 

116 - 20 
jyears 

121 - 25 
j years 

!% within 21. ] 

; Age Range j 

j Count j 

| % within 21. [ 
! Age Range j 
!Count J 

!% within 21. I 
j Age Range 

j 26 - 30 
j years 

! 
31-35 
years 

| Count 

j % within 21. 
S Age Range 

j Count 

j % within 21. 
j Age Range 

(36-40 
i years 

41-65 
years 

Total 

j Count 

j % within 21. 
I Age Range 

j Count 

| % within 21. 
j Age Range 

i Count 
i 

| % within 21. 
j Age Range 

5.9% 

3 

3.5% | 

9.4%! 
| 

3.5% j 
f 

1 J 

1.2% 

0 

.0% 

0 r 

.o%! 
i 

85 j 

100.0%! 

12.8% j 

l l [ 

7.4% j 

"of 

a < 

5.4% | 
I 

2\ 

1.4%! 3 

2.0% 

2.0% | 
I 

"~ i 
.o% 1 

! 
148 | 

100.0% i 

7.3% 

16 

5.6% 

25 

8.7% 

39 

13.5% 

25 

8.7% 

23 

8.0% 

12 

4.2% 

288 

100.0% 

8.6% 

30 

5.8% 

41 

7.9% 

44 

8.4% 

29 

5.6% j 

26 

5.0% 

12 

2.3% J 

521! 

100.0% 

CROSSTABS 
/TABLES=Q16A Q17A Q18A Q2 0A MEMBERRANGE Q21A BY Q22A 
/FORMAT= AVALUE TABLES 
/CELLS= COUNT COLUMN 
/COUNT ROUND CELL . 

Crosstabs 

[DataSet2] G:\DISS\PASTOR JOE\PASTOR JOE'S DISSERTATION 
DATA 1.sav 

16.1 usually attend * 22. Level of education Crosstabulation 

22. Level of education 

None i GED 
High 

school Bachelors 

Other 

Masters j Doctorate p . , 8 

I associate, 
i technical, 

Total 

None 

file://G:/DISS/PASTOR


182 

i Count 

\ 16.1 
i usually 
i attend 

Salem 
East 

j Salem 
[West 

| and i 
I specialist j 

degrees) . 

% within 
22. Level 
of 
educationI 

2j 5 

28.6% i 41.7% 

87 j 

52.4% 

79! 50 j 71 

I Count 5? 6] 74 

48.8% 62.5% i 46.7% 

I % within 
22. Level 
of 
education | i 

! 71.4% J 50.0% 44.6% 

Count 0! 

(Both [% within j 
j Services! 22. Level | 

1 !of ! 
1 j education i 

; Total 

i Count 

.0% 8.3% | 3.0% 

7) 121 166 

80! 29! 

49.4%! 36.3% 53.3% 

r... 
II 

861 316! 

56.2% i 53.1% 

65] 267j 

42.5%! 44.9% 

12i 

1.9% j 1.3% j .0%; 1.3% I 2.0% 

162 801 15 i 153 i 595 I 

j % within 

? 22. Level j 10o.O% UOO.0% i 100.0% j 100.0%j 100.0%l 100.0%i 100.0% j 100.0% I 
l o f ! ! I l I I i I 
! education i j i I < i . | | 

17.1 usually attend * 22. Level of education Crosstabulation 

22. Level of education Total 

I None GED i High 
j school 

I 

17.1 j 
j usually j 1 1 : 0 0 

j Count 
8 : 3 0 [% within 
a m \ 122. Level 

of 
education 

Count 

! attend 

1 1 2 47 
__i ! ._. ,„ 

14.3% i 16.7%' 28.3% 

Bachelors Masters 1 Doctorate 

% within 
i a m \ 122. Level i 
services 1 

I 
of 

i education 

71.4% 75.0% 

I Both ! Count 
18:00 [—' " -
I a > m . I % within 

', 

1 1 

14.3% 8.3% 

107| 

64.5% 

37! 28 

23.1% 35.0% 

113 48! 

70.6% 

Other I j 
(including j 
associate, | | 
technical, ! None ' 

a n d I I 
specialist j j 
degrees) 

12 j 10 

7.2% 1 6.3% 
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I and ! 22. Level 
(11:00 iof 
j a.m. education 
[services j 

! Total 

j Count j 

I % within j 
i 22. Level I 
iof j 
i education i 

„~.™™L..i 

12 | 
i ,„„.j 

166 j 160 j 
m „„,J 

80 ] 15! 152 

100.0% i 100.0% 1100.0% i 100.0% 100.0% i 100.0%; 100.0% 

_ ] 

5921 

100.0% 

! 

18. Gender * 22. Level of education Crosstabulation 

22. Level of education _____ 

None ! GED 

i Count 
i „m,„,„, ^ ~.<.~,. 

I % within 

I High ( 
i school I 

47 j 

Bachelors 

40 

Total 

j j Other 
j i (including 
j j associate, 

Masters i Doctorate ! technical, | None 
j and j 
j specialist j 
i degrees) 1 

13 33 I 143 

j Male ) 7 9 ¥ . j ' i 
i ;_;_.. _*vei i 4 2_ 9 %j 333% j 28.5%! 24.5% i 16.0%! 20.0% i 21.3%! 23.9% 

:18. | 
! Gender j 

Iof 
! education i 

I Female 

I Count | 

[% within | 
j 22. Level | 
Sof j 
education i 

Count ] 

118j 123 [ 68 12! 122 455 

57.1% 66.7% | 71.5% | 75.5% j 84.0% j 80.0% j 78.7%! 76.1% 

[Total 

12 j 165! 163 1 811 15 i 155 598 

% within 
22. Level 
of 

1 education 

100.0%! 100.0% 100.0% S 100.0% 100.0%I 100.0%l 100.0% 100.0% 

20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? * 22. Level of education Crosstabulation 

! 20. Are 1 Yes I Count 

22. Level of education Total 

None GED 

7i 12 

High 
school 

149 

Bachelors 

141 

Masters 

65 

j Other 
| (including 
I associate, 

Doctorate technical, 
and 

specialist 
degrees) 

12! 136 

None 

522! 
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you a 
| member 
j of Salem 
! Bible 
(Church? 

! Total 

No 

! % within I 
! 22. Level [ 
}of | 
{education t 

Count I 

% within I 
22. Level 
of 
education 

"1 

100.0% i 100.0%! 89.8% 86.5% I 80.2% j 80.0% i 87.7% j 87.1% I 

01 17 221 16! 3| 19 i 77 i 

.0% 

Count | 

% within j 
22. Level ! 
of 1 

[education i 

i 1 

.0%s 10.2%! 

12 i 166 

13.5% 19.8%' 20.0%i 12.3%} 12.9% | 

i 

163 

100.0% 1100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

81 15| 155 599 

100.0% i 100.0% i 100.0% 100.0% 

20a. Range of time (years) as a member * 22. Level of education Crosstabulation 

22. Level of education 

120a. 
i Range 
| of time 
I (years) 
las a 
1 member 

None ! GED 
High 

school 

Less 
than 
1 
year 

1 -5 
years j 

j | Other 
j j (including 
j j associate, | 

Bachelors j Masters j Doctorate technical, 
and 

specialist 
degrees) 

Count j 

% within | 
22. Level j 
of 
education j 

6 -
10 
years 

11-
lS 
years 

16-

Count 

% within 
22. Level 
of 
education 

Count 

% within 
22. Level 
of 
education 

Count 

% within 
22. Level 
of 
education 

Count 

1 

.3% 

0 

.0% 

2 

.6% 

0 

.0% 

0 

.0% 

6 

50.0% 

1 

8.3% 

1 

8.3% 

6! 41 

Total 

None 

21 
f 

% 

43 

4.3% 

37 

6.1% 

13 

8.3% 
I | 

3.0% | 4.0% 

29 1301 

29.1% 26.2%! 19.7% | 16.7% 

34 44 

21.6% 

27! 0] 34 

23.0% 31.2%! 40.9% .0%j 25.4% 

10! US 6 2! 15 

6.8% 1 7.8% t 9.1% i 16.7% i 11.2% 

1 

25.0% 

142 

T o] 111 51 

I 

27.3% 

45 

8.7% 

30 
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! Total 

20 
years 

2 1 -
25 
years 

| % within ; 
122. Level ! 
lof i 
j education I 

\ Count j 

[ % within ! 
122. Level \ 
lof 'j 
i education 

.0% .0% 3.5%! 6.1% 25.0% 

.0% I 8.3% 

26-
30 
years 

3 1 -
(35 
|years 

136-
[40 
!years 

141-
J65 
I years 

| Count 

% within 
22. Level j 

13 ! 

8.8%! 

14| 2! 

9.9% i 6.1%! 16.7% 

l i 

of 
education j 

Count j 

% within I 

| 2 J - L e V e l | 14.3% i 
Jof \ | 
i education i < 

1 14.3% S .0%) 5.4%; 

13 i 3 | 

9.2% 1 4.5% 8.3% i 

8.3% 

Count j 

% within } 
22. Level j 
of j 
education | 

Count j 

% within I 
22. Level j of . 1 
education 1 

L™™.~~ - - - „ „ i— 

I Count I 

14.3% 

10! 

6.8% 

2 4 

1.4% 6.1% .0% 

8.3%! 6.1%! 5.0% 

1 | 

1 ! 

14.3% I 8.3%j 3.4% i 

1.5% 

0 

ol 

.0%! 

5.2% | 5.8% 

41! 

II 

1.4% I .0%| 8.3% 1 

12 i 148 14l] 66 I 12! 

I % within 
{22. Level 
jof 
! education 

100.0% i ioo.o%; ioo.o%i 100.0% 100.0% j 100.0%! 
i ! 

5.2% i 7.9% 

181 44 i 

13.4% 

11 

8.5% 

29 

8.2% t 5.6% 

7! 26! 

5.2%! 5.0% 

12i 

1.5%! 2.3%> 

1341 520! 

! ! 
100.0% 1100.0% I 

121. Under Count 

21. Age Range * 22. Level of education Crosstabulation 

I 22. Level of education 

l i Hiah ) 
None j GED j . 6 . I Bachelors I Masters 

' j school 

2i 1 ! 17! 371 20 

I Total 

Doctorate 

Other 
(including 
associate, 
technical, 

and 
specialist 
degrees) 

22 

None 

103 i 
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| Age ]l8 !% within 
| Range j years j 22. Level 
j [of age jof 

! ! education 

28.6%? 8.3% i 10.2%i 22.7% 

j 18 - 301 
|years 
i of age 

I Count 

% within 
22. Level 
of 
education 

31-40 
j years 
1 of age 

Count 

% within 
22. Level 
of 
education 

] Total 

Count 

% within 
22. Level 
of 
education 

14.3% 

57.1% 

100.0% 

50 i 58! 

24.7%! 26.7% i 

24 f 

25.0%) 30.1% 35.6% 29.6%! 20.0% 

99i 68 37 I 8i 

66.7%i 59.6% 

121 166 

100.0% i 100.0% 

41.7% 45.7%! 53.3% 

163! 8lT 15 

14.2% i 17.2%! 

I .1 
45 | 184 j 

i 
i 

29.0%! 30.7% 

88| 312 

56.8%! 52.1% 

155j 599 

ioo.o%i ioo.o%i 100.0% 
! 

100.0% 1100.0%' 

DATASET ACTIVATE DataSetl. 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Q16A Q17A Q18A Q19A Q20A Q20AA Q21A Q22A 

/ORDER= ANALYSIS . 

Frequencies 

[ D a t a S e t l ] G:\DISS\PASTOR JOE\PASTOR JOE'S DISSERTATION 

DATA PASTOR SORT.sav 

Frequency Table 
16.1 usually attend 

j Salem East 

! Valid 
| Salem West 

i Both Services 

5 

Frequency j Percent 

i Total 

I Missing j System 

i Total 

1902 j 52.7 

I6O2I 44.4 

72! 2.0 

3576 i 

301 

Valid Percent i Cumulative Percent 

53.2! 

44.8 

2.0! 

53.2J 

98.0 j 

100.0 j 

99.2 

.81 

100.0 j 

3606 100.01 

17.1 usually attend 

file://G:/DISS/PASTOR
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! i 
i 1 

j Frequency 
1 

18:30 a.m. services j 1075 

i„T . . . j 11:00 a.m. services j 2213 

j j Both 8:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. services! 270 

j [Total | 3558 

Percent 1 Valid Percent j Cumulative Percent 

29.8 j 30.2 j 30.2 

61.4 j 62.2 j 92.4 

7.51 7.6 i 100.0 

98.7 i 100.01 
* 1 

i Missing (System j 48 j 1.3 j j 

j Total j 3606! 100.0 j " 1 

18. Gender j 

j | Frequency 

(Male i 869 

1 
Percent j Valid Percent 

24.1 j 24.1 

j Valid f Female I 27361 75.9 j 75.9 
j [ i I I 

j [ Total | 3605 j lOO.o] 100.0 

! Missing j System j 1 j .01 

Cumulative Percent 

24.1 j 

100.01 

1 

i 
5 Total J 3606 f 100.0 j } j 

19. Race/Ethnicity j 
i j j ! 
! { j Frequency {Percent 
i l l i 

j Black j 3193 j 88.5 

s 
Valid Percent j Cumulative Percent 

i 

98.31 98.3 

i 

1 

j 

(White j 6f I T .2| 98.5 j 

1 {Hispanic | 24 j .7J .7 j 99.3 j 

Valid j Other j 12 j .3] .4? 99.6 j 

i 15 1 6 i -2T -2! 99-8! 
Il3 ! 6 
t 5 

\ \ Total i 3247 

Missing [ System j 359 

.2] 2\ 100.0 j 

90.0 j 100.0 J j 

10.0] T | 

I Total ] 3606! 100.0 j j j 

20. Are you a member of Salem Bible Church? 

1 j {Frequency ! Percent j Valid Percent 
i i j 1 1 

JYes ] 3143 87.2! 87.2 

i . No 1 462) 12.8] 12.8 

i J5 [ 1! .0 
1 i « 

] [Total j 3606 j 100.0 

Cumulative Percent 

87.2 j 

100.0 

.0] 100.0 

100.0 j 
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20a. If Yes, how long? 

1 """ T ~T 
\ Frequency I Percent | Valid Percent 

Valid [.085 

1.170 

1.250 
l 

j.300 

[.330 
1.425 

1.500 

|.595 

[.600 

i.670 

1.000 

11.500 

j 1.600 

j 2.000 

12.500 

12.600 

{3.000 

3.600 

4.000 

4.600 

5.000 

5.500 

6.000 

.111 
H\. 
is] 

i 

6| 

12 j 

102 j 

48 ] 

" 1 
1321 

162 j 

18J 
179 j 

131 
1381 

.51 

~n 
.5 

.2 

.2 

.3 

1.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

2.7 

.7 

.3 

2.8 

1.3 

.2 

3.7 

.2 

4.5 

.5 

5.0 

.2 

3.8 

Hi 
.2] 

7.000 

7.500 

8.000 

9.000 

10.000 

11.000 

12.000 

13.000 

14.000 

15.000 

150 

6 

150 

144 

258 

36 

42 

48 

78 

66 

4.2 

.2 

4.2 

4.0 

7.2 

1.0 

1.2 

1.3 

2.2 

1.8 

- — • — -

.2 

l.iT 

Cumulative Percent | 
j 

.6 j 

"~ ~jM 
1-5] 

— - — — - ^ 

ZZZZjfJ 
2.3 I 

_ _ _ j 
3.8J 
4.0 S 

4.2 

7.3 

.4J 
3.3 j 

11 
4.2! 

1 

T-

•2I 
J.2J 

_f l 
4.41 

'H\ 
5] 

8.1 

11.71 
i 

13.3 j 
13.4 i 

_ „ j 

17.71 

17.8 j 

23.0 j 

23.6 j 

29.5 j 

33.9 

38.71 

38.9 

Hi 
4.6 i 

HJ 1AJ 
1.3! 

1.5 

2.5 

43.7 i 

48.3 j 

56.5 j 

57.7 j 

59.0 j 

60.5 I 

63.0 j 

65.1! 



00 
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Total 3606 [ 100.0 i 

j 

1 Valid 
i 

1 

j 

j Missing 

Total 

21. A 
; i j 

j I Frequency 
i 1 i 

i Under 18 years of age \ 629 

I . ] 18 - 30 years of age j 1104 

j 31 - 40 years of age j 1873 

ge Range 

Percent j Valid Percent 

17.4 j 17.4 

] " "" " ~j 
1 Cumulative Percent 

! i 

30.6! 30.61 48.11 

51.9 j 

i (Total j 3606 [ 100.0 j 

22. Level of education 

_ _ _ , „ _ _ _ . „ _ 

None 

GED 

High school 

Bachelors 

Masters 

Doctorate 

Other (including associate, technical, and 
specialist degrees) 

Total 

System 

51.9 

100.0 

! T 
| Frequency i Percent 
1 \ 

1 42 1.2 

j 100.0 i 
1 """" ™"~ " j 
j 1 

Valid 
Percent 

1.2 

| 

Cumulative j 
Percent j 

1.2 j 

2.01 2.0 j 3.2 j 
1 996 j 27.61 27.7 j 30.9 j 

1 978] 27.11 27.2 [ 58.1 j 

1 4861 13.51 13.5! 71.6 \ 

j 90 j 2.5 j 2.51 74.1 j 

! 930 j 25.8 j 25.91 100.01 
i ! ! 
[ 3594 j 99.7 

1 12 

[ 3606 
i 

.3 

100.0 

100.0 | 

" [ "1 
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