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Now this is what the LORD Almighty says: “Give careful thought to your ways.
You have planted much, but have harvested little. . . . You expected much, but see, it
turned out to be little. . . . Why?” declares the LORD Almighty. . . . “Each of you is busy

with his own house.” Haggai 1:5
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SECTION 1
ABSTRACT

Title: IGNITING A PARENT-CHURCH MOVEMENT IN THE
CONGREGATIONS OF NORTH AMERICA

Author: John C. Bangs
Degree: Doctor of Ministry
Year: 2007

Institution: George Fox Evangelical Seminary

Guided by the misleading church planting metaphor, North America’s churches
do not establish thriving new congregations in sufficient numbers to evangelize emerging
generations effectively. A better metaphor is needed. In order to reach and disciple
emerging North American generations effectively, a church parenting culture must be
created in North American churches.

The purpose of this project is to provide a book designed to motivate potential
parent-churches to conceive, birth, and nurture daughter congregations. Section 2
establishes the priority of starting new churches in the evangelistic task. The section also
demonstrates that existing churches do not establish a sufficient number of new
congregations, especially those aimed at emerging generations. It concludes by exploring
the idea that the short-comings of new church projects may be due to the use of the

misleading metaphor, church planting.

viii



Section 3 demonstrates the appropriateness of this project by surveying prior
attempts to address the problem and by considering alternative media and methods not
chosen.

Section 4 explores the differences between the planting and parenting metaphors,
then demonstrates the superiority of the parenting metaphor. This section presents
evidence for the hypothesis that the widespread adoption of a church-parenting culture
will increase the quantity and vitality of North American church multiplication efforts.
The section concludes with the argument that the parenting of new congregations has
been, is, and continues to be among the best strategies for the evangelization of emerging
generations.

Sections 5 describes, specifies, and proposes the preparation of a publication-
ready book manuscript for potential parent-church pastors and leaders. The book will
motivate readers to step forward confidently and adopt the parenting model for new
daughter churches. A copy of the book follows the appendices and bibliography.

Section 6 reflects on and evaluates the execution of the projects. It includes

suggestions for improvements based on the experience of producing the project.
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INTRODUCTION

What if every couple in North America made the choice to forego giving birth and
parenting children to give themselves fully to personal and career goals? Several of the
obvious results would seem positive. With twice the workforce, undistracted devotion to
work, and more time for education, industry would be more productive. Having more
time to spend with the physical trainer, the masseuse, the spiritual director, and the
psychologist, the population would be healthier. With money that now goes to schools
and to clothing children diverted to disposable income, individuals would be wealthier.
Having time to take vacations and money to pamper themselves, child-free couples
would be more relaxed. If all went childless, North America would have an exceptionally
productive, healthy, wealthy, and relaxed present—but no future.

Something similar seems to be happening in North America’s churches.
Foregoing parenting, churches are exchanging the conception, raising, and releasing of
healthy baby churches for their own immediate prosperity. Meanwhile, though the
evangelistic effectiveness of new churches among emerging generations has been clearly
demonstrated, the progress of the gospel and church attendance among young adults is in
steady decline. In order to leave a life-giving Christian legacy for emerging generations,
it is imperative that North America’s church leaders ignite a church-parenting movement,
establishing a parent-church culture in which the parenting of new congregations is seen

as a normal part of every church’s life-cycle.
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SECTION 2

THE PROBLEM

North America’s churches are not establishing thriving new congregations in
sufficient numbers to evangelize emerging generations effectively. This situation may be
due in part to the “planting” metaphor, which has informed the majority of Protestant
church-startup efforts since its widespread adoption in the 1980s by church growth
movement leaders such as Melvin Hodges,' David J. Hesselgrave,” and C. Peter
Wagner.’ “Planting,” especially for those who live in urban and suburban settings,
implies a low-cost, minimal-effort process involving purchasing healthy nursery stock
and placing it in the garden. The task is completed in an hour or less and the plant will
receive little continuing care. Congregations that engage in “church planting” operate in
much the same way: investing significantly in the new church only to the event of public
launch, then expecting the work to survive and thrive on its own. This paper argues that a
better metaphor is needed if churches hope to establish new congregations that do more

than subsist—or as is often the case, desist.

"' Melvin L. Hodges, 4 Guide to Church Planting (Chicago: Moody Press, 1973).

? David J. Hesselgrave and Earl J. Blomberg, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally: A Guide for
Home and Foreign Missions (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1980).

* C. Peter Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest: A Comprehensive Guide (Ventura,
CA: Regal Books, 1990).



This work focuses on North-American churches, presents research that
demonstrates why these churches fail to establish a sufficient number of thriving new
congregations, and addresses the particular challenge of reaching emerging generations.
The section concludes by suggesting that one cause of these shortcomings is the

widespread use of the misleading metaphor: church planting.

North America’s Churches

New church development is a context-specific discipline. The socio-political
situation and cultural norms of the society in which church multiplication takes place
influence the effectiveness of various methodologies. For this reason, no single model for
starting new churches has a worldwide, cross-denominational application. The scope of
this paper is limited to the United States of America (USA) and Canada, two relatively
similar entities in terms of geographical location, standard of living, ethnic make-up, and
socio-cultural influences. An attempt has been made to make this project applicable to all
Christian denominations, but since there are over one thousand denominations in the
United States” in addition to their Canadian counterparts, a comprehensive study of all
groups’ multiplication efforts is beyond this project’s scope. This paper, therefore,
analyzes the United States and Canadian groups as a conglomerate and focuses on their

efforts to start new congregations and reach emerging generations.

4 B. A. Robinson, “Christian Umbrella Organizations in the U.S.,” Religious Tolerance,
hitp://www religioustolerance.org/chr_mer2.htm (accessed November 29, 2006).



Failure to Establish Thriving New Congregations in Sufficient Numbers

Timothy J. Keller and J. Allen Thompson represent the Presbyterian Church in
America (PCA), a group that emphasizes church multiplication in urban contexts® and
refers to itself as “one of the faster growing denominations in the United States.”® They
answer the question “Why plant churches?” with a provocative claim:

The vigorous, continual planting of new congregations is the single most crucial

strategy for 1) the numerical growth of the Body of Christ in any city, and 2) the

continual corporate renewal and revival of the existing churches in a city. Nothing

else . . . will have the consistent impact of dynamic, extensive church planting . . .

The only way to truly be sure you are creating permanent new Christians is to

plant churches.”

David T. Olson is a prominent church-growth researcher and Director of Church
Planting for the Evangelical Covenant Church. In his PowerPoint presentation, “The
State of the American Church,” Olson analyzes data drawn primarily from Religious

Congregations and Membership 2000.® This information comes from some of the most

comprehensive research on church attendance patterns in the United States. The results

3 Timothy J. Keller and J. Allen Thompson, Church Planter Manual (New York: Redeemer
Church Planting Center, 2002). Keller is a leading PCA minister and this book serves as the primary text in
the PCA’s process of preparing pastors for new church starts.

¢ Phyllis S. Fraley, “Atlanta: A Vision for the New Millennium - Presbyterian Church in
America,” Presbyterian Church in America, http://www pcanet.org/general/aboutpca.htm (accessed May
15, 2007).

7 Keller and Thompson, Church Planter Manual, 29 (italics mine).

¥ Dale E. Jones et al., Religious Congregations and Membership in the United States 2000
(Nashville, TN: Glenmary Research Center, 2002). Also known as the “Glenmary Study.”



reinforce this conclusion: “Church planting is the most powerful growth mechanism for
the American church.”’

The establishment of new churches is crucial to the future of the North American
Church.'® This is confirmed by comparing the contribution of new church development
to total attendance to that of the growth of established churches. In only one
denomination does the growth of established churches exceed that of new churches.'! In
all others, growth from new churches dwarfs that of established churches. In four out of
nine denominations, the only growth present at all is from new churches.'? Olson
concludes, “In this last decade, new churches were 23 times more productive in
producing attendance growth than established churches (of the 3 million more people in
worship in 2000 than 1990, 96% of these came from new churches).”"> Although most of
North America’s major Christian denominations have embraced a vision to start new

churches, the question remains: Do these efforts produce a sufficient number of thriving

new churches?

® David T. Olson, “The State of the American Church,” PowerPoint presentation, The American
Church: Religious Research on the State of the Church in the United States, 2004, slide 87,
http://www.theamericanchurch.org (accessed March 7, 2007), (italics mine). “This presentation is based on
a nationwide study of American Christian church attendance, as reported by churches and denominations.
The database currently has average worship attendances for each of the last 10 years for over 170,000
individual churches throughout the country.” Ibid.

' Stuart Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations (Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 2001), 31.
Murray claims the church multiplication movement sees church planting as the only, or best, method of
evangelism: “Church planting does not ensure that the churches planted will be any more successful in
avoiding self-absorption and a maintenance mentality than other churches . . . the establishing of 2 new
congregation is a penultimate rather than an ultimate goal.” Ibid.

" Olson, “The State of the American Church,” slide 111.
2 Ibid.

B 1bid., slide 122.



Closure of Existing Churches
The first hurdle in the church multiplication race is compensating for closed
churches. North American churches must launch a substantial number of new
congregations just to keep up with church closures and to maintain a stable number of
worshiping communities. Table 1 illustrates this point.

Table 1. Foursquare church starts and total Foursquare churches in the USA

Church Starts | Total Number Change in Church
of Churches in Number of Closures
U.S. Churches
2001 139 1817
2002 134 1,847 +30
2003"° 145 1,888 +41
2004"7 124 1,880 -8
2005 106 1,891 +11
Total: 648 74 574

Between 2001 and 2005, The International Church of the Foursquare Gospel established
648 new churches in the United States, increasing the total church count by seventy-four.

The other 574 were offset by church closures. During the past five years, Foursquare

' Office of the Corporate Secretary of the International Church of the Foursquare Gospel,
Foursquare Annual Report 2003 (Los Angeles: International Church of the Foursquare Gospel, 2003), 23.

5 Ibid.

1 Office of the Corporate Secretary of the International Church of the Foursquare Gospel,
Foursquare Annual Report 2004 (Los Angeles: International Church of the Foursquare Gospel, 2004), 9.
The total number of churches reported for 2002 differs from the 2003 and 2004 annual reports. This may be
due to corrections made to the 2002 figures in subsequent reports.

' Office of the Corporate Secretary of the International Church of the Foursquare Gospel, The
Foursquare Church Annual Report 2006 (Los Angeles: International Church of the Foursquare Gospel,
2006), 10.



closed over 6 percent of existing churches each year.'® Assuming this trend continues,
Foursquare must establish 115 new congregations every year in the United States to
compensate for closures.

“In this decade,” Olson observed in 2004, “approximately 3,000 churches closed
every year . . . while more churches were started, only 3,800 survived.”'® The net gain in
the twenty-first century is only 800 churches per year. In an Qutreach Magazine report,
Rebecca Barnes and Lindy Lowry write, “From 2000 to 2004, a net gain of 13,024
churches was necessary to keep up with the U.S. population growth. In reality, that means
rather than growing with the population, the Church incurred a deficit of almost 10,000
churches.”* In order to reverse this trend, Olson believes congregations and
denominations must start 6,900 new churches every year in the United States, which he

considers unlikely.”!

Survival Rates
If closing churches primarily consisted of older congregations that formerly
transformed and enriched their people and communities but declined as their membership

aged, this might be an acceptable situation. If they, on the other hand, represent attempted

18 Olson, “The State of the American Church,” slides 79-81. Olson cites an annual closure figure
of 6.8 percent for Foursquare but suggests, “There is a ‘counter-intuitive’ observation. . . . The higher the
closure rate, the faster the growth of the denomination; the lower the closure rate, the more likely it is to be
declining. This happens because groups that are more aggressive in church planting are willing to take
more risk and have many more young churches that might close.” Ibid., slide 81.

' Rebecca Barnes and Lindy Lowry, “Special Report: The American Church in Crisis,” Outreach
Magazine, May/June 2006, 103.

% Ibid.

2 Olson, “The State of the American Church,” slide 129.



new-church-starts that never reached real ministry fruitfulness and closed, the situation is
more serious. Olson acknowledges that “new church closure figures can be slippery,”®
but concludes, “What often is misunderstood is that most churches that close are new
churches” indeed “over half of closed churches come from new churches.””’

Anecdotal judgments of church development survival-rates range from 5 to 65
percent, but many denominations claim success as high as 90 percent.’* As recently as
1999, Paul Becker and Mark Williams cite denominational groups with mortality rates as
high as 70 percent.” Olson claims that 50 percent of churches that close each year are
“new churches,” defined by Olson as churches ten-years-old or younger. If Olson’s
figures are correct, 3,000 churches close each year, and about 1,500 of the closures are

new churches. If the net gain is 3,800 churches per year and an average of 5,300 church

*2 Ibid., slide 78. “Some groups count a new church the instant someone begins working on it (in
which case many start and close all in one year); others only count them when they are fully rooted. The
above figure takes this into account, reporting on the net results of new church planting. Having been
started and rooted though, many of these still may close within the first 10 years.” Ibid.

B Ibid., slide 79 (italics mine). “For example, in the Southern Baptist Convention, churches started
before 1980 had a yearly closure rate of 0.6% (6 closures per 1000 churches); churches started after 1980
saw 3 times the rate of church closure - 1.7%. Another example is the United Methodist Church. Very few
UMC churches close—they have a rate of 0.18% churches closing each year (1.8 closures per 1000
churches), one fifth that of the Southern Baptists. Yet their closure rate for churches over 10 years old is
0.08%, less than half of the whole group’s rate.” Ibid.

2 Southwestern Assemblies of God University, “Program in Church Planting and Revitalization
Now Offered,” Southwestern Assemblies of God University, http://70.86.83.194/news/
article.php?pageNum_news=10&totalRows_news= 342&ID=13 (accessed December 2, 2006). For
example: “In statistics recently published on the A/G website, churches planted using a proven and
intentional system have a 90 percent survival rate after 5 years, while Assemblies of God churches that do
not, have only a 50 percent survival rate.” Ibid.

* paul Becker and Mark Williams, The Dynamic Daughter Church Planting Handbook, ed. Jim
Carpenter (Oceanside, CA: Dynamic Daughter Church Planting International, 1999), 96.



starts were attempted each year (3,800 successful starts + 1,500 failed attempts = 5,300
total attempts), the success rate across denominations of the United States is 72 percent.”
The actual new church survival rates are unclear, but the evidence suggests

between 30 and 70 percent of all new church starts result in churches that survive ten
years or longer. A comparison of the Becker-Williams numbers with the above
calculations on Olson’s data suggests an improvement in new-church survival rates. If
this is the case, it may be due to an increased reliance on new-church pastor assessment

and on “boot camps” or “church planter intensives” conducted by denominations.?’

Numerical Attendance and Membership Decline
The growth or decline of Christian faith in North America is exceptionally
difficult to measure conclusively, and several factors account for this lack of certainty. It
is not easy to determine who is a Christian and who is not. The criteria are complex and
mclude first-time faith confessions, born-again experiences, church membership roles,

average weekly attendance figures, and peak-time attendance. Churches from various

% Olson, The State of the American Church, slide 81. Olson notes a “counter-intuitive” conclusion
that reinforces the need for aggressive Church multiplication efforts, especially in declining mainline
denominations. “The higher the closure rate, the faster the growth of the denomination; the lower the
closure rate, the more likely it is to be declining, This happens because groups that are more aggressive in
church planting are willing to take more risk and have many more young churches that might close.”

" Edward J. Stetzer, An Analysis of the Church Planting Process and Other Selected Factors on
the Attendance of SBC Church Plants (Alpharetta, GA: Southern Baptist Convention: North American
Mission Board, 2003). 3.



10
traditions measure adherents differently.”® Numbers gathered from church members
directly yield significantly different conclusions regarding church attendance and
membership than those submitted by ecclesiastical leaders.

The Ontario Consultants on Religious Tolerance contend that Christianity is
declining in the United States:

Large numbers of American adults are disaffiliating themselves from Christianity
... Identification with Christianity has suffered a loss of 9.7 percentage points in
11 years — about 0.9 percentage points per year. This decline is identical to that
observed in Canada between 1981 and 2001. If this trend continues, then by about
the year 2042, non-Christians will outnumber the Christians in the U.S.*

The American Religious Identification Survey (ARIS)*" concludes that Americans are
moving away from organized expression of Christianity:
Often lost amidst the mesmerizing tapestry of faith groups that comprise the
American population is also a vast and growing population of those without faith.

... The present survey has detected a wide and possibly growing swath of
secularism among Americans.”'

% Jones et al., Religious Congregations and Membership, xv—xvi. The noted problems include: 1)
“defining membership”——not all congregations acknowledge the idea of membership and those that do use
differing standards of membership; 2) “estimating total adherents”—some groups use this more broadly
encompassing idea in place of membership; 3) “average attendance”—even weekly attendance-measuring
methods differ: for example, some groups count children while others do not; 4) “accuracy of reporting
procedures”—this varies widely from group to group; and 5) “dual affiliation”—not only do some individuals
belong to more than one congregation; but some congregations belong to more than one denomination!” Ibid.

¥ B. A. Robinson, “Religious Identification in the U.S.,” Religious Tolerance,
hitp://www religious tolerance.org/ chr_prac2.htm (accessed April 25, 2006).

3 Barry A. Kosmin, Egon Mayer, and Ariela Keysar, American Religious Identification Survey
2001 (New York: City University of New York, 2001), 7. One of the distinguishing features of this survey
and its 1990 predecessor is that respondents were asked to describe themselves in terms of religion with an
open-ended question. Interviewers did not prompt or offer a suggested list of potential answers. Moreover,
the self-description of respondents was not based on whether established religious bodies, institutions,
churches, mosques, or synagogues considered them to be members. Instead, the survey sought to determine
whether the respondents regarded themselves as adherents of a religious community. The survey explored
subjective rather than objective standards of religious identification.

3 Ibid., 5-6.
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In contrast, George Barna concludes in The State of the Church: 2006 that the
number of Christians in the United States is not declining but is at least stable and may
even be “hot.”*? Where the ARIS study uses self-identification to determine religious
identification, Barna asks specific theological questions to determine if a person is an
evangelical Christian.>® The percentage of those who affirm they “made a personal
commitment to Jesus Christ that is still important” and choose the soteriological
statement, “When you die you will go to Heaven because you have confessed your sins
and have accepted Jesus Christ as your savior,” increased steadily from 35 percent in
1991 to 45 percent in 2006.**

Barna’s optimism should be tempered by Olson’s observation that a significant
“halo affect” occurs when people self-report on personal issues like church attendance,
voting, and smoking.> The halo effect is a significant consideration. “The actual rate of
attendance from ‘head counts’ is less than half of what the pollsters report. Numbers from
actual counts of people in orthodox Christian churches show that 20.4% of the population

attended church on any given weekend in 1990. That percentage dropped to 18.7% by

*2 George Barna, The State of the Church:2006 (Ventura, CA: The Barna Group, 2006), 50.

3 Ibid., 14. The number of people affirming the theological statement, “God is the all-powerful,
all-knowing, perfect creator of the universe who rules the world today” against more generic ideas of God’s
nature has remained stable within one percentage point since the Barna Group first asked the question in
1996. The author of this paper believes Barna’s survey may be flawed in regard to this question because the
response quoted above is worded in a much more compelling manner than any of the other options and has
the ring of a correct answer when compared to the other options. For example, one of the other responses
reads, “God refers to the total realization of personal, human potential.” Ibid.

3 Ibid., 29. “Numerically, this 45% is the equivalent of about 101 million born-again adults—the
first time that the estimated number of born again adults has topped the 100 million mark.” Ibid.

% Qlson, The State of the American Church, slide 6. “People present themselves as having
engaged in activities that make themselves look better to their peer group than they really are.” Ibid.
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2000.7*® Olson’s conclusions are based on the comprehensive data of the Glenmary
Study,?” which evaluated reports from about 250,000 of the 350,000 churches in the
United States. They may be considered more conclusive than Barna’s observations,
which come from telephone interviews of 1,002 adults.*®

The unadjusted quantitative number of church attendees increased in the period
1990 and 2000 from 50,848,000 to 52,500,000, which is an increase of just over 3
percent. In the same time period, however, the U.S. population rose 13 perce:nt.39 Raw
numerical attendance growth is 10 percent behind population growth. As a percentage of
population growth, church attendance declined from 1990 to 2000 in every state of the
union except Hawaii.

All numeric growth in U.S. church attendance is in the evangelical sector. Both
mainline Protestant and Roman Catholic attendance figures are down significantly in the
United States. C. Kirk Hadaway reports, “Using adjusted membership figures, the
Episcopal Church lost 829,000 active members between 1967 and 2002.”*° These

numbers seem moderate in comparison to losses by other mainline churches like the

3 Ibid., slide 6.

37 Jones and et al., Religious Congregations and Membership, xvi. These authors reported thirty-
nine U.S. counties in which self-reported church membership exceeded the total population of the county.
Of the three suggested explanations, “church membership overcount” seems to be by far the most likely
explanation. The other two explanations are: “U.S Census undercount” and “county of residence differing
from county of membership.” Ibid.

3% Barna, The State of the Church: 2006, 58.
3 Olson, The State of the American Church, slide 10.

0 C. Kirk Hadaway, Is the Episcopal Church Growing (or Declining)? (New York: The Episcopal
Church Center, 2005), 6.
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Presbyterian Church (USA) which lost 1.7 percent of its total membership in 2002 alone,
and the United Church of Christ which lost over 2 percent the same year.*'

Reflecting, and even exceeding the trends in the United States, the authors of
Canadian Social Trends 2006 conclude, “The proportion of adult Canadians who either
have no religious affiliation or do have a religion but don’t attend religious services
increased from 31% to 43%.”** These figures represent an annual disaffiliation rate with
Christianity of over 0.5 percent per year, and they fail to take into account another
important factor: the difference between immigrant and Canadian-born religious
practices.

Immigrants are much more likely to practice a religion other than Christianity.
The index of religiosity among immigrants in Canada shows stable participation in
spiritual disciplines and weekly attendance, which can be read to indicate that non-
Christian religions hold their own, but Christianity is in serious decline.*® This outpacing

of the growth of Christianity by other religions is not only a Canadian phenomenon; it is

1 1bid., 11.

2 Susan Crompton et al., Canadian Social Trends 2006 (Ottawa, ON: Statistics Canada, 2006), 2.
“Between 1985 and 2004, the share of Canadians aged 15 and older reporting no religious affiliation
increased by seven percentage points from 12% to 19%. In addition, a growing share of Canadians had not
attended any religious services in the previous year, even though they reported an affiliation (19% to
25%).” Canadian Social Trends 2006 explains their approach as follows: “An index of religiosity is
developed based on the presence of religious affiliation, frequency of attendance at religious services,
frequency of private religious practices and the importance of religion to the respondent.” Ibid. In this
regard, CST 2006 is quite helpful to this research. It, however, does not explicitly differentiate between the
religious practices of Christianity and those of other religions like Hinduism and Islam, which are
increasingly prominent in Canada.

 Ibid., 4.
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also observed in study after study of church attendance in the United States.** Carl
Dudley and David Roozen conclude, “The founding of congregations among Baha’is,
Muslims and Mormons over the last 20 years . . . is rapidly putting a new face on

. . s 4
American religion.”*

Failure to Reach Emerging Generations
Two speakers were featured at a Chicago convention in 2005: Ted Haggard, the
then-president of the National Association of Evangelicals, and Ron Luce, the director of
Teen Mania which produces the popular “Acquire the Fire” stadium events.*® Haggard’s
message was affirming and comforting, and he used Barna’s statistics to paint a picture of
an expanding and successful evangelistic effort in the United States. Luce’s presentation,
on the other hand, was disturbing. Intending to mobilize the 2,000 plus attendees into a

strategic battle to win America’s youth, Luce, quoted a since-challenged statistic.*’ He

* Kosmin, Mayer, and Keysar, American Religious Identification Survey 2001, 9-10. “Between
1990-2001 the proportion of the newly enlarged Asian American population who are Christian has fallen
from 63% to 43%, while those professing Asian religions (Buddhism, Hinduism, Islam, etc) has risen from
15% to 28%. Thus, for example, there are more than three times as many Hindus in the U.S. today as there
were in 1990.” Ibid.

 Carl S. Dudley and David A. Roozen, Faith Communities Today: A Report on Religion in the
United States Today (Hartford, CT: Hartford Seminary, 2001), 11.

*¢ International Church of the Foursquare Gospel, “Convention 2005: Chicago, ” International

Church of the Foursquare Gospel, http://www.foursquarechurch.org/convention/2005/ (accessed April 18,
2007).

* Laurie Goodstein, “Evangelicals Fear the Loss of Their Teenagers,” New York Times, October
6, 2006. “Their alarm has been stoked by a highly suspect claim that if current trends continue, only 4
percent of teenagers will be ‘Bible-believing Christians’ as adults. That would be a sharp decline compared
with 35 percent of the current generation of baby boomers, and before that, 65 percent of the World War 11
generation,” A-1, Late Edition, East Coast.
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asserted that only 4 percent of the “rising generation”*® is born-again Christian. Though
Luce has been criticized for this claim, he continues to assert the 4 percent figure. The
number comes from a footnote in statistical church growth researcher Thom S. Rainer’s
ten-year-old book, The Bridger Generation.*® In a recent interview with the American

Family Association Journal, Luce stated:

At the present rate of evangelism, only four percent of these young people will be

Bible-believing, evangelical Christians. Now if you absorb and understand what

that means, we can be looking like post-Christian Europe in a matter of just a few

years . . . We have five years to turn it around. In five years, most of these kids

will be in their 20s and most people come to Christ before they’re 20.%°

Whether called “Bridgers” (born 1977-1994), “Millennials” (born 1977-1994),”
“Mosaics” (born 1984-2002), or “The Rising Generation” (born 1992-2005), the question
remains: “Will the church reach emerging generations?””>> The Barna study appears less

alarmist than Luce or Rainer; nevertheless, it notes a decline in self-identifying Christians

in emerging generations:

8 Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church, “Children’s Ministries,” Ft. Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church,
http://www.crpe.org/2000/Departments/Childrens%20Ministries/index.html (accessed December 8, 2006).
Regarding the “rising generation,” this very large church’s website states, “These individuals (bomn

between 1992 and 2005) number 72 million and are the second largest generation in the nation’s history.”
Ibid.

4 Thom S. Rainer, The Bridger Generation: America’s Second Largest Generation, What They
Believe, How to Reach Them (Nashville, TN: Broadman and Holman, 1997).

%% Randall Murphree, “Rebellion or Redemption? Teen Mania Sounds Battle Cry to Rescue a
Generation,” American Family Association Journal (November/December 2006): 1.

5! Edward J. Stetzer, Planting New Churches in a Postmodern Age (Nashville, TN: Broadman and
Holman, 2003), 105.

52 Ibid., 112. Stetzer contends, “There is no longer real value in using such labels . . . It is never a
good strategy to identify an age group, analyze its current situation, and then make pronouncements of how
to reach them . . . Good missionaries uncover the deeper issues—the underlying values, thought processes

and ideas of a culture of people group. Using this information, they develop a plan to reach them based
upon these deeper 1ssues.” Ibid.
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Among the more interesting patterns is that of the Mosaic generation. . . . There
has been considerable fluctuation in their perceptions, suggesting that perhaps

they are a generation not overly comfortable with the label “Christian” but not
ready to abandon the faith that they are most comfortable aligning with.>®

Perhaps Barna’s data indicates not a generalized decline in Christian faith among
emerging generations, but a stage of development in adolescence and early adulthood in
which members of every generation are less comfortable identifying themselves with
Christianity.>® It appears, however, that the situation is more serious. The Barna team

concludes:

One of the most frightening trend lines is that of the Mosaics, the youngest adults
in the nation. Traditionally, young adults are the least likely to demonstrate much
zest in their spiritual life. However, the gap between the beliefs and behavior of
this generation and the figures representing the four older generations does give
reason to pause and pray.>

In an interpretive article based on the results of the above study, Barna expands upon

these conclusions:

Twentysomethings [sic] continue to be the most spiritually independent and
resistant age group in America. Most of them pull away from participation and
engagement in Christian churches. . . . In fact, the most potent data regarding
disengagement is that a majority of twentysomethings—61% of today’s young

53 Barna, The State of the Church: 2006, 8.

> Ibid., 14. “Not surprisingly, the younger a person is, the less orthodox their view of God tends to
be.” Ibid.

35 Ibid., 52. The conclusion states, “Mosaics are substantially less likely than Baby Busters—the
next youngest generation, and a group that itself is generally below average on most spiritual indicators to
reflect a commitment to Christianity. For instance, Mosaics are 36% less likely than Busters to say they are
absolutely committed to the Christian faith; 18% less likely to describe their religious faith as very
important to them; 24% less likely to have made a personal commitment to Christ; 61% less likely to have
an ‘active faith;’ 24% less likely to read the Bible and 21% less likely fo pray to God during a typical week.
They are also less likely to hold an orthodox view of God, to accept the Bible as totally accurate in the
principles it teaches; to accept the existence of Satan; to reject the idea that Jesus sinned; and are less likely
to be born again.” Ibid.
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adults—had been churched at one point during their teen years but they are now
spiritually disengaged.’®

Comparing the “wide and possibly growing swath of secularism among
Americans” to previous trends in Canada, the United Kingdom, and other Western
democratic societies, the ARIS study also notes a trend toward non-participation in
religious practice, especially among young adults.”” The study reports, “The greatest
increase . . . has been among those adults who do not subscribe to any religious
identification; their number has more than doubled from 14.3 million in 1990 to 29.4
million in 2001; their proportion has grown from just eight percent of the total in 1990 to
over fourteen percent in 2001.”°*

The ARIS study reported more quantitative growth in one religious identification
category than in any other, the category of “No Religion.” 6,622,494 moved into this
category, and only 1,118,081 moved out. Much of this growing secularity came from
those aged eighteen to thirty-four at the time of the study, roughly equivalent to the
Bridger generation. The group far outpaced all other categories in professing a secular or

“somewhat secular” outlook.” Categories showing noteworthy growth for the eighteen to

*% George Barna, “Most Twentysomethings Put Christianity on the Shelf Following Spiritually
Active Teen Years,” Southern Baptist Convention, http://www.namb.net/site/apps/nl/
content2.asp?c=9gKILUOzEpH&b=1648583&¢ct=2927571 (accessed December 22, 2006).

57 Kosmin, Mayer, and Keysar, American Religious Identification Survey 2001, 6.

% Ibid., 10-11. “The proportion of the population that can be classified as Christian has declined
from eighty-six in 1990 to seventy-seven percent in 2001.” Ibid.

% Ibid., 21.
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twenty-nine year-old age group in 1990 and 2001 ARIS studies include: Muslim/Islamic,
Buddhist, Mormon, and the Assemblies of God.®

There is evidence of a difference in faith commitment from generation to
generation. In response to Barna’s statement, “Your religious faith is very important in
your life,” 10 percent more respondents indicated strong agreement in succeeding each
generation: “five out of ten Mosaics, six out of ten Busters, seven out of ten Boomers,
and eight out of ten Elders.”®' Similar results apply to the statements, “The single most
important purpose of your life 1s to love God with all your heart, mind, strength and
soul;”® and, “You are completely committed to personally making the world and other
people’s lives better.”®® Age, generation, and stage of life relate to large differences in the
Barna study’s measure of active faith “ranging from just 11% among Mosaics, 28%
among Busters, 33% among Boomers, 41% among Builders, and 49% among Seniors.”*

Levels of self-perceived commitment among those describing themselves as
Christian have risen markedly over the last ten years from 44 percent to 54 percent.65
This self report of high spiritual commitment without a corresponding congregational

involvement or devotion to spiritual practices is especially marked among the

5 Ibid., 32-33.

8! Barna, The State of the Church: 2006, 20.
% Ibid., 24.

5 Ibid., 26.

5 Ibid., 48. Persons were deemed to have active faith if they responded affirmatively to all three of
the following questions: “In the last 7 days, did you read from the Bible, not including when you were at a
church or synagogue? In the last 7 days, did you attend a church service, not including a special event such
as a wedding or funeral? In the last 7 days, did you pray to God?” Ibid.

 Ibid., 12.
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Mosaic/Bridger/Millennial generations. Mosaics were among those groups that perceived
themselves to be most committed to the power of faith community as a transforming and
maturing influence.®® At the same time, however, 58 percent of Mosaics have “never
attended a Christian church service, other than for a holiday service . . . or for special
events.”®’” The younger a person is, the less frequently he or she prays,® serves,” and
reads the Bible.”® Barna concludes, “If these patterns remain stable for a number of years,
they spell trouble for the Christian church.””’

One factor that makes the need to communicate the gospel to the Mosaic
generation especially acute is the spiritual disengagement of their parents. Mosaics do not
typically learn the Christian faith in their families of origin:

Until three decades ago parents of young children were typically among the most

devoted to spiritual regimens, hoping to raise their children with good spiritual

habits and perspectives. Today, there is little distinction between the parents of
youngsters and adults who do not have such a responsibility. Given the significant
influence of one’s family on the shaping of a person’s faith life, and the fact that

such influence is most dominant prior to the young person reaching age 13, this
pattern showing the absence of parents as spiritual guerillas is unnerving.

% Ibid., 27. Twenty-five percent of respondents strongly agreed with the statement, “You cannot
become a complete and mature person unless you belong to a community of faith that influences you,” in
contrast to 18 percent of the general population.

% Ibid., 36.

% Ibid., 40.

% Ibid., 39.

7 Ibid., 34.

7! Ibid., 12 (italics mine). The study continues: “It is also worth noting that the commitment levels
measured among Boomers have climbed considerably in the past decade. In 1996, just 43% of ‘Christian’
Boomers were absolutely committed to Christianity. Since that same year, the increased commitment

among Busters has been even greater, rocketing from 27% to the current 42%.” Ibid.

2 1bid., 53.
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Canadian Social Trends reinforces the notion that Mosaics who lacked spiritual
leadership and nurturance in their formative years demonstrate less spiritual interest and
involvement than any other generational group.”

Consistent with previous studies, young adults are the group with the weakest

attachment to organized religion. However, even when other forms of religious

behaviour [sic] are considered, almost half of Canadians aged 15 to 29 still have a

low degree of religiosity.

Many writers use statistics and conclusions regarding the Bridger generation as
motivational tools to reach high school and middle school students. If the Rainer/Luce
statistic is accurate, however, it no longer applies primarily to adolescents. Born in 1977-
1994, the youngest of the Bridgers are still in high school, but the eldest of the Bridgers
are presently thirty-years-old. Many of them have entered their careers, married, and have
begun having children of their own. The Bridgers are now young adults. A key question,
then, is how to reach the Bridgers as young adults. The strategies and techniques that
attracted them and touched their lives as adolescents will be less likely to reach them as
they mature. Section 4 of this paper discusses this topic and argues positively for the
establishment of new congregations as a primary strategy to reach and disciple the adult

Millenials. What was accomplished among teenagers through rock concerts may best be

done among emerging adults through the birthing of new congregations.

7> Crompton et al., Canadian Social Trends 2006, 2. “In 2004 over half of Canadians aged 15 to
29 . .. either had no religious affiliation or did not attend any religious services.” 1bid.

" 1bid., 7.
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This section introduced evidence that demonstrates how the efforts and strategies
of North America’s churches in recent years have failed to make new disciples at a pace
sufficient to keep up with population growth. The percentage of practicing Christians is
declining steadily. This is especially true among the present emerging generation of
young adults, who are characterized by a secular mindset in higher proportions than any
preceding generational group. The data show new churches as far more effective than
older, existing churches at reaching new generations with the gospel. Nonetheless, an
insufficient number of new churches are started each year and too few of those that are
started thrive. The remainder of this section will address the metaphors presently guiding
North American church multiplication efforts, and will introduce the hypothesis that one
hindrance to the prosperity and effectiveness of the church multiplication movement is

the predominance of the insufficient and misleading metaphor of planting.

An Insufficient and Misleading Metaphor
The question must now be posed: What is hindering the effort? The British writer
and church multiplication leader, Stuart Murray states, “Fresh ventures to evangelize . . .
will require the replacement of these [previously failed] churches with new ones, but this
is likely to succeed only if the reasons for past failures are understood and addressed.””” I
will proceed to demonstrate that one important reason for these past failures is the faulty

metaphor of church planting and the practices that flow out of that metaphor.

7 Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations, 91.
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Metaphors have significant power to influence behavior. Futurist Leonard Sweet
asserts, “The best tool . . . leaders can give people to help them think and live differently
is a metaphor or image.” '® He continues, “To sculpt a metaphor is to transform the
world.”"’

Since the 1990 publication of C. Peter Wagner’s Church Planting for a Greater
Harvest,”® most North American church multiplication efforts have been conducted under
the predominant metaphor of planting. Other metaphors have had some limited influence,
such as the construction metaphor evident in “new church development,”” or the cell
mitosis metaphor in groups that speak of “church multiplication.”®® None of these
methods, however, is nearly as widespread as planting.

Traces of planting as a metaphor for starting new churches may be found as early
as the nineteenth century, primarily in missiological writings. John Nevius uses planting
as a metaphor in 1899 in the title to a work on Presbyterian missionary strategy, Planting

and Development of Missionary Churches.®! William Kendall Gale, an early twentieth-

78 Leonard 1. Sweet, "A New Reformation - Re-Creating Worship for a Postmodern World," in
Worship at the Next Level, ed. Tim A. Dearborn (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 2004).

77 1bid., 109.
8 Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest.

7 Presbyterian Church (USA), “New Church Development: Building the Church One

Congregation at a Time,” Presbyterian Church (USA), http://www .pcusa.org/newchurch/(accessed
November, 29 2006).

%0 Church Multiplication Associates, “Welcome to Church Multiplication Associates,” Church
Multiplication Associates, http://www.cmaresources.org/ (accessed November 29, 2006). CMA uses
church multiplication language, however, the planting metaphor permeates their site’s language and
graphics.

¥ John Nevius, Planting and Development of Missionary Churches (Philadelphia: Presbyterian
and Reformed, 1899).
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century missionary to Madagascar, occasionally employs the term “planting” to describe
his efforts to start new churches among the tribes with which he worked. Gale, however,
favors terms such as “establishing,” “starting,” and “developing” over “planting.”
Planting at the time of Gale’s writing does not appear to operate as a technical term and
has not become a predominant metaphor for starting new churches.®” The same is true in
the work of missiologist Sidney J. W. Clark. Like Gale, Clark at times uses the term
planting, but in a rural village context, and as the exception rather than the rule.®

The metaphor began to be applied to the North American context as the church
growth movement gained momentum in the last third of the twentieth century. Melvin L.
Hodges wrote about church planting in 1973* and was followed by several authors®’
whose ideas were finally crystallized in Wagner’s influential work.*® As Wagner
mtended it, as an agricultural metaphor, planting is not an inherently faulty way of
looking at the establishment of new churches. Perhaps in rural communities and third-
world missionary contexts, it is even the best metaphor. The challenge comes when this
metaphor is transplanted into a suburban or urban context. What was meant as an

agricultural metaphor, however, became a residential landscaping metaphor.

82 William Kendall Gale, Church Planting in Madagascar (London: The World Dominion Press,
1937). Gale writes, “In 1918 I set out to explore an unknown land and to plant churches.” Ibid., 26.

8 Sidney J. W. Clark, The Indigenous Church (London: World Dominion Press, 1928). 12. “This
communication is therefore concerned almost entirely with the question of Church [sic] planting in the
villages.” Ibid.

¥ Hodges, 4 Guide to Church Planting.

¥ Roger S. Greenway, Guidelines for Urban Church Planting (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1976).

8 Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest.
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This may seem an insignificant difference, but the implications for new
congregation establishment are genuine and profound. Since the vast majority of new
church starts take place in non-agricultural communities, these metaphoric implications
have impacted significantly real-life church-starts. Thomas Nebel directs the church
multiplication efforts for the Baptist General Conference. He writes in his book, Big
Dreams in Small Places, “The authors of church planting and church growth resources
were suggesting that the best places, if not the only places, where God could start and
grow churches were in growing urban and suburban environments.”®” Nebel’s premise is
that, when contrasted to small-town rural situations, it is much more difficult to establish
new churches in suburban and, especially, urban contexts. This is certainly so. A report
by the Southern Baptist Convention’s North American Mission Board (NAMB) shows,
however, that cities and their metropolitan areas are the most fruitful places for new
church starts.® Though it is more difficult to start churches in the cities and suburbs than
in small towns, the greatest potential for evangelism and cultural transformation exists in
urban and suburban settings. New church development leaders and authors, therefore,
find themselves speaking to urban and suburban church leaders with a rural metaphor.

There are repercussions to the residential landscaping metaphor of church
planting. Those who live in urban and suburban neighborhoods may experience planting

as visiting a nursery, choosing a healthy young plant, digging a hole, improving the soil,

8 Thomas P. Nebel, Big Dreams in Small Places (St. Charles, IL: ChurchSmart Resources, 2002),
18.

88 Stetzer, An Analysis of the Church Planting Process, 6.
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adding fertilizer, putting the plant in the hole, and adding water. The task is completed in
two or three hours on a Saturday afternoon, and the plant will need little continuing care
or maintenance. By depicting the establishment of new congregations under the metaphor
of decorative residential plantings, the expectation may be unintentionally created in the
congregation of origin that little effort is needed. The metaphor may also suggest the cost
will be low, the new church will become quickly self-sustaining, and the required
investment by the founding church will be short-term. Murray warns against the short-
sighted establishment of new churches that often happens under the mind-set
communicated by the planting metaphor:

Attempting to plant churches quickly to achieve . . . short-term goals may result in

the planting of weak churches, with inadequately trained leaders, the

shortcomings of which may discourage further church planting. . . . Such church

planting . . . may have the potential actually to set back the fulfillment of the great

commission by increasing the alienation of certain sectors of society.*’

Derived from “the words of church planters themselves,” Edward Stetzer’s
conclusions in a North American Mission Board study suggest inattention or insufficient

attention by the sponsoring church is problematic:

Church planters feel that they are “dropped in the middle of nowhere with no
further contact.”

Mother churches need to be better trained and motivated in order to be more
involved in the daughter church.

Financial challenges were frequently overwhelming. Very few churches became
self-supporting before . . . funding ended.”

¥ Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations, 101.

? Stetzer, An Analysis of the Church Planting Process, 20.
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Asked, “What were the 3 most important things you wish you knew before you

planted?”, two of the most frequent responses of pioneer pastors were: “That

commitment from the mother church would be in name only;” and “That contact
with [supporting organizations] would practically cease to exist once [the pastor]
arrived on the field.”"!
Stetzer concludes, “Church planter support systems are lacking and need to be re-
addressed.””?

Murray adds credence to Stetzer’s contention that present planting-based policies
place too much stress on pioneer pastors. “I regularly receive telephone calls from people
I have never met, desperate for help in situations where church planting seems to have
turned sour. . . . Most have encountered difficulties related to unclear vision, insecure
foundations, unrealistic expectations, inadequate leadership, limited training, and lack of

: £l 293
ongoing supervision.

The mixed success of new church establishment using the planting metaphor
dampens the spirits of some potential parent-church pastors, and may produce a de-
motivating skepticism among others. They have experienced the disappointment and
disillusionment of pioneer pastors who have tried and failed to establish new churches,
and they have encountered former congregants of failed churches who are often burned-

out and cynical of new efforts.”* They may have seen the negative effects a failed work

has on the fertility of a particular field, especially when multiple new church projects

°! Ibid., 20 (italics mine).
2 Ibid., 21.
% Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations, 17-18.

% Ibid.
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appear, each one over-promising and under-delivering.*® They may also have seen church
starts that create struggling, under-funded congregations with little real vision and less
ability to accomplish what vision they have.”

The problems identified in this section are inherent in the landscaping metaphor
of church planting. The high incidence of pioneer pastor burn-out and new church failure
may be due in significant measure to broad reliance on the faulty and insufficient
metaphor of church planting. Use of this metaphor should be discontinued and a new one
adopted. Without this transition, Murray’s warning may prove true in North America as
he contends it has in the United Kingdom: “The planting of yet more churches which

damage their most committed members, and further alienate those beyond the reach of

existing churches, will hinder rather than advance God’s mission.”””

Conclusion
This section argues that strategies employed by North America’s churches in
recent decades fail to make new disciples at a pace sufficient to keep up with population
growth, especially among the present emerging generation of increasingly secular young
adults. New churches are much more successful than existing churches at reaching new

generations with the gospel; however, an insufficient number of new churches are started

% bid., 101-102. “Such church planting, as we argued in Chapter 1, may have the potential
actually to set back the fulfillment of the great commission by increasing the alienation of certain sectors of
society from a church that appears to be even more firmly wedded to sectors to which they find it hard to
identify.” Ibid.

% Ibid., 27. “There are situations where a relatively strong and healthy church has planted a new
congregation that has failed to thrive and where, two or three years later, there are fewer people in the two

congregations than there were in the original congregation.” Ibid.

°7 Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations, 159.
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each year and too few of those thrive. This failure to thrive harms the leaders and
congregants involved in the work. It is also harmful to the receptivity of the community
in which the failed effort has taken place. One significant hindrance to the prosperity and
effectiveness of church multiplication efforts is the predominance of the insufficient and

misleading metaphor of planting and the actions that flow out of it. A better metaphor is

needed.



SECTION 3

OTHER PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

Many books promote church multiplication, and although these works contain
much from which a parent church pastor could benefit, most are addressed to pioneer
pastors as their primary readers. None are written with parent-church leaders as a target
audience. This section summarizes exemplary works for pioneer pastors.

Ralph Moore’s Starting a New Church is a practical step-by-step guide.’
Informed by real-world experience, Moore’s book assumes a hiving-off model with the
mother and daughter churches in close geographic proximity. Edward Stetzer’s Planting
New Churches in a Post-Modern Age® is research-based and comprehensive. It has been
revised and re-released under the title Planting Missional Churches.” The new edition
uses terms such as “missional” and “emerging,” includes a section on spiritual formation,

and addresses the impact of George Barna’s recent work Revolution.*

: Ralph Moore, Starting a New Church: The Church Planter’s Guide to Success (Ventura, CA:
Regal Books, 2002) (italics mine).

? Stetzer, Planting New Churches in a Postmodern Age.
3 Edward J. Stetzer, Planting Missional Churches (Nashville, TN: Broadman and Holman, 2006).

4 George Barna, Revolution (Wheaton, 1L: Tyndale House, 2005).
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Aubrey Malphurs’ Planting Growing Churches for the 2I*' Century” is a step-by-
step guide based on a birthing model of church multiplication. It suffers, however, from a
confusion of metaphors. Stuart Murray’s Church Planting: Laying Foundations® is a
powerful historical and theological critique written by a church multiplication movement
insider. Murray’s work can be valuable for academics and denominational executives
involved with church multiplication. Editor Harvie M. Conn’s Planting and Growing
Urban Churches’ is a collection of works by various practitioners with an emphasis on
reaching world-class cities through the establishment of new congregations. Timothy J.
Keller and J. Allen Thompson’s Church Planter Manual® has a comprehensive focus on
establishing churches for the transformation of cities and renewing their cultures under
Christ.

Three other works merit consideration because of their relevance to this paper.
The first is Elmer Towns’ and Douglas Porter’s Churches That Multiply.® Designed as a
Bible study in the book of Acts, this book targets the congregation and lay leadership of
an existing church, rather than potential new church pastors. Towns and Porter assert,

“The Bible teaches that Christians are to reproduce Christians and churches are to

* Aubrey Malphurs, Planting Growing Churches for the 21st Century, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Books, 1998).

¢ Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations.

" Harvie M. Conn, Planting and Growing Urban Churches: From Dream to Reality (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1997).

¥ Keller and Thompson, Church Planter Manual.

? Elmer L. Towns and Douglas Porter, Churches That Multiply: A Bible Study on Church Planting
(Kansas City, MO: Beacon Hill Press, 2003).
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reproduce churches. Your church should begin a 12-week process of studying if it should
start a new church.”'® Although published in 2003, the book has an old-school mindset
and 1s limited to one particular doctrinal perspective. For these reasons, it is unlikely to
gain broad readership across denominational lines.

The second book, Parent Church Network,"! is an out-of-print work written by
Bob Logan and Steve Ogne. Designed to enable pastors to cultivate congregational
commitment to church planting, this book was developed by Church Resource Ministries
(CRM) as a seminar curriculum. Its impact and effectiveness were limited because it was
only available to participants enrolled in CRM’s training seminar. Logan and Ogne
recognized that the task of planting new churches has the potential to overtax a single
congregation’s resources, and designed principles to help bring together groups of
sponsoring congregations, thereby diminishing the stress on an individual parent church.

Third, Paul Becker and Mark Williams of Dynamic Church Planting International,
produced The Dynamic Daughter Church Planting Handbook'? as a comprehensive
seminar manual designed to facilitate the multiplication of new churches according to a
mother-daughter church model. Becker and Williams’ subject is different from this paper
in that it is a how-to manual, designed to guide and instruct those who have already
decided to establish a new church (the title of the work contains a mixed metaphor:

Daughter Church Planting). In contrast, the author of this paper will propose a

% Ibid., 23 (italics mine).

" Robert Logan and Steve Ogne, Parent Church Network (Anaheim, CA: Church Resource
Ministries, n.d.).

12 Becker and Williams, The Dynamic Daughter Church Planting Handbook.
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motivational piece to convince and inspire potential parent-church pastors and lay-leaders
to engage their congregations in the church multiplication endeavor.

The decision to produce this project in book form is based on the nature of the
material and the desire to impact as many potential parent church pastors and lay leaders
as possible. Though websites are increasingly popular, a book is still the most effective
way to present a substantive work for senior leaders and pastors in North American
churches. The internet is excellent for quick quotes, small bytes of information, and
sermon resources, however, many pastors prefer the more tactile experience of reading a
book. The contents of this paper, while originally presented in book form, will likely be

translated to PowerPoint, seminar workbook form, and into a website.



SECTION 4

THE THESIS

In order to establish new congregations of a quality and quantity sufficient to
reach and disciple emerging Northern American generations effectively, a parent-church
culture must be created in North American churches. This will be facilitated when the
misleading metaphor of church planting is replaced with a better metaphor: church
parenting.

Section 2 of this paper demonstrated that North America’s churches are failing to
evangelize and disciple emerging generations effectively, that establishing large numbers
of thriving new congregations is a key to the reversal of this trend, and that the prevalent
metaphor of planting may hinder these efforts. In order to increase the impact and
fruitfulness of new-church efforts, leaders must discard the church planting metaphor and
adopt the more nurturing metaphor of church parenting.

In this section I explore the basic differences between the planting and parenting
metaphors, the idea of “church parenting” as a culture, and the distinctive characteristics
and practices of the parenting approach. The section demonstrates that the widespread
adoption of a church-parenting metaphor and culture may increase the quantity and
improve the vitality of efforts to start new churches, and concludes by arguing that the

birthing of new congregations is among the best possible strategies to evangelize and

disciple emerging generations.
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The Metaphor: Planting or Parenting?

The planting metaphor 1s presently the dominant image guiding North American
new church development efforts. By framing the establishment of new congregations
under the rubric of residential landscaping, the planting metaphor can create the
expectation in the congregation of origin that new church development requires little cost
and effort and that the new church will become quickly self-sustaining. Planting, as a
metaphor for the starting of new churches, suggests that what little investment is required
will happen up front and will be over quickly.

The parenting metaphor presents a different picture. In parenting, the initial
investment at conception is insignificant compared to the effort expended later. The
birthing stage is painful and life-consuming, and all other activities stop for the baby’s
birth. The pain and birth event are not the end but only the beginning. The parents leamn
that all aspects of their lives are altered by the baby for the rest of their lives. They learn
all they can about child-rearing, their evenings are busy, they lack time for old friends,
extra money goes into savings for college, and spare time is spent taking the kids to
dance lessons, music classes, and team sports. The parental investment and the child’s
life give the parents’ lives new meaning.

Residential landscape planting begins at noon and ends at 3:00 P.M. Parenting
begins at conception and extends throughout life. If a child were treated like a landscape
plant, the infant would die of exposure and starvation. The same is true of new churches.

Just as human parenting is perhaps the most costly and rewarding endeavor a couple
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undertakes, parenting new congregations is the most costly and rewarding investment a
church will ever make.

Parenting 1s not an entirely new metaphor for new church development. The term
parent church has been used consistently in the church multiplication movement,
although it is unharmonious with the prevailing agricultural/landscaping metaphor.l
What is needed is not a new metaphor, but the widespread adoption of the parenting

metaphor.

A Parent-Church Culture

Authors on new church development propose and contrast a variety of models
characterized by remarkable breadth and variety. Murray discusses colonization, planting
teams, planting via social action, satellite planting, and planting by adoption.” Stetzer
writes about the apostolic harvest church, the founding pastor model, and the team
planting model.? Keller specializes in urban church planting and presents, in Niebuhrian
fashion, the images of Christ against the City, Christ of the City, Christ above the City,
Christ and the City in Paradox, and Christ Transforming the City. He translates these into

three practical multiplication models: the urban regional crossroads model, which targets

! Malphurs, Planting Growing Churches, 7. See Table of Contents. Although this book has a
picture of a fresh green sprout emerging from black loam soil on the front cover, it has chapter titles such as
“We Want to Have a Baby” and “Childbirth Classes.”

2 Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations, 235-250.

3 Stetzer, Planting New Churches in a Postmodern Age, 49-69.
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urban professionals; the community or parish-based model, which addresses the poor;
and the multicultural model, which appeals to immigrants and ethnic grassroots.*

Wagner differentiates between “modality” models conceived and carried out by a
local church, and “sodality” models devised and executed by a denominational agency or
parachurch organization.” Wagner’s modality models include hiving-off, colonization,
adoption, and accidental parenthood. He adds three in which the new congregation is
never intended to become autonomous from the mothering church: the satellite model,
multi-congregational churches, and the multiple campus model.® Wagner identifies the
mission team, catalytic church planter, founding pastor, independent church planter, and
apostolic church planter as sodality models.’

Some models require more involvement by a parent church than others, but I do
not emphasize one model over another in this paper. Instead I advocate a culture, mode,
or mind-set in church reproduction® that includes a high level of involvement by the
pastor(s), staff, lay leadership, and congregation of the mother church. This might reflect
Wagner’s hiving-off model, Keller’s urban regional crossroads model, or Murray’s

colonization or satellite models. Murray, for example, introduces a mother/daughter

4 Keller and Thompson, Church Planter Manual, 53-56.
* Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest, 59-60.
¢ Ibid., 60-69.

7 1bid., 69-75.

® Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations, 119. Murray warns of a danger inherent in this
otherwise-compelling terminology: “All too often . . . churches are cloned, rather than being planted.” Ibid.
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model, describes many benefits, and significant challenges,’ but the mother-daughter
relationship is not model specific. What is essential is that the mothering church’s
involvement and investment not be “in name only.”'® Instead, the mothering church
should carry out its role as a wise, loving human parent who invests in the baby’s life.
This requires church reproduction with a parenting mindset, or even better, a parenting

heart-set.

Key Characteristics and Practices of Parenting
Stetzer writes, “The best church planting occurs when a sponsor/mother church is

actively involved in the planting of new churches.”"!

The benefits given by the mother
church are critical in the new church’s early years. Numerical attendance increases from
the mother church’s involvement are significant. Attendance in new congregations that
have parent churches is 27-28 percent higher in the first two years than in new churches
without parent church involvement.'? Benefits of a mother church, however, extend
beyond numerical gains. A nurturing parent church protects the spiritual and emotional

health and wellbeing of the pioneer pastor, the pioneer team and their families, and the

reputation of the gospel in the community. "

? Ibid., 230-235.

10 Stetzer, An Analysis of the Church Planting Process, 20.

"1 Stetzer, Planting New Churches in a Postmodern Age, 76.

"2 Ibid., 77. Percentages are extrapolations based on Stetzer’s chart.

'* Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundations, 231-232.
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The benefits a mother church brings to a daughter church depend on the level and
kind of involvement and support the mother church provides. Speaking primarily to new-
church pioneer pastors, Malphurs defines six phases of the parenting/childbirth model:
conception, development, birth, growth, maturity, and reproduction.'* Becker and
Williams speak to parent church leaders and address six significant phases of
development that are not themed on a reproductive parenting metaphor:

1. Share the dream of a daughter church.

2. Determine your church’s level of involvement.'®

3. Find the church planting pastor and team."”

4. Provide mentoring, internship and core team recruiting.'®

5. Launch and celebrate.'’

6. Nurture your daughter and multiply.*’

This paper focuses on parent church practices that make the greatest impact on a
new church’s health and growth. When the mother church provides weekly supervision

and ongoing coaching of the planting pastor, sends a core group as part of the new

' Malphurs, Planting Growing Churches, 117-264.

' Becker and Williams, The Dynamic Daughter Church Planting Handbook, 1.
" Ibid., 11.

"7 1bid., 29.

"® Ibid., 57.

" Ibid., 85.

2 1bid., 93.
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church, and provides an appropriate level of financial support, the mother church
becomes critically significant to the success of the new work.

Supervision and Coaching

Loneliness is one of the great problems faced by pastors of church start-ups.”!
Many church planters come from large-church staff roles where they experience a great
deal of camaraderie and team spirit. They are often unprepared for the realities of being a
solo pastor, which include lack of office support and a volunteer ministry team. Stetzer
relates his experience, “On countless occasions, I have sat with church planters who were
discouraged because they did not have the support and encouragement of a sponsor or
mother church. On the other hand, I have visited with many church planters who had the
support of a mother church—and they have shared a sense of enthusiasm and
excitement.”?

Start-up pastors have lower salaries, smaller congregations, and less prestige. The
majority are first-time senior pastors and have not yet learned many basic lessons of
church leadership. They are, nonetheless, sent out to either succeed or fail on their own,
often with infrequent supervision. A solution to these problems is weekly supervision.
Weekly supervisory meetings of the new-church pastor result in a near doubling of

attendance figures in each of the first four years compared to monthly supervisory

meetings.” Stetzer attributes this greater success to higher levels of accountability. The

2! Stetzer, An Analysis of the Church Planting Process, 20.
%2 Stetzer, Planting New Churches in a Postmodern Age, 77.

% Ibid., 93. See chart “Frequency of Meeting Supervisor.” Attendance-wise, monthly supervisory
meetings are no better than a total lack of supervision.
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success may also be related to insight, camaraderie, teamwork, and personal and
institutional support experienced through weekly supervisory meetings. The frequency of
supervisory meetings affects church plant attendance numbers as much as any other
single factor.”* For this reason, the mother church must provide weekly encouragement
for the church planter. The supervision can be provided by the mother church’s senior
pastor or by an associate staff member with a degree of ministry maturity and senior
leadership experience that exceeds the experience of the new-church pastor. If proximity
to the parent church allows, it may be a good idea for a solo pioneer pastor to use an
office in the mother church and attend staff meetings for the first year post-launch.

Stetzer suggests, “a supervisor should focus on work issues and a mentor should
focus on personhood issues.”** Like supervision, but to a lesser degree, coaching
frequency impacts attendance in the new church, and weekly coaching is more effective
than monthly or quarterly meetings.”® A pioneer pastor may perceive weekly meetings
with both a supervisor and a coach as a distraction from ministry or a personal indulgence
to the detriment of the new church. A new church pastor, however, should raise these
activities to the highest possible personal priority. Parent-church leaders should hold the
supervisor, coach, and new-church pastor accountable to ensure these essential activities

happen.

Core Group Members

* Stetzer, An Analysis of the Church Planting, 4.
% Ibid., 94.

%6 1bid.
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One of the most valuable gifts a mother church gives a daughter church is a core
group of committed Christians who sacrificially serve the new church. The size of this
core is vital to the success or failure of the infant congregation. A 2003 survey by the
Foursquare denomination concluded that core size is a critical factor in church planting
success. One hundred percent of the failed church plants the surveyors examined had
launched public services with a core of twenty-five or fewer adults.”’ Wagner cites
research by the Southern Baptist Home Mission Board demonstrating that “churches
going public with under 50 have three times the rate of failure as those that start with
over fifty.”*® Wagner concludes, “If the long-range plan for the church is to be under
200, the critical mass can be as small as 25 or 30 adults. However, if the plan is for the
church to grow to over 200 that is too small. The critical mass should be between 50 and
100 adults.”*

Malphurs claims that the size of the mother is not a factor in mothering a church.
He concludes that any church of over fifty people “needs to take a step of faith and parent
a new church.”*® This statement must be nuanced very carefully. Since a mother church

is not the sole source of core group members, it is possible for a very small church to

*7 International Church of the Foursquare Gospel, “Autopsy Report on Failed Church Plants for
2003,” International Church of the Foursquare Gospel, http://supervisor.foursquare.org/
images/medialibrary/16__ CMI_ complete .pdf (accessed March 7, 2007).

2 Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest, 120.
* Ibid., 119-120.

*® Malphurs, Planting Growing Churches, 255.
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become a mother church. If this is the case, however, a plan for developing and
assimilating a core of no fewer than twenty-five adults must be formulated and executed.

Many new church development projects begin by setting a date for a public
launch regardless of core size. A better strategy might be to tie a public launch to the
growth of the core, not to a date. A church planting strategy might state, “We will launch
publicly when and only when the size of the committed core group reaches fifty adults.”

The fear of a potential loss of members in the mother church is a frequent
objection to the idea of birthing a daughter church. This is a legitimate question, but
produces a counterintuitive response. Wagner gives the example of Lake Avenue
Congregational Church in Pasadena, which sent out sixty people to plant a new church.
The next Sunday, Lake Avenue introduced a class of sixty-five new members.’’ Towns
and Porter report, “History has witnessed that mother churches become stronger when
they give their members to plant new churches.”*?

Anecdotal statements like Wagner’s and Towns’ and Porter’s should be taken
with caution. If the parent church is growing, as Lake Avenue was when Wagner wrote
the above statement, the loss of members is perhaps barely noticeable. Malphurs
differentiates between growing, plateaued, and declining churches. He suggests growing
and plateaued churches may benefit from sending out a group of members to establish a
new congregation. Growing churches benefit because the activity can add momentum and

provide new opportunities for ministry for those who remain in the mother church.

3! Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest, 38.

32 Towns and Porter, Churches That Multiply, 19.
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Growing churches often fill empty seats with ease. Plateaued churches benefit through
strategic pruning that counteracts stagnation and avoids unintended pruning.33

Malphurs suggests declining churches should be cautious before choosing
traditional methods of church multiplication. If a church is nearing the end of its life-
cycle, if the majority of individuals in the congregation are over sixty years of age and
the church is supported primarily by endowments and foundations, that church might
consider cultivating a new congregation within their existing building. The church might
target new and emerging generations or ethnic populations that are growing in the
surrounding community. On the other hand, a declining congregation should focus on

issues of internal health before taking on a parent-church strategy.’*

Finance
While it is possible for a daughter church to succeed with little or no financial
investment from a mother church, “the pattern seems to be that the more money the
[founding] church 1s willing to invest coupled with good leadership, the greater the return
on that investment.”* Increased funding may produce greater fruitfulness if the resources

are applied carefully.’® It is also important that the daughter-church pastor and the church

33 Malphurs, Planting Growing Churches, 255.
* Ibid., 256.
* Ibid., 261.

38 Stetzer, Planting New Churches in a Postmodern Age, 79. See the chart “Has been assessed?”
The presence of a mother church enhances church growth and attendance in the earliest years in the life of a
church plant. Assessment impacts attendance and church growth beyond the second year. Perhaps this is
due to church planter longevity, which must be enhanced when the founding pastor is well suited for the
realities of church planting. “All other factors being equal, assessment assures the selection of better
planters with a higher likelihood of success.” Ibid.
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multiplication plan undergo professional assessment and that the pastor participate in a
pre-launch boot-camp or Church Planter’s Intensive. Assessment, training, and
supervision assure the whole project operates on the fundamentals of effective church
multiplication. Given these conditions, increased funding will usually produce greater
fruitfulness.”’

Although more money does not automatically produce world-changing church
starts, the policies and practices that do result in more effective projects require money.
For example, having two full-time ministry staff people at launch results in greater
longevity for church planters and an increase in average attendance each year.’® An
expensive first meeting and marketing or direct calling effort significantly increases
average yearly attendance.*® The pastor’s spouse being employed outside the new church
decreases average attendance.*® Full-time employment of the daughter church pastor
doubles attendance in each of the first four years.*' A strong music ministry, which costs
money for additional staff and equipment, increases attendance.** Strong preaching
increases attendance, but may require the recruitment of experienced pastors from

established ministries.* This may be expensive. Jan Hettinga, a parent-church pastor in

*7 Stetzer, An Analysis of the Church Planting Process, 2-3.
* Ibid., 21-22.

* Ibid., 8.

0 Ibid.

“'1bid., 9.

“ Ibid., 14.

* Ibid.
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the Pacific Northwest, emphasizes the need for multiple staff in a new church and a
facility available on a 24/7 basis.** The multiple staff and facility add to the costs of
church parenting.

The amount of funding for a new church start is not the only determining factor
for success or failure. Other key issues are the character, giftedness, and role-match of the
pioneer pastor. If financial resources are used for activities that contribute to church
multiplication growth and success, a higher level of funding can move a new church past
the struggling start-up stage and into the flourishing ministry stage. Funding can come
from denominational support, tithing and extraordinary giving from the core group, or
independent fund raising efforts. It is crucial, however, that the parent church contribute
financially to the daughter church.* The support strengthens the new congregation and
pastor, and provides a sense of legacy from the mothering congregation. The financial
commitment sends a message that the mother church prioritizes the needs of the daughter
church over her own. The fact of support is as important as the amount of support. Gifts

should reflect the size and affluence of the mother church and the goals and strategies of

the new work.

“ Jan D. Hettinga, “Retooling Transformation: Releasing the Power of God through the Gospel of
God,” (D.Min. diss., Bakke Graduate University of Ministry, 2006), 169.

* Malphurs, Planting Growing Churches for the 2I° Century, 50.
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Other Contributions

The mother church provides her offspring intangible benefits such as credibility,
legitimization, heritage, theology, connectedness, community, values, vision, prayer,*®
and relationships with other established churches. It also provides practical support:
leadership, talent, loaned staff, administrative assistance, and help with denominational
polity and bureaucracy.*” Hettinga demonstrates that support beyond that discussed in the
church planting metaphor is required for the establishment of healthy new congregations.

He writes that starting new churches must:

Become part of the self-image of a church—*it’s just who we are and
what we do.”

Be a big burner in the life of the church.
Be a significant part of the annual budget.

The senior pastor of the mother church must own the vision for church
multiplication.

The Board of Elders and the Pastoral Staff must own the vision of church
multiplication.*®

Two Benefits of a Parent-Church Culture
As the culture and practices inherent in the church parenting metaphor increase,

church multiplication participants will experience at least two benefits. First, local

* Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest, 46. “The more deeply I dig beneath the surface
of church growth principles, the more thoroughly convinced I become that the real battle is a spiritual battle
and that our principle weapon is prayer.” Ibid.

" Murray, Church Planting, Laying Foundations, 231-232.

* Hettinga, “Retooling Transformation: Releasing the Power of God through the Gospel of God,”
167.
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churches will view themselves as the primary engines of church multiplication, which
will increase the number of new church starts. Second, newly-birthed churches will have
the advantage of deeper and more meaningful nurturance by mother congregations
operating under the parent-church mind-set. As a result the infant churches will have

greater vitality, longevity, and impact, which will improve church multiplication suc