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ABSTRACT

In the past hundred years, the Presbyterian Charcbland has planted churches
in line with population migration. The few excepts to this have been slow and
expensive, involving planters fully remuneratediroentral funds. This study examines
the experience of Irish planters who worked bivioeetlly in order to see if this may be a
more viable option for future Irish Presbyteriaarding strategy, particularly in the
Republic of Ireland.

The study examines the church planting literatdiggovering that there is little
addressed to either the reformed or Irish contelttalso shows that there has been a
noticeable shift in the literature from the Chu@towth methodologies of the 1980s and
90s to taking cognizance of a variety of emergiogesial models, many of them small,
community-based “new expressions”.

Literature was also consulted in the area of waowdk the interplay of vocation,
work and ministry, with the aim of uncovering theykheological and practical issues
surrounding bivocational ministry. Finally, thestary and culture of the Irish
Presbyterian Church was examined for exampleswicthplanting which may be of
relevance to the contemporary context.

For the purpose of this qualitative research, tantprs and five other interested
parties were chosen to participate in informal semictured interviews. Most of the ten
were Irish bivocational planters, although one-fuiie Irish planter was interviewed
along with two reformed pastors from elsewhere witperience in the field of planting.
The study looked at how the planter and the plarevaffected by the leader’s

vocational status.



The final chapter sought to isolate the key theickgecclesiological,
missiological, vocational, practical and contextsalies surrounding bivocational
planting and its potential introduction to the @mporary Irish Presbyterian context.

Variables included location, the type of jobs withich church ministry could be
combined and the issue of whether bivocational stripiwas seen as a permanent or
transitional calling,

It was discovered that bivocationalism, althoughwithout its difficulties, could
contribute to the planting process in several kaysvin the areas of vocational integrity,
missional authenticity, financing and resourcingistry, enabling and equipping
disciples, developing leaders, as well as enconggiffie church culture to forsake any
unhealthy and unbiblical sacred/secular divide.

It was recommended that the Presbyterian Churtieliand consider seriously
the merits of bivocational ministry, in line witbrsie recommendations made to the
General Assembly in the 1990s, and utilizing relyai¢veloped denominational

Ministry Schemes that are ideally suited to bivarails.



For Gwen

whose primary callings as a child of God, wife, @odll mate are lived out in a context

saturated daily with grace;

and whose multi-vocational life as professionalldgerer, administrator, financial

manager, singer, teacher, mentor, counselor, hestasd chef is a constant inspiration.
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“(Church planting is) to gather, under the hanéofl, a body of people committed
to Christ, worshipping together and working togetisebecome educated, trained,
and equipped to be Christ’'s people in the communityhich they are set, seeking
and pursuing the meanings and purposes of Chrestary part of their lives both
personally and corporately.”

Louis Misselbrook

“Freedom from the rigidity of a single, permaneatation might season with
creativity and interrupt with rest the monotonawusd of modern workaholics.”

Miroslav Volf

“We fail the fathers of Presbyterianism... if wesédize the church they reformed.”

Presbyterian Church in Ireland, General Assemblpdrts 1998.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Ireland, Presbyterianism and Church Planting

There has been a burgeoning of evangelical charichtte Republic of Ireland
during the last thirty years. From less than onedned and fifty such churches in 1980,
there are now more than four hundred, resultirgnimverall membership increase of two
hundred percerltHowever, the Presbyterian Church in Ireland (P&#s planted only
two churches on the whole island during the ldstdn years — both of them founded by
full-time personnef.

Furthermore, between 1960 and 1995, the new chsittiat were planted by the
PCI simply followed demographic change in term®adsbyterian population migration.
For example, of the twenty-one presbyteries interse when the latest history of Irish
Presbyterians, KirkpatrickBresbyterians in Irelandvas published in 2006seven had

no new church planted within their bounds sincentineteenth centurywhile four

! EAl, National Research Confirms Growth of Evangelicatithes in Ireland(Dublin:
Evangelical Alliance Ireland, 2006), Report. SemaRobert Dunlopivangelicals in Ireland: An
Introduction(Dublin: Columba Press, 2004).

2 There are several branches of Presbyterianisnelianid. Unless otherwise stated,
“Presbyterian” refers to the largest denominattbe, Presbyterian Church in Ireland, in which
the author ministers, and which accounts for armindty-five percent of Irish Presbyterians.

 Maynooth, Co.Kildare, begun in 2001; and Donab@tePublin, begun in 2010.

* Laurence Kirkpatrick and Claude CostecaRiesbyterians in Ireland: An lllustrated
History (Holywood, Co. Down: Booklink, 2006).

® The presbyteries of Donegal, Down, Iveagh, Monaghwry, Route, and Tyrone.
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other$ had seen only one new church founded in the teintéientury — often after a gap
of more than one hundred years.

In fact, if one looks at the geographical disttibo of the twenty-six churches
planted throughout the country between 1960 an®,2@0s significant that all of these
have been the result of population movement, rdati@@r missional strategy or a desire to
break into new territory with the message of thepgb. The vast majority of these plants
occurred during the 1970s, when civil strife wagsapeak in Northern IrelarfiDuring
that time, the new churches simply followed thenatigg Presbyterians away from the
inner city — or “flashpoint” areas — to the subuapsl new housing schemes on the
outskirts of Belfast, or to the traditional Protegtheartland towns of Ballymena,
Carrickfergus, Lisburn, Antrim, Bangor, and Newtaats’

One can actually follow the progress of the derapgic change by inspecting the

order in which the various churches were plantath gix of the seven Belfast plants

® Armagh, Derry/Strabane, Foyle and Templepatritie Presbyteries were realigned in
2009 with Donegal, Monaghan, and Foyle being sulesLimto new larger entities.

" In recent Irish Presbyterian practice, a churdgirzeas a “church extension” under the
guidance, usually, of a full-time, centrally-finattpastor, but with interim elders from
neighboring churches. When numbers and financedesmmed sufficient, they can apply to be
“erected to full congregational status,” which alfothem to elect and ordain elders from their
own membership. The dates given here refer toadke when the work began, as that more
accurately reflects the beginning of the planfieathan the “date of erection” which could be
some years or even decades later.

8 See Appendix One; Table One.

° See Appendix One: Table Two. The three exceptoasnstructive. Craigavon, in the
Presbytery of Armagh, was an experimental planmedtown, created in 1965. The initial
projections for the town were inaccurate and ecaooamd political factors meant that it never
prospered. The church, however, is another exaofgtghurch-following-population,” albeit
with less success than first anticipated. Simila8ityathfoyle was built to cater for a projected
exodus of Protestants from Derry as a result dfipal unrest. In the end, the anticipated
numbers never came and the church eventually clafsedtwenty-three years without ever
attaining full congregational status. Only Kilfemavhich included the porting of a city center
congregation, could be said to have flourished.id\gathough the only example of its kind west
of the Bann, like the others it owes its strengtharge part to population migration from one part
of the city to the other because of political utiraad in 2010 they subsumed the remaining
membership of a second city center congregatiociwtiosed.



taking place before 1972, the three Ballymena plaappening between 1971-4, the
three Coleraine plants occurring between 1973-d tlhe two Carrickfergus
congregations being planted in 1977. It is alstrugsive that once this migration settled
down, so too did the creation of new congregatiarit only three churches planted
between 1980 and 20080 (See Appendix 2: Map One)

In contrast to the northern situation, by the Y2200, the last PCI church planted
in the Republic of Ireland was Arklow in 1938This twentieth century moratorium on
new churches, brought about by the political, dpeiad constitutional divisions that
typified that century, stands in marked contraghtevangelistic and church planting
endeavors of the 18085In 1875 there were five Presbyteries covering the three
southern provinces of Connaught, Leinster, and Mufi$They consisted of sixty-nine

congregations, rising to seventy-three in 1900t Fhae geographical area today holds

1% Occasionally a church will “port” to a differenag of the town or city, bringing most
of the congregation with them. Examples given &sthstatistics such as Elmwood, Ballyhenry,
and Kilfennan were part-ports in that a struggliitg-center congregation was incorporated into
the new congregation. However, they have beendecldor the purposes of this analysis in that
the new location was markedly different and disfearn the original congregation, and the new
church was planted primarily to serve the new logal

A new church building was opened in Malahide, Dubi 1956, but the congregation
has always functioned as a single unit with theinortidowth, sharing minister and elders but
meeting in two locations. Interestingly, the cormgriion in Arklow has experienced recent
growth, resulting in the opening of a greatly exes building in 2012.

12 See Keith McCrory, “New Church Development in Gweater Dublin Area” (D.Min.
diss., Fuller Theological Seminary, 2001), 14-18] Rresbyterian Church in Irelgn& History
of Congregations in the Presbyterian Church indred 1610 — 1982Belfast: Preshyterian
Historical Society of Ireland, 1982), 429ff.

13 Figures taken from the Reports and DirectoriehefPresbyterian Church in Ireland,
(Church House, Belfast) for the relevant year.

14 Admittedly, the Presbytery of Connaught comprieety five churches when it was
erected in 1825. Relief work in the area in therafiath of the 1875 famine and renewed
evangelistic activity led to a growth in the lataeteenth century (see John Monteith Barkley,
Short History of the Presbyterian Church in Irelafi@klfast: Presbyterian Board of Publications,
1959).



only thirty-eight churches, totaling less than fthieusand members which, until 2009,
were under one single presbytéry.

In the twenty-six counties of the Republic of &edl, there are now six counties
with no permanent Presbyterian witnésand nine with only on&’ In total, twenty of
the twenty-six counties have less than one hundredbyterian families. Kirkpatrick
writes:

All statistics indicate that the Presbyterian Churclreland is in serious

decline: in the last half of the ®@entury, total membership has dropped by

22%, baptisms have dropped by 68%, new communitevis dropped by

51%. In fact the problem is accelerating. Total R@mbership has dropped

by 33% in the past 35 years, baptisms have dropp&d %, new

communicants have dropped by 49% and numbers lfrehi.. by 58%.

These are shocking statistics by any standardtasdliear that if these trends

continue it is a mathematical certainty that somegeegations will clos&®
This raises serious questions. How does such &xormflect the mindset of a
denomination? Is it even possible for the PCI cag&in to engage in missionally-
motivated church planting without a radical shifits culture and thinking?

David Bruce, the director of the denomination’saBbof Mission in Ireland,
believes that the numerical decline and geograpbaaentration in the north and east is
a matter of both history and theology:

Some have argued that, as a plantation churclsedfsunderstanding has

always been missionally diffident. That our plaimathistory has bred an

attitude of chaplaincy among us — that our misditmeology is more a theology
of the plantation bawn or rampart than the doayaie. That our first concern

!> Five congregations from Connaught and three fremndter were transferred to a new
presbytery in 2009, covering the border and micicanea.

18 Kerry, Leitrim, and Waterford no longer have amgs$byterian church, while Clare,
Galway, and Limerick have only a periodic Preskgteministry, alternating with the
Methodists.

" Roscommon, Longford, Offaly, Laois, Meath, WesttheKilkenny, Carlow and
Tipperary.

18 Kirkpatrick and Costecalde, 82.



has been to look after our own;... maybe after fauntaries we need to come
out from behind the bawn.

If anything, [statistics] suggest we are becomirsgilaurban people. During the
last century our story as a people has been a weasek northwards and
eastwards. Speaking personally, | would have muaterconfidence in our

future as a missional people on this island, if pattern had been to move in

the other direction — south and west. Such a maxddvhave demonstrated

where our hearts lay. What prospect is there fdowsach Ireland for Christ if

we, by default, choose to set up home within therjanext to our own? We

have been running in only one direction as a pefgpl&00 years. What are we

running away from?

Kirkpatrick notes the “curious fact that althougiierte are more Irish Presbyterian
congregations today than in 1840 when the Genesséibly was formed, church
membership has fallen by about 50% in the same&f? It would appear, therefore,
that of greater significance than the total nundjerongregations is the location, spread,
and effectiveness of those congregations.

It is possible that in order to be missionallyeetive and ensure that
Presbyterianism is not a ghettoized faith, buteatine that can make a positive
contribution to the social and religious landscapthe whole island, the overall number
of churches may not initially need to alter sigrafntly. Instead, the denomination would
do well to make sure that duplication is eradicategreas where multiple congregations
are doing the work that one combined church coaldhdre effectively, thereby

releasing resources so that churches could begolamthe many areas of the island

where none currently exist.

19 David Bruce, "Confident in Christ in the face otil change", address given to the
Presbyterian Church in Ireland’s Special AssemBbleraine, August 2010.

2 Kirkpatrick and Costecalde, 81.

L See the author’s short article, “Before you go...hafbre you fill those vacancies*
ReachoutBelfast: Presbyterian Church in Ireland, June720This was successfully modeled in
the Presbyterian Church in Canada, where the @napgof three churches combined to form
Trinity, Oro, and subsequently grew. Interestingiig new church eventually felt it needed to



Since 2000, there has been a small but interedémglopment. The PCI has
planted two churches, both in the Republic of mdldviaynooth, in County Kildare,
began out of the Lucan congregation in 2001, whdeabate, in County Dublin, sprang
from Malahide in 2010 (See Appendix 2: Map Two)eTdpportunities for planting more
reformed churches, especially in the Republic efaind, are self-evident.

However, the church planting model employed byRB# has always involved
the appointment of a full-time, ordained, salagdghter. This is an expensive and slow
process. If the population of the island continteesse, the PCI continues to decline at
current rates, and the denomination only engagekurch planting with full-time
personnel, then its future will be increasinglysiogre, as the resources will not exist to
sustain the current church-planting model. In addjtthe denomination will be ill-
equipped to meet the missiological challenges ehtyfirst century Ireland.

Chester gives a stark example of this, and althdusg situation is more extreme
than any PCI example, he makes the same point:

[We] know of a church planted by a large evangétoagregation that

brought certain assumptions with them. They creatstff team with a

minister, assistant minister, student worker, pastworkers and an

administrator. They bought a church building arfbme for the minister. As a

result they had an annual budget of around £250686uding start-up

costs... If every church shares those assumptiomsrtiost are not going to
plant??

leave the PCC because of what it saw as the deationi's restrictive practices in the area of
church planting. See http://www.presbyterianrecat2007/10/01/oro-votes-to-leave-
denomination/ . accessell 8an. 2011.

%2 Tim Chester and Steve TimmiEotal Church: A Radical Reshaping around Gospel
and CommunityWheaton, lll.: Crossway Books, 2008), 92.




“Tentmaking,” or working for a salary outside oetbhurch while simultaneously
engaging in church planting and evangelfdris, a common feature of mission in third
world contexts? In fact, in some countries it is a missiologicatessity. It is not as
common, however, in Western contexts where thegbeatv model is to appoint a fully
salaried planter. This is particularly true amolng teformed churches. There appear to
be few examples of tentmaking church planters withe western reformed tradition,
and this is confirmed when one begins to examieecturch planting literature.
Problem and Purpose Statements
Problem Statement

The PCl is a denomination in numerical declinet tfiere is evidence of green
shoots emerging, particularly through recent chypleinting initiatives in the Republic of
Ireland, and these offer by far the greatest séopexpansion. However, with the
denomination struggling to hold on to the member#halready has, and with both parts
of the island experiencing economic recession sh@8 (particularly severely in the
Republic), many may question the wisdom of spendiogey on new initiatives. In
addition, the only church planting model with whitie PCI is familiar is an extremely
expensive one.

On the other hand, the church is under a scriptoaadate to go, tell, plant, and
grow. God’s people cannot apply that simply to srmé&economic boom or numerical
strength. After all, the apostles were neither ioh numerous, yet they began the

greatest reproductive church planting initiativehistory! Neither can the PCI leave it to

% See the section below headed “Definition of terfos’further explanation and
clarification.

% gee, for example, Tom Steffen & Mike Barn@tiisiness as Mission: From
Impoverished to EmpoweréBasadena, Calif.; William Carey Library, 2006).



other traditions or denominations, most of which actually smaller and financially less
resourced.

The full-time seminary-trained pastor is an impattpart of the reformed
ecclesiasticanodusoperandi— and with good reason. While Presbyterians magtco
the life, zeal, and planting initiatives of smallexdependent non-reformed communities,
those communities often covet the Presbyteriaasgiitig, biblical literacy, teaching
ministries, and the extent to which they look aftesir pastors. Nevertheless, serious
guestions remain — practical but also theologicas$ to whether this has to be the only
model. If it remains the only model, then it isdik that PCI church planting will be rare,
and may even grind to a halt altogetherBteaking the Missional Cod&d Stetzer and
David Putman write, “It is amazing but consistemhuarches that need to grow think they
can do it without change! They think they can brérekcode by doing the same things
they have always doné>This is not only true of local churches in theiwas aspects of
their congregational life and witness; it is suralso true of denominations and their
approach to church planting.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study, therefore, was to expghmw bivocational church
planters have operated in Ireland, with the hopedbme of the data may be useful in
helping the PCI explore new ways of resourcing sbwrch plants, particularly in the

Irish Republic.

% Ed Stetzer and David Putmdreaking the Missional Code: Your Church Can
Become a Missionary in Your Commur{iashville, Tenn.: Broadman & Holman, 2006), 137.



Research Questions
The study explored the church planter’s experiencelation to their vocational
status and its implications for the developmerthefplant. The following research
questions guided the study:
1. How was the development of the plant impacted bysthuctures of the
denomination?
2. What personal challenges did the church plantex¥ac
3. In what ways was the church’s development affebiethe planter’s vocational
status?
4. In what ways did the bivocational planter’s expecie differ from that of the full-
time planter?
Significance of the study
The researcher believes this study may help tHeéd™@-evaluate its church
planting and mission strategy, especially in theu®dic of Ireland. It is hoped that by
listening to the experiences of those inside anddloutside the denomination who have
been involved in planting, both bivocationally d@ad-time, the denomination may be
open to examining a variety of new models of engggn church planting and creative
ways of funding it. The researcher further hopes, tthrough discussing the research
findings with PCI decision-makers, the perceivedtables to such new models can be
articulated and examined, and, as a result, astiegtiicture can emerge of what would

need to happen if the PCI were to change its chpiafiting methodology.
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Ireland is a rapidly changing society. Secularésrd the devastating impact of
clergy sex abuse within the Roman Catholic chafdigve left many either spiritually
diffident or disillusioned. As a denomination theis always beeecclesia reformata,
semper reformanddhere is a developing role for the PCI to pldgngside other
reformed and evangelical bodies, in bringing a mgs®f salvation, hope, and grace to
this new Ireland, and modeling new types of ecaleimmunities to a culture that is
increasingly hurting and cynical concerning alhts religious.

In summary, this study will join an emerging bazfydata which could be used to
help the church be creative and courageous inigsiomary vision, not only for the
purposes of extending the reach and influenceeoP(l, but also for the continued
reformation of the church catholic, and aboveailthe glory of God and the honor of
the Lord Jesus Christ who is the sole king and feédlde church.

Definition of Terms

Church Planter — someone who, alone or as partedrma, is sent to start a new
congregation in a place, or among a people, wherngregation of similar ethos or
denominational affiliation exists. It does not indé those who are sent to revive
moribund churches, nor does it make any distinaticierms of age, gender, or
ordination status.

Bivocational — refers to those known commonly i@ @hristian community as

“tentmakers.?’ It covers all those who hold a recognized priniaagership position

% See: Department of Justice and Law Reform: Rdpo@ommission of Investigation
into Catholic Archdiocese of Dublin, Dublin: Julp@ (commonly referred to as the Murphy
Report); The Commission to Inquire into Child AbuBeiblin: May 2009 (Ryan Report).

%" The literature reveals an important debate orestent to which “bivocational” and
“tentmaking” are synonymous. The researcher giwasdication of his conclusion here, but the
debate is examined in detail in chapter two.
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within the church — pastor, teacher, or head eldaut who do not draw their full salary
from the church or from a denomination, earningrtlsng or subsidizing their income
through work in some other trade or professionoBational is a term of convenience
and is in no way meant to imply a hierarchy of e or a rigid separation of
vocations. Nor does it deny that for the believer dnly true vocation is to live as a child
of God.
Ireland — refers to the island of Ireland. With theception of the interviewee working in
the denominational secretariat, all Irish intervé@s worked within the Republic of
Ireland. However, since the PCl is an all-Irelaeda@mination, and the decision-making
bodies reside in Belfast, the research was undartekth an all-Ireland perspective,
whilst remaining aware of the clear cultural andteatual differences between north and
south.

In addition there are several terms that appeauthout the body of the study
which may require defining:
Ecclesiology: one’s fundamental beliefs pertairtimghe doctrine of the church, its
nature, purpose, form and diverse forms of expoessi
Missiology: one’s understanding of the mission @id@nd the mission of the people of
God (the church). Misisology may also encompash sub-disciplines as evangelism
(spreading the message of Christianity, largelgugh the spoken word; social action
(living out the message of Christianity, largelyaingh acts of justice and mercy, publicly
and privately); apologetics (defending the Christirldview through debate, dialogue
and conversation); global witness (evangelism eoodtsirally and internationally); as

well as church planting.
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Church Growth Movement (CGM): a missiological Movamemanating from Fuller

Theological Seminary, Pasadena, California, arahgty influenced by writers such as
C. Peter Wagner and Donald McGavran, which empldsizodels of church planting,
church growth and international evangelism, whidred heavily on strategies based on
statistical surveys, demographical trends and tangekets and which often resulted in a
formulaic approach to numerical growth.

Unchurched: those who have had little or no previcantact with a worshipping
Christian community and whose knowledge of the §tfam story is non-existent or

seriously misinformed.



CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review
The literature consulted is arranged broadly enftilowing sections: theological
(concentrating on areas of ecclesiology and miggigl church planting, vocation and
ministry (looking at bivocationalism in particulaaipd some selected works dealing with
denominational issues and the Irish Presbyteriateco.
Theological Framework: Ecclesiology and Missiology
Church planting is the place where ecclesiology mrssiology meet.
Contemporary English missiologists Tim Chester Steve Timmis argue against any
separation of the two in evangelistic thinking. ¥leéaim there can be no single focus,
whether on the church — seeing mission as thewsgsto grow communities; or on
mission — seeing the church as the best way t@@eluur missiological goals. Rather,
“church planting is the outworking of mission arahununity. It is the point where
mission and community interseét”
Ecclesiology
Any drive to plant more churches must be bornaddihe deep conviction that the
church is not just a useful, much less a comfogtadsdciological phenomenon, but that it
is central to God'’s purposes for the world. Chegtétes: “We are not saved individually

and then choose to join the church as if it weraesolub or support group. Christ died

2 Chester and Timmis, 89.

13
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for his people and we are saved when, by faithh@eome part of the people for whom
Christ died.®® John Stott expounds this in terms of God’s purfos@umanity:

The church lies at the very center of the eterngbpse of God. It is not a

divine afterthought. It is not an accident of higtdOn the contrary, the church

is God’s new community. For his purpose, conceineal past eternity, being
worked out in history, and to be perfected in aifaiteternity, is not just to

save isolated individuals and so perpetuate owlileess, but rather to build

his church, that is, to call out of the world a pledfor his own glory?

Church planting, therefore, is nothing less thanilitating the creation of places where
this divine purpose can be expressed in tangilste Bind in local contexts.

Systematic theologian, Wayne Grudem, drawing dmeSjans 1:22-23, affirms
this big picture, the grand purpose and designauf:GSo great is God'’s plan for the
church that he has exalted Christ to a positiomgtiest authority for the sake of the
church.®' But it is a plan that has local, as well as ursagrimplications:

In the New Testament the wocurchmay be applied to a group of believers

at any level, ranging from a very small group nregtn a private home all the

way to the group of all true believers in the unsa church...We may
conclude that the group of God'’s people considateahy level from local to
universal may rightly be called a churth.
Lesslie Newbigin, one of the twentieth century’sefoost ecumenical mission thinkers,
wryly comments that “Jesus.... did not write a boakformed a community.” He then
lays down this powerful challenge: “I believe th@dyohermeneutic of the gospel is a

congregation of men and women who believe it avel iy it.”*

# |bid., 37.

% John R. W. StotfThe Living Church: Convictions of a Lifelong Pastbowners
Grove, lll.: IVP Books, 2007), 19-20.

3 Wayne A. GrudermBible Doctrine: Essential Teachings of the Christfaith (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1999), 363.

%2 |bid., 365-366.

% Lesslie NewbiginThe Gospel in a Pluralist Societiyondon: SPCK, 1989), 227.
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The church, therefore, dare not be seen as aotyjieal abstraction. Christians
cannot, if they are to be true to both the bibligdhess and to their own calling as
believers, affirm the truth of the universal chuwrchile denying that they have any
responsibility for, or need have any commitmenitolocal manifestation. As theologian
Alister McGrath notes: “Local churches and par@cuenominations are to be seen as
the manifestations, representations, or embodinwdrite one universal churci*The
local church is the primary agent for mission. RichYates Hibbert, in a helpful article,
expresses this explicitly:

The church is at the heart of God’s purposes, sutigei primary agent and sign

of the kingdom of God. Transformation of societie$&0d’s desired direction

occurs through the agency of God’s people, argllddal churches which are

designed to be the central expression of the valnddife of the kingdom®
Chester goes as far as to say: “There can be tairsaisle Christian mission without
sustainable local Christian communiti€§ ¥What, then, are the challenges facing the
church as it seeks this sustainability?

The creation of such communities is demanding ez is both counter-
intuitive to fallen selfish humanity and becauskeas always been counter-cultural, even
within the Christian culture. Hibbert lists someeples of where evangelical
methodology has actually militated against comnyunit

The strong individualism of western culture, oftRi@ in the early missionary

movement, of revivalism in the second half of tiveeteenth century, and of
crusade evangelism in the twentieth century hapldeafluenced the

3 Alister E. McGrathChristian Theology: An Introductiolrd ed. (Oxford, UK:
Blackwell Publishers, 2001), 425.

% Richard Yates Hibbert, "The Place of Church Ptamth Mission: Towards a
Theological Framework,Evangelical Review of Theolo83 (2009): 331.

38 Chester and Timmis, 86.
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worldview of the church and the theology of muchiref northern
hemispheré!

Scottish Presbyterian theologian Donald Macleodiepphis directly to the reformed
community: “There is sustained emphasis in botrQlkand New Testaments on this
corporate dimension of Christianity. We in the Rafed churches need to listen to this
particularly carefully because the Reformation Igtuttin a marked individualisnt®
Hibbert agrees, and says that this explains thedatheological thinking behind most
Protestant missions. Although church planting hasys been part of missions, he
writes: “in practice, however, the salvation ofividuals has often taken priority, and
Protestants have done little to develop a theotifgyhurch planting®

So the challenges facing those seeking to plaspejeoriented, grace-centered
communities in the twenty-first century West conog just from the potential hostility of
a secularized culture, but also from centuriesdividualistic Christian practice which,
at least undermines, and at most actively oppadlsesprmation of true Christian
community. Chester warns: “Church planting canngblve an uncritical replication of
existing models. Church planting should be at treffont of new ecclesiological
thinking.”*® This has indeed proved to be the case as suceesgiorts of the two main
British national churches examine “fresh expressiainchurch” or “new ways of doing

church.”! These are examined in greater detail later inghdgion.

3" Hibbert, "The Place of Church Planting in Missidiowards a Theological
Framework," 328.

% Donald MacleodA Faith to Live By: Studies in Christian Doctrifieearn, Ross-shire:
Mentor, 1998), 222.

% Hibbert, "The Place of Church Planting in Missidiewards a Theological
Framework," 331.

40 Chester and Timmis, 93.

1 See Church of EnglanBreaking New Ground: Church Planting in the Chuath
England: A Reported. House of Bishops (London: Church House Phiblis 1994); Church of
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Missiology

In his seminal worKJransforming MissionSouth African missiologist David
Bosch beautifully encapsulates the divine origitCbfistian mission:

Mission [is] understood as being derived from teeywnature of God. It [is]

thus put in the context of the Trinity, not of esiblogy or soteriology. The

classical doctrine of the missio dei as God thééasending the Son, and God

the Father and the Son sending the Spirit [is] eapd to include yet another

“movement:” Father, Son, and Holy Spirit sending ¢hurch into the worl8?
Keeping this divine perspective in mind should grevone from defining mission too
narrowly, as has often been the case in the eviaagelorld. If Christians are to have a
truly biblical mandate for mission, it must embrawere than cross-cultural evangelism.
This is largely the theme of another key missiatagtome — Christopher Wright’Ene
Mission of GodIn it he writes: “it would be a distorted and ggarated hermeneutic, in
my view, that tried to argue that the whole Biblast#about” mission in the narrowly
defined sense of human missionary activitffdde continues:

Just as “salvation belongs to our God” (Rev.7:%0)does mission. The Bible

renders and reveals to us the God whose creatt/ecgilemptive work is

permeated from beginning to end with God’s own gnaigsion, his powerful,

sovereign intentionality. All mission or mission&ieh we initiate or into

which we invest our own vocation, gifts and enesgiow from the prior and

larger reality of the mission of Gd4.

Where, then, does the church fit in this framewdik?at does its mission look like?

Wright turns the questions on their head: “We arghout what can legitimately be

England Mission-Shaped Church: Church Planting and Fresprésgsions of Church in a
Changing Contexted. Mission and Public Affairs Council, 2nd eldorjdon: Church House
Publishing, 2004); Church of Scotlarehurch without Walls: Report to the General Assgmbl
2001 by the Special Commissigdinburgh: Parish Education Publications, 2001).

*2 David Jacobus Boscfiransforming Mission: Paradigm Shifts in Theologyvission
(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1991), 389-390.

“3 Christopher J. H. WrighfThe Mission of God: Unlocking the Bible's Grand idéive
(Downe4r45 Grove, lll.: IVP Academic, 2006), 531.

Ibid.
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included in the mission God expects from the chundien we should ask what kind of
church God expects for his missioli.This is a much more demanding question. Instead
of looking at what Christians are to do, it forteem to an even more radical
exploration: namely, who are they called to be?

Hibbert combines these two strands of ecclesiolrgy missiology in a way that
applies Wright's understanding of tMissio Deito the work of local fellowships:

Although the importance of church planting was agpigdually unfolded

through the book of Acts, a reading of the wholblBmakes it clear that

God'’s plan— his mission—is to draw people fromredtions into the new

people he is creating and to use each local chordrsplay his wisdom and

character to their communitié.
How has the church sought to do this through resgy of reproduction, particularly in
the last one hundred years? For that answer, oisélook to how the frantic
reproductivity of the early church fell into dedimnd then was revived through the
(relatively) modern discipline of “church plantifig.
Church Planting

A name that has been associated with church graadirchurch planting
movements over the last three decades is miss#lGgiPeter Wagner, whose writings,
along with those of his predecessor at Fuller Todgiohl Seminary, Donald McGavran,
stimulated the development of the Church Growth &foent (CGMY:’ At the beginning

of Wagner’s influential worlChurch Planting for a Greater Harvedie famously

commented that “the single most effective evangielleethodology under heaven is

** |bid., 534.

“ Hibbert, "The Place of Church Planting in Missidiewards a Theological
Framework," 331.

*”On McGavran and the impact of the Church Growtlvéfoent on church planting, see
the comments of David Snapper, "Unfulfilled Expéictas of Church PlantingCalvin
Theological JournaB1 (1996): 464-486.
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planting new churche$®Hibbert agrees, but not on the basis of evanieksiategy.
Rather, he focuses on the nature of the churche ‘@dtivity of starting new churches is
part of God’s in-built design for churches. The gaaf the body of Christ expresses that
the church is a living organism, and, as suchastlheen designed to reprodut®.”

Hibbert’s main concern is that church planters #edr sending organizations
employ more theological thinking in their plans améctices:

The biblical and theological foundation for therglag of churches has

generally been assumed rather than explicitly @eted...[but] while insights

from the history of mission and the social scieraxesextremely helpful in

shaping church planting practice, a biblical arebtbgical foundation is

essential if church planting is to fulfill God’s goses for it°
This is an important caveat. The Achilles heel ahmchurch planters and planting
movements is an almost semi-Pelagian tendency Wwidne creation of congregations is
seen as an end in itself — one that may be relgtessily achieved — but with little
understanding or interest in how this may fit itilte bigger picture of God’s work in his
world. While much church planting literature onstiBubject could be classed as
methodological, even formulaic, a number of writexech as Steve Timmis, have sought

to encourage practitioners towards greater thecébgind biblical reflection on their

practice>

“8 C. Peter Wagnef;hurch Planting for a Greater Harvest: A Compresigr Guide
(Ventura, Calif.: Regal Books, 1990), 10. StuartrMy wryly comments that no book on church
planting seemed complete without this quote. He s¢éems to hold Wagner partly responsible
for some of the disillusionment and cynicism thefiel unsuccessful planters, especially in
Britain. See Stuart Murraylanting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want
Fresh Perspectives and New Ideas for Creating Cegations(Scottdale, Pa.: Herald Press,
2010), 20-21.

9 Hibbert, "The Place of Church Planting in Missidiewards a Theological
Framework," 330.

% |bid., 316.

°1 Stephen Timmis (ed.Multiplying Churches: Reaching Today's Communitiesugh
Church PlantingFearn, Ross-shire: Christian Focus, 2000). Ircbigcluding chapter, “Key
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Scriptural Precedent and Its Implications

Such biblical reflection, unsurprisingly, concextérs on the book of Acts. Harry
Weatherley admits, “We will not find a blueprintrfchurch planting in the Acts of the
Apostles, but we will find some guiding principeé.These include cycles of growth
and the importance of local leadership for the comities®®.Each of these phases
resulted in new plants as a result of missionatiyiae

Martin Robinson and Stuart Christine, two of tleychurch planting authors in
Britain, give a good biblical and theological cotiteo the discipline by showing what
was happening as the early Jewish church suddendlydimake space for Gentile
believers. They explain, “For Paul, his work amaéimg Gentiles is much more than just
the exploration of a new and potentially vast nasdield, it is the means by which the
very purpose of God can be worked out for the peoplsrael themselves®So the
establishment of these new communities was notlgstvay of bringing in more before
the end times. It was actually “part of the prodagsvhich the end times would be
fulfilled.” They go on to assert, “The establishioigchurches among the Gentiles is,
therefore, an inseparable part of the plan andgae&rpf God for his world. Church
planting is not an optional extra for Christiartgsian intrinsic expression of the

redemptive action of God in his world>”

Principles,” Timmis pleads for “a framework for ¢hb planting that is theologically informed,
biblically literate, historically sensitive and twdally appropriate.” (Page 102).

*2 Harry WeatherleyGaining the Ground: A Study Guide on Church Plagfididcot,
U.K.: Baptist Union of Great Britain, 1994), 15.

% Acts chs.2-9; 10-11 [esp.11:21]; 12-14 [esp.123P-15-16; 17-19.

> Martin Robinson and Stuart Christir@urch PlantingTunbridge Wells, U.K.:
Monarch, 1992), 22.

*° |bid.
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While church planting does have these eschatalbgitd redemptive dimensions,
it is also the most basic expression of the cominomalications of the gospel.
Reflecting on Acts 13:1-14:23, another British ahuplanter, Graham Beynon, writes:
“The task of evangelization and seeing people cdaseloesn’t result in individual
believers but the gathering of those believers ima@e churches....Spreading the Gospel
message should result in churches being plant&Hé also notes that, in the New
Testament, “A church is known much more forfitsctionsthan itsform. Hence when
thinking about church planting we must not necelysinink of replicating what we
know of as a church... rather we can think veryiflly of any group committed to
praying, learning, and growing togeth&f.This caution against cloning, which became a
familiar refrain throughout much of the later laéure®® had also been mooted by
Robinson and Christine:
All too often what is planted is actually a reptioa of older failed structures... It
would seem to us to be largely pointless to platyore churches of the type
that have already failed if we are to come to gwiih the missionary context in
which we are working... How is it that we havei\ard at a situation which is so
serious that even though we have some 45,000 agatgpas in Britain, we have
to think in terms of planting yet more congregasiamorder to produce
missionary congregations?

In all of the literature, one of the strongesticisins of cloning comes from Michael

Moynagh:

*% Graham BeynorRlanting for the Gospel: A Hands-on Guide to ChuRtanting
(Fearn, Ross-shire: Christian Focus, 2011), 14.

*"Ibid., 19.

%8 See Timmis, “Key Principles”: “Too many assumpsare carried into the plant, so
that church planting all too easily degenerates ¢chiurch cloning.” (Page 108). Anglican bishop
Graham Cray says: “One in ten of the Church of &mglls church plants has failed, the major
reason being that they were not plants but clor@adted by Paul Bayebjission-Shaped
Church: Missionary Values, Church Planting and Fré&xpressions of Churckerove
Evangelism Series (Cambridge, U.K.: Grove, 2008),See also Murray, 13ff.

¥ Robinson and Christine, 31.



22

Instead of molding the plant around the peopleai$ wesigned to attract,
newcomers have been expected to fit into a modelsiinted the Christians
setting it up. The core either copied what thegadly had or sought to create
what was missing from their home “church”. The remgregation was not built
with, let aloneby the people it was seeking to reach: it was desifprethem.

And very often the design did not fft.

Aubrey Malphurs, author of a very influential plissy guide in the United States,
defines church planting as “a planned process gihbég and growing new local
churches.®* While this was a clear apostolic strategy andvigtthroughout the book of
Acts and the New Testament period in general, Muwrarns that “there is a tendency to
idealize first century churches in a way that miggtound, amuse, or outrage a time-
traveling Peter or Pauf? The challenge for contemporary planters is noedicate the
early churches, which were just as messy, compled sin-infected as today’s Christian
communities, in all aspects of their life and wigseRather, it is to recapture the apostolic
understanding of the church’s identity and certirab the purposes of God in history.
Church Planting Literature: A Trickle Turns IntoFAood

Church planting is a relatively recent field ofdyun its own right. Timmis claims
that even the term was virtually unknown beforet880s%* and a Church of England

Report claims it was virtually non-existent in Eail in the 1970%' A search of the

catalogue of the National Library of Scotland ddfenly two titles on church planting

8 Michael MoynaghChanging World, Changing Church: New Forms of Chyiaut-of-
the-Pew Thinking, Initiatives That Wdikondon: Monarch Books, 2001), 108.

&1 Aubrey MalphursPlanting Growing Churches for the Twenty-First Gegt A
Comprehensive Guide for New Churches and Thoseibg&enewalGrand Rapids, Mich.:
Baker Book House, 1992), 21.

%2 Stuart MurrayChurch Planting: Laying Foundatior(€arlisle, England: Paternoster
Press, 1998), 82.

83 Steve Timmis, “Setting the Scene,”Multiplying Churches: Reaching Today's
Communities through Church Plantinggl. Steve TimmigFearn, Ross-shire, 2000), 15.

8 Church of Englandylission-Shaped Church: Church Planting and Fresprgssions
of Church in a Changing Context6.
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published in Britain between 1889-1986, both ofhaealing with third world situations.
The British Library catalogue for the same periggds nineteen titles, and all but two
are concerned exclusively with the third world @ttor historical accounts of planting
in the American colonies.

The three exceptions are a 1942 work on churchtipiim Miami Beach?
Charles Brock’s important book from 1981 entitladigenous Church Plantif§which,
although dealing primarily with third world missi®did have some clear application to
first world contexts, and Monica Hill's 1984 bookwere she states: “Church planting has
been thought irrelevant in most part of Britainidgrthe past sixty years or so. Church
planting was done overseas, not at hofiétwasn’t until the 1991 publication, a year
after Wagner’'s work, of Charlie Cleverly’s apprately — even prophetically — named
Church Planting, Our Future Hop¥ that new literature on church planting in European

situations started emergifiy.

% Elisha Alonzo KingPlanting a Church in a National Playground, Miame&h,
Florida, 1920-1940. [with Plates{Miami: Personal Help Library, 1942).

% Charles BrockThe Principles and Practice of Indigenous Churchrféihg (Nashville,
Tenn.: Broadman Press, 1981).

8" Monica Hill (ed.),How to Plant Churche@Bromley, U.K.: MARC Europe, 1984), 9.

% Charlie CleverlyChurch Planting: Our Future Hop@.ondon: Scripture Union,
1991). Cleverly charts the genesis of the Britisivement back to 1989, when Spurgeon’s
College offered a course in evangelism and chulafitipg — the first in the country — and
believes “it is precisely such initiatives from deminations that are needed if the decline in
church membership is to be halted.” (Page 43). Addahe same time, the house church
movement (HCM) started to experience real growtbhasches were planted “on the hoof.” The
HCM can be traced back at least as far as 1974Rater Forster’s Ichthus Fellowship, although
one wonders just how a congregation who by 1991okwad seventeen hundred members in
thirty-three congregations can be termed a “hobisecth” rather than a multi-site church, quasi-
network. or even a denomination.

% Bob Hopkins of the Church Army did produce two #rhaoklets in the Grove series
in the late 1980s. Bob HopkinShurch Planting 1, Models for Mission in the Chuxfh
England Grove Booklets on Evangelism, No. 4. (Bramcotett\: Grove Books, 1988); Bob
Hopkins,Church Planting 2, Some Experiences and Challgngesve Booklets on Evangelism,
No. 8. (Bramcote, Notts.: Grove Books, 1989).
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The influence of Wagner and the Church Growth Moget looms large over the
early works that emerged at the start of the 199¢le. Schaller, for example, advises
planters to start with a couple of hundred peoplavioid the church getting trapped into
“a small-church syndromée® Samuel Fairclot! is clearly influenced by Wagner and is
strong on management thedfalthough he has some helpful things to say reggrdi
sustainability, building, and finance. For exampie believes it is dangerous to model to
fledgling churches that they need to support laggensive churches and structures in
order to have a viable church planting operatiomargues, “The fact is that we do not
need such a facade any more than Paul did. Ibima alley.”® However, in spite of his
focus on easily reproducible models and his apgtieci of the work of Roland Alléf
he doesn’t develop this to the extent of considgebivocational planting.

The other significant American author from thisipe onwards was Aubrey

Malphurs. HisPlanting Growing Churches for the 2Centuryhas been revised and

0 Lyle E. Schaller44 Questions for Church Plantefidashville, Tenn.: Abingdon Press,
1991), 68. It is interesting that over a decaderISteve Sjogren and Rob Lewin (who do promote
bivocationalism in planting) still seem governedtiaditional CGM principles and refer to a
church that, over a number of years, has lesstthamundred, as “a toxic situation.” Steve
Sjogren and Rob LewitGommunity of Kindneg¥entura, Calif.. Regal Books, 2003), 170.

" Samuel D. FairclothChurch Planting for Reproductiof@rand Rapids, Mich.: Baker
Book House, 1991).

2 particularly in his use of the PERT planning tdefined and expounded in his second
chapter.

3 Faircloth, 133.

" Roland Allen’s pioneering work is discussed inagee detail below in the section
“Vocation, Work and Ministry”. Faircloth speaks @Aflen’s “strong stand against financing
property and other large investments.” He alsoepiapprovingly David Hesselgrave’s reflection
on the thought of Roland Allen: “the planting ofucbhes early becomes a basically ‘secular
business’ [Allen’s phrase] involving negotiatioms feal estate, agreements with contractor, and
supervision of construction as well as the raisihfuinds for the entire operation. In this we are
as far removed from apostolic practice in actiowasare in time... When church planters
become first ‘ministers of finance’ and only secarilg ‘ministers of the Word’, we have strayed
from New Testament principles and have jeopardiieduture of our mission in the world.”
David J. Hesselgrave and Earl J. Blomb&ignting Churches Cross-Culturally: A Guide for
Home and Foreign Missior{&rand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1980). @ddiy
Faircloth, 134.
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updated several times since it came out in 1992pias wrote this comprehensive
book because not many have the type of plantirigrvise believes is necessary to reach
the unchurched, and “a significant number of theke have caught this vision are
implementing it the wrong way and experiencingui@land disillusionment’® He cites
cloning as the most common cause of this and idsadaocates a biblical strategy that
takes seriously the planter’'s unique identity, usi¢pcation and unique community. His
foundational principles, however, are deeply roatethe assumptions of the church
growth movement, and he has an important sectitendang the importance of
numerical growtH® The first edition of the book takes the prospezfilanter through
seven vital characteristics of the plant (coveanggs of vision, leadership, equipping,
worship, and cultural relevance), and goes on thnauthe six stages of a plant, which
are analogous to the process of human reprodu@®igacationalism is acknowledged,
but only as a last resdft.

As previously mentioned, Cleverley blazed thd traBritain. Since he was
essentially speaking about virgin territory for Btish churches, much of the book
sought to justify the need for planting and to amsubjections. Although he is Anglican,
he displays a principled inter-denominationalis@htirch planting is not a strategy that
is the property of any particular denomination @mvement. Things are too urgent for
that and the dynamic is too big for any group &rlownership of it.” He particularly
points the finger at elements of mainline churclitpthat actively hinder planting. For

example, instead of wondering about whether oarfant preserves the tradition of the

> Malphurs, 16.

® Ibid., 60-64.

" See section below on “Bivocationalism.”
8 Cleverly, 26.
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denomination, he believes that the Church of Eryfamust not only drop its concern for
style and ethos but also for parish boundarig#n’this, he is a little gentler than two
other noteworthy Anglican commentators: Bob Hopkitn® caricatures parish
boundaries as “a line drawn round thousands oflpdogprotect them from hearing the

Gospel,®

and David Pytches, who refers to parish boundase$he condom of the
Anglican Church, impeding natural reproducti§hCleverley concludes that the Church
of England “...must recognize and rejoice that mayscclergy and thousands of its
members are Christians first and Anglicans secbhdy are more concerned with the
lost and how best to win them than with maintairtiaglitions.

Of the books which took up the baton passed o@lbyerley,Radical Church
Planting, edited by Roger Ellis and Roger Mitch&lidid mention bivocational planting.
Roger Forster’s chapter is significant in thatgpears to be one of the first to classify the
different options of church plant available to thanter®* Martin Robinson and Stuart

Christine’sChurch Plantingalso came from this period. Robinson was to became

leading planting advocate and thinker on the Briisene. In the much later follow-up

" Ipid., 69.

8 Hopkins,Church Planting 2., Some Experiences and Challerfes

81 Quoted by Robinson and Christine, 134. Alistainkedy makes the same point about
parish boundaries within Irish Presbyterianismardigg them as “inflexible and a barrier to
mission.” Alistair Kennedy, “Through a glass datkdylook at the future of church planting”
(Part 2),Presbyterian HeraldApril 1993, 23.

8 Cleverly, 70. See also Sjogren and Lewin. Thesercan authors warn that worrying
whether or not something is the denomination’sestyill “handcuff you and keep you from
church planting effectiveness.” (Page 26). Robirewh Christine remark that while planting can
revive an ailing denomination, the motivation shiblé the cure of souls: “the salvation of our
denominations cannot be an adequate motive faestablishing of new churches.” (Page 45)

8 Roger Ellis and Roger MitcheRadical Church PlantingCambridge, U.K.: Crossway
Books, 1992).

8 Ibid., 65-85. His eight alliterative models areass-evangelism, mega church, “maybe”
church, mushroom church, mobile church, mini-missimother church and multi-cell church.
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book,Planting Mission-shaped Churches Todhg,critiques this earlier work as too
mechanistic, preferring a more organic apprdach.

NeverthelessChurch Plantingdid raise some important issues. In line with the
Presbyterian statistics quoted in chapter oneisfdissertation, they showed historically
how new churches established in Britain over previcenturies were not so much
missionary endeavors, but rather “the provisiowofship centers for those who already
believed.® This heart-cry for missionary congregations igans that runs through the
book. They believe that because the pastor-teawbdel has dominated ecclesiological
thinking, there has not been ample opportunityttierdevelopment of those with the gifts
of a pioneer/apostle or an evangelist:

Such people have either become overseas missisnarithey have had

significant involvement in parachurch structurasthey have begun new

denominations!... If the West is ever to have sigant numbers of local
missionary churches, then church planting neetiski® place on a scale that most
mainline denominations have not yet considerediples¥
They also maintain, quoting Clay Price and Phile¥pithat newer, smaller churches are
more evangelistically effective:

Newer churches are, as a rule, more effective dhdar, larger ones.... in bringing

new people into the active life of the church.... @imes less than 10 years of age

with fewer than 100 in average attendance are tagcefficient in reaching new
people as churches more than 10 years of age waith than 100 in average
attendancé®

This statistic will recur in future literature dgetplanting movement gathers momentum

on both sides of the Atlantic.

8 Martin RobinsonPlanting Mission-Shaped Churches Tod@xford, U.K.: Monarch
Books, 2006), 8.

% Robinson and Christine, 25.

¥ pid., 32-33.

8 From Clay L Price and Phil Jonds Study of the Relationship of Church Size and
Church Age to Number of Baptisms and the Baptista (Rtlanta: Home Mission Board,
Southern Baptist Convention, 1978), 8-9. Quote®Rblginson and Christine, 45.
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Robinson and Christine’s book introduced to aighitwudience many of the
materials and methodologies which woulddeerigeurfor planters over the next two
decades: demographic research, prophetic strgi&maing, personnel choice, cultural
contextualization, and consideration of differertdmls. They also answered the
objections that regularly surfaced in those eaalysd and which are still not unknown
especially in mainline contexts such as PCl whgrating movement has not yet taken
root. Of particular note is how they deal with théanting versus revitalization” option,
seeing revitalization as laudable but difficuliaichieve:

It is a sad fact that many such congregations ianelling to let go of ways that

though they might have served the kingdom welhmpast, no longer do so. It

must be asked if it is good stewardship of kingdesources to perpetuate

ineffective activity. Sometimes a cure is not pblesand there must be death

before resurrection can take pldce!

During the rest of the 1990s, the literature esanbuilt on or adapted the
methodologies of these earlier works. In the Unii¢ates, Kevin Mannoia sought to take

it to the next level and outline how an agencyemamination could become, in essence,

a church planting movemettFirmly believing that denominations have a futtfrand

% Robinson and Christine, 142.

% For documentary evidence on how such movements lea\vto the rapid expansion of
the church in non-Western settings, see V. Davidi§&m, Church Planting Movements
(Richmond, Va: Office of Overseas Operations, mépnal Mission Board of the Southern
Baptist Convention, 1999).

1 Kevin W. MannoiaChurch Planting: The Next Generation: Introducitg tCentury
21 Church Planting Syste¢indianapolis: Light and Life Press, 1994).“ da sapport the oft-
repeated statement that the church is moving ites&denominational era. Conversely, more
and more people, pastors and churches are askittgeftiind of support, accountability and
multi-generational stability available only througbme type of denominational connection.”
Ibid., 146. See also Moynagh who proposes thdfilsigmented but connected” paradigm
“...addresses questions of church organization higngifig denominations, but resisting the
domination of local church by them; by embracinthbeeighborhood and network churches, not
choosing between them, and by enabling ‘congreg/agiod ‘church’ to become empowering
labels that emphasize interdependence, not indepeed Moynagh, 100-106, 155.
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noting the need for a new genre of leader, thatsgic mobilizer,*? he advocated an
alliance between pioneers and administrators. é&aeed, “Bureaucrats without
entrepreneurs will wind up in a vicious cycle offggeservation and protectionism.
Entrepreneurs without bureaucrats will find themesslwith shallow, disorganized, flash-
in-the-pan programs. We really are one body witmyrgarts.®*

Harvie Coni* became a strong advocate for a rigorous and thiealiy
reasoned urban planting movement, fearing that re@ie¥hat was happening was
restricted to “Middle America.” In this, he was acknowledged influence on fellow-
reformed urban spokesman Tim Kelféwho succeeded in putting planting firmly on the
agenda of many Presbyterian communities.

In the 1990s, a number of practical handbooksalkits emerged, similar to the
one published by Logan & Ogtfén 1991, with outlines, checklists and action piag
lists. Peter Noddirg and Harry Weatherley were both writing within fetish Baptist
scene, while Martin Robinson produced one in costjon with David Spriggs®
Weatherley’s book begins with a quote from Lewisslebrook that is as clear and
comprehensive a definition of planting as onekisl}i to find in the literature:

To gather, under the hand of God, a body of pecmiemitted to Christ,
worshipping together and working together to beceshecated, trained, and

92 Mannoia, 32.

*pid., 39-40.

% Harvie M. ConnPlanting and Growing Urban Churches: From DreanReality
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Books, 1997).

% See Tim Keller and Allen Thompsa@hurch Planter ManualNew York: Redeemer
Church Planting Network, n.d.).

% Robert E. Logan and Steven L. Ogiibe Church Planter's Toolkit: A Self-Study
Resource Kit for Church Planters and Those Who SigeThen{Anaheim, Calif.: CRM
Publishing, 1994).

" peter Noddingl.ocal Church Planting: A Practical Handbogkondon: Marshall
Pickering, 1994).

% Martin Robinson and David Spriggghurch Planting: The Training Manu&Dxford,
U.K.: Lion Hudson, 1995).
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equipped to be Christ's people in the communitwimich they are set, seeking

and pursuing the meanings and purposes of Chresteny part of their lives both

personally and corporatefy.
Nodding’s book is full of wisdom on how this mighe realized and is helpful in that it
majors on the relational aspects more than theadetbgical minutiae. He emphasizes
the relational qualities needed in the plantertipaarly with regard to others in the
congregatior® and gives good advice on how good relationshipis meighboring
churches can be maintain®d While discouraging a competitive independency in
attitude, he still favors one group taking respbitisy for the plant, in that ecumenical
experiments often come at the expense of claridyfantfulness. He shares, “Although
an ecumenical approach appears to be right, bedads@onstrates our unity in
diversity, | remain to be convinced that it encgasthe most fruitful evangelism...
Indeed, often the emphasis is firmly placed onuthi¢y of Christians and not on reaching
those who are unchurchetf®

Stuart Murray — missiologist, planter, author, &mahder of a church planting
network in Britain — has been one of the foremopBuences in this field over the past
two decades. In 1998 he published the first ohfagor works on the subjec@hurch
Planting: Laying FoundationsTim Chester, who challenges Murray on a few ef hi
major themes, nevertheless describes the theolpgmamechanistic approach of this

book as “a breath of fresh ait?® The early part of the book looks at the theoldgica

biblical framework for planting, and progressesok at the type of Christian

% Quoted by Weatherley, 9.

199 |hjd., 25-31.

%% |pid., 18.

%2 pid., 137.

103 See http://timchester.wordpress.com/2009/12/165thay-review-stuart-murray-on-
planting-churches/, part of a review of Murray'tefesbook, accessed 1 &ebruary 2012.
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community envisaged (an omission from many Amerizaoks which often assume a
given model) and the structures and leadershipinedtor each (including bivocational
leadership), before outlining the multitude of ops and models open to a planter at the
turn of the twenty-first century.

He proposes that the surest way that churchebeancouraged to reproduce is
to work with the cultural mindset of whole commugstrather than resourcing a few
activists:

The determination to plant so many churches sdkbyuinay be at the expense

of seemingly less exciting, but potentially moreitfiul, attempts to transform

the mentality of churches and denominations, sbdmarch planting is

recovered as a natural activity of all churchetheathan the hobby of

enthusiast$®*
Although Murray believes that radical rethinkingnsvitable before real growth can
occur, he recognizes that it is the process oveduation and asking the fundamental
guestions that is valuable in itself, rather thhange for its own sake. He explains,
“Asking radical structural questions does not alsvegsult in the rejection of tried and
tested answers:?°

Murray asks a lot of questions, rather than bemegcriptive, and this shows that
there are numerous options available, not justrims$ of how the plant begins
(mother/daughter, ecumenical, colonization, teatellite) — which is actually his final

section — but more importantly whatbeing planted (a missionary community, mega-

church, multi-site church, postmodern church). $éigenth chapter on the ethos of the

194 Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundation402.

195 |bid., 204. Elsewhere, he writes: “The problemhwitoning is not that many features
of church continue unchanged, but that the oppiyttm assess these and explore alternatives is
squandered.” Murraylanting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want
Fresh Perspectives and New |deas for Creating Cegations 137.
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church draws a lot on his oft-repeated convicti@ugarding “post-Christendont® and
as such offers for consideration various typesoofimunities from the fringes who
would not sit easily with the general evangelicdleun presupposed by most church
planting literature.

However, regardless of the churchmanship of tiogsdved, Murray is adamant
that the denomination and planter must clarifyrtejectives and expectations.
Competing or conflicting expectations can leadritctibn and a real or apparent sense of
failure. This has been documented by David Snajopen analysis of new church
developments (NCDs) in the Christian Reformed Chlw&A (CRC). He critiques the
imposition of inappropriate church-growth paradigmsll new church developments
regardless of context and laments the “untesteliatenistic theology of Church
Growth based on what | believe is an Arminian sotegy and failed sociology™®’

He argued that the Church Growth Movement's teogén define success
narrowly led to unrealistic expectations of plastéAmerican church planting began to
focus on quantifiability (numbers) and accountépitechnique),” while the words of
Donald McGavran and others “ignited the tinder afiekican pragmatisn-*®

For the purposes of this study, Snapper’s resaariomportant in that the CRC
and the PCI share more similarities in terms obkbgy and organization than the
Anabaptist or Pentecostal communities which caustithe majority of modern church
planting examples. Like the PCI, the CRC is expeiiieg an overall membership slump

at the time of this dissertation’s writing, and ey invested over nine million dollars in

1% See Stuart Murrayghurch after ChristendorgMilton Keynes, U.K.: Paternoster,
2004).

197 Snapper, "Unfulfilled Expectations of Church Plagt" 486.

1% pid., 466.
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church planting in one year alone in the mid 1999 spite of Snapper’s mixed report
on their success, their commitment to plantingastivnoting.

The church planting literature often differentsatetween “cold plants” (those
planted from outside through denominational or otheding, where no similar church
previously existed nearby) and “sponsored plartsige planted from a nearby
congregation). Snapper shows how virtually allhaf plants supervised from a central
mission board struggled, while many that were @drand supervised by a stronger local
church fared better. He also shows how geograppreaimity to denominational
headquarters increased the statistical likelihdatie@NCD’s success. He concludes that
rarely can NCDs be “established successfully withbe nurture of a nearby CRC
community.**° These are findings that may have application énltish context.

The New Millennium: A Change In Perspective?

Laying Foundationsvas somewhat of a watershed, in that it paveavthefor a
new strand of planting literature that was lessiaaic and more reflective on what
planters and denominations were trying to achiev2000, Steve Timmis, future co-
author of the influential otal Church editedMultiplying Churchesin which one can
discern a similar move away from some of the prpesjpions of the Church Growth
Movement and towards smaller, more relational medéé maintains that the gospel
opportunity should determine the timing and platca plant rather than adequate funding
for what earlier writers would have seen as prexsatgs before launching. He argues,
“Church planting does not have to wait until thare sufficient funds to rent a large

school hall, or support a full-time minister. Naiths it vital that a constitution be

109 1hid., 464.
19 hid., 486.
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written, a pulpit purchased, hymnbooks acquired,quality musicians found to lead the
first ‘public’ meeting.™**

A much simpler approach to planting, says Tim @reas his essay, presents “an
opportunity to re-invent church along radical kililines**?in much the same way that
the apostles did in the light of the Gentile cosians, as recorded in Acts 10-15. He
writes: “Good church planting forces us to re-agksiions about the gospel and church;
to re-invent churches that are both biblical withialigious tradition and relevant
without worldly conformity.**® Throughout this book, the contributors emphadiee t
need to keep the gospel message central, to réwshiblical story, and to realize that
less is often more. Timmis continues:

To many people, church is synonymous with buildji&snday meetings,

constitutions, officers, printed programs, musiougs, PA systems etc. But this

is far from the truth. As Luke has shown us... chus a group of God’s people
gathered together committed to apostolic doctfelgwship, breaking of bread
and prayer. All criteria that can be fulfilled Hyetsmallest of group's?
Tim Thornborough notes the sheer variety of wayshich true gospel communities can
emerge in contrast to the rather monochrome teegfaovided by the CGM. He
believes an unthinking adoption of CGM methods dadt only be unwise and
inappropriate, but also theologically and spirilpidiangerous. He explains:

The impression given by much church growth literatus that there is a magic

formula which will cure all ills and lead to reviv&uch promises are attractive,

as are the mega-churches that tantalizingly mdaaeht But perhaps their real

attraction lies in the way they offer growth withaisk, or even, dare | say it,
without faith in the living God who gives the grdwi>

1 steve Timmis, “Setting the Scene,”Nultiplying Churches18-19.

12 Tim Chester, “A Theological Perspective,"Nultiplying Churches27.

3 |bid., 25-26.

114 Steve Timmis, “Key Principles,” iMultiplying Churches109.

5 Tim Thornborough, “Contemporary initiatives fromoand the world,” irMultiplying
Churches101.
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Tim Chester sets out the biblical basis for hawnmller congregational expressions:
The household model of New Testament practice emabdety apostolic
principles. The apostolic church chose to diviggher than grow beyond what
could be accommodated in a home, to safeguarddjoostinciples of church
life. Household determinessizein which mutual discipleship and care can
realistically take place....The church in the NegstRment grew by dividing, not
by building larger auditoriums?

These convictions are shared by Moynagh. In cantoasiuch of the North American

literature, especially in the 1990s, which advodatarting with over a hundred and

presupposed an exponential increase in nunibéng, sets out to encourage leaders of
small churches to have planting in mind from thesets “No church need be too small to
help spawn a new congregationi®Although “many small church leaders are franticall
busy just keeping their heads above water...(and)foews of church, it seems, may
never get a look in,” he encourages them with thessic that there is “a clear link
between congregational size and the probabiligroWth;” namely, the smaller the
church, the higher percentage chance of growtériryears®

So, for these authors, the size of the church dwter: the very apostolic
principles of congregational life demand that itdoeall enough for everyone to be
adequately cared for, equipped, and sent out. dttetiat these emerging communities

should not become ends in themselves, but rather foather future multiplication as

part of their DNA, is seen from Chester’s hardihgtcomment: “It may be that a fiftieth

116 Chester, “A Theological Perspective,”Multiplying Churches41-42.

17 See especially Sjogren and Lewin, Malphurs, Sehalhlthough it is easier to begin
with a couple dozen enthusiastic pioneers who eingiyg together, it may be wiser to plan that
a) the first worship service will exceed two hurtipeople and b) the attendance will not drop
below two hundred in that first formative year. $hiay mean an attendance of three or four or
five hundred on that first Sunday.” Schaller, 69.

18 Moynagh, 179.

" pid., 175.
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church anniversary is not an occasion to celelihatdaithfulness of God, but one to
lament the stagnation of his peopté®

Chester, particularly, challenges some of theltdggcal conclusions Murray
makes inLaying Foundationsespecially in the area of the relationship betwee
ecclesiology and missiology. He maintains thaplates, Murray confuses church
planting with denominational expansion and dichas@® church planting and social
justice. The result is that he does not see plgragan end in itself but as an agent of
mission. “But,” writes Chester, “what sense doex ttatement make if at the heart of
God’s mission is the saving for himself of a pe@pt& “Surely,” he argues, “it is the
church that makes manifest the eternal reconcjlimgposes of God'?* He has a similar
problem with Bosch’s accusation that the Christem@burch had ceased to point to
God, but pointed instead at itself. Chester saigsish“deceptively attractive, but runs
contrary to biblical missiology. The heart of Oldsfament mission is precisely the fact
that by pointing to themselves as they embodyuifder the rule of God, the people of
God draw attention to God himseff?

In Total Church,co-authored with Timmis, Chester summarizes tvifeint
views of the interplay between missiology and esiolegy, before pointing out their
media res

It is sometimes said that those committed to chptahting fall into two camps.

The first camp are those whose primary concerntls mission and who see

church (in the form of church planting) as the nmbtical or most convenient

way to pursue their commitment to mission. The pryrconcern of the second

camp is the church. They see mission (in the fafrigharch planting) as the best
way to pursue their radical vision of the churchhere is a third camp: those

120 Chester, “A Theological Perspective,”Multiplying Churches26.
2 pid., 32.
1221pid., 33.
2% 1pid., 34.
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whose primary concern is gospel-centered commugnitose priority is the

gospel and who see Christian community as the alagxpression of the

gospel*®*
It is this over-riding, almost symbiotic unity ofissiology and ecclesiology that
characterizes the thought of writers such as Chastk Timmis, enabling them to
advocate a rigorous church planting strategy with@ing bound to one particular
model.
Meeting the Cultural Challenge: Has Church Plantidgd Its Day?

While the motivation for this shift away from a e¢bly growth model to smaller
more relational models may have been mainly thecdédghere were undoubtedly major
cultural and intellectual changes taking place idewsociety that, if not prompting a re-
examination of church planting practice and exgewta, certainly facilitated the change.
The well-documented transition from modernism tetponodernism is reflected in titles
and sub-titles such as Ed Stetzétanting New Churches in a Postmodern Adgeshael
Frost and Alan Hirsch’sThe Shaping of Things to Come : Innovation and igis®r the
21st-Century Churchylichael Moynagh’sChanging World, Changing Church: New
Forms of Church, Out-Of-The-Pew Thinking, InitiagvThat Workand Stuart Murray’s
Planting Churches in the 21st Century : A GuideThose Who Want Fresh Perspectives
and New Ideas for Creating Congregations

Stetzer recognises that things are not what theg arere. He writes that many of
the earlier methods “no longer work as well as thege did. The rapidly changing
cultural landscape (requires) that we use diffeneethods to be successfdf>While the

book offers useful challenges regarding denominatistrategy and considers the

124 Chester and Timmis, 94.
1254 StetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern Agashville, TN: Broadman
& Holman, 2003), 4.
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bivocational optiort?° it is not evident that his definition of “success’any different
from that of the CGM?’ and the rest of the book offers little by way pfadternative
methodology. He writes well of the changing worf¢postmoderns and how many “feel
as if they are entering an alien culture when ent@ing evangelical Christianity. It is
not the job of the unchurched postmodern to entecolture,” he says; rather, “it is our
job to invade theirs®*® However, the later sections, especially the fifth “starting off
right,” are weighted heavily towards the programmand familiar worlds of direct mail,
telemarketing, e-mail blitzes and “big launch&s.”

Similarly Sjogren and Lewin’s book is presentee l&kpostmodern reader on
church planting, with its almost random collectafrover one hundred principles and its
claim to be approaching the subject from a muchemelational and community-based
perspective. However, notwithstanding its stylstiit reflects many of the
presuppositions of the earlier period in termshefbirthing process and the size of the
plant. So, for example, although they do have &@eentitled: “Be willing to start
small,” in which they assert that “part of the r@asize becomes an issue, is arrogance

and pride;** nevertheless, as noted earlier, they do seem boled to a paradigm

126 5ee notes 348, 350 below.

127 Contrast Murray’s comment that until the turntoé tentury, there were certain
expectations and a clear idea of what was meastibgess, and if expectations were met, no one
asked any questions about effectiveness, methoglalelgvance, or indigenous leadership, yet
“these are precisely the questions we need tolaskt @hurch planting.” MurrayRlanting
Churches in the 21st Century: A Guide for Those What Fresh Perspectives and New Ideas
for Creating Congregation®1.

128 Stetzer, 140.

129 ibid., 258ff. See also: “Statistical evidence ponts that new churches utilizing a big-
launch method are larger than those that do neaf¢ 263).

130 Sjogren and Lewin, 77-79.
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where two hundred plus attendees, while not nepgasahe beginning, should be the
aspiration, or, they claim, the church will strugdt*

Much more radical in its assessment of how churafeeg need to interact with
postmodern culture is Hirsch and Frost’s analysisine with Murray’s post-
Christendom thesis, they regard their “missionatietbto be “the hope of the post-
Christendom era. Many of the new Protestant chomohements of recent years” they
claim, “are simply variations on the old Christendmode.**? Likewise, “the heart of
the problem is that we have been planting churttegsare (smaller) carbon copies of the
already beleaguered, failing Christendom-style chrit** While they subscribe to
Murray’s dichotomy (contra Chester/Timmis) “Dortiitkk church, think mission®3*
they maintain a rigorous commitment to theologaréhodoxy and the necessary future
of the church?® while being prepared to go to whatever lengthsiaeessary to engage
with a fragmented and searching culture, encougagastmodern planters to “hold fast
to the core but experiment like wild with the exgsion.”>®

They draw attention to analysis conducted by Muaag Wilkinson-Hayes, who

suggested reasons why “church planting has gorne’ Imos least the fact that “the

Blpid., 169-171.

132 Michael Frost and Alan Hirsciihe Shaping of Things to Come: Innovation and
Mission for the 21st-Century Chur¢Reabody, Mass.: Hendrickson Publishers, 2003), 17.

133bid., 18. That a Church Growth outlook, with ared reliance on secular business
methodology, is not completely dead, can be semn & book published as recently as 2010 and
with the bold (ironic?) titleChurch Planting with Paulbut which contains chapters entitled:
“look for opportunities for success;” “find your mk&t;” “write that successful business plan;”
“work the plan;” and “controlling the campaign amhluation results.” See Larry Waltman,
Church Planting with Paul: 7 Ancient Concepts, t&ssful Marketing Techniques to Use for
Church Planting TodagNew York: iUniverse, 2010).

13 Frost and Hirsch, 81.

1354n Paul’'s writings he employed the teekklesiain a way that can only refer to an
actual gathering of people, not to some etherealltiyical concept.” Ibid., 77. They also speak
of communities having the freedom to “self-theoksgt but deny that this means that doctrine is
negotiable. (Page 74).

138 Erost and Hirsch, 80.
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dominance of personnel-intensive models of chutahtimg have discouraged smaller
churches from becoming involve* Elsewhere, Murray has complained: “How does a
small church planting team draw on training matehat assumes far more resources and
personnel than they havé® There is, he believes, a need radically to regomé the
expectations of planters and sending agencies/nli@ations: “The formation of a

distinct congregation that meets regularly in daglested place may be much further
down the track than church planters have oftenmasdult may also look very different
from the expectations of those who deploy and stghem.™* Murray asserts that a
close look at so-called “successful” plants wilbshthat much growth was transfer, and
that the new churches were often little more tHanes of the sending churches. He
continues, “Few seized the opportunity to engageenmous theological reflection on the
culture in which they were planting and how to eomialize the gospel in the local
community.™*® Moynagh is also critical of the parasitic tendesadf mega-churches in
relation to the wider Christian community and tlslldisionment this can cause to
pastors attempting to replicate an inappropriatdehm their local situation. He laments,
“They ignore how different their circumstances anehow beacon churches often

achieve growth by drawing Christians away from $emalhurches.” He then asks the

137 Stuart Murray and Anne Wilkinson-Hayé$ope from the MargingCambridge, U.K.:
Grove, 2000). Quoted by Frost and Hirsch, 18.

138 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New Ideas for Creating Congregati2t.

139 bid., 25. He also remarks: “Expectations of thenfing agency may be expressed in
terms of measurable outcomes within a specified fiame.” He recounts stories of those who
are planting a new contextualized community, bleiit funding is under threat because their
missionlﬁgency operates with attractional and sleom expectations.” (Page 148).

Ibid., 21.
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searching question: “What will happen to these ¢essful’ churches when their small-
church feeder-systems dry up?’

However, Murray discerns a new wave of planters tene not operating within
a ‘church growth’ paradigm but a ‘cross-culturaksion’ paradigm.” Nor are they “in
thrall to imposed success criteria, goals and friew@es.” This is especially important for
those seeking to plant in “marginalized subcultaed networks” or “in neighborhoods
suffering the effects of multiple forms of poveeyd deprivation*#?

The disillusionment arising from unrealized exp&otes as outlined by Murray,
Snapper and others, led to a noticeable antipathigirls church planting in many
denominational circles around the turn of the centt? Murray beginslanting
Churchesby recognising this suspicidfi* He observes a degree of opposition to any
renewed planting initiative from across the ecelstcal spectrum: disillusioned ex-
church planters, denominational leaders unconviabedt its worth and wary of

investing limited budgets, leaders whose sacrarhentaega-church ideology revolted

1“1 Moynagh, 13.

142 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregatib3-14.

3 1n English circles this was due in part to theappt failure of the DAWN initiative.
See also Robinson, 20-29. Murray claims the focas @n “speed and quantity rather than
guality”- on how many churches to plant, rathenttéoat kind of church to plant: “Many did not
think it necessary to spend much time wonderingt\wirad of church to plant. They assumed
they knew what church was and concentrated onl#mipg process. Those who did ask
guestions about what kind of church to plant wemeegally interested in making adjustments to
familiar models rather than exploring radicallyfeient possibilities.” (Page 133lission
Shaped Churchames “poor planning, leadership issues, inwan#titay focus, cultural
blindness, part-time leadership and lack of resssifdChurch of EnglandJlission-Shaped
Church: Church Planting and Fresh Expressions ofi€h in a Changing Contex22. Murray
also observes how, after a glut in the early 198@s¢e were no significant inter-agency church-
planting conferences in Britain from 1995 to 2086e also
http://www.encountersontheedge.org.uk (acces¥edbPuary, 2012), for stories of church
planting failures and an analysis of the reasons.

144 For a more positive take on Anglican planting dgrihis period see Bayes, 6. He
concentrates on the activism that led to a ninetggnt success rate.
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against anything informal or amateurish, and enmérgmneers with no desire to
perpetuate the traditional and failed methodologfegesterday*> Countering such
disillusionment wasn’t helped by the fact that “NMbsoks on church planting are out of
print, out of date, or written for a different cert than... post-Christendom Europé®”
Even British books on the subject “were publishadrd the first half of the 1990s and
are out of print and rather dated”

However, Murray remains convinced that churchesagencies need to learn
from the mistakes of the past, and that “churcitpig is a crucial component in any
mission strategy in our post-Christendom Westeniesies.™*® Among the main failures
he identifies are: superficial or non-existent egsh, inadequate training, serious
leadership deficiencies, launching too early, regyon attractional evangelistic methods,
unrealistic expectations, cultural insensitivityddack of contextualization, plus
(Chester’s particular concern) putting church befmission-*°

Murray’s threefold vision is that leaders begirdtscern forms of church planting
that are “contextually sensitive, missionally attdnand ecclesially imaginativé®®
While recognizing that the church planting langugeikeout of favour for a while
because some found it imperialistic and precluadldction on what sort of churches

today’s culture needs, he feels it is neceesarghabilitate the language of church

145 Murray suggests the reason behind British chukehting decreasing in the 1990s
was “that many planting churches had not anticigb#tie pain involved in the process.” (Page
112).

16 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThpse Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregatibl.

“Tpid., 15.

8 |pid., 16.

149 bid., 13. See also George Lings and Stuart Muémarch Planting: Past, Present
and Future Grove Evangelism Series (Cambridge, U.K.: Groeel&, 2003).

%0 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregatibt.
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planting if the term is “again to convey imagesadbenture, exploration, provisionality,
creativity, gentleness, and humility rather thapémalism, imposition, colonization,
insensitivity, and marketing:®*

Furthermore, cultural change will necessitateraplete reassessment of the
contemporary usefulness of some of the treasurédadelogies of the earlier literature,
especially if the trans-Atlantic differences areaged. As Murray notes, “In British
society, goals do not motivate people; in postmodeiture, goals seem modernistic and
pretentious; in the cross-cultural planting conttt predominates today and means
each situation is different, goals often appeaitrary.” > While planning and having
aims is important, goals should not become pretseeipr burdensome. Instead “a clear
statement of purpose” should suffice.

Murray’s book engages robustly and critically witbth traditional church
planting thinking and emergent post-modern culthieedoes not let the latter “off the
hook,”>® exhorting, “Dogmatic iconoclasm is no more attirsethan dogmatic
traditionalism...Church planters need a more nuamnggttaware, and humble stance,

courageously pioneering creative possibilities withdenigrating what has gone before

%1 |bid., 17-18. Interestingly, “colonization” is theetual term used throughout the
literature for one particular model of plantingdas even discussed by Murray himself in his
earlier book. See Murraghurch Planting: Laying Foundation®obinson and Spriggs;
Hopkins,Church Planting 2., Some Experiences and ChallerfggsStetzerPlanting Missional
ChurchegNashville, TN: Broadman & Holman, 2006); Wagner.

152 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregativ49.

133 For example, he argues that if evangelicals wetieized for not having a holistic
view of mission, the emergents could equally btcized for having an irrational (and
unbiblical) antipathy towards evangelism. As a le$tTihis opposite missional imbalance will
mean they are parasitic on the evangelizing chesrtiey criticize and may eventually lead to
their demise.” (Page 21).
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or depriving themselves of potent resourc8$The body of the book deals with the
usual issues of motivation to plant, models of ptay) location'>> and time framé>® but
with a real sensitivity to the changing contextlioed above.

This feeling of potential dislocation which theucth could so easily feel amidst
such change is taken up by Alan Roxburgh in a saneissay “Reframing
Denominations from a Missional Perspectiv¥.He refers to the beginning of the
twenty-first century as a period of “liminality” drsays that even the vocabulary of
“postmodernism” and “emergent” displays “a tentatiznguage for a liminal timé>®
He observes how much denominational energy is teideat structural reorganization,
policy and procedure, programs to address growtdmgelism or new church
development, leadership development and role neitiefi, and personnel reductions

because of falling budgets. He concludes, “Sucpameses simply do not address the

issues of legitimacy, identity, and transformatio@n environment of discontinuous

%4 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New Ideas for Creating Congregatib37-138. He also warns of the self-
indulgence that can be a danger in a micro-anabfsitiurch and culture: “I know of situations
where a beautiful, radical, and culturally cool ittunever got off the drawing board because
there was no energy left actually to plant it.” ¢Bd.36).

155 Murray (Page 105) has an interesting take optis¢-modern tendency to reuse old
defunct buildings because of an understandingaxfréd space,” what some have poignantly
called “reopening the old wells.” At one level, $&ys, this may be a “rejection of the
functionality of modernity and sensitivity to themerging spirituality of a postmodern culture”
(i.e. such people will not be attracted to plashiairs in soul-less community centers). On the
other hand, it may also be “a return to Christendomven to pagan notions that designate holy
places.”

156 Murray is convinced that most plants fail becarsy are launched too quickly rather
than too slowly: “church-planting ventures are dgethor jeopardized by precipitate action,
rushing ahead without adequate preparation or ¢tatisun.” (Page 109).

57In Craig Van GeldeiThe Missional Church and Denominations: Helping
Congregations Develop a Missional Identisissional Church Series (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
William B. Eerdmans Pub., 2008), 75-103.

8 pid., 100.
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change.** But the situation is not without hope. Following\dd Bosch, he believes,
“The Spirit continually disrupts the settled asstions and structures of God’s people
when these assumptions and structures come teedéfnextent and shape of God’s
kingdom.™® lan Coffey and Eddie Gibbs similarly believe tta church at the
beginning of this century is at what they call adgegic inflection point” or, more
theologically, “a kairos moment, which is a spe&ald-appointed time when significant
factors converge to provoke the need for decistiom™*°* Like Roxburgh, they refer to
the liminality of the current era, but see it pigly as “a state not of limbo but of
dynamic transition **?

Of the cultural changes presented to the churghodsymodernity, Moynagh
isolates three for consideration as “epoch-makifigése include a new consumerism,
option paralysis (a world typified by “hyper-chaifeand the contradictory worlds of
work and leisure. This last one, he feels, offentipular opportunities to the church —
ones which Christians could find themselves wellipged to meet:

Becoming sensitive to the different mindsets ofkvand leisure would be a step

away from a one-size-fits-all approach to evangelisinstead of dragging people

at work to us, church would start going to thenwdiuld be church that fits — not

just those who've come in, but those who are ctiyemtside!®®

Moynagh believes that the worlds of faith and wieake been pulled apart in the minds
of Christians because the concerns of full-timeisténs, which are inevitably church-
based, take precedence over lay concerns. Heedschew the church has become

“trapped by the domestic agenda” because “orgarghacch has been left to minister to

9 pid., 92.

199 pid., 98.

181 |an Coffey and Eddie Gibb&hurch Next: Quantum Changes in Christian Ministry
(Leicester, U.K.: Inter-Varsity, 2001), 37-38.

182 1pid., 219.

183 Moynagh, 64.
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people at home but not at work, and so inevitabiyily-type issues dominate its
thinking.”®*

Moynagh paints a picture of a “fragmented but @mt@d” church which he
believes to be not too different from the churctots: “connected fragments were the
essence of the New Testament churéAInlike most current church models, which are
based on where people live rather than where tlogl, Woynagh proposes smaller
networks based on work and leisure, with a hulmgds a central reosurce and “doing
traditional church” for those for whom that is Iséilvalid and preferred expressithi.
This is in part inspired by his conviction that e have not abandoned groups, they
have fled particular types of group — and churabris of those groups® The
transience of some of the netwofkgwhich Moynagh deliberately sees as churches, not
ministry groups) displays a lack of permanence wisdeyond the imagination of many
traditional churchgoers, whose families perhapeh®ad an affiliation with a parish for
centuries. However, it fits well with a postmodeontext and need not be a threat.
Fresh Expressions

Moynagh'’s vision (which is actually a hypothetisaknario, rather than a report

of an existing model) did begin to experience sdngtof a tentative incarnation in the

first decade of this century with the advent ofsame contexts, the emergent chulfth,

**1pid., 72-73.

1% |bid., 106.

%% pid., 100ff.

7 |pid., 71.

188 “A number of the congregations are small, somegaite large, and several are
transient. The congregation for single parentsirfstance, tends to be a staging post.” Ibid. 101.

189 See Frost and Hirsch, chapter 1; D. A. Car8atoming Conversant with the
Emerging Church: Understanding a Movement andriplications(Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Zondervan, 2005). Also, John Drane, “What does ntgtin the Emergent Church look like?” in



47

and in others, what became known as Fresh Expreseiachurch. The former carries
with it a degree of postmodern theological baggéue]jatter is a term applied purely to
methodological experimentations where the theotamyd be as diverse as the forms.
Murray gives numerous examples of these, includafg churches, table churches, and
virtual churches/® The “mainstreaming” of some of these new and imtige models in
Britain can be traced back to an influential 208@art of the Church of England.
Mission-Shaped Church: Church planting and fregbregsions of church in a changing
context(MSC) built on an earlier report of 19®reaking New Groun(BNG), which
was published at the beginning of the boom of egein planting. In between these two
reports, from a Presbyterian Perspective, the Ghoir&Scotland produced iGhurch
Without Walls{CWW) report in 20017+

Breaking New Groungut church planting firmly onto the agenda of the
established chur¢ff and categorised and analysed the relative suotdiss different
models (runner plants, graft plants, transplamtd,seed plants) employed in the early
1990s' " It also acknowledged how the problems presenteuhinigh boundaries were
already being overconté? It named other key obstacles to possible bivonatio

leadership: the tendency for clergy-dependencétutisnal regulations, diocesan

Steven Croft (ed.Mission-Shaped Questions: Defining Issues for Tedakurch(London:
Seabury Books, 2010), 90-101. Drane refers to @@ dmok as “intemperate”, 205 n.2.

10 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregatigassim.

"1 See note 41 above.

1”2 paul Bayes regarded it as “one of the first Araglidocuments to grapple positively
with the impact of postmodernity.” Bayes, 7.

173 Church of EnglandBreaking New Ground: Church Planting in the Chuath
England: A Report6-14.

1" «Church planting across parish and diocesan baigsihas happened under the
pressure of an evangelistic imperative that hasnasd precedence over loyalty to the institution
and its territorial contract.” lbid., 2-3.
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requirements and congregational expectattéhEhere was, too, an awareness at this
stage that “community exists in networks of relasioip and not just in territorial
closeness?”® George Lings’ follow-up booklet fleshed out marfytttese ideas with
practical suggestions and illustrations.

Nigel Scotland’s booRecovering the Groundas published in 1995 and
comprised a selection of essays around the therfigaglical Church Planting for the
Church of England”® The authors expressed frustration that: “Anglicaarch
structures were not designed with the primary psepaf extending the Kingdom of
God,™"® and sought to look for ways in which plants cobddfacilitated within the
current structures. Unsurprisingly, the parisheaysteceived much attention, and in one
article with Roger Beckwith, the editor looked &thric models where flexibility was
permitted in this are&’

Mission-Shaped Churdbegins by acknowledging the cultural changes in
Britain'®! within a generation — even in the decade sBremking New Groundérst came

out. While paragraph 8.2 of the report explaineat fhanting normally involved “the

7% pid., 20.

7% |bid., 93.93. The later report quoted Ulrich Betth:live in one place no longer
means to live together, and living together no ngeans living in the same place.” Church of
England Mission-Shaped Church: Church Planting and Fresprggsions of Church in a
Changing Contex®.

" George LingsNew Ground in Church Planting: A Personal Commepntam Breaking
New Ground the Report Commissioned by the HouB&sbbps on Church Plantingrove
Evangelism Series (Nottingham, U.K.: Grove Bool@94).

"8 Nigel Scotland (ed.Recovering the Ground: Towards Radical Church Rtanfor
the Church of Englan{Chorleywood, U.K.: Kingdom Power Trust Publicaisp 1995).

9 pid., 71.

1% |hid., 63-68.

1811t should be said that most of the cultural arialysentioned here with regard to
Britain would also hold true for modern Irelandr o excellent survey of the economics and
worldview of the “New lIrish,” including similariteand differences to other European countries,
see David McWilliamsThe Pope's Children: Ireland's New El{f2ublin; Gill & Macmillan,
2005).
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establishing of a new congregation or worship aesel is to be encouraged as an
important part of Church Growth,” the authordMitsion-Shaped Churcidmit that
“virtually every concept in that sentence is novalidnged by the variety that has
emerged.*® They now prefer to speak of the evolving of a €ffh community rather
than the establishment of a congregation. Instéat@uraging a longer-term strategy,
they find that:

Practitioners working at the edge of the Churcrefgy to talk of sowing the

gospel and seeing what results...It is more lipeagess of discerning the prior

action of God.... Planning for predetermined outesiis legitimate but no longer

primary. A mission-informed response, rather thatractural initiative, is now

seen as authentt&®

As for cultural changes, the report mentions cleang living patterns, sport and
entertainment, the nuclear family, and increasedtilitypand employment, explaining
how they have all contributed to the traditionaliaih’s experience of a rapid
marginalization from mainstream sociéf§ Their survey essentially echoed Moynagh’s
earlier findings, noting, “One key conclusion fraéhese snapshots of British society is
that we are living increasingly fragmented livé®While this resulted in a loss of
traditional neighborhood, a new social structure amedefinition of community, the
authors of the report, understandably given thelidag context in which they were
writing, did not want to dispense altogether whkbk toncept of parish. They did agree,

though, it needed to be more flexible: “Networksédaot replaced neighborhoods, but

they change them... It is not that locality, placd &arritory have no significance. It is

182 Church of Englandylission-Shaped Church: Church Planting and Frespressions
of Church in a Changing Contex@2.
'8 |pid., 24.
184 bid., 1-14. For example, the increase in profesal, amateur, and school sports on a
Sundayl,s?nd Sunday also being “dad access daghiiliés with separated parents.
Ibid., 4.
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simply that they are now just one layer of the clexghape of society"* This
recognition of the need for structural flexibilityas made by no less than the Archbishop
of Canterbury the previous year:

Tearing up the rule book and trying to replacegamchial system is a recipe for

disaster and wasted energy. In all kinds of plattesparochial system is working

remarkably. It's just that we are increasingly asvaf the contexts where it

simply isn’t capable of making an impact, where sthimg has to grow out of it

or alongside it... as an attempt to answer questioat the parish system was

never meant to answé&t,

Bayes recognizes that four of the plants that oecuback in 1991 did more or less “tear
up the rule book.” However, although the plantsgesqed “without obtaining the
necessary permissions, both the catching-on anldwibreaking caused the church to
think.”*®8 So from the earliest days of planting there wasgaition in activist quarters
that sometimes it was better to do than to asklaea to wait for the structures to catch
up.

The fragmentation and independence that are deaisitc of so much of the
emergent and postmodern expression of church, hewaxe a double-edged sword. As
well as offering interesting new challenges andaspymities for creativity, this has
obvious negative implications that had earlier beighlighted by Chester, among others.
The report says: “A network society can both cohaed fragment. It can include and

exclude at local, national and global levels. Mitpitan provide freedom and

opportunity, but it is also a force that destab#izociety by undermining long-term

1% |bid., 5-6.

187 Rowan WilliamsPresidential Address to the Synod of the ChurdBngfland 2003.
Quoted by Bayes, 10.

188 |bid., 6.
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commitments.*®® Chester agrees: “While those of a postmodern géinartalk a lot
about relationships, they are usually reluctamh&ke long-term commitments, especially
to inter-generational relationships?®

This was also highlighted by the Church of Scotlem@WW:

A church that can trace 40 years of declining yat#tistics must ask if all the
excellent youth work of two generations has beenen out of church life
because we have failed to build relationshipsiehfiship across the generations.
We are a covenant community. By baptism we welcohileren into that
covenant community, but too often our congregatfaiigo be the covenanting
community needed for children and families to fishrin faith and life...
Communication with the next generation will requimany creative youth
ministry skills and pioneering work to develop npatterns of church, but
communication without community will be sterile.&hbhurch culture of
formality, regulations, expectations and confornsiyds out a corporate “vibe”
that makes today’s generation instinctively uncamatole**

A feature of the CWW report was how, in its summstgtement, it brought to the
foreground the clear transitions the church nee¢dedake (although they do begin with a
variation on the Christian church/ Christian missitichotomy challenged by Chest&H.

In this it was paralleling the findings of Eddiéb3s and lan Coffey. Their book

Church Nextpublished the same year as CWW, is also structanaahd several key

189 Church of Englandylission-Shaped Church: Church Planting and FresprEssions
of Church in a Changing Context1.

1% Tim Chester, “A Theological Perspective,” 27.

191 Church of Scotland, 23.For theological reflectimntheChurch Without Wallseport
see James S. Dew#&eflections on Ministry in a 'Church without Wa({Edinburgh: Rutherford
House, 2003); Jared W. Hayeflections on the Theology of the Church in 'Chwithout Walls'
(Edinburgh: Rutherford House, 2003).

192 2 The nine transitions are: i) From church ®tuChrist focus; following Jesus to
see what church forms round him. ii) From settledrch to church as a movement; going where
people are rather than waiting for people to cdit)d=rom a culture of guilt to a culture of grace;
freeing people to love and be loved while not counthe cost. iv) From running congregations
to building communities; working towards a relatreformation. v) From isolation to
interdependence; encouraging churches to workhegeti) From individualism to teamwork;
seeing teamwork as essential to all ministry. Mijm top down church to upside down church;
putting the local church at the center of the ageniii) From centralized resources to
development resources; releasing funds to encolmagkvision. ix) From faith as security to
faith as risk; looking for new courage to break olubld routines.
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transitions:® They warn the church against reacting to this atigation by trying to
reclaim the center: “If the church found itself miaalized under modernism, it must not
now expect that it can return to the position it@held under the Constantinian model.
A fragmented world means that there is no longtireeia center or a circumferencé®
Instead, the authors advise that the church sheoitld inwards from the margins,
making connections and infiltrating all sorts ofnmtultures that form the individual
fragments of the broken culture. This conscious enovthe margins is significant given
that Gibbs and Coffey would previously have beeorgfly involved in the CGM. In fact,
Gibbs, an Englishman working at Fuller Theolog8aminary in Pasadena, California
(the erstwhile CGM headquarters), has describeddiimas “a recovering Church
Growth Specialist*°

In North America, in 2004, Tom Jones of the Chuptdmting Assessment Center
assembled and edited a book of articles by vapoastitioners seeking to relate church
planting theory to the rapidly changing culture.r@te is a chapter co-authored by four
self-styled post-moderns, Buffington, Emmert, McBaand Smith. They are
unambiguous in critiquing much post-modern theany practice, including its failure to
deal adequately with the unfulfilled angst of agration. Yet, they are equally
unambiguous in critiquing the church for its taesa in listening to, understanding, or

offering hope to intelligently seeking post-moder@s the one hand they speak of the

19 They are: i) From living in the past to engagirighvthe present. ii) From market-
driven to mission-oriented. iii) From bureaucrdtierarchies to apostolic networks. iv) From
schooling professionals to mentoring leaders. gr-following celebrities to encountering
saints. vi) From dead orthodoxy to living faithi)\krom attracting a crowd to seeking the lost.
viii) From belonging to believing. ix) From genedongregations to incarnational communities.

194 Coffey and Gibbs, 218.

195 Eddie Gibbs“Church in the Midst of ChangePublic Lecture given at Belfast Bible
College, February, 2007.
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generation’s “communal lonelines&? explaining, “The proximity of information,
strangers, and entertainment forces us to abstglaid pieces of the world around us. In
theory this puts us in touch and keeps us conneBigtidhe reality is this: at the end of
the day, we go to bed alon¥”On the other hand they are frustrated with a dhthrat
seems to be answering the wrong questions:
The Church is under tremendous pressure to chaitlgeh& times and to adjust
in ways that will not compromise the integrity ob&s kingdom. Issues of style,
strategy, and survival consume us....But postmasterstands outside of the
simple notion of “change”...What matters to us is hadd/or new is lived out
from day to day. Our culture...demands new paragligomsistent with eternal
truths and an ancient identity?
Later they claim that while “change for change’kesas actually more of a modernist
phenomenon, “postmodernism does not demand inmovas much as renovatioft®
Although they sometimes exhibit the very commohduestionable post-modern
trait of dichotomizing propositional and relatiorialth, they do grasp the timeless
uniqueness of the church and theirde coeurs one all planters would do well to heed:
We write because we are in the church...we pledldet@hurch to respond to our
deep desire for a place to roost - and a placéhtohmve can invite our hurting
friends to roost.... In a world where truth is d@iffit to pin down, the church plant
offers truth a place to land - that is, in livesafally lived. In a world where
people are increasingly isolated from one anotherchurch plant has an
opportunity to remind people of a call to live ajside one another. In a world
where uncertainty seems to prevail, the churchtan offer stability and
security?®

The willingness of some denominations to adjust titey understand church life

by giving a degree of recognition to quite margimanifestations of Christian

19| aura Buffington, John Emmert, Erin McDade andi€Bmith, “Postmodern Issues
in Church Planting”, in Tom JoneShurch Planting from the Ground Upoplin, Mo.: College
Press Pub. Co., 2004), 89.

97 |bid., 83.

198 |bid., 84.

199 bid., 91.

29 |pid., 84-85.
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community can be seen in the emergence of whabéasme known as the “fresh
expressions” movement. The phrase is actuallyertitie of the MSC report and is later
taken up by a number of authors and practitiongeh as Paul Bayes, George Lings,
Angela Schier-Jones, Stephen Croft, and Martin Rsan, as well as in a host of
pamphlets, books, websites, and other m&diBresh expressions may include café
churches, pub churches, dining-room table churchesal churches, skater churches, or
messy churches (a children and parent fellowshipeced around craft and paint-based
activities)*?

Naturally, there are significant ecclesiologicatidheological questions raised by
such developments. Schier-Jones is careful totitigs these expressions should still be
fresh expressions of churéft

There is more to a fresh expression of church é&xgeriments in sound, lighting,

space, or even ways of being community...Fresh egmnes of church should

still be church. No matter how alternative theimrglop is or how specific or

tightly focused they are as a community, they sthatill be characteristically and

recognizably “one, holy, catholic and apostolic’hiature... The invitation to live
and work within the faith and unity of the one,hatatholic and apostolic

Church should not be understood in any restriativprescriptive way but in a
way that is liberating, even surprisifi.

201 Stephen Croft, “Fresh expressions in a mixed emynchurch”, in Steven J. L. Croft
et al.,Moving on in a Mission-Shaped Chur@tondon: Church House, 2005), 1-15. Also,
George Lingsleading Fresh Expressions: Lessons from Hinddigittounters on the Edge 36
(Sheffield, U.K.: Church Army, 2007); Robinson; Axlg Shier-Jonegioneer Ministry and
Fresh Expressions of Chur¢bondon: SPCK, 2009). http://www.freshexpressiorgs ik

02 gee George Ling§;afe Church 1: Caffeine, Croissants and ChiEstounters on the
Edge 33 (Sheffield, U.K.: Church Army, 2007); Gemtdngs,Cafe Church 2: Double Jesus,
with Cream and SugarEncounters on the Edge 34 (Sheffield, U.K.: Chukemy, 2007); Lucy
Moore and Bible Reading Fellowshipgssy Church: Fresh Ideas for Building a Christ-Ced
Community(Oxford, U.K.: Bible Reading Fellowship, 2006); May and Wilkinson-Hayes,
passim; Shier-Jones, 28.

203 Croft also makes the point that “the establishififfesh expressions of church is not
being done at the expense of or in competition widisting or traditional congregations.” Croft
etal., 3.

204 Shier-Jones, 8-9. The “one, holy, catholic andsegiz” paradigm is also expounded
by Croft as four movements: “in, up, of and outro€ et al., 188ff.
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She recognizes that while some fresh expressiogma their genesis to effective
ministry and growth, more than likely they existhese “the gospel is being
communicated so badly that only by escaping exgsthiurch structures and systems can
the kingdom continue to growt?® The book is an encouragement to pioneer ministers
and planters, as well as a plea for more to eheefiéld. It is also realistic in raising
some of the important ecclesiological issues tresf expression congregations will have
to face as they mature, such as how they definghardexhibit all the marks of a healthy
churclf® as they move from community-based initiativesultyfnurturing sacramental
congregations, and yet still simultaneously maintaeir missional edg@” It also
outlines some of the possible pitfalls, most notdbat some pioneers “think that they
need to demonstrate that they have all the traggnaglitionally associated with a
successful ministry?®

Shier-Jones also refers to “mixed economy” chuséfeThis is a phrase coined
by Archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan Williams, to ciése the inherent heterogeneity
that must characterize any contemporary missidmadoh?*° Croft utilizes the phrase in
two chapters of his book on mission-shaped churdthe®egins the collection of essays

with the important observation: “It is no longeroaigh to imagine that the Christian

205 ghjer-Jones, 71.

2% |n an interesting chapter in Croft's book, Johmul¥ questions the traditional
categories by which people measure maturity, bigtticle lacks a biblical cohesion and seems
to accept the current cultural milieu rather uncaity.

27 See Shier-Jones, 118ff. Croft’s assertion on tetesiological issue is also pertinent:
“My perspective is that we are at present reasgrgddd at thinking about mission as a church...
However, collectively we remain poor at thinkingpabthe Church.” Croft et al., 187. He goes
on to highlight four important aspects of ecclesiyl: the called community (the church in
relation to God), members of one body (the chunafeiation to itself), a light to the nations (the
church in relation to the world), and pilgrims irogress (the church in relation to time).

208 ghier-Jones, 125.

299 |pid., 71ff.

219 gee Croft et al., 3.
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Church can change in one particular direction.fdbent parts of our culture are actually
moving in different directions?**

The presence of large numbers of ethnic groupd major cities has obviously
played a part in this. In an important book whicbught the phrase “missional church”
to a wider audience, Ed Stetzer and David Putmign t@ contemporary culture as being
“glocal.”®*? Commenting on Acts 1:8 they write: “In most cases,communities consist
of various people groups, population segments caitdral environments. We now live
in “JerusaJudeaSamariaEnds” - communities that owrdll four targets into one
geographical are&*® However, writers such as Croft, Roxburgh, Schaeres,

Moynagh, Frost, and Hirsch correctly emphasize tihiatfragmentation, which has
prompted the emergence of fresh expressions, isnacgly due to multiethnicity, but to
the existence of increasing numbers of subcultdeéised by generation, interests, style,
geography, work, and countless other boundaries.

Chester and Timmis, though, are anxious to ertbatethe discussion of “new
models” and “new expressions” is not purely methogical. They are less interested in
the location, ambience, style, and reinventiongufgy than in the theological reasoning
and gospel intentionality behind the new fellowshemd their effectiveness in truly
reaching the unchurched. They want the church e to be as close to the rest of the
participants’ lives as possible, and they advotatéinary life with gospel

intentionality...you cannot program ordinary lifé¢*

2 bid., 1.

212 gtetzer and Putman, 5.
213 ibid., 155-156.

214 Chester and Timmis, 62.
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The danger will be to absolutize one particuladeipperhaps claiming that a “new
expression” or “gospel community” is the only waygo. Al Barth, European director
for the Redeemer church planting network, a Presiart movement out of Tim Keller's
New York church, reckons that every urban centiengeed at least four different types
of church models to reach the city. These includeahes with a cathedral ethos, a
regional resource ethos, a community ethos, aredl-alturch/small group ethés: As
well as reflecting the reality of the situationistigives planters permission to experiment,
or even in some cases, if growth occurs unexpegcteml'go with the flow” and see what
type of church they become, reassessing theiripe®and structures accordingly.

While church planting literature has undergondegaijourney since its
emergence thirty years ago, it is clear that, witk or two blips, and giving cognizance
to the contextual differences on each side of thianfic, each new generation of church
leader is recognizing the importance of establlaind reinventing new gospel
communities. New models of leadership (includingpbational leadership) will be
critical in securing the viability of such commuag. Church planting is here to stay.
Vocation, Work, and Ministry

If then, bearing in mind the new ecclesiologiealities of church communities in
the twenty-first century, bivocational leaderstseing presented as a viable, even
desirable, model for planting, it will be importaotlook at some of the implications of

this in terms of calling and ministry.

215 personal conversation with the author as parhafdvisory visit to Irish church
planters and supervisors, December 2012. Al Batbh@redeemercitytocity.com
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Theological Considerations

A Christian’s vocation is primarily to live as hild and servant of the living
God?'® One of the authors who has written most extengioelthe interplay of vocation,
work, and ministry is Vancouver professor-pastartiteaker Paul Stevens. He writes that
vocation should be seen as: “a comprehensive badhling summons of God...The
heart of vocation is not choosing to do somethiangrésponding to the Call to belong
to Someone and because of that, to serve God ameighbors wholeheartedly™ In
terms of living out a Christian, and indeed humantation, one must not imagine that
this refers only to certain types of jobs, to darspects of those jobs, or to so-called
“spiritual” activity.?*® Following Darrell Cosdefr:® Stevens believes that “the concept of
a theology of work is a fairly recent developmetming into the Western world after
the Second World War largely as a result of Romath@lic theologians®*° While this
may be true in terms of a systematic treatment@topic, there is no doubt that

Reformation theologians did have something to sathe matter.

#*Rom.1:6,7; 1Pet.2:9.

217 R. Paul Stevens, “Vocational Guidance, Robert J. Banks and R. Paul Stevais
Complete Book of Everyday Christianity: An A-to-dide to Following Christ in Every Aspect of
Life (Downers Grove, lll.; InterVarsity Press, 1997)8%0

%8 5ee especially R. Paul Stevefle Other Six Days: Vocation, Work, and Ministry in
Biblical PerspectivéGrand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans, 1999). Thistq is very similar to
the argument of Barbara Zikmund, who maintains tinate are four options which Christians
have traditionally been presented with to live thatir vocation: that vocation has nothing to do
with our jobs; has little to do with our jobs; hemmething to do with all jobs; or has everything
to do with all of life. She believes that these ‘@ither simplistic and shallow, or they are so
demanding that people pale at the task... No wonoed g€ hristians get confused.” Barbara
Brown Zikmund, "Christian Vocation: In ContexfTheology Todag6.3 (1979): 330. For a
spirituality of work and excellent guide in howdoow spiritually at work, see R. Paul Stevens
and Alvin Ung,Taking Your Soul to Work: Overcoming the Nine Dg&ihs of the Workplace
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub., 20A8)well as the works by Tom Nelson and
Mark Greene referenced below.

29 Darrell Cosden and Jurgen Moltma#nTheology of Work: Work and the New
Creation Paternoster Theological Monographs (Carlisle, BHternoster, 2004).

220 R, Paul Steven§Vork Matters: Lessons from Scriptu(@rand Rapids, Mich.: W.B.
Eerdmans Pub. Co., 2012), 6.
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Based on the creation mandate of Genesis 1:2@8Din contrast to the medieval
Roman Catholic view that “vocations” are lives d&bto prayer and holy orders,
Reformation theologians expounded a more compréreetiseology of work. In Calvin’s
words, “There will be no employment so mean andisgiaiprovided we follow our
vocation) as not to appear truly respectable andeleened highly important in the sight
of God.”??! Or, as Alister McGrath summarized, in Calvin’s thittOne cannot allow the
human evaluation of an occupation's importanceetplaced above the judgment of God
who put you there?* This Reformation perspective was a radical depaftom the
inherited European tradition. McGrath reminds isders,

To appreciate the significance of Calvin’s workietlt is necessary to

understand the intense distaste with which they &tistian tradition, illustrated

by the monastic writers, regarded work. For EusebiuCaesarea, the perfect

Christian life was one devoted to serving God, imte@ by physical labor. Those

who chose to work for a living were second-ratei€tans. The early monastic

tradition appears to have inherited this attitfde.
The magisterial reformers, therefore, sanctifiedkwand knew nothing of a
sacred/secular divide:

The work of believers is thus seen to possessréisance that goes far beyond

the visible results of that work. It is the persworking, as much as the resulting

work, that is significant to God. There is no distion between spiritual and
temporal, sacred and secular work. All human whdwyever lowly, is capable of
glorifying God. Work is, quite simply, an act ofgise—a potentiallproductive
act of praisé®*

McGrath is therefore arguing that, contrary to sdater interpretations of Calvin’s work

ethic, his purpose was not — as a type of protatalags — to link work with productivity

21 Jean Calvinlnstitutes of the Christian Religipithe Library of Christian Classics, V.
20-21 (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1960%.6].725.

22 plister E. McGrath, "Calvin and the Christian Qad)," First Things94 (June/July
1999): 34.

223 bid., 33.

% bid., 34.



60

in terms of results or wealth, but rather to linkoi productivity in terms of the personal
and spiritual development and integrity of the vasrk

Stevens unites the creation mandate with the cesiam of Matthew 28:18-20
and sees their separation as a tragic mistakexplaies, “When so separated, mission
becomes disconnected from life and becomes a #&tiscary-time” activity... The
Christian life is essentially unbalanced and fragteé when God intends it to be
unified.”? This is in contradistinction to Edmund Clowney sk work on the call to
ministry is considered below). Clowney writes, “Gofirst command still stands: man is
to replenish the earth and subdue it; but the GEeatmission takes priority over it
Stevens, however, wishes work of all kind to benszeean application of both the
creation mandate and the Great Commission. Ecumamnissiologist Lesslie Newbigin
has a similarly redemptive vision for the Christsawork:

Everything — from our most secret prayers to oustnpaiblic political acts — is

part of that sin-stained human nature that mustayen into the valley of death

and judgment, and yet knowing that as we offepitaithe Father in the name of

Christ and in the power of the Spirit, it is safdhvhim and — purged in fire — it

will find its place in the holy city at the erid.

European theologian Miroslav Volf has questionehe aspects of the reformed
paradigm of work in his booW/ork in the Spirit?® He aims to free his readers’

understanding of work from “the dead hand of vamdtiand wishes to re-examine the

subject from a pneumatological and eschatologiesective?® He has several

2% stevensThe Other Six Days: Vocation, Work, and Ministriblical Perspective
89.

26 Edmund P. ClowneyGalled to the MinistryChicago: Inter-Varsity, 1964), 80.

227 |_esslie NewbiginFoolishness to the Greeks: The Gospel and Westaltnré (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1986), 136.

228 Miroslav Volf, Work in the Spirit: Toward a Theology of W¢New York: Oxford
University Press, 1991).

29 |bid., vii.
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concerns with how a theology of work had develowétin Protestantism: it can lead to
an indifference towards alienation in work; it d@misused ideologically to support or
cultivate ambivalence towards dehumanizing workait become reduced to being
equated with gainful employment; it can confuseatimn and occupation; it is
furthermore inapplicable to an information cultared one where “a synchronic plurality
of employment” is more commdt®

Nevertheless, Volf appreciates how Luther and i@ajave work a dignity
hitherto unexpressed in much of the church. Heepibtither's assertion that people
were intended to work “without inconvenience...laypand with the greatest deligHt*
He also believes that “A responsible theology ofkn&hould seek to preserve Luther’s
insight into God's call to everyday work with itsd consequence$® (Those two
consequences being the greater value attachedrkg ara that all work is of equal value
— one is no more holy than another). However, ¥@j§ his “notion of vocation has
serious limitations, both in terms of its applidapito modern work, and its theological
persuasivenes$>?

He wishes to liberate vocation from being seesamsething one does, and by
definition, therefore, may restrict one to one jgaitr field of work. Rather, he wishes
people to see vocation as inextricably tied up wikto they are becoming in Christ and
by the Spirit. This means that a change of vocatiaulti-vocational pursuits, and even
Sabbath and rest can all be seen as aspects sf@reall vocation. In answer to

Calvin’s fears that the lack of a single all-emlimgaunderstanding of work would lead to

230 pid., 106-107.
Z1bid., 198.
22 bid., 106.
233 bid., 107.
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either a chaos in self-understanding or idlenes#, ddunters intriguingly: “Rather,
freedom from the rigidity of a single, permanentaton might season with creativity
and interrupt with rest the monotonous lives of eradvorkaholics®**In short, Volf
feels the Reformers’ theology of work, while a Helglevelopment on the Catholic
understanding of vocation, was still too limitediatatic, time-bound in the economics
of their own era, not sufficiently broad or flexdéhio encompass the vocational challenges
of a different time, and, at root, theologicallgamplete. Volf's thesis is relevant in that
it would render obsolete a number of the objectiamsed concerning, and problems
associated with, bivocational ministry.

More recently, four books in particular have rée the interplay of faith and
work. InWork Matters Tom Nelson, Kansas pastor and author on vocadtissizes,
states, “The often unsettling truth is that while shape our work, our work shapes us
and the world around u$® This can lead many people to develop unhealtfityidés
about work (workaholism, sloth, or a dualistic sai¢secular dividéf®and to see the
workplace as a space to be endured rather thaemetband enjoyed. Nelson sees this as
spiritually cancerous. He warns that “to not walkhe Spirit in the workplace where
God has called you is to live a life of spirituaifiotence and carnality>"

Such attitudes are often the result of a fauleptbgy that sees work as an
intrinsic part of the fallenness of the world, @hdrefore one of those things that will be
destroyed in the end. Nelson, however, drawingesngs parable of the talents and

other scriptures such as 1 Corinthians 3, makesa for work being something which is

>*1pid., 116-117.

25 Tom NelsonWork Matters: Connecting Sunday Worship to MondaykgWheaton,
lll.: Crossway, 2011), 14.

2% |bid., 42-46; ibid.

%7 bid., 113.
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intrinsic to who people are and which will contin{abeit in a perfected state) into the
eternal kingdom. Seeing it this way will have tfansiing implications for Christians’
daily lives:
When we begin to grasp the transforming truth thatfuture destiny of our work
and our world is not complete annihilation but catlhealing, it changes how we
view our daily work. If we believe that the eartleverything about it and
everything we do on it — is simply going to one t&yabolished and disappear,
then the logical conclusion is that our work idwally meaningless....But if our

daily work, done for the glory of God and the conmgwmod of others, in some

way carries over to the new heavens and new dahgh,our present work itself is

overflowing with immeasurable value and eternahsigance®®

The book aims to close the “Sunday — Monday Gaphiddping believers develop a
robust theology of vocation and understand thetpesiransforming potential of work
from a kingdom perspective. Nelson believes thatingppeople to this level of
understanding does not happen overnight, but regjaidisciplined intentionality on the
part of church leadership; a reorientation of tiadal ministry expectations that goes
beyond preaching and teaching and “must becomebpart of the spiritual formation
pathways” of the local churdi’ Nelson’s book is a helpful primer for pastors to
consider issues of vocation and begin to weaveoagt'vocational thread into the fabric
of [their] local congregation®#°

While Nelson’s book did touch on some of the irogtions of this for wider
society, inKingdom Calling published the same year, Amy Sherman furtherldpsehe
wider implications and looks at how “vocationalvgéedship” can transform not only the
local church but cities and cultures. She admas ¢hurches and evangelicalism in

general have been remiss in ignoring this challetdeirches need to take vocation

28 |pid., 73.
29 |bid., 195.
249 |bid., 194.
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much more seriously?*! Drawing on research by David Miller of Princetoffaith and
Work Inititative, she highlights the dearth of semm and articles on the subjéttand
the tendency of virtually every existing evangdliwarkplace ministry to concentrate on
individualistic concerns (personal ethical decisiaffecting individual conscience, or
evangelistic conversations) rather than a morestiolintegrated approach. Such an
approach would view work as having intrinsic megramd worth, aim to make the
workplace an enriching environment, and help wagldeal with the diversity of issues
raised by their vocatiorfé®

While Sherman expresses concern that leaders badter job of inspiring [their]
members about the role they can play in the missiddod and equipping them to live
missionallythrough their vocation*** her main burden is not just the transformation of
the local church, but the renewal of society agbels follow Christ in the work he
came to do in “pushing back the kingdom of darkragspushing in the kingdom of
light...offering foretastes of the coming kingdomtsatom.?*°

Sherman presents a gracious critique, but hergristheless a depressing
diagnosis of the problem within traditional evangaism, including a too-narrow

gospel, inadequate discipleship, and problematiship music®*® Some of her

comments on thblissio Deiare reflective of Christopher Wright, as she emages

241 Amy L. ShermankKingdom Calling: Vocational Stewardship for the Goom Good
(Downers Grove, lll.; IVP Books, 2011), 20.

2 pid., 91-92.

243 bid., 93ff. Miller and Sherman'’s statistics amsbd on many years of sermons, over
two hundred periodical articles, and over twelvadned workplace ministries. Miller tellingly
refers to the less than ten percent of regularatigoers who ever heard a sermon on work, and
those that were preached were “critical and hdstiards the workplace. (Page 92).

244 bid., 21. ltalics original.

2% |bid., 18.

2% |bid., 65ff.
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individuals and churches to become agents of reneveafragmented and broken world.
She outlines several healing pathways to a moteailand rounded gospel-life. Key to
this is her understanding of “vocational pow&f- a synthesis of several factors
including skills, knowledge, networks and influerethat will enable believers reflect on
their vocation and its potential for kingdom efigehess. One of the most helpful things
about such a vocational emphasis within churchésaisthis need not be extra work for
pastors or congregations. Rather, it is a casawfdssing what is already there, where it
is already situated: what Sherman calls “bloomirnge you are planted®® This is
highlighted most clearly by the other two booksitoerge recently.

For years, Tim Keller has preached on how bel®ean help redeem their cities
not just through words and acts of méf@yevangelism and social concern), but also in
how they work Every Good Endeavouwvas written to enable Christians not just to make
sense of their work, but to chart their way throtigg various attempts (as noted by
Sherman) that Christians have made to give a thyeabperspective on work. He wants
to show how, while many of those theological streame complementary, there can be
an over-arching vision for work which can be gaifredn the way the Christian gospel
changes people.

Having outlined the divine purpose for work, ahd turses of fruitlessness,
pointlessness, selfishness, and idolatry that oaben work is divorced from this gospel
understanding, Keller comes to his transformingpovisHe shares, “Becoming a

Christian...gives us a new perspective on every mjlevery worldview, every field of

247 |bid., 120ff.

248 pid., 151ff.

29 gee Timothy J. KelleMlinistries of Mercy: The Call of the Jericho Ro&ad ed.
(Phillipsburg, N.J.: P&R Pub., 1997).
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work...but it takes time to grasp and incorporats theéw information into how we live
and pursue our vocation® Keller wants to give believers what he calls “ane
compass for work” that points to the transformirgune of the gospel, even for their
work. He writes: “Theological and ethical reflection our field of work is not easy. It is
easier by far to focus on your own job and merebkso work with personal integrity,
skill and a joyful heart.” While this is good, Ketls vision is broader: “Christians are to
think persistently and deeply about the shape akwotheir field and whether (in
biblical terms) it accords as well as possible wittman well-being and with justicé>*
He also wants to give readers an alternative quiweof work to the dualism
that can pervade much Christian reflection onidgse — and which pervades some of
the literature on vocation and bivocational minyisir particular:
The integration of faith and work is the oppositelealism...Our thick view of
sin will remind us that even explicitly Christiarovk and culture will always
have some idolatrous discourse within it. Our thickw of common grace will
remind us that even explicitly non-Christian worldaculture will always have
some witness to God’s truth in it...Ultimately, a gpaof the gospel and of
biblical teaching on cultural engagement should IEaristians to be the most
appreciative of the hands of God behind the woréwfcolleagues and
neighbors™>?
This critique of dualism is also a feature of therth book. The London Institute
for Contemporary Christianity (LICC) has for mamgays sought to train people in

“whole-life discipleship” and equip them in vocatal faithfulness “on their frontline?*®

In 2012, they published Neil Hudsonimagine Churctas part of their United Kingdom-

%0 Timothy J. Keller and Katherine Leary AlsddByery Good Endeavor: Connecting
Your Work to God's WorNew York: Dutton, 2012), 182.

1 pid., 225.

2 pid., 197.

23 gee http://www.licc.org.uk/
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wide Imagineproject, building on some earlier work by LICC Diter Mark Greené>*
Hudson, following Stevens, differentiates betwdendhurch gathered and the church
scattered and proposes that throughout most ofgeliaal church history, an imbalance
has existed, with most of the money, time, andgnef believers being concentrated on
the former. He believes that in order for the churcbe truly effective, several subtle
changes of emphasis need to be in place. Theselmel greater understanding of the
implications of the lordship of Christ, a focusttwe church scattered, a change of church
culture, and a series of small but recognizablegbs (“one-degree shifts”) in the
church’s methodolog§”°® The gathered church, he believes, has monopdieethinds
of members and often reduced their vision to an AB@&ttendance, Buildings, and
Cash?® Leaders need to be challenged about the extaviith they have
communicated, by word and action, that the chuntissribes to a belief in the
sacred/secular divide.

The reality is that many in congregations aréngjtuineasily with such a
paradigm as they try to make sense of their twddsasf work and faith. Hudson says
that whenever his vision of whole-life disciplesiggshared in congregations, a “light-

bulb moment” occurs. He explains, “It's not so mdicat it was a new vision; rather the

#4 see Mark Greend@hank God It's Monday: Ministry in the Workpla&ed ed.
(Bletchley, U.K.: Scripture Union, 2001); Mark GrexThe Great Divide: Overcoming the Ssd
SyndromeLondon: LICC, 2001). Downloadable from
http://www.licc.org.uk/uploaded _media/123374936®¥20Great%20Divide.pdf Accessed 9
July 2012

%5 see Neil Hudsorimagine Church: Releasing Whole-Life Discip{B®ttingham,

U.K.: IVP, 2012), 20, 85ff. Hudson’s categories @those of Harvard author John Kotter whose
eight steps to implement organizational changautteldeveloping a sense of urgency,
implementing short-term wins, and anchoring thengleain the culture. John P. Kottéeading
Change(Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 1996).

26 Hudson, 87.
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ideas were presented in ways that articulated tiegthad intuitively been thinking™

He advocates a variety of strategies whereby lsagier minister to people on their
“frontline,” including commuting with them, visitgqnthem at work, sharing their stories

in the worship services and through the churchifoua media. But the climax of his
argument is his final step in the change processidphasizes that all this needs to lead
to a change in culture, and that, in particulag,¢bntract between pastor and people
needs to be renegotiated.

Most churches, he explains, function with a “pestoare contract” with the
accompanying expectations (often unwritten and akep) of what the pastor — and only
the pastor — can do. There needs to be a movedswdipastoral equipping contract,”
and the psychology of the relationship betweengoasid people needs to undergo a
profound change. The pastoral care contract méansite pastor’s time is spent
disproportionately with people in obvious crisiglamith others who have leadership
responsibilities in the gathered church. Hudsoreples:

It's not difficult to understand how sermons aragdd, even if subconsciously,

by the conversations that have taken most of thagbrer’s time during a week. It

is therefore no surprise that the application oftmeaching or preaching has
been either pastorally focused or directed to ribermal life of the church. But

what about the rest of the people, indeed the ntpjofr the church?...There are a

myriad contexts that people are dealing with ewdary where their discipleship is

being tested and stretched and lived out with autitiey. Leaders are missing out
on the conversations about these places becausarth&oo busy, and because
their people don’t think they are interestéd.

Pastor and people must not only talk about pari@ia mission; they must also enact it

and embed it in the culture of the church. Not fhstbudget, but everything from the

noticeboard to the coffee rota must communicatagémbers and visitors that what they

27 |bid., 92.
28 |bid., 124-125.
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do for most of their week, remunerated or not, eratto God and matters to the church.
Otherwise, churches will revert to the default gosiof being self-serving and self-
perpetuating, and any flirtation with whole-lifesdipleship will have been nothing but an
“interesting interlude ?*° He concludes, “Cultures are notoriously difficatchange, but
they can change and they do change. The stateietiting will ever change here’ is
always the mark of a toxic despaff®

Hudson’s and Greene’s works, emerging as theyutlofoan ongoing strategy to
reach the United Kingdom through frontline discghlg, and based on their experiences
of accompanying churches through change, are itidécaf an important and significant
shift that is currently discernible among an insieg number of congregations, in the
United Kingdom at least. They have complementeddéfiections of Volf, Stevens,
Nelson, Sherman, and Keller, all of whom have cbuated helpfully to a growing body
of literature on vocation which has implications foinistry, both in terms of the type of
churches are planted and developed and the fluaditlinterplay of vocations inside and
outside the gathered church.
Definitions

There is some ambiguity regarding definition tigioout the literature. Drawing
on Paul’s experience, the phrase “tentmaking” misred the Christian vocabulary to
refer to bivocational ministry. Of course, the tétmvocational” is itself misleading,
since it could be interpreted as advocating twaatioas rather than two arenas in which

a Christian lives out a single vocation under GddBut since the term “tentmaking” may

29 |bid., 20.

20 pid., 164.

%1 5ee R. Paul Stevens, “Tentmaking,” in Banks aedests, 1028-1034. Here he refers
to the term as “misleading and incorrect”, 102%Al. R. Rozko on the helpful “Life as
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not be as familiar outside the context of Christi@ssions, the word bivocational is used
synonymously for the purposes of this study.

One writer who uses the terms interchangeablyasg@Blomberg in his
commentary on 1 Corinthiad® Similarly, Australian David Jones, in a helpfuboet,
refers to “bivocationalism (formerly known as teaking)” and “tentmaker: another
name for bivocational,” later concluding, “therenis difference at all. Bivocational is a
modern term for what used to be known as tentmalifig

However, the literature is not universally in agreent regarding the synonymity
of the terms. Malphurs clearly differentiates bedw the two, defining tentmaking as
when (in church planting contexts) planters “twratparticular trade or profession only
when there aren’t enough funds available for teepport. They may work one week and
be off the next.” He believes these were the peecicumstances of the apostle. He
continues: “Another kind of personal employmerthis bivocational minister. In this
situation, church planters find regular employntéat occupies a certain portion of their
time every week. The disadvantage...is that miisais to be scheduled around the
particular job.#%*

Al Barth similarly wishes to “distinguish bivocatial from tentmaking which is

generally temporary in naturé®® James Lowery also makes a clear distinction: “Bi-

Mission” blog who sees the bivocational terminol@gyjustifiable so long as it refers to vocation
as being “a compensated way in which our singud#iing gets lived out.”
http:/lifeasmission.com/blog/2009/10/bi-vocatibranistry/ accessed"2January 2012.

%2 Craig Blomberg]l Corinthians The N | V Application Commentary (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Zondervan, 1994), 179-181.

%53 David Jones, “Bivocational ministry: the other itieo” Report to the Baptist
Churches of NSW/ACDownloadable resource from http://baptistnsw aasiivi-
vocational ministry.pdf 4, 5, 29. Accessé‘ﬂhnuary 2012.

%4 Malphurs, 51.

2% Al Barth, “RE: Research.” E-mail to the author @8cember 2011).
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vocationals [sic] are men and women who simultaslyopursue two endeavors or
callings, both of which have value to them. Tentaralsimply have jobs which support
religion’s ministry.”®® He does not substantiate this division of termséwer, and then
manages to use the terms interchangeably througheliooklet!

In a paper to the Evangelical Theology Societfd.Payne states: “though some
have attempted to equate tentmaking with bivocatianinistry, | refrain from doing so.”
He defines tentmaking as “the concept whereby tiueah planter is supported
financially by a non-clergy-type of employment; yhely on a marketable profession,
skill, or trade,” and a bivocational as “someonewceives a portion of his salary from
a church and/or denomination, and a portion oshlary from a non-clergy-type of
employment.®®’

Unsurprisingly, for an author whose work consiitenpholds the integrity of all
work and who sees vocation, work, and ministryas pf a complex whole, Stevens
struggles to differentiate the terms. As mentioakdve?®® he dislikes the term
bivocational and also views tentmaking as “a ‘shigpterm’... best defined as the path of
those who are called to a specific ministry...ieatnrelated to the job or work by which

they maintain themselves.” This is in contrastiose for whom work is their primary

area of ministry: “sometimes tentmakers will detdtely choose a less fulfilling and less

% James L LoweryBi-Vocationals: Men and Women Who Enrich the HufBemlogy
and the World Surroundin@/Vest Conshohocken, Pa.: Infinity, 2006), iv.

%7]. D. Payne‘Money: The Most Critical Issue in North Americam@ch Planting?”
Unpublished paper presented to the Evangelical [dg@al Society, November 15-17, 2006.
http://northamericanmissions.org/files/Money-andifeh-Planting.pdf accessed 2nd January
2012.

%% Note 261.
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demanding job to release time and energy for mmniét® Later, he writes: “I define
tentmaking as giving onesegdfimarily to ministry while supporting oneself by other
work.”?"® However, this is Stevens'’s earliest book on thsest, and some of the
implications of his categories remain undevelopid.later writings display a more
nuanced and holistic approach to work and minftry.

Bob Mills covers bivocationals and tentmakers uridese categories of
tentmaker: the intentional tentmaker — one whoamasqual call to both vocations, the
circumstantial tentmaker — who has no strong odfii$ area of employment but uses
marketable skills to fund ministry and mission wiitie hope that it will become fully
funded some day, and the lay tentmaker — thodeulitany formal theological
education who are serving primarily in another yimrabut who can use their resources
to support service in some ministry capaéffy.

Denis Bickers, who has probably written more esitegly than anyone on the
subject of bivocationalism, introduces an extraatsion to the definition debate when
he defines bivocationalism as “anyone who servespaid ministry capacity in a church
and has other personal sources of incofi&BY this definition, he precludes those who

“don’t take a penny from the church.” Such a per$anwrites, “should not be

29 R. Paul Stevensgjberating the Laity: Equipping All the Saints figlinistry (Downers
Grove, lll.: InterVarsity Press, 1985), 83.

% pid., 125.

21 See especially Steverhe Other Six Days: Vocation, Work, and Ministriblical
PerspectiveR. Paul Stevenf)oing God's Business: Meaning and Motivation fa th
Marketplace(Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Pub.,2806).

22Bob Mills, “Tentmaking: A Missiological Paradigmifi Doran McCartyMeeting the
Challenge of Bivocational Ministry: A Bivocatiordakader(Nashville, Tenn.: Seminary
Extension of the Southern Baptist Seminaries, 1,958).

23 Dennis W. BickersThe Work of the Bivocational Ministévalley Forge, Pa: Judson
Press, 2007), 2.
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considered bivocational as he or she is not eathiagdditional income** Terry
Dorsett, a New England practitioner, agrees:

It is important to note that bivocational pastonrssiractually be working for

churches in a vocational way in order to be coneiidivocational. Bivocational

pastors are not just a higher class of volunt&érey are actually employed by

churches to do some type of ministry... Some findrszigport for the church-

related responsibility constitutes bivocationaldasinguished from volunteéf®
However, this raises a number of issues relatingeéaole of financial remuneration in
one’s calling and identity, especially in the ligtithe more comprehensive
understanding of writers such as Volf and Stevenis.valid to link vocation and pay so
closely? If one’s other vocations — to be a Chaistor mother or husband, for example —
are not linked to finance, why should one’s minigir career be so linked before being
considered a vocation?

Stevens recognizes that many people are actuabcational, and that the
balancing of these commitments can be enrichingleveim over-emphasis on one can be
unhealthy. He states, “Work, ministry and familgach of these could be a rewarding
full-time job. Yet each is dangerous if it possesse exclusively and entirely™®
Elsewhere he writes that there is good reasondisgever tentmaking in a culture where
“church ministry and mission work has become alnistly professionalized®”’ This

championing of the harmonization of vocations ofgident in the bivocational’s life

and ministry counters one of the most quoted and superficial level, most obvious

2 bid., 3.

25 Terry DorsettDeveloping Leadership Teams in the Bivocationalr€hu
(Bloomington, Ind.: CrossBooks, 2010), 2. The fisahtence of this quote is actually taken
directly from the guidelines of the Southern Baivocational Ministers’ Association.

2% stevensl.iberating the Laity: Equipping All the Saints figlinistry, 144.

21" stevensWork Matters: Lessons from ScriptuB. See also Zikmund on clericalism:
“In a world where people are used to leaning oreegspand professionals for goods and services,
these habits are understandable, but theologisafipect.” Zikmund, "Christian Vocation: In
Context," 336.
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disadvantages of bivocationalism found throughbatliteraturé’® — that of potential
burn-out.
Bivocationalism

While there is biblical warrant for teaching ainégherding the flock being seen
as vocations, and for those who preach the gospeing a living from the gospéf® a
variety of reasons — lack of financial resourcedesire to continue serving in some
capacity within one’s field or profession, a mdexible view of calling — have led many
contemporary pastors to work “bivocationally” intbahe church context (part-paid or
unpaid) and in the non-church context (from whioéytreceive their main salary).

Since Roland Allen published his classic wdHe Case for the Voluntary
Clergy®’in 1930, two significant works on the subject haeen those by Ddft* and
McCarty, and the subject has been taken up moentigdoy Dorsett and especially by
Bickers?®? McCarty’s volume is an anthology of writings fraamumber of practitioners
and comprehensively covers issues such as theitsesred drawbacks of bivocational

ministry (whilst concentrating firmly on the formeplus insight into family

2’8 For synopses of benefits and drawbacks of bivoratiministry, see especially:
Dennis W. BickersThe Tentmaking Pastor: The Joy of Bivocational ktigi(Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Baker Books, 2000), 118-120; Dennis W. Bickd@he Bivocational Pastor: Two Jobs,
One Ministry(Kansas City, Mo.: Beacon Hill Press of Kansay,(2004), 116; BickersThe
Work of the Bivocational Ministed2-44; Luther M. DorrThe Bivocational PastaiNashville,
Tenn.: Broadman Press, 1988), 65-75; Rodney Harr&oin-Off Churches: How One Church
Successfully Plants Anothexd. Tom Cheyney et al. (Nashville, Tenn.: B&H Aemic, 2008),
201-202. Also, David Jones, art.cit., 17; DavicFijthttp://www.reclaimingthemission.com/bi-
vocational-or-go-on-staff-at-a-large-church-sudgdritvocational-ministry-doesnt-look-so-bad/
October 2009: accesself 2anuary 2012; and Blomberg’s comments on 1 Cdaingh9:14 in
Blomberg, 176.

291 Cor. 9:14.

280 Roland Allen,The Case for Voluntary Clerdizondon: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1930).

1 Most of Dorr’s bibliography and illustrations drem the Southern Baptist
constituency in the USA in the early 1980s. Itis tonstituency that has the greatest experience
of bivocational pastorates.

82 Bjckers, The Tentmaking Pastor: The Joy of Bivocational btiyj Bickers, The
Bivocational Pastor: Two Jobs, One MinistBickers,The Work of the Bivocational Minister
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relationships, scheduling, financial managemerd,danominational helps and
hindrances. He also has chapters on the New Testavielence and examples of the
historical heritage of bivocationalism. The boakcommon with much of the later
literature, is written from and into the Southerapst constituency.

Luther Dorr’'sThe Bivocational Pastawvas probably the first book in the modern
era that sought to advise individuals and churétilesshom bivocationalism might be a
real, even a preferred option. Written in 198&ismpreface he says it grew out of three
concerns: first, bivocationalism as an increasadj 6f life (he claims there were ten
thousand bivocational pastors in the Southern Ba@wnvention at that time), secondly,
“a commitment to the validity and legitimacy of boationalism as a needed form of
ministry,” and thirdly, to give those currently g8erg as bivocationals the recognition
they warrant®®

Dorr acknowledges his indebtedness to Roland Aligrioneer who, some six
decades earlier, argued vehemently that denomnsafio his case the established
Church of England) needed to look seriously atvited role which “voluntary clergy”
could play in meeting the ministry demands of thieife. As a missionary, his first

booklet® was written with the needs of the global churcmind?®° but this vision was

3 porr, 3.

84 Roland Allen Voluntary Clergy Overseas: An Answer to the Fiftbri/Call
(Beaconsfield, England: Printed for private cirtigia, 1928).

25 See especially the work of his biographer Davitb®awvho reproduces much of
Allen’s correspondence with bishops and leadei&hafd World churches — some of it quite
feisty. In a letter to the Anglican bishop of Metsim who had appealed for priests from England,
he wrote: “There is only one alternative... to aut this sort of appeal altogether, and to plan
your work no longer on a foundation of priests frengland. When the Apostles went out into
the world the converts were before them, the [wibsfore them, the Church before them. They
set their faces steadily forward and never looketuird them for supplies of men and money.
That way has hope.... It is not only good for usdnod for those to whom we go, for it calls out
spiritual service, instead of teaching them to myothers. There is a great difference between
going to people with the power of Christ to sayitem ‘Rise up and walk in the Name of Christ,’
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later applied across the board in his influent@lbThe Case for the Voluntary Clergy
He believes that even in the rapidly changing Vééshe early twentieth century, the
church was clinging onto outdated models of migistmodels that actually hindered
mission. He noted, “The stipendiary system grevinugettled Churches and is only
suitable for some settled Churches at some perfodsxpansion, for the establishment
of new Churches, it is the greatest possible himzia®®

Moreover, this is borne out by the evidence frbmearly church in its centuries
of rapid expansion. Stevens argues that “in tist firee centuries, tentmaking church
leadership was the norm, not the exceptf$hAnd Allen points to numerous fascinating
examples from ancient church history both in teafisdividual church leaders who
simultaneously plied another trat® and in terms of decrees from the early courfés.
Chester and Timmis draw attention to the Moraviassianary movement of the early
eighteenth century, which they claim “was a movenakstinguished by the
‘ordinariness’ of the people sent out. The firsssmnaries were a potter named Leonard

Dober and a carpenter named David Nitschmann whnb teehe Caribbean island of St.

and going to them with the message that you hopeadag to find a man in England to hold them
up, if you have any luck in the next scramble fami Letter of June 24, 1925 in David M.
Paton and Roland AlleReform of the Ministry: A Study in the Work of Rdl@llen(London:
Lutterworth Press, 1968), 90. He had similar cqoesience regarding the work in Tanganyika
(102-3), Western Canada (92) and Assam (120).

288 Allen, The Case for Voluntary Clergg23.

7R, Paul Stevens, “Tentmakingt Banks and Stevens, 1031.

8 Allen mentions Zeno, bishop of Majuma (late 4thw®ip pursued “his trade of
weaving linen,” and Spyridon the early fourth cgrihepherd-bishop in Cyprus “who continued
to feed his sheep during his incumbency of thedgish,” Theodorus “presbyter of the saints and
silversmith,” and Epiphanius (c.404) who mentioiredeneral how the priests in the most part
“in addition to the preaching of the Word, laboreith their hands.” AllenVoluntary Clergy
Overseas: An Answer to the Fifth World CafB4-135.

%9 The ante-Nicen@postolic Constitutioril.63 says of ministers of the word: “some of
us are fishermen, some tentmakers, some husbantimésp we may never be idle.” Allen
believes that this “certainly represents the mifithe Church in the second and third centuries.”
Eusebius also criticized the heretic Montanus fowrigling his preachers with salaries to promote
his doctrine. Ibid., 133.
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Thomas.?® In nineteenth century America, it seems that biwionalism was indeed the
norm amongst the Baptists. McCarty reports thasswociation in Texas in 1880 sought
to redress the inequalities suffered by some pastad challenge the church to take some
financial responsibility>* Their report effectively said that if the farmewuld hardly
manage to run a farm and attend church once a miomthcould they expect their pastor
to make a living from the land while preparing,guking, and pastoring. As a result, it
was only early in the twentieth century that marétime pastors emerged? But, of
course, the tradition of bivocational ministry doeg begin in church history, not even
with the post-Apostolic church, but rather in tlagps of the New Testament itself.
The First “Tentmaker”

Inevitably, the figure of the Apostle Paul loorasge over the discussion, both in
terms of his personal practice and his defensesaight both to accept financial support

and his equal right to earn his own living. In af¢he very few books dealing with

20 Chester and Timmis, 105. There are numerous exampérticularly among the
Anabaptists. Jerry P. Smith, “The Bivocational Mier and the Anabaptist Movement,” makes
special mention of the Reformation-period exampleSecolampadius and Hutter. McCarty,
53ff. See also Dorsett. “James Greene remindshilarthat ‘ministry in the early days (of
America) in the free church was bivocational. Térart was not used because the style was the
norm. Since bivocational ministry was so commongne thought to give it a name or define it.”
(Page 9).

1 The issue of inequality is still very pertinenar@l Merritt, in a blog fofThe Christian
Century draws attention to the disproportionate numbevarhen and ethnic minorities in the
bivocational fold. In the USA, particularly, thisdimplications in the area of medical coverage
and other benefits, since these are only avaitaligll-timers or near-full-timers. This forces
Merritt to ask the probing question: “Will we bettsgg up a system where the white guys with
good teeth and nice hair will be the only ones ifiull-time position with benefits?” Merritt
writes from the perspective of trying to get theg® are bivocational by necessity into a
functional full-time system: “Why are we jumping goickly to bivocational ministry as the
answer to everything?” she asks. But her concammainly financial, and the short blog does
not deal with wider issues of vocation or missiglegor even the historical reality where
bivocational ministry was the norm in many places.
http://www.christiancentury.org/blogs/archive/2002/should-bivocational-ministry-be-new-
normal Accessed July 15th 2012.

292 McCarty, 42.
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bivocational church planting, Steve Nerger and Raensay claim that tentmaking “was
part of (Paul’s) ethos, his ideal, his thoughteatt..his theology 2
Allen argues that, on the issue of earning a¢j\tlmough being a minister of the
gospel, the church has turned a permission inenzadd?®* Elsewhere, he wrote that
Paul used the maxim in 1 Corinthians 9:14 “not &saainviolable and immutable, but as
a permission which he himself declined to US8 Klew Testament scholar Gordon Fee
agrees. Commenting on this passage, he challehge®ntemporary church:
The whole reason for the argument is to assertisagiving up of these rights
does not mean that he is not entitled to them.dayalike ours such rights
usually mean a salary and “benefits.” On the olfzard, the reason he feels
compelled to make this kind of defense is that&® diven up these rights.
Contemporary ministers seldom feel compelled sargoie!...All too often one
fears the objective of this text is lost in concewer “rights” that reflect bald
professionalism rather than a concern for the dagmf.?%
Various reasons are advanced in the literature a#y Paul chose to “work hard with
his own hands*’ (although all are agreed that the work in questionld have been
in tentmaking)?*® Dorr mentions five: Jewish boys were expectee#or and practice
a trade, rabbis were forbidden to earn from theasiching, it was a natural trade for a

Cilician like Paul, Greeks despised manual labaar Raul deliberately set an

example of humility to the church, and Jewish gseld earn and were often

293 steve Nerger and Eric W Rams@8yyocational Church Planters: Uniquely Wired for
Kingdom GrowthAlpharetta, GA: North American Mission Board b&tSBC, 2007), 16.

2% Allen, The Case for Voluntary Clerg§l. Chrysostom argued that “earning a living”
denoted subsistence living rather than the acafuakalth. See Roy E. Ciampa and Brian S.
Rosner,The First Letter to the Corinthian¥he Pillar New Testament Commentary (Grand
Rapids, Mich./ Nottingham, England: William B. Eerdns Publishing Co./ Apollos, 2010), 415.

2% Allen, Voluntary Clergy Overseas: An Answer to the Fiftbri/Call, 132.

2% Gordon D. FeeThe First Epistle to the Corinthian¥he New International
Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MiEtB. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1987), 414.

#7 gee 1 Corinthians 4:12.

2% Acts 18:3. There has been debate over the typenbhe would have been making and
the exact material Paul would have been working vétthough the strong consensus is that he
was a leatherworker. See Ronald F. Hddke Social Context of Paul's Ministry: Tentmakimgl a
ApostleshigPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1980).
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unpopular and satirised as greedy. He continuesyl‘feéfused church financial
support so he would not be classified with insittodlly supported religious workers
and would hopefully escape any taint on his migisfrthe gospel2*°

The validity of some of these suggestions, padityithe relevance of the
rabbinic connection, are questioned by Ronald Hoalkhat is perhaps the most
extensive recent treatment of Paul’'s tentmaking.addsertion that there is no positive
work ethic within Paul is, however, dependent andivision of the Pauline corpus
into Pauline and deutero-Paulitfé Nevertheless, he emphasizes how tentmaking fit
into Paul’s “boasting in weakness” paradigfthand how he viewed his work as “toil,
slavery and humiliation.” He explains,

His life was very much that of the workshop...dtleer, knives and awls; of

wearying toil; of being bent over a workbench l&kslave and of working side by

side with slaves; of thereby being perceived betand by himself as slavish

and humiliated; of suffering the artisans’ lackstdtus and so being reviled and

abused®?
Paul Barnett agrees: “all romantic notions mustlispelled,” he writes. “This was
exhausting and stinking work, done at night...It was of the chief sources of his
exhaustion and humiliation in a culture that despighysical labour®? Later, in the

same commentary, he notes, “Most likely, Paul’'sdsaand arms were permanently

stained®®* so that “the stained hands of Paul the tentmaker pveached Christ

29 Dorr, 7-9. See also William Barclayhe Letters to the CorinthianRev. ed., The
Daily Study Bible (Edinburgh: Saint Andrew Pres375), 89-90.

30 Hock, 67.

301 5ee 2 Corinthians 12:5-9: “His boast, it turnet mas his boast in his weakness as an
artisan”. Ibid., 67.

%92 |bid., 67.

393 paul Barnett] Corinthians Focus on the Bible (Fearn, Ross-shire: Chridtiacus,
2000), 69.

394 bid., 155.
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crucified were a ‘sacrament’ of the generosity od@iving his righteousness by
grace, but not cheaply®

The issue of patronage is also relevant. Barrmtitp out that “the practice of
patronage was deeply embedded in Graeco-Romartysbti®and that in Corinth
especially it would be important to distance hirhfeim that aspect of the culturé’
This is also the position adopted by Ciampa anchBosvho write that Paul “chooses to
demonstrate his pleasure in (preaching) by notcaesupport from those to whom he
is ministering...The language of vv.13-18... strongtplies Paul’'s understanding that
God is his patron, and he is under obligation tees@is agenda rather than anyone
else’s.3%®
Joel Lohr, in one article, recognizes the multgpdssible reasons behind Paul’s
bivocationalism (not all of them mutually exclusjvele acknowledges the patronage
issue, and with Hock and Barnett he recognizesRhat's decision to remain a
tentmaker would have caused embarrassment to soinme followers or would-be
disciples from the higher social elt€ As Ralph Martin observes, “The typical Greek
‘upper class’ sentiment...was to treat manual lapoth disdain and insist that no free

citizen — certainly no philosopher — should get$ethientangled in physical worR>

%% pid., 159.

3% paul BarnettThe Message of 2 Corinthians: Power in WeakrBise Speaks Today
(Leicester, U.K.: Inter-Varsity, 1999), 167.

%7 n an attempt to reconcile Paul's apparently déffe attitude to financial help in
Corinth and Philippi, Barnett makes the interestibgervation that “Corinth due to its position
and wealth, was plagued with visiting money-hungmyphets and philosophers. In provincial,
unsophisticated Macedonia the apostle could peraeqept support without compromising the
Gospel, but not in the regions of Achaia.” Ibids81

398 Cjampa and Rosner, 410-411.

399 Joel N. Lohr, "He Identified with the Lowly and 8&me a Slave to All: Paul's
Tentmaking as a Strategy for Missiotirrents in Theology and Missi@4# (2007): 181-182.

310 Ralph P. Martin2 Corinthians Word Biblical Commentary (Waco, Tex.: Word Pub.,
1986), 344.
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The thrust of Lohr’s argument concentrates on Baulmility and the issue of
identification. Yet, such identification was noself-deprecating end in itself. There was
undoubtedly a missiological dimension:

Although he has the freedom and right to makeiadias a missionary

worker, he has refused to do so for the sake oftispel and unity of the

body. Paul is free to accept the gift, but he chrasteo exercise this right and

became a slave, plying his trade and remaining@irgdly free in order to win

some to Christ™*
Hock is actually more explicit in this and drawgeation to the peculiar mission
opportunities presented by tentmaking. He expldids trade also may have served
directly in his missionary activities in the seiisat workshop conversations with fellow
workers, customers, or those who stopped by miggityehave turned into occasions for
informal evangelism3'

So it appears that the reason for Paul’s “norestifiary” status was not financial.
Paul did receive financial assistance gratefullyptirer occasions, perhaps most notably
from the Philippiand™® Martin says that he adopted “a pragmatic, nottrifaire

h ’314

approac and Nerger and Ramsay maintain that comparecetmtidern church’s

” o

neat divisions of “fully-funded,” “partially fundetland “unfunded,” Paul seems at
various times and in various places to have beaiti three camps. They comment, “We
find it interesting that the Apostle Paul was jusgérested in doing whatever it took to

plant churches and disciple peopfé>This is echoed by Rodney Harrison, who says, “At

times Paul served as a tentmaker. At other timéssiministry he was supported by

311 ohr, "He Identified with the Lowly and Became la& to All: Paul's Tentmaking as
a Strategy for Mission," 187.

#2Hock, 68.

%1% phjl.4:14-19.

14 Martin, 345.

31> Nerger and Ramsey, 22.
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churches and individuals. There were likely timéew he received support from both
sources. At all times he was faithful and obedierthe call.®*°

What is clear, however, is that he desired thaniotives not be misunderstood,
and that the gospel not be discredited in the ef/#sose he was seeking to reach. Paul
insisted, says Martin, that he wasn’t setting asidieity to get support, but a privilege,
“because only in this way would he be able to aydéting an obstacle in the path of the
Gospel.®"In 2 Corinthians 12:13, Paul claims never to hasen “a burden” to the
church, and this does appear to be related todaidfHowever, taken with the 1
Corinthians 9 passage, it seems clear that there meltiple reasons for his tentmaking,
and that the financial one was neither the only,the main reason that he did not wish
to earn his living from the gospel.

In his pastoral epistles, it seems that Paul'difigetions for office in the church
sit much more easily with a bivocational lifestyxavid F. Palmer observes:

(Paul requires) that a man be a good manager awitpr for his household

(1Tim.3:4-5), have the resources to be a hospitadse (Titus 1:8), be living and

working in the community in such a way that hisutgpion precedes him

(1Tim.3:7) and gives evidence of good stewardshifu¢ 1:7). Qualifications for

the pastorate include supporting one’s family adégjy and raising the family in

a community of people who can verify one’s condutt.
While one could debate whether these passagesaddressed to pastors or elders (as
they are understood in the contemporary church¢mlesless, within the reformed

tradition, the requirements for teaching elders raidg elders are the same in terms of

personal character, and therefore Palmer’s poivbrsh considering.

1% Harrison, 203.

" Martin, 344.

3182 Cor.12:14.

¥9 David F. Palmer, “Pastoral Support: Lessons frasiddy,” in McCarty, 72.
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Whether Paul was bivocational out of a desiradentification, to clarify
misunderstandings, to stifle dissension among tioeabes, to prevent the perils of
patronage, to eschew professionalism, to avoiddning) the churches, or to facilitate
evangelistic openings with local citizens, the tmiag that is certain is that Paul believed
his tentmaking, like that of those he appointetisochurches, was to be “for the sake of
the gospel.”

Bivocational Planting?

While bivocational ministry has a long pedigreé @becoming more common
in trying to resource smaller and more isolatedgcegations, what of its potential as a
model for the planting of new churches? One oftiost commonly articulated reasons
for approaching bivocational planting with cautierburn-out due to the inability to cope
with conflicting and demanding time constraiffSAn unattributed blog on a church
planting network site goes as far as to say: “ffamerally accepted that bi-vocational
(sic) church planting is suicidal. Church plantiaggo demanding and time-consuming
that a man (sic) just can’t work a regular job ataht a church at the same time. In
general, this is true.”

In an effort to get away from the emotionally diag (and ministry-interrupting)
job of deputation fundraising, the writer of thisdp admits there is a need to rethink
financial support policies. However, in spite of tmany safeguards that could be put in
place, he advocates being “bi-vocational [only]ddurief time-period, hopefully a year

or less.®*! Stevens, however, disagrees:

320 see Dorsett: “Bivocational pastors are more ptorfirnout.” (Page 23-24). Also the
personal testimony of Bicker$he Bivocational Pastor: Two Jobs, One Ministij1.
321 LA Hope website:
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What keeps some people from choosing the tentmaidptign is fear of burnout.
However, tentmakers seldom experience burnout Isecdney have a natural
rhythm in their lives as they move from work to mtny to family. Professional
ministers or full-time homemakers are more susbé&ptd burnout because they
tend to invest too many expectations in one comanitrit?
Or, as J. R. Rozko asserts: “Embracing an ecctagyolvhich practices bivocationalism
probably makes for all-around healthier churchestealthier pastors’

However, are the particular demands of plantirdpgbat bivocationalism is less
feasible than in more established congregationaistny? This appears difficult to
substantiate, considering that the biblical preneéts tentmaking was a prolific
church planter. However, experienced consultarBath, whilst recognizing some
benefits, pleads caution on the grounds of sudtditya namely, that bivocational plants
can find it difficult to transition to “a normalidepastoral situation.” Furthermore, he
writes, “in most professional demographic situasibin/ocational leaders don’t have time
to create ministry at the levels of excellence dathed, often resulting in stymied
growth.”?*

It is noteworthy that in spite of the recent ptatnof church planting literature,
very little has been written or researched on thgext of bivocational planting. While a

number of works have been written on bivocatiorstpring, this has not been extended

to the subject of bivocational planting. A lookila¢ extensive bibliography and research

http://lahope.wordpress.com/2008/09/15/rethinkimeHpossibility-of-bivocational-church-
planting/ accessed®January 2012.

322 paul StevensThe Abolition of the Laity: Vocation, Work and Mitny in Biblical
PerspectivéCarlisle, U.K.: Paternoster Press, 1999), 143.as® Stevend)Nork Matters:
Lessons from Scriptur®8.

%23 hitp://lifeasmission.com/blog/2009/10/bi-vocatibnanistry/ Accessed® January,
2012.

324 Al Barth, “RE: Research.” E-mail to author (29 Beter 2011). In terms of the
benefits, Barth does list the following: maximizgfs of the people; pushes priesthood of all
believers; makes ministry an option for more peppéaticularly businessmen; financial viability
in early days.
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list on the New Churches’ websiferevealed no titles or articles obviously dealirighw
bivocational church planting. In fact, personalon raising is pre-supposed throughout
the literature, traditional and on-line, and isofgranted an entire section or chapter.
Even Ed Stetzer and David Putman, whose book disglareative and imaginative
thinking in so many areas, still adhere stronglyraalitional and expensive methods of
support-raising when it comes to staffing a pldiey write, “We are learning that it is
generally wise to raise...two or three years adryasupport for each full-time member
prior to starting the church-planting proce3€ Similarly, Doran McCarty's
comprehensive anthology on bivocational ministrg ha chapter on planting, although it
is mentioned occasionally in passiifgwhile Tom Jones’s compendium, forward-
thinking in so many areas, acknowledges the inereabivocational planters,
particularly in ethnic churches, but donates ohhgeé lines to the concefft

The exception is the short work by Nerger and Rgmghey believe that “the
primary place to look when starting churches, egfigan the rural and urban contexts,
is to bivocational church planter®® Reviewing this, J.D. Payne commends it for filling
the “gap in church planting literature today. Thisra great need for additional writings
on bivocational church planting® The authors define a bivocational church planser a

“someone who starts a church and gains a parbt i&lh of his personal income from an

%25 http://www.newchurches.com; access&dian. 2011.

326 Stetzer and Putman, 162.

327 See McCarty, 101-103, 249. One contributor baddlys: “Who ever said you paid
people to start churches?” James Nelson, “The Bitvocal Issue”, 101.

28 Jones, 158.

32 Nerger and Ramsey, viii.

330, D. Payne, review of Nerger and Ramsay.
http://northamericanmissions.org/files/BiVoChurciringReview.pdf accessetl San. 2011)
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outside source other than the churtt.They note that in the North American context,
within the Southern Baptist Convention, althougbobationalism had been part of the
fabric of the denomination since its inceptionemis of pastoring small and remote
churches® only as recently as 2005 had it finally been edtézhas an option to planters.
“Bivocationalism,” they write, “is now seen as eas¢gy in building the core of a new
church, as well as a financial consideratidi.”

The middle part of Nerger and Ramsay’s book, ligevery’s booklet**is taken
up with first-hand stories, significant for thereladth and diversity of contexts and
styles. They do, however, give a robust defendBwaicational planting in Part One.
They offer perhaps the most comprehensive listlof planters may choose the
bivocational route, and these include not justrfgially driven reasons but also
intentional strategic oné€> They agree with Stevens on the issue of burnkmlieving
that bivocationalism can just as easily be a corstiress as a cause of it. They argue,
“The life and rhythm of a bivocational church pliaugtpastor are energizing. The daily
experiences of ministry alongside people in the roomity can actually invigorate you
and your life.*%°

The authors explode some myths, mainly centeredd¢he need for a seminary

degree€®®” Nor do they believe that this is purely a finahei@ument. They highlight the

%1 Nerger and Ramsey, 7.

332 5ee notes 281, 290 above.

333 Nerger and Ramsey, 18.

% bid., 33-74.

% pid., 15.

%% |bid., 26-27.

37«Our ‘one seminary trained man-one church stadted, which usually costs the new
church 50 percent or more of its budget, is toarftially taxing.” Ibid., 21. However it is not
only the financial argument that is compelling. ¥ladso query whether a formal theological
education is the best preparation for a numbebpnfexts where planting is needed.
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main problem with those who restrict themselvesaminary-trained full-time
leadership, commenting, “Reaching a continent withgospel and multiplying churches
is not possible if the primary paradigm requiredividuals to be removed from their
cultural contexts for three years to study at tbgmlal institutions and only then to return
to the fields and serve as missionari&s.Ih fact, there appears to be historical and
contemporary warrant for suggesting that an exetuficus on full-time ministry has
hindered, among other things, church planting dngdah growth. Finke and Stark show
that, in North America at least, this is not a r@venomenon:
In 1776 the Congregationalists, Episcopalians,thad’resbyterians seemed to
bethecolonial denominations...By 1860 there were actutglyer than
500,000 Congregationalists in America, while Baptisumbered nearly two
million. What happened?...Other groups dependedwellezeducated and
well paid clergy...The Baptist farmer-preachers caviik the people because
theywerethe people. Baptists operated with incredibly loxgernead. Baptist
clergy received little, if any pay...The average eati local church property
was very low for Baptists>’
David Jones, having cited the examples of Bunysh@arey in Englantdf’
lists the plethora of bivocational early Americaagist preachers:
(They) made their living in vocations other thaegrhing. They were
bivocational: farmer-preachers, teacher-preacliexsor-preachers, storeowner-
preachers, sheriff-preachers, cowboy-preachersshapt-preachers, and the list
of occupations goes on. There was no policy orqamoghat produced this model

of evangelist, church planter and pastor. Withi American context it just
happened®*

Former Irish Presbyterian Moderator, Stafford Cays®in agreement. He explains,

%8 bid., 9.

339 See Roger Finke and Rodney Staitie Churching of America, 1776-1990: Winners
and Losers in Our Religious EconoifiNew Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Pres92)9
54-82.

340«Bunyan preached consistently in the Bedford arestaining life and family by his
tinker trade;” “Whether by economic necessity @part of his philosophy of ministry, Carey
fulfilled the many callings on his life with a despnse that he was merely being obedient to
God's purpose for his life.” David Jones, art.tid,

1 bid., 15.
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“Historically the reason why Baptists and Methoslidominate the midwest of the US
is because the Presbyterians were sitting at hatteg their theological colleges
organized while the others just got on with evaisgekt the frontier 3

Another Irish Presbyterian pastor, Alistair Kenpetbncludes that beyond the
Appalachians many Scots-Irish “found the discigia@d stolidity of Presbyterianism
too confining on their practice of what was essaiytia lay religion, and moved towards
the Baptists and Methodist3*® The openness of these other movements to bivoeatio
preacher-planters appears to have been a contgpiatctor to their growth.

Nerger and Ramsay also deny that it should bgdhéof every bivocational
planter to eventually become fully fund&d.0n this issue, however, they are definitely a
minority voice. The paucity of references to bivicmaals in the planting literature has

already been noted, but even those who do ackngeliésl validity seem to do so

342 stafford Carson, “RE: Dissertation.” E-mail to #nethor (21 November, 2011).

33 Alistair Kennedy, “Through a glass darkly: a laatkthe future of church planting”
(Part 1),Presbyterian HeraldMarch 1993, 24. Church historian Finlay Holmemogents on
how this was also true in nineteenth century Gdediand, except in this case there were few or
no evangelical Irish counterparts to the Americaptists: “There was some recognition that the
Presbyterian presentation of the gospel was taebecarand intellectual to appeal to illiterate
peasants. ‘Preaching will not do’ reported one ioisgy ‘for the majority could not understand
it,”” and there was seen the need for lay evangeliscommunicate “the doctrines of salvation
more to the level of their capacities than minstan accomplish.” He also quotes the interesting
observation of American historian David Miller, whiaims that “in targeting the poorest of the
poor in Catholic Ireland... the Presbyterians werekisgy to win from the Catholic community
the very stratum which they had already lost withigir own community.” Finlay Holme§he
Presbyterian Church in Ireland: A Popular Histoffglackrock, Co Dublin: Columba Press,
2000), 102. Contemporary nineteenth century Presiayt historian James Seaton Reid
remarked, “It has often been said that Presbytisrnais not a religion for a gentleman, but the
statistics of the Ulster workhouses rather seemdizate that it is not a religion for a
beggarman.” James Seaton Reid and William DookKjHistory of the Presbyterian Church in
Ireland, Comprising the Civil History of the Proeimof Ulster, from the Accession of James the
First: With a Preliminary Sketch of the Progresstod Reformed Religion in Ireland During the
Sixteenth Centunynew ed. (Belfast: W. Mullan, 1867), Vol.3, 59 Axception to this general
belief that Protestant mission was more succeasfighg the socially better-off, is Gideon
Ouseley, the renowned Irish-speaking Methodistgirea who gained widespread respect for his
work in the South and West. See Dunlop.

34 See Nerger and Ramsey, 80.
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reluctantly, and only as an interim measure. Malphior example, is unequivocal,
seeming to question the wisdom of long-term biviocetlism per se. He writes, “It
should be stressed that any outside employmeriteopart of the church-planting team
must be viewed as temporary. Like most other mieist church planting is a full-time
responsibility. Anything less will hinder the wook this ministry.”*° He goes as far as to
say of bivocational planting that “of all the opig) this is the least preferable because it
limits the time the planter can give to the newistiy. However, in a team context this
may be unavoidable initially**®

In writing on the principles and practices of attuplanting, Charles Brock
advocates the “five selfs” of self-governing, s&lipporting, self-expressing, self-
teaching, and self-propagating. The emphasis mustainability apart from the planter,
but although it may appear to be an obvious infegethere is still not an explicit
expectation that the planter themselves might oukhbe bivocational. This is strange,
given that he writes,

Some people have the very erroneous idea thataopigacher can start

churches. Some would think one must have semimnairyirig in order to plant

churches. Also, these would usually think that onest have a public

ordination ceremony before being qualified to pleimirches. It is amazing

how man-made, extra-Biblical tradition can coméh place of being

considered sacred. All of the above ideas abouteaingplant churches have

arisen from religious/political sourc&¥.
Could it not be equally true that many think erraungy that one must work in full-time

salaried ministry in order to plant churches? Masne of the reasons forwarded for this

not also be more religious and political than tbgalal?

35 Malphurs, 51.

34 |bid.

%7 Quoted by Linda Bergquist and Gary Bulley, “Relatil based church plantingl’8.
http://www.newchurches.com/mediafiles/Relationals&h Church Planting.pdf access&d 7
Jan. 2011.
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Ed Stetzer believes there are practical finaraoakiderations that militate against
bivocational planting: “during their years of edtioa, seminarians sometimes
accumulate significant debt that makes bivocatismalmpossible **® Yet other writers
maintain that one of the advantages of being bittocal is that it can allow the pastor to
earn more than he or she would with a full-timeestid, thereby releasing planters and
their families from the financial anxiety that manyse from fear of contract termination
or possible failuré*® Stetzer, however, goes on to advocate bivocafgmais a vital
strategy for planting, precisely because the fragaten of society and multiplication of
“people groups” within previously homogenized cudsimeans that many will never be
reached if the pastorate is limited to full timéasie#d personnel. He mentions extensive
apartment complexes, mobile home villages, marite@gmhouse communities, and
sparse rural areas, concluding, “Because of gwierty, transience, size, or support
base, many of these areas cannot support a ‘prafi@sseminary-trained pastor
expecting a full-time salary*®

The dearth of bivocational planting literature meéhat the few resources that are
available tend to be on-line. The Church Plantiriigage website has individual pages

devoted to contemporary “people-groups,” (includingse mentioned by Stetzer), many

38 StetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern Agje

39 See BickersThe Tentmaking Pastor: The Joy of Bivocational tiyj 41; Harrison,
201; Palmer in McCarty, 64. Palmer highlights thegers and dilemmas of finding one’s
livelihood at the mercy of an economic downturmwrse a church schism, where division over
values vision or methodology or even theology cdei#&le the pastor jobless.

%0 stetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern AgieSee also Vernon E. Beachum
Jr., “Tentmaker Ministries: an Honorable CallinmyMcCarty, 289. “Reaching the millions of
people located in small, isolated rural communitiesrban ethnic areas might only be
accomplished through indigenous bivocational sessaiharing in the ministry with the people.”
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of whom will realistically only be reached by biaiibnals®* It also has many
downloads of unpublished articles, including som&teve Nerget>?

Rodney Harrison goes further than most plantinigews in devoting a chapter to
bivocationalism — its benefits and challenges;alth he also believes that a transition
to full-time is likely, especially if a plant expences unexpected growt? Sjogren and
Lewin actively recommend bivocational leadershiphi@ early days of the plant — even if
the financial backing is there — for missional mas They specifically highlight the
benefits of missional contact, giving theologicgkigrity to work, discouraging
dependence, and encouraging identificafdDrawing on Dan Ramsay, they then
helpfully point to careers that are particularljted to bivocationald®®

It is possibly significant that Harrison’s bookase of the more recent
publications on the subject, as there does sedra todeveloping openness to the subject
not least because, as Harrison points out, bivaicalism is increasingly common in
society at large. In fact he goes as far as piedithat “this is the way much ministry
will be going in the immediate futuré Frost and Hirsch concur. They believe that the
sort of missional thinking and contextualizatioquiged for historic third world missions
needs to be applied rigorously to more and mose forld contexts, not least in this area
of support. They write,

Some of our artist-missionary comrades in San kFsao@nd Los Angeles work
similarly on mission support and tentmaking. lthie support system of the

%1 http://www.churchplantingvillage.net/ Search, é@mple: ‘Micropolitan’; “Third
shift”; “multi-housing”.

352 hitp://www.churchplantingvillage.net/ Search “biational”.

33 Harrison, 204.

%4 Sjogren and Lewin, 226-228.

%5 See Dan Ramsagp1 Best Weekend Businesgesmpton Plains, N.J.: Career Press,

1996).
356 Harrison, 200.
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future. We suggest it is time for church planterd astablished churches to
consider doing the same. Sustainability and orggriwth are at stak&’

On the other side of the Atlantic, Scottish Présbgn minister and missiologist
Peter Neilson has published an important seriésotdires on the future of the church in
Scotland, which is not without relevance to thehriPresbyterian context. In it he makes
a similar point, coining the phrase “portfolio nstry” to describe tentmaking, giving
some urban examples of it in practice, and argthiageven if such ministry does result
in a lower standard of living, this could be (as’iaul’s day) a powerful counter-cultural
and anti-materialistic statement which could plaaé in softening the hardened
attitudes of skeptical post-moderns. He shares,

We live in the age of “portfolio working” when péejcan earn a living on two or

three part-time jobs....That assumes certain tifle€hoices about simplicity of

living, but part of the Generation X critique ofuzbh life is that we have become

too sophisticated and ministers have priced therasaut of the mission-fiel&®
In England, Chester and Timmis, regard the issw@estmaightforward way:

The challenge for us is to make the gospel theecaritour lives not just on

Sunday mornings, but on Monday mornings. This meaéng distinctions

between “full-timers,” “part-timers” and people Wwisecular employment in our

team and leadership structures. We need non-fo#-teaders who can model

whole-life gospel-centered missional living. It medhinking of our workplaces,

homes and neighbourhoods as the location of mi§afon

It is not yet clear why established “mainline” demnations such as the
Presbyterians have not tended to adopt bivocatieadership as an option. It is

undoubtedly related in some measure to the impogtattached to the understanding and

preaching of the word of God, and the consequephasis on “an educated ministry.”

%7 Frost and Hirsch, 218.

358 peter NeilsonChurch on the Move: New Church, New Generation, Seotland: An
Emerging Profile Chalmers Lectures (Glasgow and Edinburgh: CovensinScottish Christian
Press, 2005), 144.

39 Chester and Timmis, 36.
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Carson who, as well as being a pastor, spent tivaeademic dean at Westminster
Theological Seminary, writes:
[It is right to highlight] the issue of quality education provided [and] the
understanding of the importance of educated minisine ministry-based guys
get very annoyed when the academic side insistloomg everything according to
their standards. Great tensions are created, spinuerms of the integrity of the
program of study, but with regard to finances, vatee to ministry, and time
taken to complete a standard MDiv program...Thael®Berian commitment to a
learned ministry is cumbersome, middle-class, amhtially draining. But there
are benefit§®
Nevertheless, it is difficult to find anything the literature that explains why an
educated ministry need be incompatible with biviocetism. Beynon reminds his
readers that, in many situations, a full-time pastmot primarily needed. Rather, “What

there is, is a need for leadership, teaching astbpal oversight3*

Doran McCarty sees
the key issue being not the vocational statusepthnter but the needs of the church.
This is, he argues, how it was in New TestamengsgimAppointment to the ministry is
primarily determined by the situation and the nesfdbe missionary task and of the
congregation...At the end of the New Testamenthae mixed strands: official,
unofficial. The essential issue is, how does theistry meet the needs that the early
church faced??

One recent advocate of bivocational planting reeniplanter, author, missional-
church advocate, and blogger David Fitch. On hisclRiming the Mission” site in 2011,
he published an article entitled “Stop funding dtuplants and start funding

missionaries: a plea to denominations.” Referrmthe three to four hundred thousand

dollars required to plant under older traditionadals, he writes:

30 Stafford Carson, “RE: Dissertation.” E-mail to tathor (21 November 2011).
%1Beynon, 56.
%2 McCarty, 23.
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Today, in the changing environments of N AmericastChristendom, this
approach to church planting is insane. For it mdy assumes an already
Christianized population to draw on, it puts enoasipressure on the church

planter to secure already well-heeled Christiansoales for the seats on Sunday

morning>®3

He presents the alternative: “Instead of funding entrepreneurial pastor, preacher and
organizer to go in and organize a center for Clansgoods and services, let us fund three
or four leader/leader-couples to go in as a teaamtonder-churched context.” The goal,
he says, should not be to establish a self-sustattiurch organization, but rather to give
them time and space to:

...get to know and listen to the neighborhood andhkighbors; establish

rhythms of life together which include worship, yea community, discipleship

and presence among the neighbors; discern God mgpitkiand among the

neighbors and neighborhood, bring the gospel teetipgaces wherever God is

working; and develop a way of bringing those comiimtg faith in Christ into a

way of growth and discipleshif3?

Fitch also believes that the realities of a bivimrel plant are such that more time
is released to be actively involved in day-to-dagsion. In line with the thinking of
Chester and Timmis, and taking seriously the neweatsoof church community that are
being advocated as most suited to the post-modgrergtion, Fitch warns against
“pbuilding big” and shows how bivocational plantingn work if the planter is released
from traditional expectations. Bivocationalism, s&ytch, breeds congregational
participation and works against the passivity taat so easily set in when there is a

professional in charge. It also guards againstssiee programming because it

“cultivates organic forms of life that arise fronitlwn the rhythms of the congregation

3 David Fitch, “Stop Funding Church Plants and (Standing Missionaries: a plea to
Denominations,” 28 June, 2011. http://www.reclaigtiremission.com/stop-funding-church-
plants-and-start-funding-missionaries-a-plea-toetieinations/comment-page-2/# Accessell 26
March 2012.

34 |bid.




95

and its surrounding neighborhoods.” It encouradbkerdeaders and staff to be more
integrated and less ghettoized:
When we no longer see the Sunday morning gathesrajtractional, we are not
forced to spend 40 hours on music and programmiddpours on sermon prep
etc. to make it “the Thing.” The gathering on Sundestead must become an
organic, living, liturgically driven encounter withe living God and His mission
sending us outward. It must become something dahefdhe regular rhythms of
our lives. This kind of gathering takes less woekdwuse the “slick” factor is off
the table. All these gifts can now be used in tireasinding context. Think of
how we can support a musician to play in local ertst and engage the
community instead of perfecting a performance lier Sunday “event®®
Retired Irish bivocational planter Fergus Ryanpwias not interviewed for this
study given that he (ahead of his time) was plgeveral decades ago and the churches
springing from his movement are now well establistitemselves, emphasizes that the
team dimension was part of his church’s DNA from bieginning, and that this should
never depart in any future reshuffling or transitible says, “In larger and more
developed churches bivocationalism continues ta becessary, even critical, element of
building church leadership team&®However, he does suggest that some type of
transition to full-funding may be inevitable. Heasés, “It is probably necessary in the
larger contexts that the team leader is full-timénwhurch.” For him, it was this team
emphasis — as well as the financial savings —wvia$ of clear benefit to the plant at the
beginning:
For the early years of the church plant when taditional notions of corporate
stewardship were unfamiliar to most of the new merspand the numbers were

relatively small, it meant that there was no finahburden associated with
maintaining one or more families. In respect ofsthave were seeking to reach

%5 David Fitch,_http://www.reclaimingthemission.coriaocational-or-go-on-staff-at-a-
large-church-suddenly-bi-vocational-ministry-doefsmtk-so-bad/ October"7 2009. Accessed
2" January 2012.

3% All quotes from Fergus Ryan, “Research” (briefialimessage); “A Few Typo
Corrections — Use This Version” (subsequent expduathel corrected message). E-mails to the
author (1 October 2012).




96

with the Gospel, our financial independence meaeitwe had the large home

and monetary resources necessary to minister &yoith some ways that would

not have been possible if the group was suppotting
Although Ryan remained bivocational, the ministifyos developed by his church did
not preclude others being fully-funded. He expldir¢took [a pension package] as an
opportunity to work full-time with church while #te same time continuing to be
financially independent. | estimated that the chigrcesources would be better used in
releasing another team member into part- or folketministry.”

So, the question remains that, given that therelik@ly be various context-
specific advantages and disadvantages to bivo@manting, is anything lost
theologically, or are any biblical boundaries tignessed or scriptural principles ignored
by pursuing the bivocational route?

Calling to Ministry?

One key element to this discussion is the plaamefs call to pastor, lead, plant,
or preach and teach in the context of one’s widding as a Christian. Some of the
opposition to bivocational ministry may arise fréme conviction, however poorly
articulated, that a calling to church ministry ieigher and therefore exclusive calling.
“No-one can serve two master$/it might be said. Or (more exegetically valid émrhs
of context), “No soldier gets involved in civiliaifairs.”°® So is there a sense in which a
calling to preach and teach necessarily excludegtinsuit of any other career?

A couple of books which seek to help potentiatistuts for ordained ministry

discern their calling are Edmund Clowne@alled to the Ministryand Michael Milton’s

367 Matthew 6:24.
%82 Timothy 2:4



97

Leaving a Career to Follow a Caif® Both are written from a conservative reformed
position, and Clowney’s book, as well as direatiffiencing Milton®”° has been a big
influence on a number of Irish Presbyterian collesgover the yeard!

In addition, Scottish Presbyterian pastor andgs®dr Dr. lain Campbell wrote an
online article specifically in response to an erregglebate on the nature of the call to
ministry 32 “It seems that the concept of a call to the mixibis fallen on hard times”
he writes, noting that in one recent survey of gedinal ministers, less than half of those
interviewed “said that they had felt a special tmthe ministry.” Campbell’s concern is
obvious. Such uncertainty would not have been #se che believes, in previous years.
Indeed, “so high an office was the ministry consedeto be, that a sense of calling was
both assumed and required.” Campbell briefly cataés the various biblical calls to
individuals in both testaments and references Ggtirgeon and Martyn Lloyd-Jones,
amongst others, before concluding with the rathevqcative sound bite: “Having been
called to the greatest office in the world, how eaman stoop to become a king?”

Campbell’'s main concern is to ensure that those @vhbark upon the ministry of
preaching and teaching do so at God'’s bidding,thatsuch a call is then verified by the
church. He believes that only the presence ofldwhich was more than an internal
feeling” could give the preacher’s words authodhd the preachers themselves
encouragement. However, why a call to preach aaxchtehould be regarded as the apex

of a hierarchy of callings is assumed rather thefierttled. Therefore, the exclusivity of

39 Michael A. Milton,Leaving a Career to Follow a Call: A Vocational @aito the
Ordained Ministry(Eugene, Ore.: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 2000).

¥%pid., 12, 111, 131.

371 At the time of writing it was the only book on thebject to be found in the library of
the theological college of the PCI.

372 Al quotes are from lain Campbell, “The Call teethlinistry”,
http://www.banneroftruth.org/pages/articles/articletail.php?1106 Accessed?®larch 2012.
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such a call and the implications of all of this foe validity of bivocational ministry are
still unclear.

Similarly Clowney, in one illustration, tells obyng manager who found himself
concerned for the spiritual state of an employeepbhders, “How could he reach him
with the gospel? The young manager was alarmedt Wés happening to him since his
conversion? His fears were well grounded. Todaig lzeminister of the gospel® But
was it really the case that the best way for tbisng man to share the gospel with his
employee was for him to leave and become a palsewbere?

Milton differentiates between the “General Catt (ive as a Christian), the
“Effectual Call” (of the Holy Spirit into new lifen Christ), and the “Technical Call” (our
daily vocation). The call to ordained ministry wdudde one technical call and would
consist of both an “Inward Call,” which he descalzes “that stirring of God in our
hearts, in our deepest persons,” and the “Outwaitty’@vhich is the church’s
confirmation of thaf’* Writing out of a slightly broader churchmanshipichvael Cox
differentiates slightly differently. He combine®t®eneral and the Effectual into the Call
to be a Christian, and then outlines the “Secrdt QMdilton’s Inward), adds the
“Providential Call” (circumstances and abilities)dathe “Ecclesiastical Call” (Milton’s
Outward)*®

Of the Inward/Secret Call, Cox writes: “The insense of call may come as

a...growing awareness or....in a highly dramatitinga.. The one thing you can say for

373 Clowney, 80-81.

74 Milton, 12-15. See also Calvin, 111.10.9.

37> Robert G. CoxDo You Mean Me, Lord? The Call to the Ordained Btiryj 1st ed.
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1985), 12-21th®frovidential Call he says: “your inner
sense of call must be balanced against the abiljtie possess.” (Page 18).
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certain about all secret calls is that each onmiigue.®’® Both Milton and Cox are
following Calvin quite closely in terms of his unrd&nding of the inner call. In his
Institutes,Calvin discusses “the good witness of our heatt we receive the proffered
office not with ambition or avarice, not with angher selfish desire, but with a sincere
fear of God and desire to build up the churtH.”

According to Clowney, there should be a discemddmpulsion in the hearts of
those called to ministry. Although he comes clasei¢wing the pastoral and preaching
call as superior, he does so only in the contetth@de who are gifted for this ministry.
His comment regarding the precedence of the Greain@ssion over the creation
mandate has been referenced earlier. The full quot®ntext, is:

Men (sic) with the gifts for the ministry have tb@pacity for success in other

fields, but they are not free to choose them. Gésscommand still stands: man

is to replenish the earth and subdue it; but treaGCommission takes priority
over it. The Christian is a citizen of heaven, giviee Word of life in a world of
death. Peter left his fishing boat, Matthew le# thx business, and you must
leave any calling that keeps you from exercisiregggdtits of the herald of Christ,
if these gifts are your¥®
The counter-argument, of course, is that Paul dideave his tentmaking. So which, if
any, of the Apostles’ circumstances or callingstarke seen as normative for today?
One struggles to find in any of these books a bleaticulated argument for why a
ministry of word and sacrament, a preaching mipjgtrplanting ministry, or anything
connected to the exercise of the office of teacleidgr, need be incompatible with
simultaneously following another trade or professio some cases it is merely

presumed that, because of the nature of the womk,$t be given all of one’s time and

energy.

378 |bid., 15.
877 Calvin, IV.3.10.
378 Clowney, 80.
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Milton, for example, makes various comments dedaint stages in his book that
impinge on this issue. On each occasion, he sajiafidealt with the objections at some
other point in his book, yet on closer inspectiois not clear that he has. For example,
on the transition from one calling to another, &gss “...you are called to the Ordained
Ministry. You are also, probably, a successful sal@n, manager, teacher, computer
programmer, or craftsman. So, how do you make teerwith integrity?®’® He claims
that this is dealt with in the next chapter, batttbthapter merely deals with the
mechanics of leaving, not with the vocational isstiat the question raises.

Similarly, when he raises the common objectiorari€you serve God at the
Firm?” he says that he covered this in his chamtevocation. But that chapter did not
deal with work as vocation, and the substance dtolls argument is simply: “But you
have been called to the ministry of Word and Saerari®° Further, on the “priesthood
of all believers” and the promotion of lay ministhe fears that this involves “denying
the place of ordained ministry in the order of @feurch... The Scriptures declare that
only some are called to ruling and teaching officethe Church.** Once more he refers
back to his chapter on vocation, which did not altyumention this issue. Nor did it deal
with whether or not scripture speaks of “a calbtfice,” as opposed to a general “call to
ministry.”

Milton refers to this promotion of lay ministry &sgalitarianism,” and he
maintains that: “egalitarianism denies the ordairsde of the preacher and turns

preaching into Bible Studies.... The problem ig firaaching is connected to a preacher.

379 Milton, 309.
380 |pid., 42.
381 |pid., 107-108.
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Someone is called to preach and others are calleded and practicé® This is similar
to Campbell’s differentiation (following R. L. Daby) between a sermon and a speech:
“Any topic might be the subject of a speech. Beeemon comes with the authority of
the God of the Bible in order to make men [sicjsdmnething in response to Gog-"
However, Milton’s strong association between thespn and the ministry would
seem to be at variance with the reformed undersignat the effectiveness of ministry
is not in any way linked to the worthiness of tieegpn®®* Commenting on the reformed
understanding of the sacraments, G. I. Williamsoitew.
The Reformed faith subordinates the sacramentahsnefagrace to the divine
source of grace, thus making the validity and afficof the sacraments
independent of men. The sacrament is valid andagfibus because it is appointed
by Christ, and is made effectual when and whers p&ased to confer saving
grace by his Holy Spirit®®
If this is true of the sacraments, is it not als®tof preaching? And if God can choose to
use unfit or even unregenerate people as charodissfword (as he did in parts of
scripture), how much more can he use fit and gddigiples who may not be called

exclusively to preach or administrate the sacramdnit may yet be equipped, gifted and

called to do so in conjunction with their otherliceys? Taken to its logical conclusion,

%82 |bid., 108.

383 Campbell, art. cit.

34 See the statement regarding the efficacy of theasgents in th&Vestminster
Confession of FaitHThe grace which is exhibited in or by the saceats rightly used, is not
conferred by any power in them; neither does tfieagfy of a sacrament depend upon the piety
or intention of him that does administer it.” XXVB. Cited from G. I. WilliamsoriThe
Westminster Confession of Faith for Study Claszed ed. (Phillipsburg, N.J.: P & R Pub.,
2004).

383 |bid., 264. It should be noted that tBenfessiordoes stress that the sacraments
should only be dispensed “by a minister of the Waadfully ordained” (XXVII. 4) and
Williamson concurs with this, in spite of the laakexegetically strong scriptural support for this
position within theConfessioritself. It is likely therefore that Williamson amdilton would
agree on the strong connection between preachihghencall of the preacher. The researcher’s
point here is simply to expose some of the tensitmsrent in the reformed position with regard
to call, office, ministry, word, and sacrament.
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one must question whether Milton’s position woutdgdude not only bivocational
ministry but also any bivocational preaching.

This confusion is recognized by Edward Hayes imarghtful article where,
having mentioned the emergence of multi-staffedankgrches and the growing
confusion in theological education regarding howstle prepare people for ministry, he
sounds this note of caution: “Developments withiarggelicalism today point to the need
for taking a fresh look at the subject of a cakelhphasizing ‘call’ to ministry in a
context that promotes a utilitarian concept of stigiial service may ultimately be
detrimental to evangelicalisni®®

Following Bromiley®®’ Hayes mentions that the validity of some of the
distinctions in calling generally accepted in teormed and evangelical world, and
noted above, are now being widely questioned. “E&egl and dogmatic theology,” he
writes, “have combined to bring the biblical natofehis distinction under suspiciof>®
He believes that the Reformers’ focus was alwayaromtegrated call — a continuum
between the call to salvation and a call to séieile he admits that Calvin sometimes
“seemed to sanction a special calling for those dihect the church of God,” for
example by applying passages such as Jeremiahcbnbkides that “it is not clear,

however, whether Calvin made a definite distinctietween two separate calf§®

3 Edward L. Hayes, "The Call to MinistryBibliotheca Sacrd 57 (January - March
2000): 84.

%7 Regarding the calls to salvation, service, andtifaration, Bromiley urges his readers
not “to separate what God has joined together. WGBromiley, “Call; Calling,” inlSBEI.580-
581.

38 Hayes, "The Call to Ministry," 93.

%9 bid., 96.
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Hayes warns against sacerdotalism: “call” arallifeg” can be used justifiably of
any ministry, indeed any vocati,and “human ordination, dedication or consecration
to ministry do not carry with them special priviesgor unique powers and
preferments3* The nearest the article comes to a definitiorafor special call is this:
“A special call of God to ministry may be understas divine intervention in the life
and work of an individual, pointing in some spexifirection consistent with his wil?*
However, this definition comes after a survey dflical evidence simply on the call to
salvation and Christian discipleship and befoneatment of a specific call to the early
apostles.

In 2012, a book by Vaughan Roberts and Tim Thommibgh appeared, aimed at
recruiting new preachers and planters for “gospalstry.” Workers for the Harvest
Field was aimed at those who would be willitag‘give up their present jobs and offer
themselves as workers to churches and missionganiations.*** While the target
audience can account for the book’s emphasis d#tiriug paid ministry, some chapters
fail to promote this without simultaneously unddunag other forms of employment.
Richard Coekin, for example, writes: “God plainkyedn’'t want everyone to leave
regular employment for gospel ministry employméeicause most people will not have
the gifts or opportunity to be able to be paiddospel ministry.®** However, there are

two suppositions behind this statement that avaidance with the theology of work

30 Hayes quotes Ayres: “(‘Calling’) can be used imetky the same sense of a salesman,
a lawyer, a teacher or an actor.” Francis O. Ayfég, Ministry of the Laity: A Biblical
Exposition(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1962), 37.

%1 Hayes, "The Call to Ministry," 98.

%% |pid., 93.

393 vaughan Roberts and Tim Thornboroud¥fprkers for the Harvest FielEpsom,
U.K.: The Good Book Company, 2012), 6.

%% bid., 46.
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outlined above and championed by Keller et al: dgnteat regular employment is not
“gospel ministry,” and that someone with gifts gmspel ministry must be paid for it.

Coekin appears, at times, to universalize his experience: “For me to
maximize gospel ministry, | had to give up my waska solicitor so | could devote
myself full-time to becoming a pastor-teach&r1t is only fair to recognize, however,
that the authors’ purpose was to prompt suitabtgleeto consider full-time ministry,
and that the fact that Coekin was working as agoti probably made it less likely that
his profession would be practically compatible vilie demands of bivocationalism.
Nevertheless, it should be possible to presentithges of one type of gospel ministry
without implicitly devaluing other types.

Notwithstanding this, there is little in the lisdure to suggest that a call to
minister as pastor-teacher (and therefore as plégdder) is so significantly different or
superior to other calls that it necessitates forgpkll other vocations and devoting
oneself exclusively to church ministry.

The Irish Presbyterian Context
Denominations in a Changing World

A number of writers (Mannoia, Murray, Stetzer, Rasgh, van Gelder) have
recognized that denominations have a role to plashurch renewal and planting, but
that the challenges faced are different and ofterernomplex than those faced in
independent planting movements. Yet Stuart Mureswinds his readers: “Most

denominations started as church-planting movemenés) if some forgot this heritage

3% |bid., 42-43.
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and allowed church planting to become excepticahler than normal after a couple of
generations3*® Gibbs and Coffey see the main issue as one ofifgearguing:

If denominational structures are in place primaadyinstruments of control, then

the identity problem is probably insurmountablet Bthese vertical structures

can be dismantled to provide financial and persbrassurces by which local
churches can be effectively serviced, their divgrselebrated and a variety of
models assessed, then structures can play an anpooie®®’

Van Gelder’'s compendiuifhe Missional Church and Denominatiassa
collection of essays from a variety of theoristd #meologians across the denominational
spectrum. It is useful in that it takes serioubly tontextual realities of working with
larger organizations — realities that are oftenpdistically ignored in much of the church
planting literature. In one of the essays, entitkRdframing Denominations from a
Missional Perspective’® Alan Roxburgh suggests that many denominationgairey
through what he calls “a crisis of legitimacy” dwediscontinuous change” in the
culture that “is not matched by corresponding resps within the organization. The
identity of the organization is then called intaegtion by both its constituency and the
wider culture.®¥° He goes on to write: “Denominations no longerenegitimacy for
most people because denominations have basedeaiiimacy on forms of social and
organizational life that have become increasingigatete.*°° But, in an attempt to
recover legitimacy, pre-packaged solutions canmoply be imported from elsewhere

without any feeling for context or the history caditions of the denomination in

guestion. Van Gelder writes that: “One cannot bangissional imagination to

3% Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThpse Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregati208.

397 Coffey and Gibbs, 71.

*®1n van Gelder, 75-103.

9 pid., 91.

9 bid., 93.
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denominations in general and then hope to be alitelp congregations develop a
missional identity. We must take the particulareath denomination’s history and
traditions seriously2**

This key issue of identity and self-understandst@aken up by Roxburgh: “There
are multiple indicators of the loss of coherencdenominations today... The question of
identity is at the center of this malaise, andiit mot be addressed merely with more
tactics, money, or visionary progranf§®Drawing on the work of Heifetz and Linsk$?
he writes: “The challenge for the reframing of deational systems is...complex; it
requires more than a technical change. It reqaineadaptive changé®

Roxburgh uses one of the largest Presbyterianrdieradions in the world — the
PCUSA — as an example of the ineffectiveness ofadaptive change in a
denomination. He regards the PCUSA as a test ddbe tcorporate denomination”
characterized by centralized planning, with managed executives producing and
distributing resources and programs, assured thatldoyalty would guarantee success.
He elaborates, “This corporate denomination waglaysuccessful organizational
culture for much of the twentieth century, andnjoged a high social legitimacy among
its members. But now this very form of denominati@s become a barrier to innovating

missional life.*% He notes that while organizational change hasacherized the

denomination over the twentieth century, these maideen revolutionary but rather

“pid., 131.

2 pid., 76.

93 Ronald A. Heifetz and Martin Linsky,eadership on the Line: Staying Alive through
the Dangers of Leadin@oston: Harvard Business School Press, 2002), $8€ also Ronald A.
Heifetz, Alexander Grashow, and Martin LinsRe Practice of Adaptive Leadership: Tools and
Tactics for Changing Your Organization and the W@Boston: Harvard Business Press, 2009).

404\/an Gelder, 77.

% bid., 89.
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“variations on the basic paradigm of the centralizerporate organization and in fact
never questioned the assumptions of the paradfffn.”

Russell Crabtree has written a helpful book aiimeaharily at national and
regional leader&)” highlighting how transitioning from regular logastorates into these
administrative positions requires not just a shifeadership value€® but a significant
shift in skills and time allocation. He perceivestof the problem behind the common
disconnection between denominations and persomileoground (a common complaint
particularly among plantef® is because those operating at a denominationell 1w
not understand organizational level dynamics aedwarctioning with values, skills and
time management that are inappropriate to the negjievel.”**°

Another important volume of essays on this subgtite one edited by David
Roozen and James Nieman, experts in organizatobraalge Church, Identity and
Change: theology and denominational structuresngaitled timegxamines how
organizational identity has developed and surviedugh a changing culture in

denominations as diverse as the Episcopalianshendiheyard Christian Fellowship. At

“%Ibid., 89, n.14. | am also grateful to Guillermabkenzie for letting me see his in-

process dissertation: “Denominational Efforts td&mce the ministry of Church Planters:
Blessings or Hindrances?” (D.Min. diss., Covenamedlogical Seminary, forthcoming).
Mackenzie wishes to open a conversation betweengstaand denominational leaders and
assessors. He believes that “many denominationselténtentioned in trying to enhance the
church-planting programs but fail to listen to dhirch-planters’ opinions.” Like van Gelder et
al, he has observed that, because of rapidly sgifiaradigms, denominations are having to
review their church planting strategies.

97 J. Russell Crabtre@he Fly in the Ointment: Why Denominations Arermtgdihg
Their Churches-- and How They Cédew York: Church Pub., 2008).

“%8 Crabtree says: “l am using the wa@lueas a verb rather than a noun... | am
speaking of a personal attribute, a descriptionoo§ a person is emotionally and intellectually
wired.” (Page 37).

99 See the DMin dissertations of Mackenzie and L b8tirHeimburger, “Presbytery
Mobilization: A Method of Stimulating Church Plamg and Growth in a Presbyterian System”
(D.Min. diss., Covenant Theological Seminary, 1998)

419 Crabtree, 34.
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the end of the book, they seek, with the help afsorganizational theorists, to integrate
the various findings and assess how denominatians boped with postmodernity in
their respective contexts. Roozen makes this pegdrding the effect of cultural change
on identity:

The most significant long-term effect of postmodigron religious institutions is

the emerging and evolving de-traditionalization ghdalization within the

broader society that seeps down into denominatiystems. Once inside, it

challenges the cohesion and strength of denomimeltidentities, of authority

and power in national denominational structures, @frthe loyalty and

commitment of constituent congregations and menibérs
Later he draws this conclusion — of relevance ts¢hworking within the reformed
milieu: “Liturgical and Pentecostal traditions app& be more adaptive than more
Calvinist or cognitive traditions, at least at #zale of national structures, to the
conditions of the emerging postmodern peridd.it is worth examining whether or not
this is a fair synopsis=>

It is noticeable that in all the British churclapting literature, Presbyterianism is
conspicuous by its absence. This is not only dubddact that there is no significant
Presbyterian presence in England, but also bedal&®otland and Ireland, where
Presbyterianism is strong, church planting appeab&long to previous centuries, with
little or no evidence of it happening in the lashtred years other than through the

porting of existing congregations (usually) frone ihner cities. Certainly nothing akin to

a church planting movement can be said to exishnherica, while the statistics may be

“1 David A. Roozen, “National Denominational struesirengagement with
Postmodernity: an integrated summary from an Qegdional Perspective,” in David A. Roozen
and James R. NiemaBGhurch, Identity, and Change: Theology and Denotional Structures
in Unsettled Time&Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans Pub., 20089, 5

*2bid., 592.

*13 For the very modest results achieved in an attéonipcrease denominational church
planting through presbytery mobilization, see Hainger.
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different, Presbyterians have never been to theframt of either the planting movement
or the bivocational resurgence.

In terms of bivocational planting, although Davmhes does include
Presbyterians in his survey of denominations taaehused bivocationals in church
planting*** he acknowledges that independents and Baptisthglnyecclesiology, have
an easier route:

Baptist ecclesiology means we face less difficaltiean other denominations in

the use of bivocational ministry. Those denominaiwith a sacramental view of

the ministry are compelled to restrict ministry ¢tion to those trained, ordained
and authorized by their respective synods and dlsuBaptists face no such
restrictions and are free to develop a range ofstminmodels, including the use
of bivocational pastors-
Of course, Presbyterians’ sacramental theologyldhmat be as restrictive in this regard
as, say, Episcopalians, but one must consider wh#tkre are still perhaps structural or
theological barriers which prevent Presbyteriansifenthusiastically pursuing the
avenue of bivocational ministry and planting.

Van Gelder believes that the inability of denontioras to adapt may be due to
unconscious theological presuppositions. He queviesther a Christological rather than
Trinitarian emphasis, for example, may lead to mgenplaying of the vital relational
dimension essential to healthy community life, jgatarly in large denominations. He
alleges that this theological imbalance:

...also overplays authority and hierarchy in deveigprganization and

structures in the church...(too often) denominati@nd congregations have

drawn on secular organizational and leadership mad¢hout thinking them

through from biblical and theological perspectivasmissional identity can
redemptively reframe (a denomination’s) pofit.

414 David Jones, art.cit., 4.
13 bid., 26.
418 \v/an Gelder, 132.
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If denominations can have the imagination, couragd,resources to adapt, these writers
maintain that there could yet be what Dwight Zskehesfers to as “a valid, though
reconfigured, role for the denominatiott”David Forney believes it is vital that we
don’t abandon denominations, but rather addressithbenges facing them: “Not
because denominations need saving, but becauserivége us with opportunities to
participate in and anticipate God’s mission. Sathigugh, we proceed as if there are
really only two polity options to consider - entcment or evacuatiori*®

Roozen similarly believes that the appropriatgleage to use of the larger
denominations is not the vocabulary of death bilterawords that explain “how they are
trying to faithfully and effectively carry their gacular legacies into a changing

“19f this is the case, then there will be specifid anique challenges ahead for

future.
the Presbyterian Church in Ireland as they seéaim from their history and apply their
theology to the rapidly changing culture of postel®m Ireland.
The Irish Presbyterian Challenge

The PCI, like all denominations, was originallplant. Irish Presbyterian church
historian Finlay Holmes notes that the PCI is esaiynan immigrant church, albeit one
that is 370 years old. Its first Presbytery anddleng congregations in the early 1640s
were organized to minister to immigrant Scots. Tastinued into the early eighteenth
century, when the strength of PresbyterianisméNbrth East can be attributed to the

influx of Scottish immigrants post-1690, while thetablishment of quite successful

Presbyterian congregations in Dublin and other Issattowns, similarly can be traced

“I” Dwight Zscheile, “A More True ‘Domestic and Foreilylissionary Society,” in Van
Gelder, 153.

“8David G Forney, “Living in the City - Journeyingtside the Gate: A Missional
Approach to Polity,” in Van Gelder, 73.

419 Roozen and Nieman, 589.



111

to the immigration of English Independeft&However, there is evidence of an early
attraction of the native Irish to Presbyterianigarticularly around Templepatrick where
many Irish names are found on the earliest chwgcbrds, and one member Jeremy
O’Cuinn became the first native Irishman to be ored to Presbyterian ministry. One
Anglican observer reported that “Presbyterians vikargng some success in converting
Roman Catholics through preaching to them in Irishd warned that “if the established
Church does not use the same methods then thédeevdlgreat increase of converts to
Presbyterianism®* Holmes believes that this success was exaggeitadugh
preaching in the Irish language was not uncommdherseventeenth century. Efforts to
revive it, however, in the first decades of thenggnth century proved unsuccessful.
Nevertheless, here we see the first signs of ebiiesan heart to reach out to the
neighboring people rather than to simply ministetheir own tribe.

Notwithstanding, the PCI began as a church fottish immigrants, and this has
had implications for how the denomination has sjled to conceive of planting as a
missional activity. It has been noted in an eadiepter how new churches within the
PCI in Northern Ireland have almost always follovgegbulation shift. This is also noted
by John Dunlop in one of the few books publishedutlithe contemporary Presbyterian
experience in Ireland. He writes: “It has alwaysibée custom for the Presbyterian

Church to follow the people. First it was to theistyy, then to the urban centers, and

420 Holmes, 53.

2L bid., 54. It should be mentioned that PCI missity enterprise tended to elicit far
greater condemnation from the Protestant establishthan from the Catholics, at this stage.
Holmes comments that “outreach of Presbyterianigmthe south and west of Ireland was
particularly resented by the Church of Ireland 4¢P 52). One Anglican clergyman referred to
Presbyterians “enlarging their borders” and sendimgmissionaries “into several places of this
kingdom where they have had no call, nor any cayagien.” (Page 52). The irony is not lost that
this remark emanates from a church that had jusjtedo establish itself as “an English church”
by legal and military coercion throughout Ireland.
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then to the suburbs of those cities. In this saifgePresbyterian Church is a
predominantly ethnic church, mainly of the ScotsHr*?? In the majority Roman
Catholic Republic of Ireland, the situation is bratally not as different as might initially
appear. In a 2001 dissertation looking at poteméaVl church developments in the
greater Dublin area, Presbyterian planter Keith k¢ notes:
Few of our modern day congregations in the grdatdalin area were formed in
response to the spiritual needs of those in thig@émbus local population. Most
were formed in response to the needs of Scottidfoathern Presbyterians who
had moved into the area wishing to worship in theiral Presbyterian forfi®
Respected Irish historian Desmond Bowen makes idasipoint regarding the
Presbyterian mindset:
Although Presbyterians of Ulster were willing tdjw&oman Catholics during the
famine years, they were not urgently concerned tabmuwerting their traditional
foes. Wherever the Presbyterians founded churtiegswere more apt to
compete with the local parson for the allegianctheflocal Protestant population
than they were to preach to the papists.... Annsibe of the mission beyond
Ulster’s borders had comparatively little appeaPtesbyterian&*

This quote is all the more significant when onesiders the accusations, still prevalent,

of “souperism” — an Irish version of “rice Christgl — whereby it is alleged that famine

“22 John DunlopA Precarious Belonging: Presbyterians and the Qoniih Ireland
(Belfast: Blackstaff Press, 1995), 23.

23 Keith McCrory, “New Church Development in the GexaDublin Area” (D.Min.
diss., Fuller Theological Seminary, 2001), 18. Mm@mentions the “Scots churches” in Abbey
Street, Dublin; Carlow: and Kingstown/Dun Laoghaifle last of these is instructive in terms of
Scots-Irish identity in that, post-independencenglafter the town had officially changed its
name to Dun Laoghaire — the congregation contina@all itself ‘Kingstown’: a dispute that
went as far as the floor of the National Parliameri944. See
http://debates.oireachtas.ie/dail/1944/04/18/008accessed 28th December, 2011.

24 Desmond BoweriThe Protestant Crusade in Ireland, 1800-70: A Stidgrotestant-
Catholic Relations between the Act of Union andceBligblishmen{Dublin: Gill and Macmillan,
1978), 34. Methodists were actually much more ss&fok see pages 34-37. Holmes agrees:
“Presbyterians were not in the vanguard of theadtasbut were more concerned at first to
support or revive Preshyterian congregations irstheéh and west of Ireland.” Finlay Holmes,
Our Irish Presbyterian HeritagéBelfast: Publications Committee of the Presbyteffdourch in
Ireland, 1985), 111. This changed somewhat soemedrds due to the evangelistic work in the
West undertaken by John Edgar, whose call for paedcand funds in the pamphighe Cry
from Connaughtvas particularly influential. See pages 112-113.
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relief was either dependent on or, at least expecieesult in, conversions from
Catholicism to ProtestantisfA> However, R. J. Rodgers has highlighted how, rdgsasd
of popular perception, this was never the offipalicy of the Presbyterian missions in
the nineteenth century. In fact, the church’s IN&iBsion “...repeatedly condemned as
‘offensive,’ ‘sinister,” ‘mean and immoral’ and ‘deardly in the extreme’ any ambition
that was fixed by merely proselytizing intentiosgstained often with corrupt
inducements and satisfied with a mere increasetinimal adherents**

As early as 1835, a Presbyterian publication ackedged that some previous
mission to Roman Catholics had been “...abusive aitdting, and had pleaded for the
adoption of a more sympathetic and understandiitgde.™*’ Indeed one finds around
this time, in internal documents, acknowledgemehtie church’s ineffectiveness in
their engagement with the majority population. liascinating piece of correspondence
with the American Presbyterians on the issue ofesia(in the year, incidentally, that the
renowned theologian, Charles Hodge, was Moderatwe)Americans wondered if the
Irish church, in questioning their American brosiexdequate opposition of slavery, had
done enough themselves to exercise their respditistbtowards their Catholic

neighbors. The Irish in reply thanked them “forithemonstrance” and said that they

%> See HolmesThe Presbyterian Church in Ireland: A Popular HistoAlso Bowen.
Accusations and counter-accusations continue sodday regarding the extent to which famine
relief undertaken by Protestants, including Presiigms, was linked with proselytism and an
expectation that the recipients would change ttadigion. In his seminal biography of the
famous famine-time conservative Roman Catholic atdPaul Cullen, Bowen attributes the
Irish counter-reformation to Cullen’s disgust abgelytism [“jumping”] in the West; saying of
one Galway parish that it was “no longer a paris@atholics, it has literally become a parish of
Jumpers and Bible Readers.” Desmond Bowal Cardinal Cullen and the Shaping of Modern
Irish Catholicism(Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfrid Laurier University Press983), 170.

*%R. J. Rodgers, “Vision unrealized: the Presbytendssion to Irish Roman Catholics
in the nineteenth centuryBulletin of the Irish Presbyterian Historical Soti20 (March 1991):
24,

*7 bid.: 13.
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wished “to be humbled before God for our culpaklmissness in the work of
evangelizing the Roman Catholic population of inel4*?®

This negligence had been noted some years elyli@rcontributor to a debate at
the 1833 Synod of Dublin. He asked: “What haveRh&estant churches been doing
during the last two centuries, for the benefith@ vast population amongst which the
Providence of God has placed them?” He bemoanédhiiee was a belief that their
evangelism was “...to be confined to the people eirtbwn denomination exclusively
and that any effort on behalf of the hundreds &odisands perishing for lack of
knowledge, outside their own pale, was not to bengted.**® In more recent years,
former Presbyterian Moderator Trevor Morrow, whatpaed in the Republic of Ireland
for more than thirty years, set out in a Cathadarpal his vision for reformed witness in
Ireland, which included his understanding of whaheant for him as reformed minister
to seek the “reformation of the church Cathoffe”

Nevertheless, due to the complex and troubleatyisif Ireland, denominational
labels can carry negative connotations, so thanamye by the PCI to become truly
missional and break new ground in terms of planngot only going to have to deal
with issues of self-identity, but also issues afcegetion from within the majority
population. Referring to the Plantation and Cronfiaelperiods of the seventeenth
century, McCrory reminds his readers: “These easBociations with what were

regarded as hostile occupational forces have infleé, and continue to influence, how

%8 presbyterian Church in Irelanidjnutes of the General AssemiBelfast: Church
House, 1847), 625. Letter dated"1Rily 1847.

2 Holmes,The Presbyterian Church in Ireland: A Popular Histo98.

430 5ee Trevor W. J. Morrow, “Mission Ireland: a Refied Perspective,The Furrow
38.8 (August 1987): 493-503.
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our denomination’s ministry is received within iheigenous population today>
Dunlop, however, sees signs of hope that attitadesoftening in this regard: “Irish
Catholicism is changing. It is becoming more oped more friendly to
Presbyterians....A Presbyterian church is not angér a place to be shunned at all costs.
No longer do Catholics stand outside a Protestauntot for a funeral 2

Perhaps the best summary of the PCI’s attitudartdwlanting and mission
throughout its history is in a series of shortcdes by Alistair Kennedy, who also co-
chaired the denomination’s Strategy for Mission @attee in the mid-1990s. He
acknowledges that while the denomination’s “defaudide” has tended to be to work
among its own people, there have been significaothemts when the vision has
broadened, and church planting has always beert afgghis. He explains that church
planting “...has been aimed mainly at making dis@méthe Ulster Scots in their
wanderings but also at times has represented signifmission amongst the other people
of Ireland. Mission in Ireland has for Presbytesiaimost always meant the planting of
new congregations:*®
In charting the planting of the rival Secessionayin the eighteenth century,

Kennedy challenges some traditional interpretatidhe Seceders capitalized on

doctrinal uncertainty and unpopular political movwethin the main Synod, and yet

31 McCrory, 18.

32 Dunlop, 140-141. It is interesting to observe examrional differences with regard to
the perception of the Preshyterian name. Of therewent Presbyterian plants in the Republic of
Ireland, the one in Maynooth (a historical bastiéCatholicism and the site of the world-famous
training college for Catholic priests) chose td itaklf Maynooth Community Church, while the
one in Donabate (a newly developed north Dublirusilvith a religiously and ethnically mixed
population) chose to retain the name Presbytesisithey believed it carried greater credibility
than more generic titles.

33 Alistair Kennedy, “Church Planting in Irish Preséiyanism: 1600-1992 and into the
Third Millennium” (Part 1) Presbyterian HeraldNovember 1992, 16.
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extended Presbyterian coverage in areas of radi@tion growth. Kennedy suggests
that the popular idea of the Seceders unnecessalycating and planting on their
neighbors’ doorstep is in reality much more nuant@hat in today’s much reduced
rural population seems to be duplication may wethie eighteenth century have been a
correct response to the steady increase in popuolafParticularly when one bears in
mind that for internal and financial reasons, pltagnby the existing church had reduced
to almost a trickle — what he refers to as “75 gedrinaction.” He refers to the Seceder
period as “a free market” for Presbyterianism, ladking at the plethora of new
churches today, he observes: “Today there is a mak powerful ‘free market for
churches’ causing a hemorrhage of people from taskiterian Church. We have much
to learn from the flexibility of the Seceder periodChurch planting#*

The Union of the two synods in 1840 led to “Preskiginism’s greatest period of
advancement outside Ulstéf>which he attributes to “the impact of the Missigna
Synod in Dublin (1833§® the home mission efforts of the (newly) united @&huand the
vision amongst the Divinity student>” Sadly, however, of the sixteen congregations
mentioned by Kennedy as examples, only four alldrsexistence. Two of these are
united with the Methodists, and two number less thaozen families.

Nevertheless, Kennedy's articles illustrate thate was flexibility in previous
Presbyterian planting practice that could have icagibns for the very different situation

today. Rather than congregations always being @by the denomination:

34 Alistair Kennedy, “Church Planting in Irish Preséyjanism: 1600-1992 and into the
Third Millennium” (Part 2) Presbyterian HeraldDecember 1992 / January 1993, 18.

35 40% of those planted in the 1850s were outsidéet)ls

% See note 429 above.

37 Alistair Kennedy, “Church Planting in Irish Preséiyanism: 1600-1992 and into the
Third Millennium” (Part 3)Presbyterian HeraldfFebruary 1993, 17.
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Previously, new congregations had arisen from lactVity. Sometimes it
happened spontaneously as people began to mettgeogea home or barn and
then applied to the local Presbytery. At other 8ritevas through the initiative of
wealthy Presbyterians, individual Ministers, cormggigons or Presbyteries.
However, from 1928 onwards the process was inititatized?*3®
He urges the contemporary PCI to recover someisfldxibility:
The gathered Church fellowship is going to sucdbedraditional Presbyterian
model of the baptized community...Church plantsgat optional, rather it is
fundamental to Presbyterian mission...There may aohbch geographic space
uncovered by Presbyterian congregations in theiReewf Ulster today but there
is much “social space” where we are not presentuauparalleled opportunities in
other areas of Ireland where there are awakeneulg@evsearch of a reformed
church?®
The church’s vision must, he says, continue toapheyond its traditional base: “We
must be impressed by the sense of mission ourdibrexfs had in their dogged and
successful work of following the Ulster Scots ahéit descendants, even to the remotest
parts, to disciple them for Christ.” However, hem® out, present trends would suggest
that today’s congregations will need to “survivel @uapt to meet the needs of newly
converted pagans rather than provide rites for miexgge Puritans*®
It is not surprising then that in urging such trety, Kennedy concludes his
series with a call for the church to examine alkéue means of funding and personnel to
resource these new communities — including the tee&mbk seriously at bivocational
planters. We need, he writes in his final artitéa outburst of evangelism and social
witness in the many areas of social space thabWwe&fsee because we have the

geographic space so neatly sewn up in our parstersy” This may mean “...the

planting of new Church fellowships. Such fellowshipould begin as very small units

**%pid.: 18.

39 Kennedy, “Through a glass darkly: a look at thteifes of church planting” (Part 1),
24.

40 pid.
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which will need less than fully ordained ministriesestablish and shepherd thefft.”
Although the great Presbyterian population shifesgone, that cannot mean an end to
church planting. Rather, he urges, “What is neasleddifferent kind of church planting
in which we encourage growth from the grass raatiser than drop massive resources
from the top. We must empower local people by mastinip rather than turn them into
clients, perhaps by use of tentmaking missionatgrsl™** Nor should the denomination
be afraid of failure, or heap unrealistic expeotadion those who are merely trying to
find new ways of being faithful to the gospel inew context. He states:

Some of these new starts will fail, some will stagglong and a few will grow
like wildfire. We need within our denominationafgttures to learn to live with
small units as normal and not expect each “congimyao be of the size to
support the full panoply of salaried Minister, Men€hurch buildings, central
assessments, etc.... Their reception as full cgadjiens will necessitate the
Assembly giving them space to be different... We Wile to recognize that
inside our overall Presbyterian family and withue same theological system
there are different ways of being Reformed, some&to€h do not descend
directly from the Ulster-Scots tradition. This igrpcularly important if we are to
take on board the reality that to be a Scots-kisimic Church is no longer a
sufficient ecclesiological base for mission — if ta&e our God given mission
seriously in this island. The possibility of a rgabwth of new fellowships
consisting of people coming from an ‘Irish” basaiseality today. If we are
serious about being the Church of Christ in Ireldrah we can no more expect
such people to become Ulster-Scots type Presbytetin Paul expected
Gentiles to become Jews.

So, Kennedy argues, this is not just a practicakiteration but also a theological one —
“to be a Scots-Irish ethnic Church is no longeuffiGent ecclesiological base for

mission.” Have the Presbyterians diminished theeustdnding of what it means to be

41 bid.; 23.

2 |bid.: 25.

43 bid.: 23. On freedom to fail, see also PresbgteChurch in IrelandReports to the
General AssemblfBelfast: Church House, 1998), 253. “Mistakes widldoubt be made... but we
need the freedom to make mistakes so that we nsapwir what God honors with success.”
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Reformed, and even diminished the gospel itseliddging too tightly to structures and
polities from a bygone era?
Simultaneous to these articles being printeddérmomination’s Strategy for
Mission Committee was beginning a process of lopkit) among other things, what
church planting might look like within the PCI. tineir 1994 Report, one can see
Kennedy’s thinking clearly reflected in severalggnaphs: “We fail the fathers of
Presbyterianism, who were exceptionally creativeppein enabling their own
generation to find and follow Christ, if we fosz#ithe church they reformed.” Adequate
alternatives will require “more subtle and tentatimethods than, for example, putting in
a traditional Church Extension plant with the fodinoply of Minister, interim Kirk
Session and expensive propert§’Looking to the past, says the Report:
We discovered that the normal means by which Ptegby congregations were
planted included a great variety of methods in Wiufficial Presbytery initiative
is not the norm. Most congregations grew from theative of local people who
formed themselves into a worshipping fellowshi@ihome or barn and grew into
a congregatiofi*®

Appended to this report were two significant resohs, pertinent to the current study:
That the General Assembly recognize that therenajer areas of opportunity for

mission in Ireland which are not presently beindradsed adequately by this

Church and which may not be amenable to the toaditimodels of Presbyterian

mission?*®

44 presbyterian Church in Irelarf@eports to the General Assem{Belfast: Church
House, 1994), 314. The extent of institutionals&sice present at that time can be seen from
what happened as a result of these reports. lesmondence, Kennedy shares: “I confess to
having come away from Strategy for Mission somewdisitlusioned. [A senior church
administrator] told me that he saw his task astnserve what was there.” Surely an inadequate
vision for a leader of PCI in an age of burningrdi@and challenge! He buried the work we did
and the Panel he appointed to continue it did neheneet once!” Alistair Kennedy, “Re:
Planting.” E-mail to the author (22 August 2012).

*bid., 315.

*®bid., 318.
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That the General Assembly therefore wish to extaeduse of short-term

volunteers, tent making communities, people onardreeaks, non-stipendiary

ministry, early retired people, etc. as agentsr@sion in the name and with the

backing of the whole Churcf{!
It was two years before the subject was revisaditipugh the 1996 Report added little
that was new. While the earlier report may havenbemlicitly directed towards the
opportunities in the Republic of Ireland, the wistef the 1996 Report were anxious to
emphasize the relevance of the issue to all patteedsland. It remarked that to say the
denomination has the ground in Northern Irelanceces well enough is to
misunderstand “the nature of how modern societgtions; the fragmentation of society
into many groupings and the cultural chasm betweeny of today’s people and the
traditional congregation#®

The Report also sought to define what constitatedurch plant, in terms that
were not so loose that they couldn’t warrant thee#&resbyterian, nor so tight that they
hindered the establishment of real contemporagyregit reformed fellowships. They
defined the type of plant they were advocatingaaséw fellowship of Christians with an
independent life, witness and worship.” In term&odlesiology, they suggested that, “To
be considered a Church plant of the PCI a felloprshiould be in sympathy with the
standards of this Church though with considerabkerty from usual congregational
norms as to form®?

It was the 1998 Report, at the end of the Comeigtifespan, that brought a lot

of these strands together, drew the attentionetitmomination to the possibilities and

*7bid., 319.

48 presbyterian Church in Irelarfdeports to the General AssemBelfast: Church
House, 1996), 321.

*9|bid., 334. The Report also had useful proposatsims of how unordained
leadership of these plants could develop theirgpasand evangelistic training and, while on the
job, be recognized and accepted for ordained myniSee also 1998 Report, 258.
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benefits of bivocational church planting, and pwn the agenda of the denomination. It
began by reiterating the need, “Unprecedented ehangociety demands that we be
flexible in applying the basic biblical models andeed rediscover the freedom for
mission which our Church knew in the pa&flt then continued by outlining the reason
why traditional models would be inadequate to ntleetheed:

A Church plant is the establishment of a new oewesd fellowship of Christians
with a distinct life, withess and worship. It may,may not, possess property or a
paid ministry and it may, or may not, grow suffitily to acquire the status of a
fully constituted congregation... (It may exist withia social space with similar
need such as unevangelised young people, a stpdpualation, transient evening
or weekend population, people of different cultareace etc...The nature of
mission work may require considerable flexibilitydreate forms of life, withess
and worship in Church planting which are faithfotibto the contemporary
context and to Scripturg’

Bivocationalism, therefore, is one obvious optionthe future:
A congregation/Church plant has the right to ewaghout a duly
installed/ordained minister...a greater freedom néede possible and
consideration needs to be given to a new categahurch Planting is ideally
suited to “tent-making” ministries and non-stipeargtiministry, the Union
Commission should draw up suitable rules to makessible for ministers or
licentiates of the PCI, who volunteer to work withofficial salary, to be called
and installed to such work. It should be made fdsssimilarly, for lay
missionaries to be appointed to such work on antahy basis>?

The recommendations of the Strategy for Mission @ittee, accepted by the General

Assembly, were passed on to the missional boarttseeathurch, particularly the soon to

be formed Board of Mission in Ireland. Althoughdisa no further resolutions on this

subject had come before the Assembly by 2011, 988 Report has shown that there is

nothing in Irish Presbyterian polity to precludedsational church planting. Pioneering

501998 Report, 53.

1 presbyterian Church in Irelari@eports to the General Assemi®%7. The Report
also acknowledges that existing categories of Hbtission or Church Extension were
inappropriate for the “delicate situation of plaugt”

*2bid., 258.
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such a movement, however, may require much wowkjraplementing the sort of
planting initiatives imagined in the report mayahxe overcoming significant
institutional inertia.

Although nothing else has been published on thgstiof Irish Presbyterian
church planting, a number of dissertations have lpgéten by pastors. That of McCrory
has already been mentioned. At the end of his welgffered ten recommendations for
the denomination, ranging from the potential of @reater Dublin area for planting, the
need to build on “islands of strength,” leaderskjls, teamwork, accountability, and
finance. He concluded by affirming the necessitgtairch planting for the PCI as the
denomination moves into the twenty-first centui@ut greatest need is to re-develop our
denominational vision for new church developmerthim Greater Dublin area (and
beyond) and to put in place the resources andiléyiof approach that will encourage
and facilitate new and varied endeavors for thegddm of God within this ared>® His
comments on financing are particularly relevantwégard to the various options before
church planters:

New church development projects should be finariced central funds

whenever possible. However, if we are to adequaesgond to the spiritual

needs of this and other areas, we will need toldpwnd encourage new
models of financing that are not dependent upotrakeresource§>*
Bivocational ministry would be an obvious optiorrdyeand McCrory does mention it in
the section “Financing Ministry Team Members,” asite support-raising and financial

independence, as something worth examining. But aibaut it as an option for planters

themselves? Some of those he surveyed seemedbévtrahe idea:

53 McCrory, 101.
454 1bid., 100.
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Whilst (tentmaking) does limit the time availabte brganized missionary
endeavor, it has the major advantage of givingeghen members an easy way to
start building relationships with those in the gtrgommunity...A few of the
churches contacted through our research felt stydhgt new church developers
themselves would be best advised to start theirstninby getting a job in the

local community*>®

Although this is as much as McCrory says explicbout the feasibility or desirability
of bivocational planting, some of his other conuas would naturally lead in that
direction. For example, his comments on personnel:
Many of our churches have the potential to relessegmous resources into the
area of new church development, if they are ennesilcand permitted to do so.
Likewise, whilst there seems to be a serious shibitf candidates for the full-
time ordained ministry, within our congregationsrihare huge numbers of
highly gifted people who, if challenged and comnaissed, could transform our
ability to reach out with the Gospel in locationsrently in great need of renewed
evangelisn{>®
Lee Eagleson’s doctoral theSisexamines the continued influence of the Church
Growth Movement on contemporary planting theorywémders whether traditional
church planting models have not over-relied onrétecation of Christians from
established churches, something he perceives astf@ty damaging to catholicity. He
appeals for a more robust Calvinist ecclesiology thwe development of missional/gospel

community models akin to those proposed by Timmib @thers®

8t is a comprehensive
examination of the church planting movement inWsA but, significantly, does not

mention bivocationalism.

**°bid., 180.

“*° |bid., 225.

%7 Lee Eagleson, "An initial assessment of the UShBekcal church planting
movement from 2000 to 2010" (Ph.D. Thesis, Quebnisersity, Belfast, forthcoming).

8 _ee Eagleson, “RE: Thesis.” E-mail to the auti® Klay 2012).



124

Dave Clawson’s Masters dissertafidrsought to look at how the PCI was
institutionally suited to a missional planting apach. David Moor&° takes an
ecclesiological approach, with specific referercéne Republic of Ireland. Clawson
adopts the “mixed economy” vocabulary of Croft atiders, writing, “Contemporary life
occurs in a variety of diverse cultures, conteltsations and networks. Planting fresh
churches permits us to contextualize and incanh&tgospel rather than impose a single
culture or style *** He outlines the strengths and weaknesses of gebferian system
for planting?®* and while he recognizes the usefulness of bivooatiministry in certain
types of planting models (particularly the “colaatipn,” “founding pastor,” and
“pioneer” models), he mentions it purely as anahitost-cutting measuf@® He
concludes, “Because the amount of time taken totdaprotracted, in some cases a
founding pastor can be bi-vocational (sic), thigpheo cut costs for the denomination or

organization. Once the church is in a viable situathe pastor will commit full time to

the congregation®®*

9 David Clawson, “Presbyterian Churches Are Welk&uFor Missional Church
Planting in Belfast: A Comparative Study” (M.Divsd., Queen’s University, Belfast, 2007).

%0 David Moore, “What significance does the ecclesjglof the Presbyterian Church in
Ireland have for mission in contemporary Irelan@&’A. diss., Irish Bible Institute, Dublin,
2010).

481 Clawson, 65.

482 |hid. For strengths, he lists its connectionalimatcurrent examples of mission within
congregations, leadership and every member minilgtvglopments, existing buildings and
finance, and recognized brand name. “Although R&GItheen one thing for a long time, at least it
has been there for a long time” (Pages 59-61).rib& significant weaknesses were the
difficulty in culturally engaging with the Irish @=olic, particularly in the North, and central
control. He quotes Peter Neilson: “The bureaucgtierch of the 19and 28' centuries will not
survive as it is into the 2century. It must become local and relational, wéttional support
and minimum central servicing.” (Pages 61ff.).

%3 bid., 33.

*** Ibid., 36-7.
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Moore’s dissertation focuses on the strength dfs€&clesiology for ministry
and mission in the Republic of Irelafftt.He particularly focuses on catholicity,
confessionalism, and covenant, and, like Chestemils, and others, wants to avoid
separating ecclesiology and missiology. He stdfds centrality of the call of God’s
people to be his agents of mission mean that weataeparate ecclesiology from
missiology in the purposes of God for Irelafféf’His conclusions are that the very
strengths of the PCI’s polity and practice may gsave to be its greatest challenges as it
seeks to adjust to a rapidly changing society. “Glexial speed of chang&” at which
the church moves and its, at times, cumbersoméy@oid structures “...tend to lead to
lengthy bureaucratic delays, militating againstcguecisions, slowing down action and
occasionally stifling innovation®®® He concludes: “The very factors which give PCl its
stability, such as its accountability and manageregnctures, appear to be those which
make it part of a settled and regulated culturtherathan a dynamic counter cultural
force.”®®In any such context, untested initiatives andtereaolutions (and
bivocational planting may well be considered urutgh those categories) may be

regarded as not worth the risk.

85 Moore, 32-35.
4% |bid., 57.
7 |bid., 57.
“%8 |bid., 68.
%9 pid., 78.



126

Conclusion

The literature then would seem to indicate a nurobdevelopments: a growing
understanding of the inextricable link between esiclogy and missiology; a move away
from earlier Church Growth Models in planting amdeamphasis on smaller, relational
models; a recognition that new models, especidlfyreding and personnel, are going to
be needed as the culture continues to changetarcambiguity about bivocationalism
and its suitability to planting, but a recognitirat it might work in some contexts, at
least initially; a rediscovery of a theology of Wwand vocation and a reaffirmation of
earlier insights regarding every-member ministripglef that denominations, as
networks, do have a role in this future, but wédkd to adapt to a far greater extent than
they have done hitherto; the recognition that chydlanting has always been at the heart
of Presbyterianism in Ireland, though not alwaysnfiissional reasons, and an
understanding that there is nothing within thetyadf the PCI which should prevent
bivocational planting being attempted.

It remains now to look at the work of some Irishgtitioners both within and
outside the Presbyterian family to discern howrtbgperience coheres or differs from

these findings.



CHAPTER THREE

Project Methodology

Overview of Methodology

The study was conducted using qualitative reseawethodology, where the
emphasis is on interpreting the data collecteddurésearch interviews. Sharon
Merriam, in her boolQualitative Research and Case Study Applicatiorisduacation,
describes qualitative research as being “interdstedderstanding the meaning people
have constructed, that is, how people make sengeinfworld and the experiences they
have in the world*"° Merriam identifies four key characteristics to arstand the nature
of qualitative research: the focus is on procesdetstanding, and meaning; the
researcher is the primary instrument of data cblaand analysis; the process is
inductive; and the product is richly descripti/é.
Design of the Study

Since bivocational planting has not been pathefirish Presbyterian tradition,
and since examples are rare within the Presbyté&maily throughout the West, the
selection criteria for interviewees was, of nedgs$siroad. In order to ensure that Irish
Presbyterian pastors contributed to the datatifuk planters, including one from
outside Ireland, were included in the survey. @feight bivocational interviewees, all

but one were from non-Presbyterian denominations.

"% Sharan B. MerriamQualitative Research and Case Study Applicatiori&dncation
2nd ed. (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publisher8),129
*bid., 7-8.
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Again, because of the smallness of the samplapgirmo restrictions were set in
terms of how long the plants had been in operafitie. hope was that useful data would
emerge concerning planters’ respective experieacddferent stages of the plant’s
development. As a result, interviewees ranged momyear’s experience to over twenty
years’ experience. Three interviewees alternatéddsn full-time and bivocational
planting as circumstances dictated: one beginniig funded and moving to
bivocationalism; one going bivocational at a partacly difficult time in the plant’s
development; one beginning bivocational and mownfylly funded.

Since the study looked mainly at the plantersh@xperiences, the data was
gleaned predominantly from the planters themseMesiever, there were two other
groups who it was believed could contribute toghely. Church-plant members will
obviously have been impacted by the planters’ mmeis, and denominational leaders,
through policy and supervision, will have shapeaigaificant part of the context in
which the planters operated, granting or refusiegrission to plant, overseeing the
distribution of resources, and dictating futuretggy and priorities. If, for example,
bivocational planting is to become a feature ofifetmovements, it will not happen
without the support and cooperation of such leadeygake account of these further
sources of data and their potential usefulnessestudy and its implications, interviews
were conducted with five additional interested ipar{hereafter referred to as
Supplementary Interviewees (SIs):

One Sl is a member of the Presbyterian Secrétania has part-responsibility for
strategy and the resourcing of mission within tld. PMlis comments will assist the

researcher in discovering perspectives on the eidemhich bivocational church
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planting has or has not been part of the denoneinatihinking. A second Sl is a church
planting consultant and facilitator, a former chhuptanter himself, now specializing in
observing ecclesiological and theological trendbiwithe Irish Republic. He will help
the researcher understand the emerging themeswiitsh evangelicalism and how they
may impact future church planting initiatives. ArthSl is a prospective bivocational
church planter (non-Irish) who failed to receivepart from his Presbyterian
denomination. He will provide the researcher widttadon the reasons advanced against
such ventures. Finally, two members from the chptehts pastored by interviewees (a
“bivocational church” and a “bivocational-turned-nowocational” church) were
consulted in order to discover the “pew-perspetirehow the respective plants were
impacted by the pastors’ vocational status.

During the interviews, the following questions weasked of planters
participating in the research. The interview quesiwere designed to address the issues
raised by the research questions. The questionsddoon how the denominational
structures helped or hindered the plant, and hewptanter’'s vocational status was both
an advantage and a disadvantage to the plant’dagewent. Within the parameters of the
semi-structured protocol, additional probing queEsiwere asked.

Interview Protocol
Interviewee Pastors/Planters (10 plus 1 SI)
1. Tell me what your first six months were liKkistening especially for specific
encouragements, discouragements, and passions).
2. How did denominational polity or structures affgotr work from the time of the

plant’s conception and through its early years&téning for relevant data which
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may not have emerged under question one. For exautfficulties involved in
getting the denomination or sending body on boatl the vision; the hoops that
needed to be gone through, and whether in retrosipeg were helpful or
unnecessary; the way in which the denomination conicated their
expectations; and the support and accountabiliticgires which were available
from the outset).

3. How did your vocational status enhance your mipiatrd the development of the
church?

4. In what ways was your vocational status a frusireti

5. If missional effectiveness were the deciding fadmw would you advise a
potential planter to proceed in terms of being-finle or bivocational? How
would you advise the denomination? (Listening fengral advice, strategies or
methodologies that may have occurred to the plamgia result of their
experiences).

Consultants (2 Sls)

1. What examples, if any, have there been of ordaonaatational pastor/teachers
within your denomination/network in the past?

2. What thinking has been done in this area at denatmimal/ interdenominational
level, for example, in reports or research papers?

3. What theological presuppositions underpin the denation/network’s view of
ordained ministry that may militate against bivomaalism?

4. What practical problems may be presented by bivarcal ministry

5. In any situation where bivocational ministry hagisuggested or attempted,
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what were the presenting issues that preventedrnt happening?

6. What future role could there be for ordained bivmr®l pastor-teachers in the
years ahead? How may the presenting problems atjeal or pragmatic be
overcome?

Church plant members (2 Sls)
1. In what ways, negatively and positively, did yoassior's vocational status
have an effect on the growth and development othiuech?
2. How did his vocational status affect the theologg aulture of the church?
3. In what way was your experience as a church meettéched/ impoverished
through your pastor being part-time (full-time)?
Sampling Criteria
For this study, the researcher interviewed tamrah planters, eight of whom are,
or were at one time, bivocatiofifland, for the purposes of contrast, two of whormeser
as full-time planters. Since the focus is on theesience of the planter rather than the
development of the plant, the churches in quedtiffared in terms of size, age of plant,
style of worship, socio-economic context, countngd denominational affiliation,

although all would describe themselves as doctyiratangelicalt’”® Nine are ministering

"2 Of the eight, five are bivocational (although dregan fully-funded), one was
bivocational and is now retired from that job, awd were bivocational at some stage but are
now fully funded pastors.

"3 For a synopsis of evangelical belief see JohwWRStott,What Is an Evangelica]A
Falcon Booklet (London: Church Pastoral Aid Socié§77). For the historical context see D.
W. BebbingtonEvangelicalism in Modern Britain: A History frometti730s to the 1980s
(London and Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1989). “Variatiadhere have certainly been in statements
by Evangelicals about what they regard as basierelts nevertheless a common core that has
remained remarkably constant down the centuriesy@sionism, Activism, Biblicism and
Crucicentrism form the defining attributes of Evalical religion.” Bebbington, 4. For
evangelicalism in its Irish context and developnszd Dunlop. For Northern Ireland see Glenn
JordanNot of This World?: Evangelical Protestants in Nhantn Ireland(Belfast: Blackstaff,
2001).
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in the Irish Republic, while, to boost the Preshgie representation (see above), one is
planting elsewhere in Western Europe but withimarch context very similar to the
PCI.
Introduction to Interviewees

Table 3.1 shows the pseudonyms of the pastorgebgraphical context in which
they are working, and their vocational history,lumting the type of work in which they

were engaged.

Table 3.1
“Name” | Context Vocational status Type of work Theo tradition
Colin rural bivocational f/t family farm independen
Brendan| rural bivocational f/t education indepertden
Ruari urban bivocational f/t business charismatic
Will various | bivocational f/t theological pentecostal
education
Fred suburban fully funded > education charismatic
bivocational p/t
Fintan suburban bivocational p/t finance evangelical
Marcus | commute bivocational p/t > fully | family business reformed
r funded
Declan | rural bivocational f/it > fully | retail independent
funded
Ciaran commute fully funded --- reformed
r
lan urban fully funded --- reformed

Table 3.2 shows the pseudonym, context and roéad SI.

Table 3.2

“Name” Ecclesial tradition Role
Richie evangelical consultant
Sam reformed denominational officer
Terry reformed church member
Charles independent church member
Murray reformed “unsuccessful” planter
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Data Collection Methods

The primary method of data gathering was throwaghisstructured interviews,
employing questions that are a mix of the formal anfformal. Formally worded
guestions aimed to extract the core information wWes desired from all participants, but
most of the interviews were through open-endedtiqreswhich allowed the researcher
“to respond to the situation at hand, to the enmgrgrorldview of the respondent, and to
new ideas on the topi¢™ This qualitative method provides for the discovefyhe most
comprehensive and descriptive data from participangpectives.
Analysis Procedures

The analysis was conducted using the constant-amatipe method, “comparing
one segment of data with another to determine aiihéds and differences,” where the
overall object “is to seek patterns in the ddfa The data was coded and categorized
during the interview process, thus allowing newrses of data to emerge.
Limitations of the Study

Due to limited time and resources, only ten pasigere interviewed for this
study, and because of the lack of bivocationahIRsesbyterian church planters, only
two interviewees were current PCI pastors. Asfahe interviewees are male, this study
is also limited by a lack of female perspectivee rerspectives of the PCI planters and
denominational officers may be generalized andstearable across denominations,
especially within the reformed family of churchbat the reader should take care in

testing the appropriateness of the data to theiciBp context.

474 Merriam, 74.
" pid., 18.
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All but two of the intervieweé&® are ministering in Ireland, so while the study
aimed to benefit from the insights of two non-Irganters in terms of the planter’s
vocational status, more data would be requiredrdéga church planting in general in
cross-cultural contexts before any other aspediseointerviewees’ experiences could be
regarded as typical or atypical of their particidéwation.

Researcher Position

The researcher is a Christian minister commitbeithe historic Christian faith as
articulated in the ecumenical creeds of the chuanol, to the reformed branch of the
church whose theology is most succinctly expredisemigh the Westminster Confession
of Faith. He is committed to the local church asphimary agent of mission and
therefore to church planting as a necessary mesmaoy which that mission can be
realized. He comes to the study from the perspedian insider-outsider. He is not a
church planter, but he is a pastor of the PCI,fmslhad previous first-hand experience
working for the denomination’s Mission Board andeleping missional strategy for the
denomination in the Republic of Ireland. He curter# involved in one of the church
plants at a supervisory level. His wide experiemmtea, variety of countries and contexts,
as a pastor-preacher has enabled him to develdpriwe skills outlined by Merriam as
being important for any researcher in the fieldjoélitative research — tolerance of

ambiguity, sensitivity, and good communicatidh.

“’® The exceptions being one of the pastors and otteedsls.
47" Merriam, 20-24.



CHAPTER FOUR
Interview Findings
In all, ten church planters were interviewed fas tstudy; two were fully funded
while the other eight had been bivocational at setage in the plant’s history. Four had
remained full-time bivocationals, although one had retired. They were interviewed
in order to establish why they chose the bivocatiooute, what their bivocational
experience was like, and how their vocational statfluenced the development of the
plant. This was with a view to seeing how theirexgnce might assist the Irish
Presbyterian church in their planting strategyadidition, five further interviewees were
selected so that the data could be supplementéukelperspectives of those with
experience of denominational or interdenominatiquudity, and by the experience of
church plant members. The specific research questilated to the history and
development of the plant, particularly in termgle# policies and support structures of
the denomination or wider network of which the phaas part, the reality of the
challenges faced by the planter on the groundtlamdmpact of the planter’s
bivocational status on both the planter and thetpks they sought to meet those
challenges.
After gathering the data and looking for consistéemes, it became obvious that
some common benefits and shared difficulties entkageoss the spectrum. It was also

clear that the development of the various congregsitwvas not just affected by internal
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factors or by the plant/planter relationship, debay denominational and wider cultural
factors.

So, at one level, the findings can be presentedrdir to the three perspectives
represented in the triangle in Figure 4.1. Howeaeanpser look reveals that there is a
significant amount of data which does not refer@ynto one of those categories, but
which concerns rather the relationship and intgrpktween them. This data, it was
found, had mainly to do with the whole area of etptons. Thus an “expectation
triangle” could be created within the main triangkein Figure 4.2 with arrows pointing
each way, and outlining the dominant respectiveeetgtions in each relationship, as they
emerged from the interviews.

Figure 4.1 The Perspective Triangle
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Figure 4.2 The Expectation Triangle

enomination

In examining the data in terms of the Perspeciivangle (Figure 4.1), further
factors emerged. In terms of the planter perspecthe issues of motivation and
experiencavere key. Why did the planter choose to be bivocat, or fully-funded, or
move between one and the other? What was theyreéliis experience, positively and
negatively, and could these experiences be sdem dodirect consequence of his
vocational choice?

In terms of the plant perspective, bendditsl challenges emerged, articulated by
both planters and supplementary interviewees (6te)n the two perspectives — leader
and member — the pastor’s vocational status bdtaresed church life and created
challenges and difficulties for the plant’s devetemnt.

In terms of the cultural perspective, both the gh@nt church culture represented

by the sending body, network, or denomination, #wedwidercultural context in which
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the plant was situated had significant effectshenexperience of both planter and
congregation.

Moving then to the Expectation Triangle (Figur2)4the researcher has
designated “denomination,” rather than simply “atat’ as the relevant third category.
The dominant relationship is unsurprisingly thateen planter and plant. The
expectations here could be said to be charactebygeddesire, on the part of the planter,
for partnershipwith the congregation, manifested on their pad sense of joint
ownership of the vision, while the congregationkied to the planter for authentic and
visionaryleadership.

However, the planter’s relationship with the demation and the expectations
inherent in that were also significant. The plameks to the wider body for effective
and relevant support, while the denomination laokihe planter for accountabilitgnd
something that would correspond to presupposeaitiefis (spoken or unspoken, agreed
or presumed) of success

The relationship between plant and denominatigrerbaps less significant. If
expectations were communicated or implied, theynsekto be, on the part of the plant,
in the area of resources and, on the part of therdaation, in the area of ethos: what
type or model of church community was emerging lao it fit in with the existing

structures, ecclesiastical culture or denominatioadition.
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The Perspective Triangle
The Planter Perspective
Motivation

In extrapolating trends from the various interviesgit must not be forgotten that
these men are all individuals, with their own higs, circumstances, personalities and
perspectives, and this is evident in examining&ason why they did or did not choose
to be bivocational. For Colin, it was just the wa/was wired, “You know, | think the
gifts that God has given me are such that | neee ith@n one side to it. | don’t think |
would survive if | was doing Christian work on dlfday-to-day basis. | am creative in
terms of community development and things like.tfiaat is an important part of my
ministry here.”

In the case of others, there was a deep innerecbion with their previous work,
something that never went away, and which, if amgthenriched their church ministry.
For Fintan, for example, the call to ministry diock mecessarily mean a clear-cut
forsaking of his previous vocation, so bivocatiasral was an obvious synthesis of his
gifts and talents. He explains, “Bivocationalisnsalv as enhancing my ministry.
Personally, | always enjoyed my profession. | mdssevhen | went into full time
ministry.” Similarly Marcus, when he moved from boational back to full-time, said, I
still miss it because there is part of me that $otvet: loves the challenge of going in,
developing the customer base, fixing problems.nBen had a heart for evangelism but
was also a builder. The two just dovetailed, anthase were no other evangelical
fellowships in the area at the time he began, baddimself a bivocational pastor

almost by accident.
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I built a house that was suitable for people totnmeen a Sunday morning  so
that people could come in to our sitting room anslauld function as a meeting
room. | really think that was the beginning of wieg might call the church. We
didn’t call it a church or anything like that, ibeat was the beginning...

... Sharing my faith was just a very natural thinglto | didn’t set out to establish

a work or establish a fellowship — that idea wa#imfre even. And it is only over

the years that things have become clearer as tohvalsaactually happened here,

rather than there having been an objective to kstad work.
In fact, Brendan was at least trivocational in thiatremunerated work was in education,
the building and evangelism/pastoring were jusep#spects of his calling, as he saw it.
He recalls, “l was teaching. The concept of fulki ministry, the term ‘pastor,’ the term
‘leader,” was not there — it was just not in oamfie of reference.”

For Ruari, somewhat of an entrepreneur, his pefgonaey into bivocational
church planting came about as a direct result@simpathetic culture of his fellowship,
who encouraged the use of such an entrepreneutiabé in the development of new
fellowships.

A few times we had looked at our church and thoute could do this! We

could do another one of these.” | think then, thiwhere the whole thing of

church-planting ethos comes in. “OK — this is ohewr options. How now do we
move on with God and follow God and actually plardhurch?” The option was
there and was visible around us.
Ciaran, by contrast, is working in a different eoxit He is a full-time planter, and the
choice of location and vocational status was, imyrgenses, made for him through the
denominational parameters within which he was warkHe shares, “The idea to start a
church here wasn’'t mine, and | am sure that isadlgtdifferent to a lot of church

planters. They go somewhere because they feetidakenselves. The vision here came

from the mother church.”
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These examples are a good place to start becateseiothis discussion, the
focus can very easily be on the finances. For ihechtionals mentioned above, the
situation was much more complex than simply anaésgufunding. Money, however, was
a significant contributing reason for others. Fned been given an initial pot of money
so that he could begin full-time. However, he zadi that his organisation’s initial
projections were unrealistic, and therefore hegmmpted any cash-flow crisis by going
bivocational, feeling that the fundraising modeigsevalent in the Christian community
in the West would be inappropriate in his Irish teod

Being bivocational was never part of the plan. Bithin the first few months |

realized that this is a long haul. Expectationsengrrealistic. Funding would be

needed. And, getting to know the culture, as fduadraising was concerned, |
had been sensitized to anything that might be coedtas control through
patronage or structure. | know of so many otherates who struggle to raise the
finance to release full time staff. So | realizetekeded to look for a job. | wasn’t
forced into it financially for another year.

Marcus, similarly, realized that the budgetindhisf organization had been
unrealistic, leaving very little for actual minigtexpenses. It was going to be impossible
to do the work to which he had felt called, andahd his wife had a choice to make. He
notes, “Part of what drove us then to stay, andartowbeing bivocational, was simply to
have the funds; to have cash-flow in business teWieshad property assets provided by
the denomination, but in terms of available casim&ixe capital investment — to use
business phraseology — there was none.” Howewvehitlocational option had always
been in his mind, even if it didn’t come about W&y he imagined. He recounts, “My

wife and | were desiring to be bivocational whenfirs started, and in the end we ended

up being bivocational kinda through the back do@vhat happened was that developing
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his own business allowed some of that money teleased for important planting start-
up costs:

We had to do the business to financially providaeanput so that there was a

budget. For example, we opened an office in ordliéiave a visible presence in

the town. Well, where did that come from? It camoarf our business. We

initially funded that. €15,000 of other start-ugasarces? Well, none of that came

from the denomination. It came from our abilitypimvide because we were

doing other things.
However, even to get to that point had been atiderable cost to Marcus and his wife,
since the denominational models for what they vesieng to do were so embryonic and
under-developed that the family had found themseli¢ghout access to some of the
normal grants and allowances available to collesgNevertheless, they did want to
make their vision work.

Basically, we used up all our savings, so — | iaviee honest with you — we

ended up in a situation where we were having te tak loans in order to stay;

and at one stage we had to take a loan to repayg bat we had. We
remortgaged our home three times! That way we ableto stay. It is not the
way | would hope many others would have to go.

Although financial necessity may be a motivatiomllity for some, interviewees
tended to focus more on the missiological advamstégaesents. Will, a serial planter
while simultaneously working in theological eduoatiand consultancy, agrees, “I think
the financial reality is only one aspect of ithink the idea of community engagement is
probably the most significant thing.” This is winet is observing in the trainee planters
coming to him for advice:

| think they are finding that connecting with thenemunity is key. Just two

weeks ago | had a young couple meet me for coffieey have degrees in

theology, but they don’t want to actually be “therster” in a church; they want

to go and work in a community. So one of the thilsghey’ve found a job in a

community God is calling them to. What they arekiag at doing is developing
from there — getting involved in the communitysjiports organisations, working
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with young people, engaging with what is going mhat community, and then
developing a community of faith as a result of hiatcess.

Murray is a Presbyterian pastor in a non-Irishtewihwho had a vision and clear
proposal for bivocational planting but was unablgét the required denominational
support to make it viable. He had a heart nottpugingage with the local community, but
through a hospitality business, actually to moashmunity.

A strong core of what we wanted to do was try t@et@ommunity within our
team and invite people into that evangelisticalig atherwise, rather than
throwing up a structure of ministry, a worship seevand programs, and then
hoping that community happens. That is what we rilgessdt and the resistance
perhaps wasn’t so much due to polity as to an enoahservatism.

This vision was actually born out of a change @luf®in his own ministry as he began,
where he was, to model what this idea would loké&.IHe shares,

As pastor you are the captain of the team, in @hafgverything. So trying to
find time to spend with people in the communityt jiesbuild friendships and
relationship, to have evangelistic conversatiorth wjo to dinner with, or go
camping with — it's impossible. So, just out ofdtration, we began to do it. We
would just walk away from some areas that | presipunight have been
spending time in — pastoral duties, program duteedp stuff | felt was more
strategic and potentially fruitful. A bivocationabntext would have given me so
much more of that time.

Fintan regards his bivocational status as a distideantage when introducing himself

and striking up conversations. He explains,
I think it is easier to introduce myself to strargy@ the community. Instead of
“Oh | am a missionary, | am working at ‘Living Hejpchurch down the road’-
instantly there is difficulty. But it’s: “I work idife assurance, | work for
Company Z, | volunteer for a well-known denominatiowhen they ask “Which
church?” | can say: “Actually, I'm in the procedsstarting one!”

This idea of legitimacy is also key to Marcus, Wwiaieves that being bivocational is

particularly important if one wishes to engage sroglturally. He elaborates,

One of my learnings and observations is aboutifegte presence in the
community, particularly when you're an outsider aotne from a very different
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culture. One of the great strengths of being bitiooal is that through your work
you develop a legitimate right to be in the commyur®ur initial thought was
that | could try to get a job that would allow noevtork part time and be able to
initiate a little bit outside of that — maybe thgbufriends giving. | wasn't initially
asking for denominational funding.

Ciaran, interestingly, takes the opposite line, stndggles to see how his church could
have been planted if he had not been availabldifo# to get contextualized and to
mobilize the people.

My sense is, if you are in a community and you tivere and you think you
might like to plant a church in that community wégou already live, are already
known and are already involved, | can see whenetiweuld be great benefits in
planting a church bivocationally. You already knthe place — you're already
settled. But my sense is that to go into a plaaeybu don’'t know already, while
trying to work — to hope for growth, hope for morwem to happen while you're
working and preparing each week for Sundays andifide studies, those kind of
things — | think that would be very, very difficati do without time on your
hands. My sense is if you are going to do it biviocelly you need to find a
group before you start, rather than just goingald @nd trying to start on your
own. So in terms of missional effectiveness, myegignce is that the most
effective people are those living in the town - tyety needed to be mobilised.
Not many of them had a vision for a church hertatime.

Marcus, however, is unconvinced. For him, thosesaeetly the circumstances where
bivocationalism proves fruitful. He urges, “lI woudttongly recommend it for most
people who are not indigenous. | think where biviocel is most helpful is where you
are not indigenous.”
The disconnection that many full-timers experiefioen the community they are
called to serve was felt keenly by Murray. He share
Part of our vision was that we were highly motivhte enter this new cultural
setting [where we hoped to plant] and find natways of connecting with the
people who live there and work there instead ofettbeing what we had
sometimes experienced before — this sense thatepbpwe couldn’t relate to

their world and their life and that we lived in ery different setting as vocational
ministers.
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This sense of identification with the people wa®atinuing strength of Colin’s ministry.
He explains,
Being a farmer kept my feet on the ground and kepin touch with the local
farming community, very much the people | was ré@aglout to. | had something
in common with them. | think it also enabled mehow them that | was not
being paid to proselytize, as it were; that | washeng my own living. So the
vocational side of it enabled me to keep in toudh weople. Also, | think if |
had been there full-time | might have been seesoaeone who had been paid to
do this work and gain from it which, in that daydaage, wasn’t acceptable
around here.
It was a developing understanding of vocation efitblical sense that encouraged Colin
in his own ministry. As he preached the story afejih to his congregation (and himself),
he emphasized that Joseph was sent not as a plaghas a man who would sort out
their famine and really be involved in their comntwior their good and blessing.” This
insight proved a helpful tool in conversations wothers who had a particularly
traditional understanding of vocation. He elab®ate
| often say to my Roman Catholic friends: “I lovetword ‘vocation.” A
vocation is a calling.” It is a great word, anithink | can have a vocation in their
terms, and be a farmer at the same time. Thatigtatly new concept to them,
but it's been great. Because it is a God-giverirgakhnd every situation is
different.
It is a perspective he hopes to pass down the geoes, and he explains, “One of our
children would like to become a full-time pastaagyht away, but we have encouraged
him about the necessity to have a profession ds’ wekrestingly, Brendan said the
same thing, with an added challenge to those whousa traditional vocations to hide
from the rigors of the real world:
We have encouraged our children, for example, targbget a job, get stuck in,
get married, and if at some time you feel the oglin your life to go full-time,
fine. But first prove yourself faithful in thosetle things. Yes, we have benefitted

from people coming full-time to help us, but | tkithat sometimes it can be a
form of escapism for young people who don’t wangéo on with life. All our
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grown-up children have professions and are alsorggem the church in some
capacity.

Whatever the motivation for starting or turningdsational, an intriguing aspect
of the ongoing discussion, and one that crops tgormttently in the literature, concerns
whether or not bivocational plants should naturaitglve into having full-time
leadership. Is being a bivocational planter arnrimteneasure for difficult stages in
ministry? Or, is being a bivocational plant justansitional phase in the natural life-
cycle of a new fellowship? Are there enough adwgegamissiologically,
ecclesiologically, and vocationally to merit bivtioaalism being a more permanent
feature of the church landscape? Will is convinited it cannot just be seen as
transitional. He shares his own personal experience

| am committed to holding down a job and workinghe church, because |

believe the role that | have in the community kesesgrounded in the

community and engaged with the community. | doe& sy role as providing a

service to those who already belong to the kingdaunhyather bringing the

kingdom to the role that | have in the broader camity. So if, philosophically,
that is your perspective then actually ending upd#ull-time is not my goal in
that process, but | do understand that is the fgoalome of the people, in fact
many of the people, who engage in bivocational stiyi
In fact, a transitional outlook could stifle furtheevelopment: “For a lot of people the
approach is: ‘This is what | will do for a partiemlseason, but ultimately the goal will be
when we have, say, one hundred people, then I'fulb¢ime.’” Rather than saying:
‘...then I'll stay bivocational and go and plant samhere else.”

Declan would belong to the majority camp that Wikntions. He began

bivocationally, but is glad he was able to leavaeiind and would therefore struggle to

recommend it — at least in a full-time capacity. bé¢dieves,

It would be very different if someone could workdé days a week in a
profession and make enough to live on so that toeyd give the rest of their
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time to the church. Bivocationalism is possiblet, ibdepends on what the person
is doing and if they have sufficient time to gieethe church. If he’s working five
days and [is] tired and has a family with childrbea’s not going to be able to do
it.

Surprisingly, in spite of his championing of bivtioaalism throughout his own ministry,
and his advice to his children, Colin also feekl flor the sake of the church, there may
need to be a progression to full-time leadershgnbites,

I think moving to full-time is an inevitable part the evolution if the fellowship
grows — it is. | don’t know how to put that nowthink that as church grows
there’s a huge amount of practical work that néeds done, and of co-
ordination. We have a new building, we have peoplag it every day of the
week from the community — voluntary groups andasthf there’s a lot of work
in organizing all that.

However, because of the model of ecclesial commiritan hopes to start, he regards
bivocational leadership not simply as being possibut actually advisable for the plant’s

maturing. He says,

| suppose | am trying to do something differentrirthe traditional structure and |
don’t see what | am doing as a stepping stonetabkshing a church here which
looks like our church in Galway or wherever elda $etting up a Christian
community and | think you could still stay bivoaatal because the idea is to
release other people to do ministry and to tramppes and if you are doing that
effectively then you should be able to step babtsk @axmore supervisory role. Nor
am | necessarily looking to create a community whestep back and a full-time
minister comes in to manage that; because | thinkopuld very quickly get back
to the traditional model where everyone sits bauk gays: “now we have
somebody, now we have arrived. We have a buildiugghave a minister;” and
you are back exactly where you started. Insteand rging to instill certain

values into whatever community emerges.

For churches like Colin’s, which did, in time, clsaato build, there was an advantage in
not having a salary to pay on top of the buildiedptd However, when that was paid off
and the church offered a salary, he declined. dalls

We declined because we never want people to kirieedias if we planted the

church and now we have a job, a salary, from theath That wouldn't be
wrong, by any means, but we just feel we are nopeople to gain that way. We
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do feel very much the next person will need touggpsrted. We are getting the
church tuned up, as it were, to think a littlerhitire about giving.

What about the full-time planters? lan, a futhé reformed planter in a non-Irish
context, says his ideal is “that people shoulduby Eupported, or have a network of
supporters,” but he admits that being bivocatian@ihose early days might have had its
benefits. “There’s no doubt,” he says, “being bathanal certainly is a missional
opportunity. You have people on the ground andimaest in them, you can help set the
missional culture of the church.” When asked whekigefeel that there was enough work
for him to be full-time in the early stages, hep@sded,

In the first year when | wasn’t preaching every weedoing Bible Studies; when

| was reading, learning, researching, but had roplesto interact with — there

were times in that year | thought | was being paithout having much to show

for it. | was busy and had a guy holding me accabiet but there would have

been scope to have been working in a regular jobeatstage.
Ciaran feels the same, and he notes, “l supposefahe things about being full-time
when you start, you could think: ‘Oh what do | dithamy time? How do | justify my
existence?” But both independently acknowledge tiwav that the plant is up and
running, the situation is different. lan statest tls stage, | can’t imagine me having
time to do anything else.” Or, as Ciaran explaihbave no idea how you would do it if
you were not full-time.” Marcus, whilst acknowledgithe many benefits it brought, and
admitting that something has been lost since hametl full-time, still sees the transition
as a necessary part of the maturing of the chiitelelaborates,

In one sense the DNA of the plant was largely acelin that first year and so the

shift out of business freed me. | was telling myewiwas coming to see you

today, and she said: “My goodness, can you imagivetrying to run a business
and to do what we do?” So, from a personal poini@i, | thought it was

appropriate to grow out of that and, other tharsmgpit a little bit, | also was
relieved when that phase came to an end. What ldixgay is, for the new people
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coming in now, | am the clergyman, and it's muchdea for me to have the same
link — particularly with the guys.

While Fred would prefer the proportion between téag and church work to change
slightly, he thinks going to one hundred percerhinithe church would rob him of some
vital experiences:

An ideal life would be to have a day and a halivatk instead of the three | work

currently. But | don’t think 1 would want to go oaltogether — to go full-time.

The job has given me a network of friends; it halpéd me to understand the

cultural mindset; it has opened many doors thatldvotherwise be closed.

The bivocational interviewees, then, embarked eir thinistry out of a variety
of circumstances and for diverse reasons. Whilditlaacial savings were important in
terms of resourcing the wider ministry, issuesafation, credibility, legitimacy,
identification, and missional effectiveness weraemtominant in the conversations.
Some saw bivocationalism as transitional, whileeodlsaw it as an ongoing commitment.
Their position on this may have been determinethbytype of church being planted, and
by the ecclesiological expectations of both plaatet plant. Those in full-time planting
found it difficult to identify with the competingesinands of the bivocationals’ ministry.
Experience

How then did the vocational model adopted by therinewees affect the reality of

their experience as planters? In Fintan’s casgeaned up specific missional
opportunities. He states,

There are opportunities in work for ministry. ltadarge company, and they have

a Human Resources department and put on all Sodifferent things to help

staff. So | suggested recently that | would do sibrimg next Lent: a study or

something like that. They are very open to thatewhwas there before, |1 did a

couple of bible studies in work, with their perniss There’s an openness there.
There are contacts there, goodwill. There’s opptywvithin work.



150

Ciaran, in contrast, believes that the locatiohisfplant would mean that not as much
would be gained in terms of relationships withia tbwn if he was working elsewhere.
He says,

Because we’re a commuter town, the place is cortipahaempty during the
day, and | suppose in that sense | see the toamiay most workers don't. It
allows me to understand some of the day-to-dayggoom: seeing what happens
around school-time, family life. Probably if | wadull or part-time worker it
would be unlikely to be in this town. I'd be workjrelsewhere during the day.

Charles and Terry were two of the Sls: membersabihGind Marcus’s churches,
respectively. They spoke of the authenticity thaswbvious and the benefits of being
able to identify with those in the plant who werperiencing similar work-related
pressures. First Charles shares,

His bivocationalism gave his ministry an authetyicivhereas if someone came
from the outside as a missionary, say, everyondddmow, and there would be
barriers put up because they would say, “he is teecenvert me,” or “he is here
to change me and take me from [the religion] | gugawith.” Whereas he had an
authenticity in the area. He had a job; he wasallo

Secondly, through his livelihood — farming — he laddt of contacts. Even for
people coming for the first time, he would be ablearry on conversations about
local issues, or with farmers he would have thingsommon with them. It's a
rural area, an agricultural area. He had very dimbd in the community because
he was from there and because he was working indimenunity. He also
established himself on hospital committees andyes@mmittee in the country, |
think!

Terry referred to the wide range of transferrali#ésshis pastor was able to bring to the
plant, recalling,

The one thing that | do clearly remember about Mais that he was able to
relate to people. He certainly had his share afi$taps: staying up all night doing
an order and getting it completed; customers ngingehim after the order being
delivered. He also had the joy of working througinsonnel issues as well and
seeing the plus side as well as the harder sideengeople are not a good fit for
the job and you have to coach them into doing sbimgtdifferent in a different
organization. So those experiences clearly helpedtte related to people — he
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did not come in as a holy man or a minister wittolar — and also helped
significantly with the plant.

Time management and scheduling are often higldayht the literature as being
specific challenges to bivocationals. However, Rgaestions whether or not there is
enough work to justify a full-time planter in tharly days and, more seriously, would be
concerned that being full-time in the beginning raatually be setting the planter up for
disappointment and internal struggles regardingwgetth and pressure to succeed. He
challenges,

| think bivocationalism is good. For example, iaily you are not going to have a

lot of stuff to do. There just isn’t enough. Soptdays a week sort of covers it for

you unless you really want to knock on a lot of do®&eally, it takes talking to
people on an individual basis. You have to meatnthaturally, otherwise you are
not going to have enough to do. | think it's alsgportant, especially for men, in
terms of self-significance, and the damage of gakfailure. If they're church
planting and not doing anything else, it is a peofl It can be difficult. You could
end up after a year and you've reached two peapeyau think “Lord, I've
failed!” Whereas, as a bivocational, doing otheffsts well, | might end up with
two people, but I've still worked away, and | hawade an odd “sale,” and it's
given me a buzz.

Certainly, Ciaran acknowledged that full-timeegiithe luxury of a surfeit of time
in the early days of the plant’s life. He commetfitss one of those things: you come to a
place, you arrive, and on the first Monday morringmember walking around town,
coming back after two hours and saying to my wiféell, now what do | do?’ I've seen
the town. | have been here for two hours, and $&en the place!” This simply meant
being disciplined with personal priorities, as bedlls,

| suppose | had three angles to work with: the firgs getting to know the core

folk. Secondly, trying to make contact with peopfeo might be interested in

being part of a local bible-teaching church. Thirdjetting to know the town and

its people. | literally did what they say: | weartd sat in coffee shops and read
my newspaper there. | got to know the local newspap
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Also, it meant taking advantage of additional iatitns that would not have been
feasible had he been working in addition to plagtin

| also had an opportunity to be on the Communityi@d, and that, in turn, let

me get to know some of the folk. It was a fast-famvwersion of getting to know

the issues in the town and some of the key playei@’t know that if | had had

lots of other stuff to do that | would ever have timse opportunities.
Fintan divides his weekly schedule into periods.d morning, an afternoon or an
evening. My other work is six of those periodseatsit.” He sees discipline in time
management as vitally important in keeping alldifeerent aspects of his life and
ministry balanced. He, personally, uses timeshé@terk takes up twenty-two hours
plus travel — it is a good chunk of the week. Thieneot a lot of time left over. It is not
just ministry, there’s training, there are booksedad etc.”

Colin once accumulated over seventy hours betweerarious strands of his
“vocation.” He realizes that his capacity for woakid the schedule he (and the church)
have become accustomed to, may not be able tgbeated in the future by others, but
it has worked well for him. He says,

My wife and | did add up the hours one November.jMgetook an ordinary

week, and at the end of the week we added up sumtiment to the church. |

personally had done thirty-four hours’ pastoral kvathad done, | think, twenty-
six hours of farm work, and | had done eleven hafirsork in the community
doing voluntary stuff. | think that was a typica¢ek. So, what am | trying to say

about that? With growth, a person would have ndlpra spending forty hours a

week [in the church].

Ruari also recognizes he is naturally wired forymess and therefore has a high capacity
for work:

| have been a busy guy for a long time. I've alwiken on tasks wherever |

have been. | have three things | gotta do: | ankimgrin the church, | have a

family and I've got a job, and so | have to be tidrAt the minute it is OK.

Already | am working at a higher pace than | wouddmally. | don’t have as
much time to watch television, go fishing; in fhem more careful to take my
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game of golf once a week. | think | need to do th#tat’s intentional. | take less
unintentional rest.

Fintan finds the diversity of bivocationalism efileg and stimulating. He explains,
I had been in Finance for sixteen years. | enjeystimulation of work and
working with figures and interacting with peoplevairk — getting out of the
house. | have half an hour’s train journey into kveach way, which is actually
beneficial because it is time for reading and wften. So | get through my book
list. It gives my day a rhythm.

However, for Ruari, who is working full-time, theitythm can be somewhat relentless,

especially in the very early days of a plant whemsich energy goes on new

evangelistic initiatives. He is pretty sure it issustainable, but, like Fred, it is unlikely

he would want to go out of the workplace altogethis states,
Over the summer | worked Monday to Friday, mostfktys we went out to a
nearby town for outreach — so most Saturdays ame goSunday | have my
church responsibilities. At the minute | can dditf | won't be able to work full-
time as the church plant gets busier with more |ge@nd as | get more
appointments and things to do. But | will crosg thradge when | get to it.

For those working as full-time planters, their tsheets tell a clear story in terms of

change of focus once the plant is up and runnargatmits,
| have experienced the truth of what the literagags in terms of once you start
meeting weekly, your focus is on the Sunday meegpcationalism, | don'’t
think, is as effective if you're working for a Chtian agency. Contact with non-
Christians is crucial. One thing that can be sdyagqueezed out once you start
regular “church work” is that contact. Another e tstrategic longer term vision,
if you are concentrating on week-by-week stuff.

Richie, one of the Sls, experienced this in his ownistry. He admits, “The more

ministry work develops, the less connection | fifdhve with unchurched people.”

Similarly, it is this strategic thinking time th@iaran misses, as he reflects, “There were

genuinely intentional times of sitting around loodi— and | mean that — and one of the
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things with now having started, is | don’t have time to do that anymore now and |
actually miss that time. | have nothing like thedil once had.”

Among the frustrations highlighted by the bivocatts, tiredness and lack of
energy, less time for prayer and sermon preparadiéirculties in the workplace, and
financial concerns were all mentioned. Declan aslthiat the exhaustion of his
bivocational days is largely why he finds it difficto recommend that route. He says, “I
guess | was always working towards being full-timéhe church. It's what | aspired to.
Mainly because the nature of my work in retail didend itself to being a bivocational
planter. | worked every weekday and invariably\eati home of an evening dog tired:
just worn out.”

Brendan, too, became aware of the implicationkemith and home, particularly.
He warns,

There are some serious disadvantages. | founaiitat | crossed fifty, | was

having problems with my digestion. It wasn’t hegltbalancing everything; it

wasn’'t healthy. Now, my marriage is very good. h aaagine a mediocre
marriage might not be able to take the strain [ofking full time and trying to

lead a church].

He also struggled latterly because his other psidaswvas proving increasingly draining
and challenging. Because of changes within edutatie was losing some of the passion
he once had for it, and it had become less fruitbdationally and missionally. He
recounts,

I was finding it more difficult [to teach] as | wean. You are getting older, and

the kids are getting tougher, and just yesterdagard that two guys were

expelled from the school that | taught in last yead they were the two guys...
they made life so difficult for me. That was veiiffidult. You would pour out
your heart here on Sunday mornings, and you atdendeaith fantastic,
wonderful truths of Christ. You have your own hedeglt with, and you are

delivering...but then you go in on Monday morning god meet incredible
insults. Do you know what | mean? Almost devilidarkness. The school was
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pretty tough. More and more, emotionally, | wagliitg it very difficult at the
end.

We had a youth worker with us for a number of ye@rs Mondays, he used to
spend time with the Lord. | was thinking, “What viait be like to get up on
Monday and instead of having to drive to school faee this, like?...” I like
teaching, in fact, | love teaching. But this wage&ching. No, this wasn’t
teaching; it was crowd control.
Charles also felt that, in spite of his many aleiif his pastor’s other work could at times
suffer because of his commitment to the churchbéleves, “Some people would not be
able to cope with all our guy does. His hours arigedflexible, but | think the work can
sometimes suffer.”
The time sacrificed that could have been spespintual disciplines, referred to
by Brendan, was also an issue for Ruari, who shares
It's good as a church plant to take time to pralyicly we are doing; but | would
probably be doing more. Instead of squishing iml&our every morning, I'd be
trying to push out an hour and a half a day. I'dgably do a little bit of study at
Bible College. I'd be doing a little bit of thatlididn’t have my job. The hours |
am spending working, | am thinking, “I could be ottuplanting here, and doing
church stuff.” But then | am not sure | would bel. had no job, | might be
walking in the park wondering, “What will | do withy life?”
Similarly, while Brendan would have loved more @egion time, he acknowledges that,
in his sovereignty, God equips people accordintp¢éaresources they have been given,
and that there are seasons of ministry. So sometingetime required for a certain task
cannot be generalized. He says, “Jesus did praimgdne would build his church. He
can do without us more than we think. It doesnitento be ten hours for every sermon,
even though | could do that. There are times and®es.”
Nevertheless, the relentless pressure of seraitg®vents can be demanding,

and snatching preparation time in lunch-breaksheaa way of life, as Ruari is

discovering:
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| guess you only have so much energy. You are mgdioi meetings, you are

rushing to get stuff prepared, you are prepariof st your free time. So tonight,

for example, we have an Advent service. My firsblpuservice is tonight! So, |
have had to prepare at lunch-time today. I've getworship slides all done.

Before | met you, | was preparing the introductiory, wife is doing a little

sharing. | probably would have spent more timehat if | wasn’t working full-

time.

Although in some contexts, bivocationalism allésthfinancial worries, at other
times the lack of a denominational income — or adégjincome — brought its own
difficulties, especially for the self-employed, aesbecially at times of recession. There
were times Colin was glad of outside support, asehalls,

Other churches supported us for a while, giving eydior the ministry, and look:

it was money for us as well, because the business in wasn’t sufficient to

keep us going at that stage. Later, the businesde@oming much more
productive financially. | could see it as a kindsegle of God'’s provision, really,
that in the early years the giving of the wider ruwas there to support us, but
then, as | developed the farm, probably ninety gratrof my income today is
coming from the business. We do take expensestterahurch for things like
fuel.
Ciaran is aware that this lack of financial stapiis something he is protected from
through his full-time status: “I talk to church ptars who spend their time trying to
fundraise for their church, and trying to fundraigethemselves. | honestly don’t know
how | would do what I do, if | had to do that. letgrace of God, it can work, but |
honestly don’t know how | would do it.”

Marcus, however, as noted, had a very differeneagpce, and the anxieties
were often exacerbated by the fact that for a tysagoéreasons — not least a real lack of
understanding within the wider denominational fgmégarding the realities of church
planting — they felt they had to be bivocationah the quiet.” Their desire was always to

fold their business once adequate funding had lmgected by the denomination and to

avoid any blurring of the lines between busineskramistry property, for example, and
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this is what eventually happened. But in the maamtihe says that, “Frankly, a lot of the
time | think that we felt we had to do this exteafning] thing in the shadow.”

So, in spite of the excitement, stimulation, emagements, and joys of being part
of something new and different, the intervieweesanadso open in communicating the
frustrations, anxieties, and particularly the aifssuch a calling. This cost is more than
financial. It has implications for health, reputeti(how will it look if | fail?), and family.
Brendan summarised the recurrent loneliness thdd dme part of the planter’s
experience, especially in rural areas, and espgtiafore the turn of this century: “There
were times we would have liked to have gone awaypamachuted into some nice cozy
church in another part of the country where ouskiguld be nicely protected and we
would be cushioned against this sense of alienatibere we would have friendships
and so on.”

So, often motivated by a missional heart, a stisergge of vocation, and a
determination not to let financial hardship hinthex realization of a vision; and prepared
to meet the varied spiritual and emotional demadhdsmake up the reality of the
planting experience, the planters succeeded inifgraiverse Christian communities
across Ireland. How then were those communitiectgtl by the vision, values and
outlook of the planter and, particularly, how whasit development affected, if at all, by
his vocational status?

The Plant Perspective
Benefits
Again, while the researcher may have expectefirtacial savings to feature

largely in terms of the benefits to the plant, thiesss hardly mentioned at all. Charles did
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acknowledge, “Yes, | suppose financially as wellatped when the church was small.
We could not have afforded a full-time pastor.” Hawsr, the interviewees were much
more focused on the missional advantages. Eveathigewise-skeptical Declan couldn’t
deny the relational benefits: “The only advantagan think of, to being bivocational,
was the ongoing contact with people. It kept méhear.” Charles remarks, “I think
working in the community is a great advantageivég you a lot of contact; all the
people you work with, and so on.” Similarly, Tergcognized how the plant benefitted
from the knock-on effect of his pastor’s businedatronships:

In the early days, | think he was fifteen hourseelwvworking with the business. |
think that did a couple of things: it gave him adainderstanding because he had
been operating the business off some relationshifige town, and | think that

was really a positive thing. And ultimately hisagbnship with the landlord
through his business opened up an opportunitygdo inave some adjacent
space, which was a huge positive, both from his bme perspective, as well as
giving us a ready-made intro that we might not hatverwise had.

Fred’'s experience was similar:

At work we have conversations not about churchataut “being a community
of men and women who love Jesus.” Staff and baysrito my podcasts;
conversations are generated. We do believe indipocate gathering, but it
cannot be the only arm of church life. We actubllye seven communities all
driven by the same values. We like to think of eluss as being value driven:
one of those communities is a play group; onetiaditional home group; one is
a teenage youth gathering. Whatever the commuegg®s are, we look for vision
and community to be built round those.

Marcus can draw a clear line of connection fromvisk-life and social-life:

But in terms of my connections within the commupdwge of the things | found
really fascinating was that a lot of the people wlegame our customers became
the people that we got to know socially. Work wasace | got to know them.
How on earth would | have even started to havena@sation with some of them
otherwise?

This in turn yielded tangible results in termsloé plant. Marcus continues:
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To my surprise, both theologically and evangelalyc that period of overlap
between tentmaking and pastoring had a huge ingpattte plant. It had an
impact evangelistically in that | heard a numbethaf guys say — and people said
to me afterwards — they were drawn to the churdabse they knew that |
understood what they were talking about when thesewalking about their
business.
This credibility was a significant factor in thession of the local church. Marcus recalls,
“It was like what they always talk about in the ddational literature: it gave me a
legitimacy.” This was also vitally important in Bréan’s context. He explains, “The
single biggest contributory factor in breaking dotiva barriers between ‘us’ and ‘them’
was certainly that | have been a teacher. Whenlpeay ‘What do you do?’ | am a
teacher; not the leader of a fellowship. In a rgedting, credibility is a key factor.”

A number of interviewees commented on how theifipekill sets important in
their chosen secular work were transferrable inéochurch context allowing the plant to
benefit through the dovetailing of the pastor’'sidigdlings. Ruari talked most
extensively about this. For him, this might be tagightforward as knowing how to
manage one’s time, as he shares,

| think this is maybe an important one. Becauserkyl learned to use my time

well. Sometimes | look at people in full time mitmg and it's easy to say: “I

could do what you do in about four hours — whaetajkou a day — because | only

have four hours to do it.” | don’t mean that asidgement: there’s just a certain
time to do something, and it needs to get don@nktthat’s very useful. | think
business teaches you that.
But general management, communication, peopleipgliand financial know-how (what
he refers to as “responsible risk-taking”) alsove useful. He considers:

I would have gained a lot of management skillst Biplanting a church and

leading a church is knowing how to manage and twowadrk with people; how to

say “yes,” and how to say “no” to people — commatian skills and all that. So
my career has been very useful for that. It habaisty taught me to look at

money a little bit differently too. | know peoplénar would be full-time, and |
think they are a little bit conservative when itegs to money; afraid to step out
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and invest for greater gain. Business teacheshatskill of responsible risk-
taking.

Also important for Ruari was a feel for team-wdokinging together diversity and
general pastoral sensitivity. He explains,

Somehow, in my business, | have ended up in coreesithnd organisations
where | have been working, even with some of my metitors, trying to achieve
a shared goal. | think that is going to be veryfuisas churches in Dublin and
Ireland start to talk to each other and get to keaeh other. | know how to work
with people going towards a shared goal...

... I guess bivocationalism does a few things. Trymget a feel for employment
levels, unemployment levels, what's going up, whgbing down; what's selling,
what’s not. Pastorally, | get a feel for peopl@&®s$. I'm meeting people all the
time in a non-church environment. I've just gotigger pond to fish out of
because I'm meeting more people because | am riolitime church.

Terry believes his pastor’s familiarity with leasleip styles and his
entrepreneurial ability brought obvious advantagese plant. He adds,
Well, I think clearly his interest in leadershipiin both the Christian as well as
secular perspective has shaped some of his bushekmg; and in the early
days he won some kind of a small business awarely Were trying to do some
innovative sorts of things. | think he brought sooh¢he same kind of energy that
would have led to that, and the same kind of adslithat led to getting that
award, to the church plant; and the fact is hew@king bivocationally but it
was in a business that he had started. The entreymial nature of the business
dovetailed really nicely with the church plantiddpt only energy, but a sense of
vision and idea-generation that were very, veryartgnt for the church in the
early days.
Brendan and Marcus both raised the credibilityessgain, Brendan believing it applies
not just outside the church (people relate quiekig easily to you as a fellow-
professional) but inside as well. He states, “hkhihat, no more than having credibility
outside, when people do actually come to churctetlsea greater empathy with someone
who knows what it is to get up in the morning amag fhe mortgage. That’s the way they

see it.”
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Terry expands on this and believes the positifecethis can have, particularly
on a fledgling church plant, shouldn’t be undereated. He urges,

| think there’s a lot to be said for church plastetho can empathise with what
many people in their congregation feel: whethet'shaeing downsized, sacked,
having legitimate relational issues with peoplaatk, all those things that would
be part of what would be a typical Monday to Fridaty-hour-a-week job. |
think to the extent that the leaders in our chupenticularly teaching
elders/ministers, can incarnate the worlds in withair parishioners live — and
don’t have a life which is somehow set apart butreally relate and have
navigated some of those things — then the plahnthaile an air of authenticity.

For Marcus, tentmaking opened pastoral doors, angedusiness events led to new
members arriving at the church. He recounts,

| think undoubtedly | had credibility amongst theyg that | wouldn’t have had
otherwise. Some of them were having issues in legsirand they would come
and say “Hey can | talk to you about this?” Antliins out | was able to
empathise and advise. One of the families thaepbuns first encountered me
speaking at a new business event in a local hotel.

Colin shows that it is not just the cross-feréitisn of skills between church and
marketplace than can be of benefit, but the divargemultifaceted nature of some work
contexts. The flexibility and fluidity of his buses brought with it great opportunities
and benefits to the fellowship. He notes,

When you have a farm, it's an ideal place to inpgeple out to: they love
coming to the house because it is a welcoming @adethis home here had been
hugely used by God in the establishment of theWehip. Also, young people,
unemployed people, people with addictive probleatisan ideal place to give
them a job, a few shillings, to get to know therar those with problems, it's a
great way to get them out, have them cutting tinfbea few hours — a bit of
therapy in some ways for them. Sometimes it getstbut of a little depressing
dingy flat in town and out to here. Also, the tygddarming that | do is flexible
time-wise, so therefore I'm never in a position véhecan't leave the farm to
attend to an urgent pastoral call. | can go atltg of a hat. | can move
everything around so | don’t have to be here. Aradort of place we are means |
can move everything around in church as well (ex&gmday morning) so that |
can be here if there is a cow calving. It's a Viluid situation where | can be
bivocational — or trivocational if it came to it.
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So then, what of the full-timers? If they lose adittle on some of the areas of
immediacy and empathy highlighted above, the extra and freedom to focus
exclusively on the plant must surely compensasome ways. Brendan has experienced
both worlds and feels that, at least in the argaediching, the plant has benefitted from
the luxury of his extra time. He says, “So nowpte in early retirement, having this
extra time is an absolute luxury. | am doing a 8iBbllege course and | find now that
my preaching has improved a lot because | have tiroee”

Ciaran feels that being full-time helped to maailthe core group and relieved
them of the added pressure of prospective faildeeconsiders,

| think it is fair to say in the early days theren& varying degrees of

committedness to the project. For most there wassmin terms of what this

might look like; of what the vision would be. Andwing somebody spearheading
this, and moving into the area, actually helpedrlirethe sense that the
responsibility didn’t fall on their shoulders; somoely else would fall if this

didn’t work, and there was somebody there full-timenobilise and to think

through the practical details — all those kindshafigs.

But, for Marcus, that illustrates the very hearthad problem. Churches are too often
paralysed by fear, particularly the fear of faillWé¢hat needs to develop is a culture
where the emphasis is on stepping out boldly akiddaisks for the right reasons,
without trying to solve all the prospective probkefirst. He encourages,

| think the bivocational option allows you to starbre churches, to give it a go!

Three out of four new church plants around the ev@ail. That's ok, but we say,

“Failure is not acceptable!” | think the bivocatarthing would make it easier for

us to say to somebody, “OK. Go and have a go.” Asreomination, we would be

more able to step back a little. But at the minate,structures say that
everything needs to be in place.
There seems little doubt that the greatest betweftte plant, which emerged in the

interviews, was the natural relationships develdpgthe planter through his other work,

although complementary skill-sets, team work, dredféeling that the pastor understood
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the daily life of the members were also importaatdrs. While the interviewees were
happy to share the clear benefits to the planteif bivocationalism, they were also very
open about the real challenges presented by it.

Challenges

Many of the difficulties highlighted earlier byalplanters themselves could, of
course, also have an indirect effect on the hedlthe plant. Wearing his consultant’s
hat, Richie has observed that “exhaustion is @gerthallenge and struggle for
bivocationals.” Marcus, for example, simply contess'l was working far too many
hours.”

Declan feels that “there were a lot of disadvaesddo bivocational church
planting. The plant never really benefitted frora hivocationalism because of
geographical distance. He shares, “After all, | wasking in a different town, so even
the personal contact with locals didn’t necessadbult in growth for the fellowship.”
Most of all, though, he rues the lack of time aafalié, recalling, “The biggest frustration
in those early days was undoubtedly the limitecetirhad available for church work. A
few years into the plant | was able to quit thaitgpb and was part-paid by the
fellowship and part-paid by an Irish missions agehc

He also draws attention to the issue of “leaderdkficit” in his context, where
there weren’t too many obvious contenders to stieréeadership if he had remained
bivocational. He explains,

In established situations where you have equippaddrs who are recognized by

the church as such and who are able to be called igp pastoral duties, for

example, then yes, perhaps [bivocational leadefstopld work. But that is a

rare situation. You need to have other acceptalgiéimized leadership within the

church. Bivocationalism really stands or falls ba availability of other
leadership. For church planting, a dozen is a gdad for the core group. And so,
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if the person had sufficient flexibility in theickedule to take care, first of all, of
their family, and also of their responsibility teeir employer or clients, it is
possible; but | imagine they would be under a fqiressure.

Family, and how they need to be totally commit@thie project, was a factor openly
acknowledged by Colin. His bivocationalism would have been possible without not
just his spouse’s support, but also her activea@pation. He qualifies,

Now, having said all that, | could only do it besauny wife, although she had
been a teacher, devoted herself to being at hortietine children and did not go
back to work. She gave herself to being someonewdsohere in this home and
who welcomed people, nurtured people, counseledlpedust the particular gifts
that God gave us made it work. | think if you weararking in a very demanding
job in a local computer factory, or working ninefiee, it might not be that
simple. The practicalities of it just might not Wor

However, there are also potential difficultiesnoving to full-time. Not the least
of these is the very big jump involved in becomargemaining financially self-
sufficient with the additional salary expenses. dédaradmits that his full-time status has
affected their financial projections:

We committed to being self-sufficient, but the krig we don’t think we can
make it this year; we just don’t think it's posgbBo what does that mean
financially for the plant? Would it be better ih&d a part-time job, with the
salary implications as far as the plant is conag?ri@ell, in one sense, it would.

Ciaran felt that the corporate ownership and quitierstanding of every-member
ministry that many bivocationals mention as a featf their plants was possibly
missing in their early days. He says,

| am sure, on the other side though, that [beitigiifae] could lead to — and
maybe has led to in some circumstances — allowiadtll-timer to do
everything. Or perhaps it takes a while for thergrasp the vision, or it takes
them time to own it for themselves. Now, | thinkpking back over the years,
people have moved from feeling a little bit wargamlittle bit uneasy, to looking
beyond themselves and using their gifts as mu¢heyscan. If | wasn't full-time,
would they have a greater ownership, a greateresaitesponsibility? | suspect
they might.
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He then pauses and adds, however, “Whether theldvawe got to that point without a
full-time person | don’t know.”

So, thinking of it from the plant’s perspectiveésttime, is transition to full-time
leadership inevitable, or even desirable? Terry@harles believe that momentum
occurs which makes such a transition almost imptessd avoid. Terry explains, “With
the congregation becoming mature and officiallyoggised by the denomination, there’s
just a lot more complexity. It would be much moiiicllt now for him not to be full-
time.” Charles adds, “I think, quite possibly, #-time person will be needed in the
future. | see something down the road — becaus&ef plus taking some of the burden
off the pastor; freeing him up to do other thinigink he sees that himself now.”

Will, however, begs to differ. Not only does henththat avoiding such a shift to
full-time is possible, he believes it is probabbcessary to prevent some vital ingredients
of the plant’s focus, ethos, and missional effetess from being lost. He cautions,

| think that all of the good work done in the ialtphases — in relation to the

community connection, community involvement, comityiangagement; the

social capital that's generated, the social colmeiiat someone involved in the
community brings to the process of planting a churall of that can be very
quickly lost when that person is made full-timecBase then the focus of the
church ultimately ends up shifting from an exterfioglus to an inward focus.

There is a transitional scenario there that is althg.

That final phrase from Will is certainly thoughtgmoking. It open up the wider issue of
how, when asking about the advantages and disaayesbf certain models, further
guestions may need to be asked, such as: “advartagéom?” or “disadvantages in
what aspects of ministry?” This is because what begdvantageous to the growth and

stability of the plant on an institutional level ynaot be healthy in terms of its outward

focus or missional impact. These questions merihéx consideration.
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The Cultural Perspective
Denomination
In the area of church planting, “culture” could mesther the dominant church
culture into and from which the plant is emergiagthe wider cultural context of
twenty-first century Ireland: urban, suburban, canen large or small town, or rural.
Since the interviewees came from such a wide waaehetworks and denominations,
their experiences varied greatly in terms of howateinational culture may have
influenced the plant’s development. Those who raébrmal denominational linkage,
for example, may have suffered a little in term$agk of initial funding and may have
felt the isolation that comes with not having adyeanade formal fellowship of
colleagues. However, this was more than compensgatédrough more informal
interdenominational relationships. In fact, in Bian’s case, the lack of label facilitated
the creation of a broader support-base:
We have no back-up; we don’t belong to a denononatVe have 10K in the
bank; we are talking about buying. But we havetatdriends in a lot of places
across denominational boundaries, because we aeedamomination ourselves.
That's one of the advantages. We have an appdulatgoss the denominations.
This was also Colin’s experience:
Churches of different denominations were incredgulpportive towards us and
gave very generously for our work. There was nm#drink, and we were never
working under a denominational Mission Board, oythimg of that nature. These
churches just basically supported, encouragedpemeed. It was an indigenous
work out of the need that was there. It had alwagen our intention that
somewhere along the way the town needed an evaabeliurch.
Fintan does have denominational backup, but hismération is largely inexperienced

in contemporary planting and were already very avedithe financial unsustainability of

older models. This made them more receptive tovadaitional approach. He comments,
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Getting agreement was surprisingly easy, | thidcduse it wasn’t costing
anything. That made it much easier. The denominatre only feeling their way
in church planting. A while ago, they put a ladyaimother part of the country, and
they bought her a house, and they are paying ipemst. That was their first
attempt, and they have already run out of moneyh8oproposal was to go back
to work part time and do what | had done befor@htinto “the ministry.”

Before this, he had simply come up with his ownposal, which arose out of a sense of

call to a particular location:

The denomination had been talking about plantimgfoouple of years. There

wasn’t any formal application process, so | jugilegal anyway. | just wrote a

letter, and | put together a proposal as to hawigiht work. | chose the location

through a sense of call. A family in our previolsich moved to this area, asked

where their nearest church of our particular ethosld be, and | realized that in

three big commuting counties we had virtually nesence, so | thought we

should address that, and | prayed about it antlyrieddl led towards this direction.
Fintan’s denomination, although having little ortrack record in recent planting, does
seem prepared to encourage him to make an att&imptack of cost to the church
centrally not only allows him to have a go, bualgo removes any unrealistic time
pressures and gives him a feasible schedule. Hs rivtve been given roughly a ten-
year time-frame. Although | could be moved out angt they will probably give me ten
years to have a crack at this.”

The openness of Fred’s agency to work on the lohsdivine instruction” gave
him the freedom to act when “God gave supernagu@ance,” and to take it from there.
He explains, “I got a grant from our Agency, whistvery rare, but which was only to
last twelve to eighteen months.”

For Ruari, church planting was very much pathef DNA of his denominational
culture. He said, “Church planting? We talk abduwatlithe time, hear about it all the

time, see it all the time. It's one of our coreuss in the denomination.” A fascinating

by-product of this is that comments, outlooks tadies, and tendencies which in other
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church cultures may cause irritation and be agtidedcouraged, or seen as evidence of
insubordination, in this context are viewed as enwk rather of a potential church
planting mindset or personality profile. Ruari ssar

Sometimes in church we’d be chatting and sayingisTs poor,” or “We would

do that differently.” Not so much a complainingt lhinking: “If I was running

this, 1 would do it a little differently.” That, faus in our church, is: “Ah! There’s

a church planter!” Because we think we would dchsaied-such differently, it

shows you want to put your own shape on things;dtsating something new

would not faze you.

Will recognizes that although his denomination hagasonably good record in
church planting, they have had to re-examine tihefiault attachment to a mother-
daughter model.

| think back ten to fifteen years ago. Certainlythim our milieu, we were

looking much more at how we could get four or foleirches to support either a

daughter congregation being pioneered from the m@mgregation, or

alternatively, how they could financially suppootseone to be able to be full-
time in a community. The daughter model worked wetlertain climates. For

example, if you were in a more urban center anditgpat developing a

congregation in another significant area of popaitatthen planting out a

daughter church seemed very feasible.... | think weswery idealistic in the

beginning: “Every church to plant a daughter churBut this seemed to be
much easier for the urban congregations ratherttinural congregations, and |
think there is a realisation now that this isn’tesgsarily the way to go.

However, much of this is in stark contrast to thado were trying to work from
within the reformed theological context. This whs tase, not just in terms of embracing
new models such as bivocationalism, but in terme latk of understanding of church
planting per se. As Marcus recalls, “When | weitiafly [to the denominational
leadership] and said that we felt called into chystanting, the response was ‘What's
church planting?”” Some of the objections werelyegiiite difficult to fathom, and
betrayed a mindset completely out of tune withdéeeloping missional thinking that

had been part and parcel of his church plantindinggand training. He shares, “I
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remember hearing a primary objection to being bational, which was: ‘If there is not
enough work for a full-timer, then why do we wamtdie involved?’ It's hard to know
how to respond to that!”
He says he was simply asking for the freedom &wé&ha go,” but in contrast to
Fintan’s experience above, too many obstacles apgp¢a be in the way. He recalls,
From the point when | first raised the possibilitythe point where we were able
to be involved in a church plant, was seven ydassseven years we were not
able to start, and all we wanted was permissidrytoNVe were not even able to
begin to try because of the issue of funding; beedhie model that existed in the
denomination then was that it was entirely fundedfthe church. It took me
seven years to even get the chance to try.
To his ears, it seemed that the denomination wes t@get all kinds of administrative
and structural minutiae sorted out before granp@gnission. There was no risk-taking,
no grasping of vision, no stepping out in faith,aomcept of waiting to cross bridges
when they appear. Instead, as a bivocational medelpresented, there was a tendency
on the part of the denomination to ask all sortguestions to which answers couldn’t
realistically be given until the project was undaywHe recounts:
In our naive youth, we weren't initially wantingyadenominational support,
financially. We wanted to purchase our own homewaark through that within
the denomination, but such a plan is not workableahse to be a minister of a
congregation in our denomination you have to beléancentrally. The Pension
Scheme became one of our conversations! You carbivocational: the Pension
Scheme requires that your salary comes centrailyjfayour salary doesn’t come
from centrally, then you can’t be in the Pensiohe3une. That became part of the
conversation. There was actually a bucketload agehssues.
For lan, this is indicative of a widespread protl¢he lack of a sympathetic
mindset, or vision for church planting within théder reformed family; something

which may stem from simply a lack of successfuésmlodels from within the tradition.

He remembers,
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It was around a year before a first couple joinedTine comment of course was
made: “Why are you trying to start a church whesréhare other churches in the
city?” | think, at heart, the problem is that, mst part of the world, church
planting has just not been done in reformed cirdégre has not been the
mindset for it.
This was not the case for Murray, who was awai@ @éveloping tradition of church
planting from within his North American reformedntext. But although his
denomination had embraced some models of plartimgcationalism was not on the
menu. He admits,
There were virtually [no practitioners] that | weasare of. Most of the examples
that we had read of had been outside our denoramajuys working as hospital
chaplains, some Baptist folks; but within the dem@tion — not much....
...We had heard of people do it by necessity. Makibg had raised a boatload of
money, burned through it in three years, then fatediselves having to do
something like part-time work at Starbucks. We warerse to working in
someone else’s business. We had visions of poligrgtarting a café or an art
studio and food business combined, and differerdetsosuch as that. We had
never seen someone who overtly headed out withrthiew. Part of our
reasoning was, if the experience so many timdsatschurch planters do this and
then find they must [go bivocational], then why pn for it?
This may sound reasonable, but no proposal isdabla vacuum, and Murray found
what he refers to as “a lot of anxiety in the systelhis was partly due to historical
factors. There had been past failures and yetstéhdency to support the tired failed
models rather than take creative risks. He laméntey were anxious about our model;
anxious about ten years of failed church plantslatsdof money spent with about two
churches to show for it, and then another traddi@hurch plant wanting to come on
board at the same time as us.”
If Marcus had found the denomination preoccupi@ti administrative

complexities caused by the new model, Murray disoces resistance of a deeper,

personal, even prejudicial kind:
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A very conservative member of the committee who ld¢favour] a different
model — different values — didn’t think it would ko One comment he made
was: “This sounds like Haight-Ashbury!” You knovgtplace in San Francisco
where the drug culture was. A church planting téaing to build a community
model sounding like Haight-Ashbury! Yeah, right! Hu

He was finding what Marcus, in another part ofwweld, had found out years before in
terms of how some reformed churches function: ngméhat makes perfect sense to the
creative planter, is not always as clear to thesitatmakers. Marcus shares,

We were painting an idea that made perfect seng@ wbu were surrounded by
church planters. But, because of their jobs, thdenational officers had to
think about the impact of what that meant, not fasime, as it turned out, but for
all other areas of ministry. | have a much bettetarstanding now about the
whole thing of precedent. We are bound by precedemiir denomination, and |
know it can bring stability, but I think, sometimege are gagged by fear of
precedent.

lan puts it this way: “The difficulty of plantingnio existing structures is that those
structures are so rigid.” So, much of the resistamcdelay seems to be caused because
aspects of the new models just don’t fit with waists at present. Murray says:
When we presented our larger team model: threelesupght? Well, the
pushback was: “We don’t know how to assess a t¥denassess individual
church planters who subsequently call the team reesithat they want to bring
in. But in terms of looking at a team, its make-ip complementary parts and so
on — we don’t know how to do that!”
To him, this was symptomatic of a more serious @b
| don’t think we as Presbyterians do team work weeyl. And | realize again that
there were strong geographical, sociological, envadssues that contributed to
[our struggle to be accepted], but | don’t think wederstand team ministry very
well, and | think that is a factor that is realfgportant to explore in this whole
broader question.
With resistance possible on all sorts of diffélemels — in terms of

administration, communication, understanding oforvisteam assessment and finance —
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this is where the denomination not only should,rbust listen to and observe how other
denominations have been doing it. Marcus againsnote

Take “Denomination B” in Ireland at the moment. Y¥taee planting churches all
over the place. What do you need to do that? Yeu memeasure of theological
training, you need approval of the denominatioaatlership, and you need some
means of funding yourself. For the majority of attuplants people just go to
their family and friends. In the States, how soefenmed churches there work is
often a third, a third, a third: a third provideghtrally, a third by your Presbytery
and a third you have to find yourself. So even odeis there that are full time
there is a recognition that it is not going to Bdumded centrally.

This is borne out by Will, who believes fully-furdiplants are soon going to be a thing
of the past, but that this will allow denominatidoghink more creatively from a
missiological perspective. He posits,

| think there is a lot more awareness, particularliyreland, that financially the
cost of providing a pastor/minister to go into amssand develop a church is
prohibitive — particularly in the current econorslonate — and there is a desire
amongst younger people, | think, to go and do sbimgtfor God, but to develop
a community of faith engaging with the communityaage as an initial process.
Whereas, traditionally, we started with the largemmunity and then decided to
plant a Christian community in the midst of it; ahen we would try to work out
later the interactions between the wider commuanity the faith community that
was planted there.

Terry feels that since cash-flow seems to be &istiepoint with many denominations,
bivocationalism is a ready-made answer for thabler. He argues,
The constant outflow of cash can be very diffiéalta wider denominations or a
wider network of churches to get their heads arobvith one other bivocational
planter | know, that outflow of cash that covers Ining expenses comes from
his Company, but the church has supplied him whibase. That's one way of
doing it.
Marcus was a little surprised at his denominasioeticence to get excited about

a new bivocational model since, as he points amesthinking had already been done

centrally on this issue a few years previously:
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Interestingly, already within the denomination, tia¢ion of tent-making and all

of that had been put forward in a strategy repornfprevious years. That was all

present. But we were probably the first peopleame and say: “What about

doing this?” And, at that stage, then the probléegan to emerge.
Bivocationalism appeared to be a non-starter atstfage, and even the church planting
model he was placed into was fraught with diffimdtand teething problems — the sort of
problems that eventually led him to having to geobational. It also meant that the start
of the planting experience, when the planter shbeléxpending his energy and intellect
on issues such as mission, community engagemehthanch development, he was
actually preoccupied with structural and administeissues. He recalls,

When the opportunity came, it came a little awkwgrthere was initial funding

but the model that was to be used was switchdukdast moment. It changed the

dynamic, but also changed the funding. Even thdbhghmodel eventually

became a functioning model, there were big chaélenthe level of salary was

different, there was no access to normal grantdadola to other pastors, no

accommodation. So the model itself had to be wodtedViaybe two thirds of my

salary went on rent, never mind bills, and so thiigai start was far from settled.
Ciaran, whilst benefitting enormously from his ftithe status, recognizes the
unsustainability of this as the dominant model, sewbgnizes the need for new thinking
on a whole range of areas. He believes,

I mean there are days where | look and | say: “Véeeapensive. For our

denomination to do a church plant, it's desperatglyensive.” As a

denomination, (we need) to look at ways to be nfleseble in terms of how we

call people, how we use people; and yet, having alathat, | have no idea how
you would do it if you were not full-time.

Both lan and Marcus found that the predominantheredaughter model was just
not workable in their context. For lan, it was hesmof the lack of a core group and
inter-denominational tensions within the wider refed family:

The only model | had seen had been the mother-daugiodel, where fifty-plus

people go off and start a new church. | thoughtweee a long way from that in
terms of critical mass and sustainability. Becaafssome denominational
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sensitivities, it was all very secretive right lihtbegan, so there was no real
opportunity to prepare the ground.

For Marcus, it was because the mother church is&$fnot yet sustainable. He noted,
“When we talk about churches planting other chusgites always strong churches. So
the natural assumption is that the mother susthmsglaughter. But that just wasn’t the
case.” However, a decade later, when Ciaran wasipta some of those issues had at
least been worked through, and the mother-daughdelel (or a significant adaptation of
it) proved more workable:

The vision came from a mother church, and the witierch, and | came and |

fitted into that. My experience is overwhelminglysitive in that there was a

structure set up: an overseeing body made up af & central church people as

well. There is an accountability in that and ityaded me with people to talk

ideas through with.

Nevertheless, Ciaran was aware that new diffiesilftvere emerging as the
denomination continued to struggle with how to deigh church plants and church
planters within the existing structures:

We have very strict guidelines, | suppose, for mersibip and how you become a

member, and | think that’s right — it's for comraitt Christians. But as we work

through having membership and then having eldemhgpleadership and which
people have a say in who becomes elders; thatsaegs that has taken a lot
longer than it could have. It seems that in thest/ elays, there are some church
structures that we have to work through.
For Fintan, the problem was not so much denominatiobstacles as a lack of
understanding within the culture of the local clas, including the fellowship his
family attended, which resulted in an almost impetible distraction from his church
planting vision. He explains,
| probably expected more support from the nearlwdh[that | was attending]

and those living in my target area. What happenasi Miound myself getting
sucked more into their agenda. Initially the ondyrenitment was to preach there
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once a month, but then other things started comioigg. Suddenly | got put on to
rotas. I've just kind of got more involved theradd’'m trying to pull back a bit.

It was fascinating that, amidst all the pragmatiethodological, or philosophical
objections to bivocationalism, no theological olifges surfaced in any of the interviews;
neither from interviewees themselves, nor from ainhose with whom they had
conversed on the subject. Marcus said simply, IN@ver heard any theological
objections.” Will wryly remarked, “I'm not sure l&zcome across a clearly-stated
theological position against bivocationalism. | dahink anybody views it theologically
as a bad thing. | think Paul’s tent-making is atgrstrong argument!”

Murray, likewise, said when he enquired about kbgioal objections, all he got
were more pragmatic ones:

Two things | picked up. There is a view that if ymave trained in the way that

you have for ministry — and, of course, it is a deding role and requires

professional attention to such things as sermodssaron — that it is a

downgrading or a stepping away from a high viewafational ministry to

consider doing something else that occupies hatiae of your time each
week...

...Then, | pushed for more specific theological obgets, but one of my

advocates said that when he presented the mod#iéo church networks all they

said was: “We have never seen it work; we have méoee it before.”
Fintan, too, only experienced a cultural resistaaoé, interestingly for him, this came
not from denominational headquarters, but more filmengrassroots. He shares,

I have had nothing but support from the top level #om colleagues. A lot of

people would say: “Fair play to you. | could nederit. It wouldn’t be my cup of

tea, but it is great you are doing it.” Where | @matered resistance would be
from the bottom end; the people in the pews thighkiam a loss to the

denomination: “Sure, wouldn't it be great if youutd come to our church.” | did

fairly well in the first churches | went to and pé@think: “Ah, he could be used
somewhere else to do ministry and to serve usatglthe only sort of resistance.
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Sam is a denominational administrator within te®@med family. He is aware of
many of the practicalities in trying to get thesedals to work, and he is therefore
someone who can shed light on why people such asugaan, Ciaran, or Murray may
have had the experiences that they had. Howevavabalso clear that when Irish
Presbyterians last visited a debate regardingtflexnodels of ministry, theological
objections were conspicuous by their absence:

Are there potential theological stumbling blocksi3$ibly, but not serious or very
widespread ones — maybe in certain regions wieirre is a very traditional view
of ministry persisting, especially in relation ssues such as Ordination and
Office. There are also those who have a very im@tit view of theological
education. There may have been some dissentersveseocoming to the debate
with a high view of preaching, or a traditionalwief ministry, but the speeches
against were largely practical — pragmatic.

This issue of ordination was highlighted at lenigghwill:

| think, theologically, the issue for certain denpations is their understanding of
the clergy/laity divide, their understanding of isiny, their understanding of
ordination. Whilst many denominations will talk athéhe priesthood of all
believers, they will actually then, advertentlyimadvertently, actually create a
hierarchy. I'm sure that needs to be theologicatipacked at some level. | think
ordination is a massive issue. | have had a coatiersin the last month with
leaders within our denomination asking the questitiwhy do we ordain in this
way?” “Why are the roles perceived in this way?ydlu look at some of the
definitions from the New Testament, many of thenedescribe functionality
where we have made it positionality — office. Tisigan issue for church-planting.
When do you recognise someone as a minister?yfafeegoing out engaging
with the community? If they are reaching their conmity? If they start a
congregation? If they are called Reverend? At wloait does recognition
actually happen?

Talking with Sam, it became clear that, while lwa&bonal planting may not
explicitly be on the radar, moves are currentlyoaiwithin Irish Presbyterianism to move
towards much more flexible models of ministry whigtti, in time, open up a panorama

of new possibilities, including bivocational plami He shared:
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The Auxiliary Ministry position is much more flexéthan anything we have
tried so far: and it needs to be. This is exatté/gort of position which could be
ideally suited to planting: it may be stipendigogyst-time or non-stipendiary,
opening up the door to those who wish to work ameplant bivocationally. In
putting together the syllabus for Auxiliary Minigtwe want to make it word-
based but with some pastoral components. Assessmlebe in placements and
there will be a mentor attached to them. The mérgowill also be a key part to
our Accredited Preacher’s course as well as therdoz so units that make up the
course.

Sam has been pre-empting some of the possibletmjsdo these new “offices,” as he

explained:

We are in the process of fine-tuning the legistatioound “part-time” ministries.
The objections to this were again mainly culturgbagmatic: would they get a
manse to live in? Would they have a vote in theatsoaf the church? But it has

many other advantages: it could be encouraged takea up by those working,
for example, in the denominational secretariatndhe theological colleges.

Some of Sam’s comments about conversations heddhdelgarding these new flexible
schemes illustrated the tendency of Presbyteriatysto feel secure when every possible
avenue has been examined, objections have bed¢adefind anomalies eradicated. He
continues:

A question was asked: to what extent are AuxilMrgisters leaders? Well, to the
same extent as Youth Fellowship leaders and homedeaders; they are under
the authority of session and a teaching elder. @xjection centered round
whether or not to have the Accredited Preacherseoopen only to elders: that is,
those already ordained. In the end we felt thattwasestrictive; that there could
be people with clear preaching gifts who, for wkataeason were not elected, or
declined election to the eldership. There is nangoo be a service of ordination
or commissioning or anything that might cause diiiies in the eyes of those
who are skeptical about the scheme: just what eealling a Service of
Recognition for Accredited Preachers

lan had mentioned how the rigidity of the denortiords structures could be a
major problem. Sam echoed this, specifically wégard to the PCI, but believes that this
need not be permanent; there can be a maturingds\laxibility as trust is built up. He

elaborates:
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These new options have big implications. Our stmas like certainty; they don'’t
cope well with loose ends or loopholes. What yod is that our denomination
brings in schemes very tightly, and apparentlyriestely, yet they then become
looser as the denomination becomes more comfortabitethem.
Although Ciaran strongly insists that he couldrdte done what he did had he not been
full-time, he admits that in other situations atgane or bivocational approach could
bear fruit and this is something the denominatioousd consider:

What has been most effective here has been Christnailies making

connections with their neighbours, with the pedpkr kids are in school with. |

hope our denomination could find a way of mobilggisay, three families who

lived in an area, equipping them, encouraging theemding them somebody part-
time to help them think through the practical tlsnigut giving them a sense early
on of church and community in that area. | dond\wrexactly what that would
look like but I would love to see us think thatdhgh as a denomination.

Other Irish denominations are already lookingaating their model and
developing a Church Planting Movement. It is intéireg to observe how — the structural
frustrations experienced by denominations suchresoiyterians notwithstanding — those
with a more independent ecclesiology are findirgribed for some quasi-
denominational structure to aid their church plagtrision. Declan says: “Churches need
to be planting other churches. It is our policyt tiee first wave of planting will be done
by the Central Agency, and this will tend to beéha hub towns. Whereas the second
wave of ‘satellite’ churches will be planted andiggped from the churches planted in the
first wave.”

Will says that it is “very difficult to parachupeeople in,” and that it is better to
“identify key people with the gifts to plant.” WhBteclan calls the Central Agency, Will
calls “the Movement,” and he sees the Movemenhggiing financial support as well as

training, facilitating and placing planters: “Well@oking at ways for certain churches to

get together and provide financial support to tteifch planting] Movement and then
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the Movement would identify key areas where thepted to plant.” Seeing church
planting, not as an isolated activity, but as pAgomething greater and wider, was also
advocated by Ruari. It was noted earlier how ptantas a core value for his
denomination, and Ruari spoke of how importantaswot to lose sight of this once
churches were established. There would alwaysépuh towards a preoccupation with
internal affairs, a pull which must be resisted.eéi#plains:

At one of our church planting courses, one guy:séil hate my biggest problem

to be a buzz in my left-hand speaker. I'd hate thdte my biggest worry; or the

price of chairs.” So it's one of the things, ondlwé values of our church as a new
church plant — how can we keep this planting atéttor as long as we can? Lots

of people arrive at church and basically sit dowd say “feed me,” but as a

church plant we can’t be doing that. We’ve got ¢t @ut there and get more

people. I'd like to be doing that in twenty yedrsé — still.

It appears then that, in contrast to denominatemsre church planting has been
established as a core value — part of their DNA wleere fledgling church planting
movements are underway, and in contrast to otheramks or congregations who allow
flexibility in funding, European reformed denomiioets struggle to adopt church
planting within their structures and “modi operahdihere is a tendency to want all
possible eventualities to be covered and a velyfeaaof failure. Nevertheless, within
Irish Presbyterianism, some evidence of flexibiligs appeared in embryonic form, and
some new thinking in the areas of office, ordinatiministry, and mission is beginning
to emerge.

Irish Context
The fact that all but one of the main interviewegse planting in contemporary

Ireland meant both that the plants would inevitakRect some of the features of what

might commonly be regarded as “Irish culture,” afgb that the expectations,



180

presuppositions, and worldviews of contemporaighipeople would affect the strategy
and methodology of the plant. Will says that, pasachlly, in spite of the hierarchical
nature of the dominant church tradition in Irelalmsh culture as a whole responds better
to a grassroots approach. He notes:

If you look at the nature of community in Irelandsi a very bottom-up type
scenario. The example of the G[aelic] A[thleticls8¢ciation] is quite interesting.
It has a national forum in the sense of Croke Rarkits governing body, but
ultimately it is the ownership of the parish and ttounty that actually makes the
thing function — not Croke Park. | think that's ery bottom-up approach to
society and societal development. In that sengeuiflook at church planting:
begin at the parish level and work up into a serfisevnership. That can be lost if
our focus is on a hierarchical church model.

For Fred this was reflected in the nature of teanly events:

We had a lot of open days; we invited people rovke.are a typical Irish town:
the pub, the sports ground and the church are sgnolbeibrancy. There is a
craving for community. People who came to what wegn commented on the
similarity of our events to the ceilidh, or to plifie. The challenge is to find a
place for gospel roots to emerge and for it to loeenthan just a gathering of
people who resonate with an ethos or style.

For Colin, Will's paradox can be resolved throughgassing the centuries of
Romanisation and looking much further back intoehdiest forms of Christianity on the
island. He asserts:
We didn’t have to worry about structure. We kindmjdeled the thing on St.
Patrick’s time. | mean, around this area you fiodehs of towns or townlands
beginning “Kill” (church). They were simply placesiere a man of God arrived
with the fire of the gospel in his heart and hie 8howing it: the old Celtic
model. | believe that is the way it should happg@gad does raise up people and
they attract others and a little community of Cliiss is made.
In contrast, bad cultural contextualization can dgenthe plant’s credibility and
development. This was Brendan’s experience forigewh
We had a little bit of an encounter with a grougnirAmerica who came in and

set up church — basically brought their style witém wholesale. It became a bit
of a system. Culturally [they were] quite irrelevasally, now looking back.
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They were totally like fish out of water. They bzsly brought their
denominational style, lock, stock and barrel arhgéd it in the middle of rural
Ireland. There wasn’t any real sense that peopla the locality were being
reached.

Fred shared how at least one of his neighboyeesged discomfort with some
basic terminology: “It’s interesting you use théaipt’ word. A neighbor of mine reacted
incredibly strongly to that word when I told himvhs here to plant a church, because of
its association with the political plantation oéleind. ‘You people never learn,” he said.”
It was interesting that Fred was the only one efititerviewees (some of whom had been
working in areas much more steeped in Irish Natismeand Catholicism than his) who
raised the issue of the vocabulary of “plant,” whaould lead one to conclude that this
terminology is not a significant or widespread karrit was also rather ironic that, when
interviewing Fred regarding his early evangelistients, he spoke of “inviting people
round for soup;” something which, given the histofyperceived “souperism” in
nineteenth century Protestant evangelism, maykiéylto offend more sensibilities than
the use of “plant” terminology.

Brendan mentioned how it has taken decades to bpilctedibility and grasp
what authentic church planting should look likecertain parts of rural Ireland. He says:

In the early years we were indistinguishable friwe dehovah’s Witnesses.
People didn’t know who we were or what we were.tMaas quite difficult. We
always found that sense of alienation. | think wexenvpartly responsible for that
ourselves, in retrospect. We took on board the austlof the parachurch group
that led us to faith and, again, it wasn't reallgriing here. It's really only now,
after thirty years plus, that | think we can firydlegin to say that we are getting
the hang of how to do church in this part of Irelan

In terms of a noticeable shift in the culture, thés been most easily evidenced, in

Brendan’s mind, through the benefits of having gsital presence in the community.
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This building, | feel, has contributed quite atiothe development and
acceptance of the Fellowship. | can honestly seyistthe best thing we have
ever done. The threat of ostracism has dissip&athily enough, even though
our initial thoughts were that this would have teglea further barrier, it has
added credibility, added something indefinable. WM& get front page coverage
in the local press for some of our activities: uargeof twenty years ago!

However, bearing in mind the ever-present cultiga of proselytizm, more
important in achieving this credibility has beee tthange in Brendan’s own perspective
regarding whether or not people actually join leiéofvship or end up worshipping or

serving elsewhere. He notes:

I have now reconciled the tension in me with regardhere they make their
home. That has decreased, first of all, the emativauma in my own life, and it
has also increased our ability to reach out in kovihe community, because we
are not a threat in the sense that we are muchtiyegnuinely seek people’s
conversion to Christ rather than people’s convarsioour fellowship. And
somehow, | think, we have got to give people craditi know. They can pick up
if you really are trying to “get them” or if youareally interested in who they
are.

Interestingly, Murray implied that this was actyalb different from the cultural mindset
in the place where he had been hoping to plaritarnited States. He recalls, “We
wanted genuinely to pursue a work of value alorg$itk in the community....They can
‘smell’ if you have ulterior motives.” Charles, toelt the informality of their meetings
had been a plus in the culture. He stated,
| think people are surprised that there’s no ctilbecplate passed around. They
are surprised at the freedom in the leadershipinfoemality, the different people
leading every Sunday, the rotation, the involventénbe ordinary people rather

than it being led by one person all the time. it very structured, but people
like the informality of it.

In terms of where the credibility of bivocatiogahay fit in within this culture,
Richie had an interesting perspective from his experience, sharing:

One of the difficulties in this culture is that, Ireland, people have a very definite
paradigm for priest and people and their relatignstvhen [ left full-time church
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work to go bivocational, it was actually my non-@kian family and friends who
struggled the most with the transition. Some thouidtad lost my faith — thrown
the whole thing in. And this was from an outsideino was quite appalled by it.
This was strange, given the recent Irish clergyndals and their effect on popular
perceptions of the priesthood. Richie continues:
People see clergy as a profession like doctonayda, and even though | wasn't
in a mainstream church and didn’t have a titlelah sseeing me as a professional
helped them put a name to what | did, it gave thesategory. And, while they
have moved away from respect for the cloth on #éattayvel, they have not
replaced it with anything else, so they still like category to be there.
Therefore, he surmises, bivocationals may steiggfind acceptance not just
from within the church, but also from within theltcue at large from those who,
although functionally secularist, still operatehiit traditional categories. He maintains,
“If there is a natural resistance to anything thatscends those paradigms — that is
outside the box — then it will be harder for biviboaals to gain acceptance.” Terry,
however, points out the relational advantages\vodaitionalism as that post-Christian
culture makes way for a more rigidly secular one.dphasizes:
| think there are huge advantages to bivocatiomalgarticularly if you are going
into an unchurched culture which more and mordaudy in this part of Ireland,
is exactly what we are facing. So, it helps toaktent that someone can
communicate to them and be a real person, anereldhem and understand
what they are doing. Work and sports are certahmdyway that men relate to each
other. So | think that if you are trying to buildrmections with people you have
to have something to talk about as your intro othan necessarily spiritual
things; if that’s all you know, it makes the corsation very difficult.
Marcus thinks that the positive effect of his bigbonalism in building bridges into the
community may be indicative of a wider antipathy&ods clergy in contemporary Irish

culture: “I found it fascinating, the reputatiorattyou develop within a community. |

wonder, does it reflect a really sad view of clédeople were so over-the-top impacted
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and surprised and impressed that | was in busare$$iad some business ability, it was
really weird for me — a positive.”

Colin believes that the prevailing culture in somere rural, conservative areas
of Ireland is still quite religious, with many dfe suspicions that often arise in such a
milieu. He therefore views bivocationalism as algtculturally appropriate model. He
explains:

The nearest town here that needs an evangelicedttinould beX. If someone
had a burden fax, it would be brilliant if he (sic) was froid originally. But if
not, I would say: “Go down and try and get a jobréhdoing something, and
spend every bit of spare time you have reachingwiatever way you can, and
involve yourself one hundred percent in the comryuifor its good and its
blessing — whatever way you can. And try not tokstiut like a sore thumb as a
paid minister of religion. Fax, a mainly Catholic place and very conservative
still, I would think you would have to be bivocatial to be authentic.

In spite of the Catholic conservatism in some greath Fintan and Ruari admitted that,
in other situations, denominational labels needogod hindrance. “At least you can refer
to the denominational label for values, and &elitiit of track record,” says Ruari; while
Fintan believes that the track record of the maseohc denominations means that full-
time ministry may be less of an issue in that cantehereas new fellowships may need
the “cover” of bivocationalism:

It also depends on what the perception of your denation is in the culture you
are working in. If you are a mainstream denomimatithink people understand it
more. They know what a Methodist, or a Presbyteoam Church of Ireland or a
Catholic is, or a Baptist even. They probably havair idea, an established
name-brand. You can probably do a lot more if yaufall-time there, because
what you are trying to do is get out there andkgetvn; meet the other church
leaders and get to know the local representatindgaliticians and all the rest.
Whereas, if you were a new church, or coming ifwidme funny name,
something that people didn’t recognise, some nawoth they might think:
“maybe it’s a cult, maybe it's from America.” Hey don’t know what it is then
it's going to be more effective to be bivocatioridentify yourself as a plumber,
then you get to meet people who are on the sane¢dswourself, and later
introduce that you do the church stuff as well.
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Nor are the relevant issues only to be found emtlacro-cultural level. The
effectiveness or otherwise of bivocationalism misp @epend on the micro-culture of
the local town or parish. Declan says he is unamed regarding bivocationalism in his
context simply because the demographics of hieviahip (reflecting the demographics
of the region) are such that pastoring and leaslirgdp a needy group of people is so
people-intensive and time-intensive. He illustrates

For example, converts who have been coming to us loads of baggage. They

are complex people. We seem to be reaching, génetad lower end of the

socio-economic spectrum. This means the time-doakgeveloping new leaders
is often longer than in other, perhaps suburbantexts; both because of some of
the social issues we are dealing with, but alsabse of a deficit in confidence
and general leadership experience.
For Terry, their micro-culture derived from the tf#ltat, even in Irish terms, their context
was historically dominated by the institutionsloé Roman Catholic church: “I think too,
in terms of mission, because it was a reformedathir a place where there was no
reformed tradition at all, there was the poterdgfagreat hostility from the very dominant
Catholic church in the region. It required a lotodativity and a lot of non-traditional
approaches.”

Other relevant cultural factors that emerged corexbthe effect of the dominant
Christian sub-culture and even, for Presbyteriivsspowerful influence of cultural
Presbyterianism in some areas. Sam maintainedhiaeal battle in getting some new
models of ministry accepted lay not in convincihg tlenominational decision-makers
and leaders theologically, but rather winning a¥yese who had unconsciously

embraced the tenets of a type of Presbyterianrigigion. He argues:

An awful lot of the battle is, not so much prepgrthe denomination for these
changes (ministers, elders, decision-makers), taggeing the wider Irish
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Presbyterian culture. One of the biggest thingsiabanging in the new is
changing this culture — particularly in places thate largely older elders and
usually situated in more rural communities thatehaaditionally been dominated
by Roman Catholicism or Anglicanism, both of whi@we a priestly view of
ministry. There is also sometimes a pre-occupatiin death and even a
superstition about the importance of what happerise rites surrounding death.
For example, if my church has a part-time or Aaxyi Minister who works
Sunday-Wednesday, what happens if | die on a Fridd)hat has actually been
said.

Will drew attention to ways in which wider Chrigtigultural expectations, especially
amongst seminarians, may also militate againstigeemissional thinking and a
willingness to attempt new models, including bivitmaalism. He muses,

I think there is an expectation around people whdystheology at a third level
that they will leave college and get a job in niinyislf you have invested three or
four years of your life and find at the end tharthare not really the opportunities
that you expected to come, and so you sit dowrsanteone says: “Here are the
options: Go away, get a job and develop a communiifgith wherever the
opportunities exist,” — you'll not be impressedhelmore we provide an
educational framework around training for ministhye greater that difficulty will
become because you are asking people to put irt &ffancially, effort
academically, and then at the end of it you arerof§ them nothing other than
the opportunity to go and live somewhere. | thinére needs to be a transition in
our cultural understanding of what ministry is. Baese, in the broader context, in
Ireland at the minute, there are no guaranteegaif gor anybody, anywhere —
particularly for people who have graduated in ¢erti@lds like accounts and
financial management. Those jobs are now gon&ebilbgical graduates have an
expectation of having a “role” and that role isywpositional in its focus, | think
that presents a problem. But if it is much moresioisal, then | think there is a
degree of flexibility there.

On a different issue, Brendan commented that ¢pelaey found programs and
events organized within the wider Christian cultte®e of little relevance to him as a
bivocational planter laboring away at the other efithe country. In fact, he wonders if,
by perpetuating many of these things, the churébading a type of isolationist culture
which will prevent the emerging generation fromlexing more missional possibilities.

He exclaims:
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Christians have to break out of this “swarming tbge’ kind of thing that they
have a tendency to do, where they have [all thesaferences. | remember
getting an invitation to some big conference amakihg: “I don’t have the time;

| haven’t got the resources, and | am not inteceateyway.” | mean, it is another
world. It would be of no benefit to me.

A number of interviewees commented on some remdtiral changes which the
church could use to its benefit in terms of voaatimission, and church planting. Colin
believes bivocationalism is best suited to the-sgiployed, and this could be a growth
market, along with those who are out of work. Harsh,

The ideal (for bivocational ministry) would be tave a type of self-employed

vocation. Of course, in recession and with morepfeeworking from home, e-

working and so on does provide a flexibility: so mght be heading that way.

Also, there are a lot of unemployed people outehdno have a heart to serve

God and this might be their time.

Richie comments,
Another model that may warrant increasing invesingain the current economic
climate and with the increased life expectancyiamatoved health care, is the
use of the semi-retired and early retired. Pewopthis category could give a good
fifteen to twenty years to ministry in some cases.
Murray says that global economic trends mean thaffluidity will be more common no
matter where one lives or works. What constitut@snal working patterns could change
irrevocably in the years ahead. In fact, he sdysserial bivocationalism of Paul could
be rediscovered as a very appropriate model today:

[Bivocationalism] has a very strong biblical baske Apostle Paul was a

missionary who was part of a very mobile churcinfpteg team. There are times

when he seems to move in and out of bivocationalenery fluidly. | think there
is a lot of wisdom in this as a model: to move md @ut according to necessity.

We are clearly in an economy worldwide now that mmegan that “business as

usual,” at least for us, is no longer “usual.”

So the plants were shaped in subtle ways by tleeay@iltural issues common

throughout Irish (and indeed global) culture. Thissees may be of a religious, political,
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or social nature, and they often determine the austfand priorities and missional
strategy of the plant. However, they were alsocifé by micro-cultural issues common
to their particular locality; be they of a demodrayp geographical, or sub-cultural nature.
In addition, social and cultural changes continp@&ca, particularly in the area of
employment, and these could have major implicatfonivocational ministry and how

it will be received in the future.

Having looked at the three perspectives; plapiant and culture, it remains to
look at some specific areas of interplay betweemthThe researcher has dubbed this
“the expectation triangle.” This study will now loat what can be learned from the
mutual expectations placed by planter, plant, ariee on each other, and the
implications of this for mission and planting irlind today, particularly in terms of
Irish Presbyterianism.

The Expectation Triangle
The Planter/Plant Axis:
Planter-to-plant

In terms of the expectations the planter had opthat, these could be
summarized in terms of partnership, along withabeompanying sense of ownership
and a high degree of participation. As Fintan comisie

We are all in it together. When you are a “full-dminister,” it's: “He has the

time. We are paying him to do it.” So you get ith traditional model and the

minister takes an awful lot of the responsibilByt if you are bivocational, you
can say: “Well, we are all working; you can do thisan do that.”

Colin echoes this in terms of his bivocationalisecessitating greater responsibility to be

assumed by others:
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| personally feel that it has actually enhancedewesember ministry and that it
has hopefully helped us to avoid the scenariolué fiastor does everything;” that
“he is paid to do it so let him do it.” It is vergirely that | would be leading the
morning worship — that's delegated. It's very rardlat | would be doing it on my
own and, if | was, | wouldn’t be preaching that 8aw | believe it has helped the
church to be more involved in the work.
Both Terry’s and Charles’s experiences as plant beesicohere with this. Terry admits,
“In terms of the congregation there is a high saismllective participation, and in our
reformed system we want to encourage that.” Chatkesconfesses, “For me, it has
stretched me. | have been given roles | never ingabi would be doing. It has stretched
me and taught me to dig deeper into God.” This B&pee has been shared by others, he
says: “People were willing to take on roles, beeahgy knew Colin was so busy. Things
were delegated very much. | remember we discussgdn elders’ meeting and the fear
was that, if we had a full-time pastor, everyoneildgull back and just leave it all to
him.”

Similarly, Marcus’s expectations that, becauskisivarious work commitments,
the rest of the plant would have to step in anly tminister alongside him in partnership,
bore good fruit. He explains,

| think one of the things that is enormously stramgur concept of team. We
have a ridiculously high percentage of people imedl Part of that was simply
through necessity. Sometimes I'd have to say: tAnguys, | havetogoto Y [a
hundred miles away] tomorrow. | am not here; williydo this?” That was
because there was a problem with the business.
However, he did not communicate his expectatiomslpun terms of “gathered church”
responsibilities. Rather, his bivocationalism, lkeédves, also illustrated some core

expectations to the membership in terms of whaieiaint to be a whole-life disciple,

seven days a week. He recalls,
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Because | was bivocational, it helped create aigulivhere people thought the
same way. | was in ministry, and | was also in bess and, without even
thinking about it, maybe | was a living illustratioTheologically, | think it made
a huge impact into the culture of the plant. On#hefthings is that it helped me
create what, for most people in our denominatiea completely different type
of culture. The notion tends to be that the chuscbout the churchy people —
that to be in leadership in the church you nedtkalbgical degree. And one of
the things | constantly said to people in the eddys was: “Your calling to
ministry is no different to mine. I am no more #-fime worker in the Kingdom
than you are.” This is engrained in our theologmadition, but not in our
practice. Reformed people should not have a prolgmthis — it is in our
theological tradition. But | don’t think it’s in ewultural tradition. The culture of
our churches is very professional, and that affieotg they look at ministry.

For Marcus, this commitment to getting the plambmard early with his vision
and expectations dates back to values drummedintan his college church planting
course. He elaborates:

What the guys in college banged into our headskeeming back to me: that
ninety-nine percent of the reasons why church pl&ait are in place before day
one. If you get it right before you start, you haviar better chance of moving
forward in terms of vision, in terms of funding,terms of culture, and all of
those kinds of things.

Fintan feels that, in his case, things weren'tlacp at the beginning in terms of people
understanding why he was there and what he wag ddim reminisces:

In retrospect, maybe there should have been marneecsation with the local
church so that they could own it a little bit itdasee themselves as planting a
church with my help rather than me coming to d&igybe they felt: “He’s going
to take some of our families, and we have very getationships here we don't
want to lose.”

As a result, things drifted and vision leaked, bedas been left with a little remedial
work to do:

| still intend to plug away at visiting potentiadre-group people, and to try and
give them a vision for what they could do in th@ivn community. You know,
there’s a couple of families from a town nearbyd #d say: “You guys could get
together, start something you could invite youerids to” — try to get them
excited about their own community and evangelism.idiéa is to have a group in
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every town in the region. Whatever way it goespuld like it to be a movement
rather than a denomination.

lan’s expectations have not been realized, as htdwave liked due to the failure of
many interested parties to transition from intetesictive commitment and participation.
He states:

I think sometimes ownership comes when there enaesof control. There are
good people travelling past us to go into the wtghurches of three hundred,
plus: churches where they have responsibility afildence. But would they leave
that aside for the sake of a new mission? Thats wé would like to see
consider joining us. Some of them are sympathttey pray, they may even
want to keep in touch and hear about the workhmit're not joining.

Murray’s team had factored in, from the beginnisgmne “anti-dependency”
mechanisms, whereby there would never be the extp@cthat one planter would have
to do all the pastoral and preaching responsislitn addition to holding down another
job. That this model didn’t get the chance to wads a further cause of disappointment
to him. He laments,

What we anticipated, and what we tried to structangrevent, was the difficulty
that if you're a planter spreading yourself fifijf between pastoring and
another income-generating venture, you will neveable to create through your
ministry, a sufficient community to be able to es#e you of the need for the other
job. That is the “never work” part of it. So we iaigated that and prepared for it.
What often happens, you see, is that you buildde@endency into the
community based on your willingness to augment yocome, and you retard the
growth of the community. So we anticipated that buailt in a team approach
where responsibilities were spread out and shagtgden the two or three
couples — there wasn'’t just one very part-time ‘ister” seeking to do it all.

Then, as the church grew through this multiple-stari model, if the pastoral

load began to be such that someone needed to dewvogetime to it, and there
needed to be a transition to (or towards) full-tithe numbers would be such that
the financial jump up wouldn’t be impossible.

One of the other by-products of the positive a@tof participation and
ownership, encouraged and exemplified by Marcus, tivat the expectations which the

plant had of him, the planter, were subtly différsom many other places. Their
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understanding of ministry was so well-developed tharotected Marcus from any
simplistic or crass criticisms regarding him noirdpenough “traditional ministry.” He
notes:
No-one from the plant ever once made a negativeream[about my
bivocationalism]. Part of that would be that thaeders knew about the financial
reality. | suppose the other thing, which | am asbd to admit, was that
everybody knew that | was working far too many Ispuithink that was one of
the things that we were prepared to do for a fearg/eThere was nobody in the
plant who was saying: “Marcus is not spending ehdirge doing ministry.”
Plant-to-Planter
The researcher will now turn to these plant-to-fgdalexpectations. As far as the
outlook of those in the plant was concerned, inésvees were aware both of positive
and negative expectations. At heart was the istleadership and the type of leadership
expected and offered. Some, like Marcus, abovefdiivships that understood their
philosophy of ministry and knew that they weretitogether. Furthermore, Charles was
conscious of how paying a pastor could put thatdeander “a certain amount of
pressure,” whereas he feels the bivocational madepted by his pastor avoided that
pressure to prove oneself, and was actually a nf@aptor in the type of leader he
became. He shares, “It is not a kind of domineel@aglership; it's a servant leadership.”
Fintan admits to being “a little reactionary agaihe whole traditional model” and
anything that places the pastor “on a platform ene@tes this mystique;” therefore he
wants to ensure no such traditional expectatioapegsent within his core group.
Declan accepts that there always will be varioyseetations and demands on the
pastor’s time, which is one of the reasons he betidivocationalism cannot be a viable

long-term option. He urges, “I think churches thatve been planted by bivocationals

need to work towards having full-time leadershipdaese, as the fellowship grows, the
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demands on the leader’s time will increase. ltaslio sustain that type of ministry
indefinitely in a growing church because of demamisime.”

However, it is these very demands that Will arftecd want to challenge. They
explain:

As soon as that person becomes full-time, in redlg: “Why didn’t | get a visit

from the church leader when | was in hospital?” $¥¥ our church leader not

available to me twenty-four hours a day, thirty-alags a month?” If it has

always been the expectation of the church to haweesne full-time, there were

reasons for that expectation: usually unhealthylamqatoductive ones.
However, not being that available has, in Fredéswibeen a constructive way to manage
expectations and communicate a different philosaghyinistry. He has reinforced these
values through the quite radical step of not alwageting every week as a central
fellowship. He points out, “The first Sunday of tm@nth, we don’t meet at all. It's
helpful that I am not available like a traditiordlurch leader. It forces others to step up
to the plate. My being bivocational has reinfortleel values of the church.”

In contrast, Fintan illustrates how easy it igrefor very young churches, to
revert to the default traditional patterns and exgtons of church and its leadership,
without asking the key missional questions. He sidt€he church down the road, which
is only a plant itself, is talking about two thing$hey are asking: ‘How can we get a
minister?’ and ‘How can we get a building?’ Angay: ‘Those are the wrong things to
be talking about!”

There were significant expectations in place, tfoees between the planters and
the emerging plants. Some of these (such as psahipeownership of vision, equality of

ministry, and authentic servant leadership) wetpftieto the plants’ development.

Others, (such as an unthinking acceptance of ioadit models of ministry and
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leadership) were less so. However, since it iskehlithat some of these expectations
arose in a vacuum, it is possible that the cultpagticularly the denomination, had
expectations of how the plant would develop thateas®nsciously or unconsciously
imposed on the situation. This raises the questiorhat, if any, expectations did the
plants have of the denomination or the wider nek®or

The Plant/Denomination Axis

Plant-to-Denomination

There was not a lot of data gleaned from the ifg&rs in this area. The issue of
how the plant views, or what it expects from, thdexw network was not raised explicitly
and may not have a significant bearing on the isirevocationalism; except, perhaps,
in the area mentioned above, where some plantsadiel a presupposition that a full-time
leader would be provided from somewhere. In fdet,issue of a larger body needing to
resource the plant did arise from time to time.

It is a subject, however, that may merit furtherdgt For plants that are self-
consciously independent, there still may be agetferstanding of how they fit into, or
relate with, the wider Christian body that coulddfeelevance to their growth and
development. Plants that are part of an establideadmination or network will
inevitably have a perception of the planting bodwagency that, positive or negative, will
affect the plant’s maturation. Will summarized tbgues as they are perceived by many
plants:

The center needs to be a resource. But around gbthese initial church plants

there needs to be a greater degree of flexibhigytwould exist with the more

traditional established congregations. For exanmlank it is important that the
center provides... child protection, good financied@unting — all of the things

that are important from an accountability perspectSo too with theological
training, inspiration, engagement, feeling parsafething bigger: all of those
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things are vitally important and can actually ersgoand equip a plant no matter
what flavor the denomination or network has.

It was interesting to note that, in the researgbpeghose plants that began as independent
fellowships were now working hard to establish tieleships with other like-minded
groups. Brendan was developing links with an irdaaininational Bible College, while
Declan was speaking of a Central Agency for chytahting and was involved in a pan-
Evangelical body, as was Colin. Nevertheless, ofmgreater import to the study were

the expectations, real or perceived, which thetgkhthe wider denomination or

network had placed on them, in terms of their demelent.

Denomination-to-Plant

A significant element in the denomination-plariatenship concerned the ethos
of the emerging fellowship: how it was going to *dw “be” church. Sometimes the
problem was as simple as a lack of clarity. Marews was operating within a mother-
daughter church model, spoke of how even someeabdisics had not been clarified at
the beginning. He said, “The truth was that theas wome confusion in the
denomination, and confusion locally, as to whatas we were doing. Were we a church
plant or were we developing another campus of glessicongregation? That became a
large discussion.”

Fred appreciated both the clarity and the fldiybof his agency, and, although
he spoke earlier of unrealistic expectations imgeof timeline, he was glad that those
expectations did not extend to the type of modehang or, as he put it, a rigid idea of
what “the wineskin” might look like. He comments,

There are key principles which need to be in placéwe want a flexibility

regarding what the wineskin looks like; a variehgybe, in the clothes that are
round those principles. The core Gospel princigest change, but it was very
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helpful not to come with a model or expectationg pst looked for the “low-
hanging fruit.”

This allowed them to proceed in ways that theyvte culturally appropriate among
people for whom a very obvious formal denominati@aicture would have been an
obstacle. He elaborates:

We encountered people disillusioned with some presyimodels of church and
planting, especially North American models that badctured organizational
clarity. In contrast, we were invited to lots offi@s where people were open to
prayer and the supernatural — probably a legaey thee Roman Catholic Church.
They would be expressing an experience and exdibitnger for this. “Organized
church” was a turn off.

Fintan is working within a more established denmation, but one that seems to
have achieved some sort of balance between thelp&mng an ongoing link with the
parent body and the freedom to develop at its cage@nd in its own way. While, as
long as a plant is receiving some sort of fundnognf the center, there will always be a
sense of “the one who pays the piper calls the 'turexertheless there is a growing sense
that young churches need a degree of autonomytharndadership of those churches is
probably best placed to decide the most cultuigbiyropriate way for the plant to
develop. Fintan's group seems to have thoughthinigh — at least at the macro-level.
He explains,

Well, the one expectation of the denomination By the end of your time [at

least 10 years], there should be a Christian conitynastablished, made up

primarily of unchurched people — people who camfaith as a result of your
ministry — and with some kind of connection witle tlenomination.” Certainly,
there has to be some link. It doesn’t have to beame, but certainly the theology
underlying it would have to be consistent with demomination. There would
have to be a solid link there.

A number of interviewees made similar commentardigg how denominational

strategy needs to take account of local realitiel above all, of what gifted people are
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available. There was an antipathy towards anyegyelbased on a crass geographical
“dots-on-a-map” basis. Marcus was quite expli@atliog such thinking “a fraud.” He
argues,

| think there are a number of mistakes that weinaetto want to make in the
denomination, that bivocationalism, in my opiniamuld help. For example, we
still want to decide where we need a new churchylere we as a denomination
feel we want to plant a new church. In my opinibattis a total fraud. I think
throughout church history the church planting Hasgs centered around the
team who plant the church. So instead of sayinge Wéuld love to have a
church in X or Y,” I think the starting point shaube: “What church planters do
we currently have?” And, in my opinion, thus fak have failed to give enough
understanding and time and input to people. It db@satter how great the
opportunity, or how much funding you give someor®us not really a church
planter — it's not going to work.

Terry agrees:

There are sort of two ways to do this: one is tbgopin in the map and say: “We
need to be in this geographic location.” The seawag would be to identify the
church planter. From what | have read, the laterlme the more effective
approach. You identify the person; you then finel phace. We definitely have to
be on the look-out for those kinds of people ané ginem the resources they
need: financial resources and theological resourdbgy are probably short of
both those things.

This was echoed by Will, who added that the issas mot just the need for gifted
planters, but the need for people who are committesmmunity engagement in the
long-term:

I think, as well as that, it is very difficult f@ church leadership, on a national
level, to do significant engagement around comnyuanitd local issues. So, for
example, it may well be that a church wants a dcd onap to say that we have a
congregation here, to kind of “join the dots” almddut unless you have people
who are genuinely committed to that community i@ liinger term and who are
willing to bring faith to that community in the Iger term, all the dots on the map
will not increase the influence, or make the impgheat we sometimes think we’ll
make, by getting “dots on a map.”

If such people were to be found and identifiedyudth they be bivocational?

Marcus obviously believes that that would helpome significant areas. Fintan agrees,



198

but echoes something that arose earlier in thiptelnanamely, that it essentially depends
on what type of church one wants to plant, andihweshere the expectations of the
denomination or agency regarding the plant arengmitant. He states,
| think it depends on two things. | think it deperah, first of all, your missional
approach, or your sense of call to what you aiedrio do. There are two
different ways of going about it: one is attractibrwhere you set up as soon as
possible on a Sunday, or you set up some kind etingeand try and bring
people to it. The other approach is incarnatiowalere you say: “I am just going
to get in, on the ground, bottom up, and just génow as many people as
possible — find out where they are at.” That isrgger route; a much longer route.
I think if you are doing the incarnational methbeén the bivocational approach
would be more effective. Whereas, if you are dahegattractional method: trying
to get a Sunday service up and running, tryingsad everybody who comes to it,
and do all the stuff around traditional churchnthéhink having as much time as
possible to do that is better.
For those situations, therefore, where the ceatzahcy has very clear and defined
expectations of what type of church it wants in\eeg place, then it would seem, if it's to
be a fully-functional traditional church, that asecational pastor may struggle to meet
those expectations. However, questions must belask® whether that is always going
to be the best model to pursue, in which case darational expectations may need to be
modified.
The Planter/Denomination Axis:
Planter-to-Denomination
The third axis to be explored in terms of relasioip and expectation is that
between the planter and the denomination or agétene the dominant expectation from
the planters was for support and inspirational aregement. Although the interviewees’

experiences were mixed, all did, at some stagaaeledge their indebtedness to the

wider church for varying levels of support and emmregement. Marcus admits, “l do
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realize that the denomination, in many ways, hapsted the plant tremendously, and it
wouldn’t exist without the denomination, for alktigroans we might want to make.”

Ciaran was aware of the spiritual support througlioe country, sharing, “It's
wonderful that we have a denomination mobilisedrery, and [who are] being excited
about our plant.” He also felt the denomination Veasning from the difficulties of
previous models and recognised the need for a defrfeeedom on the ground. He
explained,

On the one hand, denominational support was veongtin terms of the vision
for the place; on the other hand, for me, it wasyott prescriptive in terms of how
that would happen. The overseeing body were extitde behind it but still
allowed me, as the church planter, the freedomaxkwny way through things.

Ruari's being bivocational saved the plant a ma&samount in salary, but the sending
church still has responsibilities, and they provideney for the general ministry:

Generally, you would find our overheads would beytew. My salary is my
salary from my full-time job. We have a team, alnel $ending body gives us half
of the team members’ tithes. So we use that atuodrfor outreach, bits and
pieces, equipment that we need to buy, and so ereWgretty much funded as a
team and we give half to the parent body who gs/eupport.

Marcus found his denomination’s budgeting to Ibet #ess realistic. While
grateful for what they did provide, he is not siineas spent on the right things, or in the
right proportion. He comments:

Financially, as a new venture, it was very hardpeople to know how to fund it
—and | want to be clear in what | say: the denatiom funded our home and
funded my salary (which was an enormous amountarfay) so there was huge
support there. But, in fact, the total budget git@me to start the church during
the first twelve months was €5000. That was owal t@iinistry budget — and our
projector cost €4000! In contrast, | remember negdiim Keller talking about
Redeemer [Presbyterian, NYC] when it started atigink, within three months
from launch | have a feeling he had about $180M@yet for ministry. He was
able pretty much to hire staff in his first year.
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Interestingly, although grateful for the accommaataprovided, he felt this was yet
another example of policies being inflexible angkreunder the guise of generosity,
actually making mission and development harder trenessary. He explains,

We fought long and hard for the denomination ndiug a house because, if they
bought a house to fulfill current standard critevie felt they would buy a house
where people like us would not live, and it wowddlate us. But — they bought a
house in an area where people like us do not Avel we have very little
relationship with our neighbours. In our previoagm, we bought our own house,
and we probably know our neighbours back therar(fn@arly ten years ago)
better than we do our neighbours here where wevarking. Because the people
you reach most easily are those most like you.

Ruari benefitted particularly from the training aselection process undertaken by his

denomination:

We felt called to planting, so we announced it talkled to our leaders in the
denomination. We went through a two-year prepangtieriod: an interview
process. We talked about calling, what's involwetat kind of free time do we
have. We did some gift analysis. What are we gda®d\here would we be

lacking? We were trying to learn how to budget, howandle money, stuff like
that.

He felt the seriousness with which his agency thekselection and training process was
indicative of the level of support that would berth for him afterwards. They were keen
to make sure his expectations were realistic adiciénwith his own abilities, as he
explains:
We concentrated on strategic stuff. What they wtiag to find out was: “Do
you have what it takes in terms of the basics,dmgou know what you need?”
Similar to: “Before you go to war, see how manydgais you‘ve got.” Anyone
can plant, in a way, but it's good to know whatgifou have and what gifts you
don’t have. So whether it be preaching, teachingyarship leading: — “Have you
ever led a team before?” “Have you ever shared fathr?” “Are you good at

sharing your faith?” “Have you directed people ésuk before?” Because that’s
what you are trying to do.

Of course, such active involvement from the wiclaurch should not be limited

to the pre-plant period. A number of intervieweemmented on the value of ongoing
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mentoring. Although lan was critical of how theustiures of reformed churches
generally failed to accommodate the “new wine” lainping, he was extremely grateful
for the specific overseeing body who supportedemzburaged him. He notes:

To have these sponsoring mentors who invested, ispest time and money
coming to meet with the core group, give advioes lvith us for a week and just
chat — that was great! Because one of them begacdtionally and had to
remortgage his house, he said to me, “If we cap yell not do that.... It's better
if you don’t have to do that.”

Ruari felt his supervising body was a lifelineiatéds:

| suppose having an organisation for the “befoféiiring,” and “after” of the
launch is very good. Firstly, from an accountapifibint of view. So, | have a
pastor and he’s got a pastor, so that we are ataigleras a couple and as
individuals: that’s important. Then, just the mosapport: | don’t know how we
could do it on our own. There are days when it'sifend you can ring them up
...It's very important. You know there are peopleréhtor you, praying for you,
supporting you. If something was to go wrong thely ve there for you.

Fintan appreciated the trust placed in him, butitglthe supervision could probably
have been a little more proactive, and this mayelmevented a couple of the frustrations
that did arise. He shares,

| meet a supervisor about every six weeks for amr bad have a chat about how
things are going. I'm meant to report to a Boaud,that hasn’t met since |
started! They are quite busy and it's been a tliglich regulation,” really — they
kind of trust me. But, yeah, | think there shoub/& been more in place: a formal
meeting with that Board, probably every six monthgou know you are

working towards that meeting | think it puts pregson you to do the things you
are called to do. If you are not going to be “hdul@,” it is too easy to drift, get
too involved in the other church ministries | wasng sucked into. If that had
been flagged up after six months it probably wcdgie been easier.

For some, such as lan, guidance has also comeafidistance through helpful authors.
He says, “I have found [Tim] Keller’'s stuff mostlpful. It is not making assumptions. It

starts with learning and understanding your conteame of the [church planting] books
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are completely irrelevant to my context. [Stevahiiis and [Tim] Chester have also
been influential.”

The interviewees also think that general pastaed should be available, even if
it is not as specific or formal as a mentoringtieteship. Marcus believes there is an
extent to which this pastoral care could be regalaThis is mainly because, if it is left
optional, planters (who are by nature activistio)l shose who may be working in
demanding or isolating situations will always fiexicuses to avoid attending, when
perhaps the most important thing they could ddatt moment is to stop “doing” and
start “being” with other colleagues who are expeeieg similar challenges. He explains:

In my opinion, every two or three months, missienspnnel and planters should

be forced to come together — you won'’t be paid meoaith if you don’t — for

training and support. | mean, [look at] Paul's nasary journeys. He spent a lot
of time also supporting what he had planted. Mostuo central budget for

pastoral care and training goes on training. | Wdikke to see it cut in two and a

lot more given for support and mentoring on thédfleecause, frankly, a lot of the

training stuff isn’t relevant.
Part of Marcus’s passion for this stems from hovhag observed colleagues being
pastorally isolated. Since planting can be suclffiault calling with a high percentage
chance of failure, the church cannot afford to mam ignoring pastors or planters who
are in struggling situations. He mourns,

I mean, one of the things we do horribly is, whesharch is struggling or

“failing,” instead of sitting down regularly withgople — even once a year would

do it — and saying: “Honestly, what are the sighgrowth? What are the

discouragements? What are the difficulties?” Whatend to do is leave those
people alone, almost giving the impression thatctiech is ashamed of them. If
you're in a setting like that, we can let peoplegaish for years there. That's
what the denominational structures should be @he able to ask the tough
guestions within that wider supportive context.

Some of this is borne out of his own personal eepee. When he was faced with

personal financial problems due, in part, to inadee funding for the pioneer ministry,
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he did not receive any guidance from headquarteroints out, “I don’t think the
powers that be were ever aware of them. Nobody&slexd us any of those questions.”
Marcus’s comment regarding some denominationgilitato deal with
struggling or failing churches is confirmed by Mayr His proposed bivocational model
was struggling to gain acceptance while anotheertraditional model was sanctioned.
The denomination said later that they would haye@ped his model, even though they
had not studied the proposal documents thoroughlyray was perplexed:
This reinforced for me that this is the way theyéialways done church planting.
They have not been careful to think about the iogpions of their decisions.
Those kinds of models had failed in the past bey tlvere prepared to approve
both of those models uncritically. Then, not havimgked at our structure or
assessments they would eventually have approvesdhich reinforced to me the
wisdom of not proceeding. Because, if we had statyghen we went out there,
they would have said: “Well, we never thought itsveagood idea.”
Interviewees felt that while denominations shoutdliere for guidance, support, care,
and accountability, sometimes the planter/denonanatlationship was characterised by
political negotiation, and a lot of energy coulddpent on discussions round structures
and policies. Murray recognises that he may haea Ineore successful if he had spent
time cultivating some of these political relatiompsh but he didn’t have the personal
motivation or resources to do so. He confesses,
I have grown now in my ability to navigate thingdipically. | had avoided
politics, but probably could have been wiser armttto navigate the various
competing dynamics and interests and values. We aware of the issues, but
not necessarily adept at dealing with them. Theseevgome key players in the
system that | might well have been able to simplnsl more time cultivating,
winning over, one-on-one.

Politics also came into play for lan, where tlmies were of a competitive and

territorial nature:
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In my naiveté, | thought | would go to large synipic churches and get a
critical mass to form a core group. Ministers mayénbeen happy to let me in
and even let people go, but it takes the next stégkes an active sending. The
people you would be doing this with would be, innpavays, the best from these
churches: and ministers don’t want to lose thest!loEBhey may be happy to send
some for service for a limited time, but not happyose members.

One experience brought this home extremely forbgfat he shared:

| got an invitation to one large flagship evangali@formed church in the city, to

speak at a meeting about the vision and work. Eiegm who invited me was

obviously sympathetic and keen but, a week or $oré¢he meeting, the
invitation was rescinded by the minister becausestivere “certain sensitivities

in some places, regarding our work.” So there @aarbunhealthy territorialism

at work.

Marcus actually believes that, in order to achigvee necessary systemic change,
conflict will be inevitable: “One of the things vimve to face, ultimately, is that any
development ministry brings you into conflict withe current structures, and sometimes
those current structures are represented by peapdeso it brings you into conflict with
people. | think part of my calling was to be willito face that.”

If denominations find it a challenge to offer adatg pastoral support for planters
and isolated leaders, the challenge will be eveatgr in terms of meeting the needs of
bivocationals. Will draws attention to the waysaihich traditional training and pastoral
support mechanisms are not workable for thosentrteaking situations:

Simple things, like if you have a minister’'s dayedeader’s day they tend to be

Monday to Friday, and if you are bivocational ya@niot afford to take off five

Mondays in a year because those are five of yoliddys. So | think there needs

to be more thought given in those areas. | thimormes back to what kind of jobs

people do as to whether there is the flexibilitgr Example, | have a flexible
working rota; | can make those hours up againwés taking a day’s holiday |

would be less inclined to go and meet with othadé&s and yet, in some of the
smaller contexts, those days are vital in term®lattional engagement.
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As Marcus had commented earlier, denominationsagedcies, therefore, probably need
to build appropriate support mechanisms into blodir tcentral training and pastoral
schedules, as well as their budgets. Will agrees:

The issues of bivocational people need to be censitlin the broader
movement’s thinking. Instead of demanding moregtimise and financially,

from those who are probably having trouble makindsemeet, the level of
endorsement that | would see as being significantigvbe to say, “We are going
to take these people away for a weekend and fetdas a connection point; as a
point where they can relate to each other, wherg tlan be inspired and
challenged and encouraged, but also an opporttorithem to take time out that
is not costing them.” | think there needs to berosis rethink about the top-
down approach to a lot of these issues. Bigger mi@rations need to look at how
they can resource lIrish regional planting movemantssupport them.

Will returns to the central point that bivocatibnanistry can offer a wealth of
new opportunities, making what was previously ingpiole, possible. It should, therefore,
be facilitated as much as possible; not just im$eof the pastoral care mentioned above,
but also in terms of goal-setting and targets. Msi@dmitted in his interview that
“sometimes good and right targets can be set withoy reference to ongoing pastoral
care and support.” Will believes this need noth®edase, and bivocationalism offers a
scenario where a subtly different relational dyradevelops between planter and
supervisor:

The bivocational model does provide for a greateel of flexibility around

target setting and goal setting. The person whosees a bivocational planter

becomes much more of a support rather than priynssineone to whom you are

accountable, as in: “What are you doing with th@ey?” | think that is an
important shift. | think that the literature refte¢hat — not just in the church
planting field — but even in church leadership. ¥ged to ask our leaders to
provide vision statements and follow through witrefyear plans. Nowadays we
are looking much more at engagement models whesetthings can be

addressed not necessarily in a clinical, linednitag but in a much more fluid
fashion.
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Planters naturally expected that their denomimabioagency would provide a
level of support that included basic pastoral caneunderstanding of the reality of their
context — free from competitiveness or politicalr@avering — and usually a degree of
ongoing mentoring. If they were bivocational, thkeay expected the particular
challenges of that situation to be taken into antolihe researcher will now consider the
denomination’s expectations of the planter.

Denomination-to-Planter

The final relationship to examine is that of theaination towards the planter,
one where the dominant factor was accountabilitgré&\there situations where the
planter felt the denomination’s expectations warednd helped him to stay on track? Or
was it the opposite: were there expectations dyrecinveyed, or implicitly
communicated, which were unhelpful or unrealistc®d seemed to experience the
latter:

We had to make some projections regarding when exddabe fully sustaining,

and how fast the church would grow. What we soamdbwas that these

projections were very unrealistic in terms of tiwre. | essentially had to
rewrite the coaching questionnaire that the ageilseg because it was written
from a UK perspective and was extremely unrealistast-Catholic situations
require a different approach, particularly in tiheaaof relationships. We need to
move away from structure. People are fed up whieearchical religious
structure. We see this in the lack of large chusdiere.
Ruari, on the other hand, never felt undue presstisedenomination prepared him well
for the “hard slog” and the inevitability of disagptment. They were more interested in
curbing his expectations, than vice versa. He mu&#airch planting is funny. I've
thought a lot about expectations. People in the@a@mation warned us about it. They

said: ‘Just be careful of your expectations. Youdisappointed, then you get

discouraged, then disillusioned. It's a battle.”
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lan, similarly, felt his agency was well-attunedtfte difficulties and realities of
planting:
I’'m fortunate that | have a very strong supportahgrch. It hasn’t set demanding
deadlines or communicated any unrealistic expectatiThey know the reality of
life here; the key leaders have been and seenispent a week with me walking
through what ministry is really like here. That mebeved me of the financial
burden.
Fintan, however, feels that his bivocationalisrdirectly related to the lack of pressure
coming from the top. He reflects:
| think the fact that | am working means thereeissl pressure from head office to
produce results. If | was costing a stipend it wlomlean some other church isn’t
getting money. What they did do — they did buylibase, and we pay a small
rent towards that and we pay all our own bills| say, so it is not an expensive
experiment.
Terry, who was aware of Fintan’s situation, appkitis denomination for this creative
compromise: “l think that was a clever way for teirch to go because it has taken the
pressure off the church planter and allowed hirset® what might develop in a pretty
lively area of the suburbs.”
For Will, unrealistic expectations can unfortutyatee directly linked with
finance. For those who receive a salary, or hageddunds, there will inevitably (and
rightly) be some pressure to conform to a pre-afjoedinition of “success” or
“effectiveness.” Will comments:
We tend to look at the targets around the isswEobduntability. So, if you are
raising funds to plant a church, the people wheehaised those funds feel in
partnership with the church planters, and theretieean expectation that those
funds will be used wisely. That is completely rigintd understandable. However,
in a smaller rural community the targets that atenged to be tempered,

compared to what you can achieve in a much moranualbea. Yet it is important
that we see the value of reaching rural communétgewell as urban communities.
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Will sees the key being whether the denominatitieges and dreams for the plant are
obsessed with targets or are driven by somethiegete such as the values and missional
understanding of the emerging community:
| certainly think that fifteen to twenty years agee were very much driven by a
vision statement: a one year plan, a three year, pléive year plan, that was very
clearly defined. It was very rigid and, if you waehawing down funding from
some of the major sources, that was the expectatiorany of the people sitting
on the boards: that there would be a one, or tloreiéye year plan or some
variation on that. | think nowadays there is a tgedegree of understanding
around the idea that building connections withdbemunity, and being
missional in our approach in the communities wetiaiag to reach may actually
mean — not that we are disorganized or poorly pegpa but a greater degree of
flexibility so that planning becomes much more eatlriven than target-driven.
Sometimes discouragements or pressurized expetdgilaced on the planter
came not from officialdom, but from elsewhere, pgdthrough individuals or
colleagues within the denomination. lan says, “€hgas one guy who was super-
enthusiastic, then waned. At the beginning he \agigg things like, ‘This will work, it
has to work, we’ll make sure it works.” Later it svaThis is too new, too different. How
long do you think it can go on before they pull gheg?”” For Marcus, there were
cultural expectations that he should not be biviooat. He recalls that people expected
him to be one thing or the other:
We took some stick for our involvement in businésem the outside it looked
like 1 had a full-time salary; the church was payme to do ministry and | was
off building my business. People didn’t know theeincial realities. And they
wouldn’t have known that we didn’t have any minyduinding for the plant itself.
So, people tended to look and say: “Well, is heisiressman or is he a church
planter?” From the outside, it's hard not to wondéen you see people doing
what | was doing.
Some denominations may have been reasonable dedstanding in their
expectations regarding the planter’s church devetyg ministry, however they

sometimes managed to find other ways of addingstevbrkload through a different type
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of expectation — the extent to which he would baived in wider denominational life,
for example. Terry defended his pastor’s need tlulbé¢ime at this stage, partly on the
basis of these wider denominational responsitslitie
I think it has clearly helped that he is now futie when you overlay
denominational connectedness and the fact that tirersome obligations there,
and that usually means travelling a lot. If any@ngoing to do any of that — if
we’re going to remain connected — it has to beubhohim.
Fintan, too, has suffered from this. In his casewider denominational responsibilities
are tied to his professional expertise rather thiamplanting experience, and they take
quite a chunk out of his church ministry time. Eplained:
| am responsible for the national pension schentketlenomination, because of
my background. | am actually travelling today imoection with that, so that's
two [time] periods [in the week] gone. That takespunobably a quarter of my
time outside my work. | enjoy it and all the rdstf it's not what | am here to do.

There are always regional responsibilities and denational meetings to be at as
well.

| asked him if he thought this was a unique chakefor bivocationals within established
denominations:

| think, maybe, if you are full-time in ministry yacan soak it up a bit; do a

couple less visits — you can do them next week.bdayou can pull an old

sermon out — you can compensate. But for me [demational responsibilities]

do eat into your time. If you have got four peri@edeeek and two are gone on a

denominational meeting, then half of it is goney ¥oow.

Ruari believes that the problem may not lie so lmacaving high expectations,
but rather the stigma that surrounds failure. Bopsiomething said earlier by Marcus, he
believes that expectations are well and good sg é&mthere is no punitive culture
towards those who took the risks and gave it a&gen if they didn’t succeed. His

analogy from the world of business is worth ponuigri

I am involved with Engineers Ireland, and we hajlig come to talk to us about
Venture Capital and investments in Irish compamegeneral. He asked: “How
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many companies do you start up in Ireland per yelas® many failures do you

have?” We said that we were very proud of the taat less than five percent

failed. He shook his head: “No,” he said, “lesatffigse percent is not enough.

There are obviously not enough people taking risksait's a sure sign: not

enough failing means not enough are trying!” If yook at many successful

churches, young churches, what you need to reiglitteat those church planters

might be on their third or fourth attempt, and theyinally getting it now.
Obviously, bivocationalism would be immensely impaot to that methodology since it
would mean less of a financial risk, but the imglions for how church bodies view risk
and the possibility of failure is perhaps more ipertt.

Ciaran probably should have the final word on gasticular topic. He admits he
is all too aware at times of the financial investinie a full-timer such as himself.
However, in the interests of his overall missiod aalling, he is adamant that he cannot
let those expectations distract or deter him. Adlerthere is something much more
serious at stake than money or a denominationistaéipn:

There are times there are expectations which ydeeloYou are not just doing

this yourself in your local area, but you're heezause the denomination has

invested financially, prayerfully, and in termsitsf resources. Not that | think
about this every day, but there is quite a lotgqdextation on your shoulders. The
church puts in so many hundreds of thousands af Bwer a number of years.

What are people expecting? But | am content to ‘tasten, if the church doesn’t

grow, it means that people aren’t becoming Chnstiaand that is a much bigger

cost, as far as | am concerned, than however nrerusénds of Euro have been
invested.
Those words convey a missional passion and commitmieich was probably the
overarching common theme through all intervieweagardless of whether they were
full-time or bivocational, planter or member, arvachte of bivocationalism or skeptical
regarding its effectiveness. While the planterstiwagions and experiences differed,

whether plants prospered or struggled, and wheltieominations were helpful or

frustrating, there was an understanding that everyovolved in this process — virgin or
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experienced planter, denominational administratmonsultant — all were aiming for the
same goal, albeit by different methods. All hadearhto see vibrant missional
communities of faith planted where none previowsdigted and, in so doing, to serve and
glorify the God who had called them to ministryrdmains for this study now to look at
how the experiences of these interviewees cohetetive main themes found in the
literature on church planting and vocation, andttempt to draw some tentative

conclusions which may be pertinent to the IristrsBygerian context.



CHAPTER FIVE

The Contribution Bivocational Church Planters Could Make to the Mission
Strategy of the Irish Presbyterian Church

The goal of this study was to look at the differeatys and contexts in which
bivocationals operate as church planters, partilsuila Ireland, and whether or not
bivocational church planting could be a viable optior the Irish Presbyterian church.
Literature was consulted covering areas of misgilecclesiology, church planting,
vocation, ministry, and Irish Presbyterian histaygd eight conclusions reached. Ten
Irish planters and six other interested partiesvtieen interviewed and the inter-relation
of plant, planter, and cultural context was examtimedepth, along with the mutual
expectations of congregations, planters, and damations. It now remains for the
literature study and research findings to intenactrder to draw the various strands
together and establish what, if anything, can benled regarding the inter-relation of
vocation, ministry, and church planting, as weltlaes potential relevance of this to Irish
Presbyterianism.

In bringing together the data, several foundatipniaciples or considerations
emerged relating to both the discipline of churtampng and to the concept of vocation.
Furthermore, three broad areas could be discemethich significant themes of
relevance to our study emerged: the area of chplestting and its place, past, present
and future within Irish Presbyterianism; vocatiordats relation to church planting; and

vocation and its relation to Irish Presbyterianigmthis chapter, an attempt is made to

212
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bring these strands together and see what carabreeteabout church planting, vocation,
and the future of the Irish Presbyterian church.

Foundational Considerations Relating to Church Plating

Natural Gospel Activity or Desperate DenominatioS#iategy?

While some may be interested in this subjectrdeoto see how church planting
may be useful in halting statistical decline, owHaivocationalism may prove financially
attractive and offer a timely reprieve to overssthed denominational coffers, such
foundations are made of sand. Bayes warns of hatrstt-driven panic gives birth to
haste, and, “This nervous haste hovers arounceiaith gathering force like an electrical
charge*’® However, church planting cannot be seen as a disick used as a “Get out
of Jail Free card”® for a struggling denomination worried about itsvétal and
interested only in self-preservation. Church plagtnust flow from the vision and heart
of a church gripped by the message of hope anc g@atained in the gospel, and
initiated by individuals whose lives have been $fammed by that same message. Their
goal must be neither personal gain nor instituti@garandizement, but solely the glory
of God, the coming of his kingdom, and the salvatbhis people.

The words of Ciaran, with which the previous dieagnded, illustrate how the
faithful planter will be more concerned about pealan funding, and that gospel
opportunity, rather than finances, should determihether or not a plant is worth
pursuing. Nor, once the plant is up and runningstithe basic missional focus be lost.

Will's words regarding the danger of defaultingatanaintenance and inward-focus were

"8 Bayes, 4

*"® The phrase has its origin in the well-known bogatheMonopolyand in popular
usage has come to mean a simple way of gettingfaudifficult situation. See
http://fen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Get_Out_of_Jail_Freard
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borne out by interviewees Ciaran and Fintan, asasebeveral places in the literat(ife.
If church planting is a natural gospel activityethit needs to be, as in Ruari’s context,
part of the DNA of the plant itself. Reproducibylghould be one of the plant’s core
values, as “plants plant plants,” and what Prestayis refer to as “erection to full
congregational status” must not be regarded aBris@ing post. This is because neither
the activity of planting nor the establishment afilarant sustainable community of faith
can be seen as ends in themselves. Rather, thepthrparts of an interdependent
dynamic that seeks to demonstrate the kingdom df&wal the reign of Christ to a needy
world. This dynamic is explored in the next subrtiee
Church and Mission as a Mutually Enriching Symlad&artnership

The church is central to God’s mission, and angmajptt to separate the two will
fail to do justice to the full biblical witness attie interdependence of the two
disciplines. In spite of the surface attractivereshe idea that the church has often
failed by pointing to itself rather than to Godij@urlated by writers such as Murray and
Bosch?®! but popularized in myriad contexts in modern anstgmodern evangelicalism,
Chester and others have shown convincingly thatothand mission not only belong
together, but cannot truly exist without one anotki¢hile many are acquainted with
Emil Brunner’s oft-quoted phrase: “The Church exisy mission as a fire exists by

burning,*®? few seem to have emphasised the corollary: thatrtrission cannot exist

apart from the church, and central to our missgotné creation and replication of

“80 Emil Brunner,The Word and the World. [Lectures Delivered at Ksr@ollege,
London.](London: 1931); MurrayRlanting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose
Who Want Fresh Perspectives and New Ideas for {Digg@ongregations129ff.

“81 Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundation8osch.

482 Brunner, 108.
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authentic vibrant communities of faith, worshippisgrving, and sharing the good news
of the God in whose mission we are participating.

As Robinson and Christifi€ most helpfully remind us, historically, church
planting has played a vital role in the advancenoéthe kingdom of God, particularly at
times of cultural flux or, to borrow Roxburgh’s jise, “liminality.”®* This was the
case, for example, in terms of Jew/Gentile integnain the first century and in the
reformation of the European church in the sixteeethtury. Church planting, they argue,
must remain a vital part of the future of any chuoc denomination, not just for the
obvious reasons of reproduction, but also becalgeavider benefits to a city or region
as a whole — something which has been emphasizetistnongly by Keller, amongst
others*®

It would be a huge mistake, however, to see ttaiosiship between church and
mission as a parasitic one, characterized by a wsfawission so activistic that it sucks
out the church’s energy and burns out the chungbgple. It is also mistake to see the
church as so formal, institutional, and self-seguinat it exists like some unwanted
tumor, stifling creative and exciting missional eadors (although both those scenarios
are unfortunately too familiar). Rather it is todsymbiotic relationshiff° with both
drawing nourishment and energy from each othahdanutual advantage and
strengthening of both equally. If one is abserdiaaly underplayed, or relegated to a

secondary position, then the other is diminished.

“83 Robinson and Christine.

8 |n Van Gelder, 100.

“8 Timothy J. KellerCenter Church: Doing Balanced, Gospel-Centered $igiin
Your City(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2012).

% The analogy with the biological phenomenon of sigsis is used by Tim Keller,
following Tetsunao Yamamori, to explain the appraigr relationship between evangelism and
social action in KellenMinistries of Mercy: The Call of the Jericho Rodd 3ff.
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Church Planting Is Not a Luxury But Is Integralttee Church’s Mission

There is a myth that church planting may be a wuahntle exercise to undertake
when resources are plentiful, both financial anterms of personnel; that in such
circumstances it would be natural to look at exjragnihto new areas. However, the
argument goes that at a time of economic and nealeecession, the church has a
difficult enough job conserving and servicing whdtas, and talk of planting new
churches is both unwise and unrealiéfic.

It only requires a cursory look at the New Testanemxpose the fallacy of such
thinking. The greatest church planting movemerttigtory was the first one. The
Apostles functioned neither in an economic boominer culturally sympathetic context.
The planting of fledgling churches all over the Wwmoworld took place against a
backdrop of hostility and persecution, where thantdrs themselves knew nothing of a
settled parish or regular income, and where, asnAdind others have argued,
“tentmaking” was the norrff° with prison and poverty being more common expegsn
than status or stipend.

Church Planting is Not Cloning

Effective church planting cannot take place witheuadical re-evaluation and
reassessment of both past practice and the pretséns quo. A thoughtless replication of
what already exists, the same only slicker, will suffice to meet the challenges of the
current century. The literature is unequivocal dbbmw many of the past failures were

due to imposing an outdated model on an unrecepéweaudiencé®®

87 See Kennedy’s conversation with PCI administregéerenced in footnote 444 above.

“88 Allen, Voluntary Clergy Overseas: An Answer to the Fiftbri/Call, 134-135. See
also R. Paul Stevensentmakingin Banks and Stevens, 1031.

89 See Bayes, 16; ibid.



217

Robinson and Christine wrote of “old failed struetsi”®® Malphurs emphasized
the need for contextualization, taking seriousky ptanter’s unique identity, location, and
community?** while Moynagh spoke of how often plants were ngtttwith the local
people in mind, but rather designed for them, “aad/ often the design didn’t fif!*?

This was the reality discovered by Fintan, who ol how easy it was for even
fledgling congregations to default to traditionatferns and expectations of church and
its leadership — “When will we have a building? Wivll we get a full-time pastor?” —
without asking more fundamental missional questisosh as: “Who are we trying to
reach?” “What sort of community will best servesdag@eople?” “What type of spiritual
leadership will speak into this culture most efifesly?” or “What scriptural guidance is
to be found to help us answer these questions?”

Such reflection returns us to the very heartumgose of the church planting
endeavor. The end goal cannot simply be aboutrdatien of buildings and the
formation of new congregations. This will be courgeoductive if little or no theological
thought has gone into exactly what type of comnyuisibeing created. As Beynon and
Thornborough observed, flexibility and variety &8y elements in any new planting
initiative,**® since the New Testament never focused on formasd@jmmis highlighted,
the basics of church life as set out in the Newtdrmasnt do not require the sort of

budgets contemporary “cutting-edge” churches spenproperty or programs. Rather,

they can all be present in the smallest of groups.

490 Robinson and Christine, 31.

“91 Malphurs, 16.

92 Moynagh, 108.

493 Beynon, 19. Roberts and Thornborough, 101.
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This conviction lies behind the philosophy of faespel communities.”
Furthermore, such base communities illustratettrfundamentals of church life can be
lived out and experienced without large budgetsxbensive facilities. They are therefore
easy to replicate. While members of large churchag shy away from planting because
they are intimidated by what they imagine to bedheer size of the project (i.e.
reproducing what they currently have), membersospgl communities have no such
illusions because planting becomes relatively gltédrward and just requires a
missionary heart and sensitivity to context. Timmigtes: “At present church planting
carries a certain mystique. Church planters aregg@d as a unique kind of rugged
pioneer. But we need to create a culture in whighdplanting is normal. Every local
church should be aiming to transplant and raisehwpch planters®* Stuart Murray
highlighted that this is where a lot of the tramiiterature and handbooks are particularly
unhelpful, since they presume a level of resoutitesmany churches — who may still be
willing and able to plant — simply do not hat’ Even Putnam and Stetzer’s helpful and
creative boolBreaking the Missional Cogdseems tied into expensive and personnel-
heavy model§?° The simpler the base model, the easier this besoltnis as if there is
an “anti-cloning device” built into the system. &nthere is not much to clone, to begin
with, there is the possibility, once the foundatisin place, to “experiment like wild

with the expression” (to use Frost & Hirsch’s pleas

94 Chester and Timmis, 95.

9 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregati?t.

4% gStetzer and Putman, 162.



219

No “Change for the Sake of Change”

However, a radical reinventing of church is not ¢iméy way to go. These groups,
however they are constituted, should, as Schieeslanat pains to point out, still be
church: one, holy, apostolic, and cathdfitBayes cautions that no single structure
should be changed until the agreed core valudseothiurch have been establish&d.
Stuart Murray, who was one of the first in the @diKingdom to question many of the
presuppositions and “sacred cows” present in tHeeealanting literature, rightfully
reminds us that asking radical questions will rextessarily mean rejecting tried and
tested method®? Similarly, Chester and Timmis are less concernigd methodologies
and more focused on theological reasoning and egstirat the corporate worshipping
life of the believer is as close to the rest ofrthees as possible. They speak of
“ordinary life with Gospel intentionality>®

As self-conscious postmodern writers such as Bgtifin et al are anxious to point
out, “The Church is under tremendous pressure aogd with the times and to adjust in
ways that will not compromise the integrity of Ged&ingdom. Issues of style, strategy,
and survival consume us.... But postmodernism stantside of the simple notice of
‘change®®! They claim that many within the emerging generatlo recognize that old

is not necessarily bad, nor is the new good. Themherent with the well-documented

497 Shier-Jones, 1809.

% Bayes, 5.

99 Murray, Church Planting: Laying Foundationg04. At a 2008 Church Planting
conference, | listened to one planter explain hafeer extensive contextual research and polling,
and having offered midweek, Saturday and evenitegreltives, the leadership learned, much to
their surprise and even to the disappointment ofesdhat the optimum time for their new church
to meet was 11am on a Sunday!

%00 chester and Timmis, 62.

01| aura Buffington, John Emmert, Erin McDade andi€®&mith, “Postmodern Issues
in Church Planting”, in Jones, 84.
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postmodern penchant for fusion and fragmented positions’*? Rather, it is often
modernism that emphasizes newness whilst the tigiteand regeneration treasured by
postmoderns are exactly the type of qualities ¢hatinspire and nourish an effective
contemporary church planting movement. They wi®, many new and innovative
experiences are offered to us each day that werdeaehed a point of an identity crisis.
We are pleading with the Church to tell us who wee o tell us who we can bé% The
important thing is that the questions are askedt:tthe emphasis is not on the “how” but
on the “what.”

Values and Vision

What values do the leadership want to see embadigd plant? This question
refers to more than just theological values, wiaigh often very easy to discern within a
given tradition. They involve something more chadieg — what the culture and ethos of
the plant is to be. A lack of clarity in this afeam either denomination or congregation,
or both, led to unnecessary difficulties for a fefithe interviewees, notably Marcus,
Fintan, and Fred. If the sending body or the emtigyoongregation have a very different
understanding of the purpose of the church or adtwhurch life should be like, then
conflict and confusion will be likely at an earliage.

The original vision is likely to leak if it is noe-enforced by the leadership. For
example, a consumerist mentality on the part ottregregation will be fatal to any
reproducible planting vision, as internal interesi$ inevitably take precedence over the
missional vision. Equally, if the denomination endging agency has an ulterior agenda,

this too could kill the plant’s missional effectness. Note, for example, Nodding's

%2 5ee Richard Appignanesi et ahtroducing PostmodernisiiNew York, NY: Totem
Books, 1995).
%3 Buffington et al. in Jones, 86.
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caution about buying too readily into an ecumenmadel which may sound and look
like a good idea, but where fruitfulness and cjaoit message and purpose can
sometimes be sacrificed in favor of public unityin both cases, interests other than
missional ones have taken precedence.
Maintaining Orthodoxy and Getting On With It

Frost and Hirsch introduced the helpful phrastold fast to the core but
experiment like wild with the expression.” It isteide the scope of this study to survey
the various new models or to evaluate how faittifaly have been in holding fast to the
core, or whether in an attempt to be contextualgwant, some of the core has been
diluted. Nevertheless, it is an important foundadiqorinciple that the historic principles
of apostolicity and catholicity as expounded in ¢hassic ecumenical creeds provide an
important and tested framework, under scripturewhich present and future expressions
of church may be judged. In order that each suoeegeneration might be able to
“contend for the faith that was once for all enteasto God'’s holy peoplé® and “guard

the good deposit®®

entrusted to them, then the parameters of orthpdod heresy need
to be no broader nor narrower than scripture ielates. There must be a place for
non-negotiable3’’ By holding firmly to the credos of the early chayoew “wild

expressions” of Christian community will maintalretvital and necessary link with the

past, and with Christian orthodoxy, without whicfust like many first and second

% Nodding, 137.

°% Jude 1:3

%2 Timothy 1:14

7 The author has been at church planting conferesmeésolloquia where he has heard
phrases such as: “the importance of not havingsiipo on any doctrinal issue” (including,
when pressed, the deity of Christ); or in answex tpestion regarding their non-negotiables, one
spokesman said: “We don’t have any, since we feah-negotiables” is a very modernistic
term.”



222

century ecclesial manifestations — they will indeethder and find themselves “tossed
back and forth...blown here and there by every wifigaching.®*®

One feature of some postmodern planting literatiuag although not necessarily
resulting in the abandonment of orthodox beliefymanecessarily undermine it and lead
to a lack of clarity, or “dropping of the guards’the tendency for false dichotomies. This
might be between doctrine and experience, or betwebef and lifestyle. Buffington et
al, for example, write: “We are looking for truth be illustrated rather than dictated,
demonstrated rather than defended... living tmteiad of absolute trutR® Later, they
say this:

We care far more about how to live than about hmwrove...The church must

be willing to engage itself in the lives of peoplad to provide an example of

what a God-honoring life looks like...We are farmmbkely to accept truth when

it is revealed to us in the context of relationstign when it is dictated

doctrinally>*®

These are false antitheses: living truth is absdiuith. “True truth” will be illustrated
and dictated; demonstrated aefended. It is surely not possible to know howwe
unless we have the confidence to offer proofs aghtpsuch a lifestyle is not only
desirable, but necessaty.

Some of these dichotomizations ignore that, ferdtripturally-consistent
modernist, it was always about lifestyle and relaghips based on foundational truths. If

postmodern writers wish to critique the superstiteethat sometimes was erected on the

% Ephesians 4:14

%9 Buffington et al. in Jones, 86.

*0pid., 87.

1 This complementarity of knowing and living is afurse is brought together
succinctly in Francis Schaeffer’s title: “How shduwle then live?” Francis A. Schaeffétow
Should We Then Live?: The Rise and Decline of WeStought and Culturd_'Abri 50th
anniversary ed. (Wheaton, Ill.; Crossway Books,5300
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foundation of propositional truth, they will not jmove on this by questioning the
foundation. The better way is surely to keep thenftation and build a better edifice.

To be fair to the authors, they do state thag Hre not so much against absolute
truth as the way in which it has been manipula@fdcourse, one is more likely to accept
truth that is not merely dictated but illustratadhirelationship. Nevertheless, the
impression given in statements containing suckk stantrasts is that one side of the
equation is good and right for this time and c@twrhile the other is irrelevant and
outdated. This is unhelpful. Cultural contextudii@a must not come at the expense of
the integrity of the very message that lies betir@dventure of church planting in the
first place.

It is also worth remembering not to value styWerossubstance. Stuart Murray’s
quote is important here, as he draws attentiohdsélf-indulgence and micro-analysis
that can be too common in some emergent circleshideges, “Dogmatic iconoclasm is
no more attractive than dogmatic traditionalistff.He has witnessed situations where
“beautiful, radical and culturally cool churchessaegot off the ground” because too
much energy and money had been spent on cultuablsaasm and stylistic research, and no
resources were left to actually plahtAs borne out by all interviewees, an effective
church planting vision arises out of a heart tramagd by the historic orthodox,
scriptural message of grace, seeking to sharertbsasage. While each interviewee had
grappled deeply with issues of contextualizatiore@rn the use of his home, Brendan in

his relationship with the majority community, Ruarnd Colin in specific bivocational

*12 Murray, Planting Churches in the 21st Century: A GuideThose Who Want Fresh
Perspectives and New ldeas for Creating Congregatib37.
* ibid., 136.
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issues, Ciaran and Marcus in the naming of thaintp) all of them struggled with those
issues as they planted. First and foremost, théit done.
The Importance of Biblically Accurate and CultuyaRealistic Definitions of Success
It is important to understand from an early stag@tconstitutes success in the
eyes of the planter, plant and sending body. Oakl@m with trying to import a
particular model from elsewhere is that those modéken come not just with
methodologies that may not work in the new situgtlut also with a whole
philosophical framework of expectations, definispand presuppositions that may be
foreign to the receiving culture. Of particularehnce to a church planting scenario,
which is by nature pioneering and subject to revae reassessment, is the
understanding of what constitutes success. It# that, regardless of the size, age, or
location of the plant, the three interested paxigslanter, plant, and sending body have
a definition which is comprehensive, biblical, amat limited to numbers and finance.
Snappet** highlighted the unhelpful role of narrow CGM défiions in the
Christian Reformed Church, which were theologicaltygl culturally suspect in his
context. A much better definition can be found imKeller’s Introduction taCenter
Church.There he outlines why neither numerical/finansiatcess nor dogged
faithfulness are adequate metrics for judging badlsuccess. Instead, he advocates
fruitfulness, which can be a measurement of conmgetand godliness as well as
doctrine. He writes, “The church growth movemerd ireade many lasting contributions
to our practice of ministry. But its overemphasistechnique and results can put too
much pressure on ministers because it under-enga@satsie importance of godly

character and the sovereignty of God.” Similarlggning faithfulness as the only

1 Snapper, "Unfulfilled Expectations of Church Plagt"
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required characteristic “does not lead [pastorg{sio hard questions when faithful
ministries bear little fruit.” According to Kellewith fruitfulness as the benchmark, “We
are held accountable but not crushed by...expectation

Fred emphasized how his expectations and thosedfanding body had to be
radically altered in the light of the realitiestafenty-first century post-Catholic Irish
culture, while Brendan similarly spoke of the lafklsuccess an imposed model had in
his rural town. Such disparity in expectationsas limited to cross-cultural models, but
can be seen within Ireland, and even within denations. Fintan spoke of expectations
of a different kind, this time amongst the gathgneople in terms of what church should
be like, but he also said that if he had been gstioney, rather than bivocational, there
would have been greater expectations from Heada®iifi terms of numbers and
finances. Will spoke of the need for new critegapecially in rural situations, and this is
what lay behind his strong advocacy of the bivarsdl option.

It is of course natural, and in line with goodllmél stewardship, to be financially
accountable and to be prepared to ask hard qusstimhmake difficult decisions.
However, those questions and decisions must ogainst a backdrop of strong biblical
principles that don’t make a simplistic equatiotw®Een numbers and effectiveness. A
small or slowly developing plant may be having &sie impact on its community
while a large burgeoning one may have succeedgdloardugh transfer growth with
little or no effect on the surrounding area. Ifidans are taken to withdraw or reduce
resources, or even close the plant, they must lge ritet more strategic reasons than

purely numerical ones — if, for example, there hadn little or no missional impact and

*1> Keller, Center Church: Doing Balanced, Gospel-Centered Mixgiin Your City 14.
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the finances currently allocated to a particulanplcould be used more strategically
elsewhere.

Assessment and Reassessment of a Plant’s Vidigy Inevitably Include Issues of
Finance and Salary

While funding was not the foremost reason for titerviewees’ bivocationalism,
nor the issue about which they first spoke, andenthie literature is careful to emphasize
that the availability or unavailability of moneynst a good enough reason in and of
itself to start or discontinue a plant, financstil nevertheless a key factor in any plant’s
development. Inadequate or insecure funding caradighe planter with unnecessary
anxiety (something lan’s sending body were deteechito avoid), while responsible
budgeting and financial self-sufficiency will alwsape a barometer of a plant’s maturity
and stability. Central to these financial discussiwill be the amount of budget allocated
to stipend or salary.

Allen and Stevens have illustrated how the traddicstipendiary system was
only suitable for some places and at some timddpbuaevelopment and expansion
work, it is in fact “the greatest possible hindrarit'® In spite of the antipathy towards
bivocational planting in the majority of the litéwae, they are the among a vocal minority
who believe that pioneer situations are precidedycontexts where bivocationalism is to
be recommended. In fact, to use Nerger and Ramsays bivocational planters are
“uniquely wired for Kingdom growth>'’

It will be increasingly difficult for the Irish Psbyterian church to develop a

realistic and sustainable church planting strateigiyout facing the bivocational issue.

*1 Allen, The Case for Voluntary Clergg3. See also R. Paul Stevefisntmakingn
Banks and Stevens; SteveWgork Matters: Lessons from Scripture
" Nerger and Ramsey, Subtitle.
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Other denominations, such as Fintan’s and Rudndge realized this. For Ruari and

Will, it has been an option for quite some timejle/frintan’s older denomination, which
is structurally similar to the PCI, has only red¢greimbraced the idea. Nevertheless, it is
becoming increasingly common in the ecclesiastamadscape, and the PCI cannot afford
to ignore its potential or benefits.

Foundational Considerations Relating to Vocation

All Believers Have a Single Vocation From Which@ther Vocations Flow. These Are
All “High Callings”

“Bivocational” is used in this study as a term ofigenience to describe the ways
in which a believer’s primary calling to be a fédithfollower of Christ can be worked out
in more than one career or profession. While awéhkéolf's concerns that vocation not
be equated with occupation or paym&tiif is nonetheless inextricably linked to the
divine gift of work, which was given to mankind beé the fall of man in the Garden of
Eden. This work can be redeemed by the church wkkevers, while not exempt from
the drudgery or alienation inherent in the postdarse>'® find, through their work,
renewed meaning and purpose, and a significanslotservice and ministry to others,
regardless of whether the work in question is reznated or not. We affirm what
McGrath, commenting on Calvin, says regarding epéege of work being “a potentially
productive act of praise® Furthermore, Calvin’s assertion that there is ooky
however “mean and sordid,” that it cannot be “intant in the sight of God*! is borne

out by the fact that Paul, an educated religious,etboped, for the sake of the kingdom,

18 \/olf, 106ff.

1% Genesis 3:17-109.

20 McGrath, "Calvin and the Christian Calling," 34.
2L Calvin, 725.
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to work as an artisatf> Among modern authors, Huds6hhas re-emphasized the
damage done by the sacred-secular divide in betimihds of many Christians and the
philosophy of many churches. The sense of vocationurch leader — even pastor — can
still feel in terms of another area of employmeasvirought out in the experiences of
Colin and Fintan, who described themselves as tifer different areas of
employment, or having “missed their work” when thvegnt into full-time pastoral
ministry. Ruari, too, spoke in an energized wayualiis business and his “capacity for
work,” which he saw as complementing his plantimgjative.

A more traditional approach to vocation in term®wfained ministry being a
“higher calling” is well articulated by reformed iers such as Clowney, Milton, and
Campbell** These authors have an understandable desirehlighigthe immense
privileges of pastoring and preaching, and the s&tethat those who are called to these
offices assume them solemnly and humbly. Howew@ngiterms such as “the greatest
office in the world” or “higher calling” can unfarhately (and unintentionally)
undermine the integrity and spiritual nature of wegk undertaken by believers in other
disciplines and fields, can reflect a pre-Refororatinderstanding of vocation, and can
perpetuate the sacred/secular divide opposed bgdtydNelsorn® and Keller?®
amongst others. Clowney does seem to qualify msneents by factoring in the issue of

calling and gifting, and in this he is closer tov@@ who believed there was no higher

22 gee Lohr, "He Identified with the Lowly and Becam8lave to All: Paul's
Tentmaking as a Strategy for Mission."

2 Hudson.

%24 Clowney:; Milton. Also, lain Campbell, “The Call the Ministry”,
http://www.banneroftruth.org/pages/articles/articetail.php?1106 Accessed®®larch 2012.

525 Nelson.

526 Keller and Alsdorf.
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calling than to be in the vocation to which God keatled and gifted you, whatever that
might be>?" or, as Sherman put it more recently, to “bloom rehgu are planted’®
Vocation Must Be Separated From Remuneration

Vocation stands apart from economics. It also Saimbve “work.” However,
when Volf wrote of freeing work from “the dead hawfdvocation,®?° he had in mind a
very limiting view of vocation which either confidet to religious pursuits (Catholic) or
inflexibly restricted it to, usually, a single pession or skill (his critique of the
Reformers’ position). However, Volf's concerns ¢anbetter heeded not by “freeing”
work from vocation, but by developing a theologyotation sufficiently rounded to
incorporate work as one means of living out on@sous vocations.

Furthermore, one can be true to one’s calling amdid vocation fulfilling and
productive regardless of whether one is paid. Hoaléng is one obvious example of
this, as are many “second vocations” undertakeatirement years. Bivocational
advocates such as Bicker$ Dorsett?*! Nerger, and Ramsay limited the term
“bivocational pastor” to those who are paid at tesmsnething from their church, in order
to distinguish them from “volunteers.” They arecadgsixious that, in the interests of
longer-term sustainability, the church or plantsionet develop a culture of dependency,
and also that pastors are not taken for grantedrendorth of their work is recognized.
It will often be a temptation for plants not to phag pastor if he or she is willing to work

for nothing. These concerns are valid. It is natlthg for a plant, for example, to have

been lulled into a sense that this can be “donercheap,” so that if a time comes for a

%27 Calvin, 111.x.6, 725.

%28 Sherman, 151.

529 \/olf, vii.

530 Bickers, The Work of the Bivocational Minister
! Dorsett.



230

full-time pastor to be called, they are financiallyprepared for the expense that that will
involve.

However, the issue of terminology remains, ans &n important one. Linking
the term “bivocational” to earnings and excludihgge who serve gratibreatens the
integrity of the vocation which has its origin metcall of God, and would still be a
vocation whether money changed hands or not. Clolirexample, never took a penny
from the church, but there is no doubt from higimtew and his years of pastoral
experience that he had a clear vocation to platht@atead. The same was true for
Brendan. Since Colin’s church is in a stage of ession-planning and on a trajectory
towards employing a pastor for the next stage efpllant, one may question the wisdom
of his continuing not to take remuneration. Neveleghs, there can be no doubt that he
has been, and is, a fine example of a bivocatipasior. There can be no doubt that the
term “bivocational” can be used legitimately foef®l bivocationals” such as the
Apostle Paul, who worked at times and at other dimas happy to receive financial
help. So, if he was regarded as bivocational evémose times when he was actively
tentmaking and not receiving payment from the chescit is clear that we must resist
any temptation to extract the term “vocation” fritsoriginal context of “divine calling”
and attach it to remuneration.

Work Has Inherent Integrity and Is Not a Means ndEand

It was a major rediscovery of the Reformation thatk in and of itself had
integrity. Most recently, this has been champiobgavriters such as Nelson, Sherman,
Hudson, and Keller. Volf queried the adequacy effeformers’ theology of work and

sought to expand it to include a pneumatologicdl esthatological dimension. He felt
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that, without this, work too easily became seea asans of productivity or creating
wealth, something which rigid and unprincipled ¢algm found easy to exploit.
However, while Volf's concerns may be valid regaglthe need to counter
dehumanizing work and alienation in work, and thedto consider multi-vocations or
serial vocations in an ever-changing marketpldee Reformers’ emphasis on the
integrity of all work can still be affirmed.

One of the weaknesses in some of the church ptahiterature is that
bivocationalism, if it is discussed at all, is d@®ein a way that sees the pastoral or
planting work as truly vocational and the other kvas, at best subservient, or at worst,
inferior to it. It is seen as a means of “paying Hills,” or “making contacts.” It is this
very dualism that Keller critiques? It undermines the value of work, the attitudehsf t
planter towards it is inevitably compromised, aimel $acred/secular divide is reinforced
in the mind of the planter and the culture of tkenp

This was something Marcus was keen to avoid implaist, and he believes that
his bivocationalism helped to cement a more halistid biblical view of vocation within
the culture of the plant. Fintan too spoke of havobationalism instills values of co-
operation, participation, and leadership develogrirethe plant that would be lost if it
had been planted with full-time personnel fromleginning. While none of the authors
or practitioners consulted would be as brazen aayampenly that their work was of
more value than that of their congregation, as lsthe emphasis above remains, the
unspoken message is there and is being subtlyoread.

One area in which this might be exposed is in thaca a young person may

receive every time they enquire about how best taeyserve God. For example, Roberts

532 Keller and Alsdorf, 196-197.
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and Thornborough’s book is aimed at recruiting meoekers for “gospel ministry,” and
in it Richard Coekin actually refers to work outsithe church as being a distraction for
the believer. He says, “Christians working in affooften find that the growing demands
of their jobs can begin to distract them from tleiangelistic relationships or homegroup
preparation...Too often today, potential gospel niengsare being distracted by their
creation ministry from maximizing their gospel ngitriy.”>>® Later he writes, “We must

all seek to maximize both our creation ministry and gospel ministries but where they
compete for our time and resources [how can théy]mur gospel ministry takes priority
over our creation ministry** (parenthesis mine).

If Coekin is unambiguous about the pre-eminenaghafch-based work over
other work, he is equally unambiguous about a heégaof importance amongst
ministries when he argues, “The ministry of the Wof God takes priority over the other
kinds of ministry we perform for God* Yet, while he quotes from Acts chapter six and
the division of labor between the apostles andaegde fails in his attempt to apply the
principle of “gospel ministry priority” into all siations. This is because his definition of
“gospel ministry” is narrow and would evidently éxde the work of the diaconate.
Therefore, the question remains: “Why did Peteroskecone form of ministry and
Stephen another?” Equally, “Why, if their ministimas less a “gospel ministry” than that
of the apostles, did the deacons need to be “nieoffthe Spirit and wisdom?*°
Coekin is representative of a contemporary streftmonght which, although helpful in

emphasizing the indispensability of “word ministrgnd although fruitful in encouraging

°33 Roberts and Thornborough, 38-39.
% bid., 45.
%% bid., 40.
%% Acts 6:3.
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recruits for such ministry, does so in a way threpptuates an unhelpful and unbiblical
bifurcation between sacred and secular, creatiomsiny and gospel ministry, and is
contrary to a reformed understanding of the LonalslfiChrist over all creation.

While there may be very good reasons, as Milton@oxt*’ show in their books,
why someone should leave one profession in ordilltaw a calling into preaching and
pastoring, just as there may be very good reastwsavplanter or leader should be full-
time in that work, nevertheless those reasons teebd articulated in a way that does not
denigrate or relegate the importance of the miistwhich the person had been
engaged as a faithful Christian doctor, accounfaoject manager or factory worker. If
the churches being planted are to be theologicalipded and healthy, then the work
done by the members in the 110 hétitthey are on what Hudson calls “their

frontline”>°

must not be seen as inferior, nor must any worledwy their pastor outside
of the church be seen as a “necessary evil” orlgiagpa means to an end. Dorr alludes
to this when he writes of those who “...believe tGad has called them for ministry in
their secular arena as much as in their religiettsng). These ministers do not see
tentmaking as ‘paying the bills’ for their churclosk. Rather, both areas are important
640

fields of ministry.

Bivocationalism Has a Rich Pedigree, Is Withouti&@es Theological Opposition, and Is
Particularly Suited to the Contemporary Culture

Dorr and Allen were at the forefront of illustragihow bivocationalism has a rich
history dating back to the earliest days of therchuresurfacing at the time of the

Reformation when “a flourish of bivocational mirgst” emerged because many

37 Cox.

538 Hudson'’s calculation. See Hudson, 56ff.
%3 |bid., 93.

50 Dorr, 16.
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preachers and church leaders found themselvesd®dioom the mainstream church and
all the benefits that would normally come witi“tIn the centuries in between, Bosch
explains, “The clericalizing of the church went dan hand with the sacerdotalizing of
the clergy.®*? The reformed churches ever since have had togewgjth defending the
right and proper office of the pastor-teacher adhe hand, and the priesthood of all
believers on the other. That we have not alwaysesdaed is evident from the words of
interviewees such as Sam, who spoke of Irish Ptegshgs in some quarters having “a
very priestly view of ministry.”

Dorr also points out how the early days of Amanichurch history were
saturated with examples of bivocational pastord,fencautions against presuming that
the modern ambivalence regarding bivocationalissdhaays been the case:
“Bivocationalism isn’t a new idea. In our day wadeto picture the minister as a
religious professional, academically and profesaigrirained and serving a church
which adequately supports him financially. A mieistvho doesn't fit this category tends
to be somewhat suspect.” However, in some place®&as, the opposite was true, as
Door notes, “A ministry supported by the church rasvned upon by many frontier
people.®*
In fact, it is probably safe to say that, in btih literature and interviews, no

theological objections to bivocationalism emerglue caveats were all of a pragmatic

nature — not “Is this permissible?” but “Will thigork?” One may have expected to hear

> bid., 24.

2 Bosch, 468. See also Dewar, 5.

3 Dorr, 25. He quotes Carter: “Baptists in the cabperiod had trouble separating a
paid ministry from the state controlled and stalesdized ministry of established churches”
(Dorr quoting James E Carter “The socioeconomitustaf baptist ministers in historical
perspective”Baptist History and Heritagel5 (Jan 1980), 39.
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more about the Presbyterian concern to presereglacated ministry so as not to
downgrade the centrality and quality of preachimg, this did not feature, leading one to
conclude that bivocational ministry need not bempatible with an educated ministry.
While some mention was made by Bickers and otfito$ the need to restructure
training and theological education to take accaiditivocationals, there was no
suggestion that if the bar is being moved, it lveeled at the same time. Here, as in
many other issues related to this subject, the plaof Paul, “a Hebrew of the
Hebrews...a Phariseé? is ample proof that bivocationalism need not medack of
proper education or training. In fact, the presuampthat bivocational ministry may
result in a lowering of quality is an unwarrantewl ainsubstantiated accusation that
conveniently ignores the many ways in which bivara! ministry brings much fresh
gualities, added richness, and new energy to aregagonal context.

There are signs that we are entering a time wiwdtyrally, bivocationalism is
not only possible but desirable and increasinglymmn. Volf hinted at this when he
spoke of the information culture emerging at tivaetand the “synchronic plurality of

employment®*®

that was becoming common. This has, if anythicgekerated in recent
decades. A more fluid and uncertain economy, arease in “home and cottage
industries” (such as that of Marcus), self-emplogitr{such as the case of Colin), second

and third careers, flexibility in degree structyr@sd incentives towards re-training are

all components of a changing marketplace whichfaaititate bivocational ministry.

>4 Bickers, The Tentmaking Pastor: The Joy of Bivocational btiryj 51ff.
>4 Phil.3:5.
> volf, 106-107.
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There Are Clear Advantages to Bivocationalism

Bivocational ministry can be recommended not lpestause it is increasingly
possible within the current economic climate, bainty because it brings with it many
inherent advantages. These were mentioned intdratlire, but were mainly illustrated
by the interviewees themselves.

Although denominations may be attracted to theehtat financial reasons, as
mentioned elsewhere, this was not the key motindtio the planters, just as F&é,

Lohr, and HocR*® would argue it was not the main motivation for P@ertainly there
were advantages for the planter outlined in tlegdiure, advantages that are often
overlooked. Contrary to the popular idea that bangrbivocational will prolong years

of debt and financial hardship, Bickers and Palst@wed that the opposite can also be
the case, and that another vocation can give ts@ipanore financial security and protect
him or her from vulnerability to church schismsmternal power-games.

Nor did the interviewees see the obvious finangaaings to the plant as the main
advantage, preferring instead to highlight the wayshich congregational development
was enhanced through the pastor’'s missional cantpastoral authenticity, identification
with the people, and relevant preaching born outosial working life. In addition,
from the congregation’s perspective, there werth&urbenefits through the eradication
of a sacred/secular mindset, the outworking of yweember ministry, and the rapid
emergence and training of indigenous leadershig. @Wrexpected benefit that emerged ,
because it is so counter-intuitive, is the way thhtvocational lifestyle, rather than

burning out the individual, as might be expecteh actually give their lives a rhythm

5 Fee.
58 Hock.
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and infuse them with energy, providing a ready-mametional and physical outlet that
can prevent them from becoming consumed and saligtdehydrated by the church.

Some who had transitioned out of bivocationalisachsas Declan, did mention
exhaustion and tiredness. Others, such as Bresdake of how their work became
dispiriting in later years as they got older, whMarcus said he could not imagine
returning to those days. Nevertheless, the majesiperience was overall positive, with
not as much focus on burnout as one would expeopaced to the alarming increase in
reported cases among full-time pastFs.

It was Stevens who pointed out the dangers of utriao full-timers because
they “invest too many expectations in one committhand the re-energizing that is
possible through the “natural rhythm” of bivocatidisnt>° — a new rhythm and
discipline that Fintan acknowledged had emergeckesire had become bivocational.
These men would agree with Rozko that the vari@tgiient in bivocationalism leads to
“all-round healthier churches, and healthier pastdt* This is so far removed from
conventional wisdom that it is probably only thrbuge testimony of a new generation
of practitioners that presuppositions can be chgtd and the cultural mindset altered.

In summarizing these foundational consideratians, probably apt to conclude
with the words of Justice Anderson, and one ofrelgtaapologias for bivocationalism.
David Jones, speaking to the Australian Baptisistes him thus:

Bivocationalism is not an unauthorized, illegatuater in the Christian ministry

due to poor performance, or a second option, efume for failure. On the
contrary, it is a legitimate, original New Testarheption sorely needed for the

*¥9The PCI has seen an alarming increase in pasikirgjtleave of absence due to stress-
related illness, necessitating various recent tef@ord Panels dealing wigtress in the Ministry

%50 stevens, 143.

%51 http://lifeasmission.com/blog/2009/10/bi-vocatibr@nistry/ Accessed™® January,
2012.
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carrying out of a bold mission thrust. It must Ieeg equality and an elevated,
recognized place among the options for ministrizalt a theological basis and a
noble history. It is absolutely essential to theigttan world mission in today’s
world >*2

Emerging Themes Concerning Church Planting Which Ae Relevant to the Irish
Presbyterian Context

Presbyterians and Church Planting: An Unnecessddilstant Relationship?

To say that Presbyterians have not been to thé&dorten either church planting
or the bivocational resurgence would be an undersient:>® In the United Kingdom
and Ireland, they are conspicuously absent inithature. For example, in the various
denominational summaries of church planting initeg mentioned by Bayes, while
Anglicans, Baptists, Methodists, and of course &aydtals and neo-Pentecostals feature,
Presbyterians are conspicuous by their abs&fié@ozen remarked that, while many
denominations seemed capable of adapting to thetstal and cultural changes
necessary to facilitate a planting-focus, thosefeoCalvinist tradition struggled in this
regard>>®

One implication of this is that much church plagtliterature, due possibly to a
lack of a clearly-articulated ecclesiological bakias tended to focus on method rather

than theology. As a result, the importance of chyslanting has been absent from most

*2 David Jones, “Bivocational ministry: the other ito” Report to the Baptist Churches

of NSW/ACTDownloadable resource from http://baptistnswasthi-vocational ministry.pdf 4.
Accessed % January 2012.

3 Redeemer Presbyterian NYC, and their city-to-nitwork (which, significantly, is
much broader than Presbyterian) is the recent ¢éxceghich proves the rule.

>4 Bayes, 7-8. It is interesting that of the churcHeslson worked with in his “Whole-
life Discipleship” project, the only Presbyteriameowas a Scottish plant. See
http://www.licc.org.uk/uploaded media/1343658428-
Imagine%20Unpacked%20%20(Mar%2009).pdf 11. Arafslaot only the best missional
communities, but also the ones most open to resiagesther aspects of congregational life and
witness?

%® Roozen and Nieman, 592.
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reformed ecclesiological discussions and systentiagialogies. Writers such as Hibbert,
Chester, and Timmis are surely correct in warnihgnobarking on church planting
without an adequate ecclesiological foundation Jeylt the same time, urging mainline
churches to keep church planting at the forefrériny developing ecclesiological
discussions>®

As we seek to understand why reformed churchesstnaggle more in this area,
however, the question from chapter two remainstiaee still perhaps barriers —
structural or theological — which prevent Preshgtes from enthusiastically pursuing the
avenue of church planting in general, and bivocationinistry in particular? On one
level, one can see how independent churches opgrfadbm a “gathered church” model
find it relatively easy to plant within what theyowld regard as a “free market.” On the
other hand, those with a “national church” or conoeal ecclesiology would wish to be
more cautious in terms of how planting may afféeirtinter-church or intra-church
relationships (witness the various debates refextircchapter two regarding parish
bounds). However, if the establishment churchdsnigland and Scotland, which have a
longer history, more weighty institutional struesy and are even more tightly bound to a
parish model than the PCI, can publish substarggdrts on church planting and begin
to experiment with incorporating a variety of “flesxpressions” within their
denominations, it is difficult to see why Irish Bbgterians should have been so slow in
this regard, or why some of those in positionseaflership should have said “What's

church planting?” when one of the interviewees ested permission to try.

%5¢ Chester and Timmis, 93; Hibbert, “The Place of €hwPlanting in Mission: Towards
a Theological Framework," 316.
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Similarly, those operating outside a centrally feddlenominational structure will
more naturally look to bivocationalism as an optieven if it is a “means to an end,”
while those, such as Presbyterians, who have rdatlyrbeen provided with personnel
from a centrally-administered pool, will be lesslined to do so. However, although a
particular understanding of “call” may lead to aigion of bivocational ministry in
some reformed circles, it is difficult to find ih literature or interviews any articulated
reasons why there should have been a moratoriumissional church planting into
virgin territory for over a century in the PCligtpossible that lurking underneath the
surface there are some theological shibbotatlesusing the reticence, but these did not
come out in the research. It is outside the scoplei®study to examine whether or not
certain aspects of reformed and Presbyterian aoldgy, such as covenantal theology, a
more inclusive doctrine and practice of the sacrameur understanding of catholicity,
and the inter-relation of the church visible andsible, have any bearing on church
planting motivation, strategy, or practitg.

Nevertheless, this much can be affirmed. As a ¢chooenmitted to the scriptures
as the “only infallible rule of faith and practit&;’ the command of Christ and the
example of the apostles leave us with no alteradiivt to establish disciple-making

communities of faith wherever God sends us. As kelibbmphasized, the metaphor of

57 A term based on Judges 12:4-6 and denoting a rpemiliarity of a certain group or
sub-group.

*8 These issues were raised in an unpublished pgpsartior Irish Presbyterian minister
Warren Porter: “The Church Visible: an examinatibithe historic Presbyterian doctrine of the
visible church set forth by the Westminster Diviaesl their successors.” Available from the
author.

%> Presbyterian Church in Irelarithe Code: The Book of the Constitution and
Government of the Presbyterian Church in IreldBeélfast: General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church in Ireland, 1980), §10.
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the church as a body presupposes an inbuilt abdlityeproductiorr® For the PClI, this
means making a significant and unique contributiat,only to the renewal and
extension of the Irish church — what former Irisked$byterian Moderator Trevor Morrow

061 _ pbut also to the

calls “a mission for the reformation of the chuoatholic
evangelization of the increasingly post-Christiad aulticultural people of Ireland.
Planting or Revitalization — or Both?

In a denomination such as the PCI that has hadgent church planting
movement, some of the questions answered in tiyelgarature are still relevant. While
some of the tools and methodologies have been seget, the objections to planting are
still heard in some circles. For example, it isetyia false dichotomy to force a choice
between planting and revitalization. If, as Kek¢ial argue, effective planting can
revitalize a city or region, it can also revitalié@ling denominations and congregations.
However, that does not mean all congregations cahauld be revitalized.

Revitalization may use up just as many, or everepm@sources and time than planting.
Robinson regards it as “laudable but difficult,'dathis quote is still very pertinent in
terms of priorities and stewardship:

It is a sad fact that many such congregations iawélling to let go of ways that,

though they might have served the kingdom welhmpast, no longer do so. It

must be asked if it is good stewardship of kingdesources to perpetuate

ineffective activity. Sometimes a cure is not pbkesand there must be death
before resurrection can take placé!

%0 See Hibbert, "The Place of Church Planting in MissTowards a Theological
Framework," 330.

1 See Trevor W. J. Morrow, “Mission Ireland: a Refied PerspectiveThe Furrow,
Vol.38, No.8 (August 1987), 493-503.

62 Robinson and Christine, 142.
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So, in some contexts, planting may actually beeedsan, and preferable to,
revitalization in terms of time, energy, and finahcesources®® For a church such as
the PCI that puts so much of its financial and pengl resources into maintaining what
currently exists, this is an important consideratidhe financial costs of persevering
with “ineffective activity” are relatively easy tmmpute, but what about the personal
costs as young leaders, who may have made finéepgammave their enthusiasm
dampened, creativity stifled, and dreams dilutechbee the only avenues of service
available to them are revitalization ministrieplaces that do not want to be revitalized?
Avoiding Cloning

The warning against cloning that permeates thealitiee is particularly relevant
in any denominational context where one model afdh and ministry dominates, or
even monopolizes, the culture. Such presupposiatomsommon within Presbyterianism.
Although, as pointed out in chapter one, most efRICI's new church development has
been in areas of population shift. Even a glantbeste newer congregations will
uncover churches with full-time pastors, organgjrsh uniformed organizations, and
women’s associations — in short, replicas of thedhes from which the founders had
moved, whether or not such models were approptdatiee new time or the new context.
This is what interviewee Murray experienced whenréiceiving Presbytery plumped for
a previously failed but familiar model over his dational proposal.

However, the noticeable shift in the literature gviram an almost formulaic

approach to one that took time to reflect on timesaand purposes of the planting process

°%3 |Interestingly, the author spoke to one seniortBtesian pastor who had successfully
revitalized a dying congregation about whetheroeight he could do it again. He said: “No, |
wouldn't have the energy or patience at this stagry life. |think | could possibly start from
scratch, but | don't think | would have the perdaeaources to turn another one around.”
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is mirrored in the experience of the interviewdsr®ndan spoke of the singular lack of
success a CGM-dominated approach had in his sarall Irish town, while Fred
confessed that the expectations of his sending,dmbed as they were on United
Kingdom and North American statistics, were uttenfyealistic in the Irish context. It
was this that actually led him to become bivocatlon order to adopt a more
incarnational approach and give himself more timke&rn the culture without having to
worry about funding.
The Need to Explore New Models

According to Tim Chester:

There is much talk about “new ways of being churcl8ome of this reflects a

postmodern culture that downplays truth; some céfla ‘me-centred’ culture

which wants a form of church that indulges my sélfilesires. We need churches

that address this culture without capitulatingtt®e need gospel-centered

churches®
But what type of models might be worth investiggtin the current climate? Fred and
Brendan both spoke of how many Irish people had bemed off “organized church,”
not just in terms of the institutional majority ¢bhb but also some highly-structured and
programmatic North American models. Since Preskayiesm can be seen as “structure-
heavy,” it will be important to look for ways in wdh, like a good referee at a soccer
match, the structure and bureaucracy are not ribéind the players are allowed to get on
with the game. The trouble is, as lan remarkedthis part of the world, church planting
has just not been done in reformed circles.”

Coffey and Gibbs’s various transitions are wortkimg especially those that

show that big is not always better and that effectiommunities can be created with

relatively few resources. These transitions incitittem bureaucratic hierarchies to

% Tim Chester in Roberts and Thornborough, 78; ibid.
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apostolic networks;” “from attracting a crowd teekang the lost;” “from generic
congregations to incarnational communitig®.Following Donald Miller, the authors
claim that “the pyramidal structures inherited fridme past need to be replaced by a
much more democratized structure with a high degfecentralization and
empowerment in the present cultural conté&t.They acknowledge that careless
decentralization can lead to fragmentation, antldaership with a strong commitment
to founding values and vision will be needed tovpre that. The encouraging reality here
is that although in many places Presbyterian paliy be seen as part of the problem
(centralized and bureaucratic), it could also keaificant part of the solution
(democratized, connexional, unity around core thgiokl principles).

However, just as Stuart Murray warned that reagsggsditional models is not
the same as abandoning them, and that new is nessarily better, so too it is important
to realize that the traditional model may stillthe best one to serve many areas of
Ireland. The question is, should it dominate, @remonopolize, the Presbyterian
ecclesiastical landscape? Al Barth comments tharuand suburban professionals used
to high quality “productions,” especially in musind lecturing, are more likely to be
reached by larger, well-resourced, and highly &dipersonnel®’ The reality is, though,
that such demographics constitute a small minamityeland.

Barth’s four models of gospel-centered communiig®ss the denominations are
worth considering. He suggested that all citie$ méed a handful of “cathedrals,” which
are very large, multi-staffed, offering centralizeaining and multifarious programs, and

well equipped for “cold evangelism,” especially argdhe unattached — young, single,

%% Coffey and Gibbs, chs.3,7,9.
%% |pid., 90.
%7 Al Barth, “RE: Research.” E-mail to the author (28cember, 2011).
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divorced, immigrants, and those recently arriveitie€ will also need half a dozen to a
dozen “regional churches” (depending on the sizé@iconurbation), which are several
hundred strong in membership, that have an infledrayond their immediate parish, and
also provide a variety of services — evangelislisgipleship, “mercy ministries” — to

both members and wider community. Also necessageveral dozen “community
churches” that are probably around a hundred strsingle-staffed, with an emphasis on
family life and on pastoring/ caring, but with vateer-led programs that provide well for
the members and the immediate parish area, prayjérhaps one or two outreach
services and/or evangelistic events. Finally, edgghneeds numerous “cell
churches/gospel communities” of a couple of dozdess that live, worship, and share
faith together in small informal groups, and amtmgjr immediate circle of friends. If a
city has such churches in all categories then sustgroups can be reached, and the
spiritual needs of the believers adequately #fethere are a few PCI churches that
could fall into the second “regional” category, \ehtihe vast majority would self-
consciously adopt the third “community” model. Extense that might be several
hundred strong would still see themselves primasiyarish/community church&s.

This dominant framework means that the one or tvad ¢ould have made a jump
to “cathedral” level have found themselves unwilor unable to do so. This is because
they have tried to grow in centralized programaining, resources and outreach, while
simultaneously trying to hold on to a parish pagtarodel. Inevitably, because they are

still trying to operate like a church of two orélerhundred, where everyone, especially

°%8 personal conversation with the author as parh@fdxisory visit to Irish church
planters and supervisors, December 2012. Al Batbh@redeemercitytocity.com

*%9 Of the eleven churches of more than seven hurfdreiies at the time of writing,
only a couple in the Belfast area would draw sigaiit numbers from outside their immediate
area.
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the pastor, knows everyone, their capacity to foncas a “cathedral” hub of teaching
evangelism and training resources for the widegrisithen severely curtailed.

Similarly, the dominance of the third model medret tittle or no thought has
been given to the possibilities presented by thetfio While many churches would have
“home groups” or “interest-groups,” there is stilbuspicion surrounding such groups in
some quarters, and a determination — almost paantu keep them well-supervised and
tied to the center. Any thoughts or utterancesatbe lines of such groups morphing
into churches would be seen as schismatic, ingteas a potential planting and outreach
possibility. Models such as those hypothesized bymagh>’® where small sub-groups
meet as “churches” for fellowship and teaching muadtiplicity of contexts and at
different times, but are tied to a central hub tifédrs facilities, training, finance, youth
programs, outreach and occasional joint celebratibave never been tried. Nor is this
conservatism limited to Irish Presbyterians; intemee Murray was proposing
something close to Timmis’s gospel community/cklirch model and was met with
institutional resistance and frivolous comparistmblaight-Ashbury. Fred, on the other
hand found within his structures the freedom toeexpent with that type of home-based
model.

Creativity is needed not just in terms of expagdime options within a certain
area, but also regionally and across traditionahlaries. Scotland and Beckwithhave
shown how in the past the parish system has begaasbgd within the Church of England

in order to facilitate new church development, nefg to pre-Reformation monastic

orders, Puritan lectureships, Wesleyan classesyrzge trusts, and proprietary chapels.

>’ Moynagh, 100ff.
"1 |n Scotland (ed.), 63-68. 63-8.
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They outlined ways in which these varied and de@mups are evidence that parish
boundaries have never been sacrosanct, and thggstad “privately-financed clergy” as
one way forward. In similar vein, Calladine andr8igr>’?in a chapter entitled “Cross-
boundary church plants: some principles and predsdeargued the irrelevance of the
parish system to contemporary relationships. Tlas in turn challenged by Roxburgh,
who is unconvinced by the “network church” argumemd still feels that historic
parishes and denominations have a significanttoopay>"®

Nevertheless, regardless of its current relevandetore prospects, the parish
system should not be used as an excuse to stifietigy nor territorialism introduced to
prevent gospel initiatives. As early as the 1988@s Church of England recognized that a
greater authority than church tradition and pditypuld be the motivator: “Church
planting across parish and diocesan boundariekd@®ened under the pressure of an
evangelistic imperative that has assumed precedmmdoyalty to the institution and its
territorial contract.®”

Of the PCI planters interviewed, both had plametof mother churches in the
Republic of Ireland where the Presbyterian presense small that parishes are indeed
irrelevant. However, in cities and major townshe north of the island, it is difficult to
plant without trespassing into someone else’s payist the need, particularly among the

young, disenfranchised, post-modern, post-Chrigitgsulation is so strong that freedom

must be given to those visionary enough to wapldat as appropriate, regardless of

211 ibid., 70-81.

3 Alan Roxburgh, “Reframing Denominations from a Mimal Perspective”, in Van
Gelder. Also in “Being Missional: Joining God iretNeighborhood”, lecture at East Belfast
Mission, November 2012.

" Church of EnglandBreaking New Ground: Church Planting in the Chuath
England: A Report2-3.
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geographical location or traditional boundaries Kesinedy rightly challenged: “There
may not be much geographic space uncovered byyReesin congregations in the
Province of Ulster today but there is much ‘sosjaéce’ where we are not presett”

This comes close to what Coffey and Gibbs artiedla number of years later
when they warned against mainline churches trytngégain the center® If, as they
argue convincingly, culture itself is increasinfiiggmented without center or
circumference, perhaps the time has come for tbhechho think of working from the
margins and seek to infiltrate and influence witlsgel-hearted compassion the various
disparate sub-cultures that constitute our postemodultural landscape. However, if the
response (or lack of it) to the Church’s StrategyMission Reports of the 1990s, and the
data from this study’s interviewees, are anythimga by, such a mindset seems well
outside the traditional frame of reference of madsh Presbyterians.

The evidence from the non-Presbyterian intervieveeesfrom the number of
new denominations springing up in Northern Irelanthe past decade is that a
protectionistic territorialism is pointless. If Bi®yterians don’t plant in our cities, then
someone else surely will. While that is not a peablfor those of a generous mind and
ecumenical spirit, it casts yet more doubt on theamnination’s future, and deprives the
city of the particular contribution reformed witsesan offer, especially in the areas of
preaching, teaching, and apologetics.

Fintan drew a comparison between the expected mesantensive “attractional”
model whereby a church is established with the hbaepeople will be drawn to it, and

one that is “incarnational,” which is actually mai@e-intensive but can be fruitful in a

*"> Kennedy, “Through a glass darkly: a look at thteifes of church planting” (Part 1),
24.
>’® Coffey and Gibbs, 218.
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very different way, especially with those suspis@i attending formal church events. It
is vitally important, whatever model is chosentthianter and denomination have a clear
and common understanding of what is being attempteelse expectations will be
unhelpfully unrealistic. Snapper’s findings illuste that false or confused expectations
can be fatal to any church planting movement, asditicle shows how plants initiated
centrally, without a strong local sponsoring fel&hp, almost invariably strugg?é’

Presuppositions about what sort of church fellowsiould emerge may also lie
behind many of the objections to bivocational glegnand leadership. If what is
envisioned is the traditional CGM model, completthwarge core-group and “bells-and-
whistles” launch, then many will find difficulty irmagining how this could be achieved
without full-time leadership. However, if what inwsioned is indeed a “new
expression,” or a gospel community & la ChesterTamunis, a house church, a base
community, call it what you will, then the case Bvocationalism is not only strong, but
may be irresistible.

Of course, these are not the only two options. &leea middle way, and it is here
that one finds most of the interviewees. It is gasgo have a gathered fellowship in a
purpose-built or rented space, following an expebtitargy’’® and comprising youth,
children’s, and community outreach programs, buihwb set expectations to grow to a
pre-determined number or to employ increasing nusbestaff. It could, in fact, be

argued that the lack of “mega-churches” in thehldentext points to the fact that either

>’ Snapper, "Unfulfilled Expectations of Church Plagt" 486.

*"8 | use the word liturgy here in its broadest seneeering everything from thBook of
Common Prayeto an extensive period of band-led praise followwgdalk; whatever the
culturally-expected “order” or routine may be.
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this smaller traditional model or the cell/gospafnenunity model are the ones most
suited to the emerging Irish context.
Encouraging Entrepreneurs

Church planting by its very nature has close siritiégs with other entrepreneurial
endeavours, so it naturally attracts creative pewth those ranges of gifts. Ruari, for
example, working with an independent network, weivaly encouraged to take his
entrepreneurial savvy honed in the business wardduese it in his church panting
context. Such people are not absent within theliytesan family. The difficulty lies in
whether or not the denomination can make roomhfemt, harnessing and directing their
creativity without stifling it, and in whether tlemtrepreneurial spirits are willing and
able to work within the restraints necessary imgedart of a wider network. Do they
have the capacity to bless the wider denominatiobding teachable, humble, and
patient enough to tolerate the frustrations forléinger purpose of injecting some of their
vision and vitality and creativity into the thinkjrof the denomination, inspiring others
and releasing similarly gifted creative leaders whn follow behind them?

The track record of the reformed denominationsisgood in this regard, and it
is interesting that geographical context does eetrsto be as significant a factor as
theological context. The Presbyterian interviewéasexample, were working in three
different countries. Every group needs its entnepues. They may be difficult, at times
unrealistic, and often in need of being kept incshiey the pragmatists, but any grouping
without innovators, any denomination that is cangtnally wired to stifle the creative

thinkers or quench the entrepreneurial spirits|, fivitl itself in serious trouble.
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Contemporary reformed churches need to heed SRoaihson’s cry regarding
the need for evangelists and pioneers/apostles tatered for within mainline training
and structures as much as the dominant pastordeealle. Kevin Mannoia’s call for
bureaucrats and entrepreneurs to start workingeative partnership as allies rather than
foes also needs to be heard. Robinson remindsthe ¢dss to the local church of the
pioneering minority who have tended to “become seas missionaries, [get involved] in
parachurch structures, or [begin] new denominatifSMannoia, in words that are
highly relevant to any struggling denomination,mpodes how having both administrators
and pioneers working together saves us from thadwus cycle of self-preservation and
protectionism...[and from] shallow, disorganizedsfian-the-pan progran&® He also
gives us a timely and encouraging reminder of the@atages of denominations, even in
a more fragmented and post-modern context, beadubke “support, accountability and
multi-generational stability” they offef’

Specific Challenges for Presbyterians Denominatigna

Presbyterians share, with other denominations,mazgtional and political
characteristics that will inevitably be stretched @hallenged by the proposal of new
ideas and models. However, these challenges carebgvely used as an opportunity for
growth and for the organization to re-invent itselineet the new reality. Church
planting offers a unique opportunity to do this tmuneeded reflection.

The Center Should Resource the Grass-Roots, Net\Wérsa

Roxburgh believes that such reflection can be gomant work of God within a

denomination at a time of transition. He notese “Bpirit continually disrupts the settled

5 Robinson and Christine, 32-33.
%80 Mannoia, 39-40.
%51 bid., 146.
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assumptions and structures of God’s peopleGibbs and Coffey summarized the issue
well when they differentiated between denominatiGtraictures as “instruments of
control” and those that “provided financial andgmmel resources by which local
churches can be effectively servicel”

The common conclusion of both the literature amitierviewees is that the
center needs to resource the wider community, laaickhe ineffective should not deprive
the missionally productive and visionary of res@stdBoth Moynagh and Mannoia
affirmed the positive role denominations can hdwg,only if they resist the temptation
to control and dominate and begin to realize tbedll congregation and denomination are
indeed interdependerft! Hay >® speaking from a Scottish Presbyterian context,
mentioned the interesting concept of “subsidiantyiereby, contrary to the usual
Presbyterian practice of General Assembly and Ftesbs “sending down” reports for
consideration by the wider church, a new way ofkway should be introduced where
local congregations initiate and “send up” suggesesource needs or changes in
legislation for consideration by the central seamiat, whose job it would then be to find
ways of making whatever was needed happen fordbd gf the local congregation.
Such an approach could have better served pldikerslarcus, who spoke of how
planting theory made perfect sense to those pi@etits on the ground, but little sense to
the administrators or decision makers who were magriwith a very traditional and

inflexible model in mind.

*82v/an Gelder, 98.

*83 Coffey and Gibbs, 71.

84 Moynagh, 155; Mannoia, 146.
% Hay.
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Fintan was pleased at how his denomination seemadcept that in new
congregations it was the people on the ground wére \probably best placed to decide
what was needed to enhance the development ofdhe jVhile they asked that the end
result should have some tangible connection wighddnomination in terms of core
values, ethos, and history, the plant would nagXygected to conform to cultural
expectations, nor was the denomination expectingumity of practice or polity in
areas where such practice would be irrelevant en eetrimental to the plant’s
development. This may sound radical and new. Tharising thing is that something
virtually identical had been proposed within thel R€2If as long ago as 1996: “To be
considered a Church plant of the PCI a fellowshiputd be in sympathy with the
standards of this Church though with considerablerty from usual congregational
norms as to form®®

Creative Facilitator or Guardian of the Status Quo

For some, the politics of ministry becomes a dattoa, as the planter’s time and
energy may have to be channeled into either drawipalitical negotiations and the
cultivation of time-intensive politically sensitivelationships (of the type in which
Murray realized he should have engaged), or irgolwng conflictual situations with the
parent body (which Marcus experienced), or intdidgawith local territorial issues (like
lan). It is worth noting that the three intervieweeho found themselves most distracted
with such political discussions were all Presbyesi Those from other denominations or
networks spoke either of proactive encouragemeundiifind Declan) or laissez-faire
passivity (Fintan). This does not mean that thélseranethodologies are without their

problems. Fintan, for example, spoke of how hesféed denomination could have been

%% preshyterian Church in Irelari@eports to the General Assemi8g4.
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more directive and involved. However, the appanestd to have “everything sorted out
beforehand” often left the Presbyterian planteedig disempowered and with an
impression that the denomination only got involuedrder to expose problems or put
the brakes on progress.

Representation Without Distraction

Being a connectional denomination with democrdtigcsures requiring a high
level of local representation in order to functiell, means that involvement in wider
denominational affairs can be an additional andetones time-consuming responsibility
for church planters — all the more so if the plaméivocational. This was actually
highlighted by Terry as one of the reasons whyphstor could not have been
bivocational for very long. He commented, “I thilhkas clearly helped that he is now
full-time when you overlay denominational conneciesk...if we're going to remain
connected, it has to be through him.” It is truat thew plants cannot afford to be
unrepresented on, or absent from, such bodiesrnigaa mind the interview data which
suggested that central structures and legislaftea displayed a lack of understanding of
the realities facing new plants. Nevertheless, wstrask whether or not the planters
themselves are the best ones to take up suchgusidr whether involvement in wider
denominational bodies should instead be the redpbtysof either a plant member or
another colleague or “church-planting championhirthe wider network/Presbytery.

Some of the ways in which central policy adversdfgcted plants ranged from a
lack of clarity in terms of goals, objectives, d@delines, to the investment of money in
property, stipend, and pensions, leaving virtuath4hing in the allocated funds for the

actual ministry itself. From the outside, and frtra perspective of all the literature on
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planting, this is ludicrous, but it is unavoidabklong as plants are regarded in exactly
the same way as any other ministry and the pecodiads in terms of set-up, publicity,
launch, and staffing are not taken into account.

Courage to Take Risks

As opposed to Ruari, who believed that it wasssestial characteristic of good
leadership that planters had to be involved ingossible risk-taking” in terms of
finance and strategy, Presbyterian intervieweesrobd a particular bias towards risk-
aversion within their denomination. Bearing in mthé cultural stereotype — even self-
identity — of the Scots-Irish as “thrifty saver8”one may not be surprised at this in
terms of finance, but it clearly runs deeper. Tesiié to have “everything sorted out”
beforehand has already been noted, but it coutdkasseen in a lack of enthusiasm to
embrace new models, even when steps had beenttakddress some of the fears. So
Murray’s team, for example, had built in to the rabslome anti-dependency measures
and had planned for sustainability, and yet it stlstoo new a concept for many on the
sponsoring Presbytery. Using the language of Hedatl Linsky, Murray identified a
fair bit of “anxiety in the systent® and a preference for the “familiar and failed” pve
the untried and potentially fruitful. Marcus gotylaid by administrative minutiae,
Ciaran ran into obstacles in the process (as oplposine principle) of leadership

elections, and lan encountered initial enthusiasmimg when what emerged did not

8" This was a phrase used in a resolution passed®y¥TI| General Assembly and used
by the General Assembly representatives to the avent of the United Kingdom in 2011 after
the Presbyterian Mutual Society collapsed durirgfitiancial crisis. “[Presbyterians] were thrifty
savers, not risk-taking investors.” See http://whe.co.uk/news/uk-northern-ireland-13005181
Accessed 19 January, 2013.

°% See Heifetz and Linsky.
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conform early to traditional expectations. All bt bemoaned the lack of any good role
models within their branches of the reformed church

Flexibility

As far as more established denominations are coadeFintan, a non-reformed
pastor, seemed to fare better. His denominatiorbb#ida more realistic time-frame and
a more flexible understanding of what may emergbeaend. He shared, “In at least ten
years, there should be a Christian community astadd, made up primarily of
unchurched people...with some kind of [theologicalhgection with the denomination.”

It is difficult to see how such an approach coudtl lme possible within Irish
Presbyterianism. While the precise nature and lefv#iie theological connection will
eventually need to be unpacked, there is no reabgrthose with vision should not be
given the freedom to develop plants that are flexdmough in practice to be culturally
relevant, and yet clear enough in belief to sihfyr within the historic and confessional
tradition of Presbyterianism.
Irish Presbyterians: Escaping From Our History; Reting to Our History

Speaking of England, Harry Weatherley said:

There are large areas of this country which hatle br no vital Christian

witness...The evidence of churches having existede past is plain to see, but

many of those buildings are now warehouses, offijgegate homes or simply left

in a derelict state. A growing number, particulanyhe cities...now serve as
Mosques, Hindu temples or Sikh gurdwatHs.

9 \Weatherley, 5.
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The fact that one Dublin Presbyterian church iéwinow a mosqa¥ should guard the
Irish church against complacency and alert useddbt that Ireland has for some time
now been facing similar challenges.

The paradox is that the history of Irish Presbgigigm can both explain our
ineffectiveness in this area, and offer glimpsea sblution. Holme$* recognized that
we are essentially an immigrant church, while Magr®8ruce and Kirkpatrick? have
all shown how Presbyterian planting has followethdgraphics. Bruce has suggested
that perpetuating this gives the impression thatmeeescaping from something, and that
not only are we unsure about what contemporaryiamssight look like in the South
and West of the island but, as Dunlop has writteigration statistics indicate that we
seem uncomfortable even sharing common space hdetwho are different from %
Nothing short of a supernatural work of God’s Spgineeded to reverse this and inject
the church with renewed missionary zeal.

Kennedy dates the institutionalization of churchnping to 1928* From then
onwards, greater centralization meant greater confp and inflexibility and the
introduction of a host of other regulations thateded in burying what should be a
vibrant and dynamic process under a veritable lwaraéic paper-mountain. So, in

Marcus’s early days, everything from pension priavidgo conformity with

% Donore Presbyterian Church on Dublin’s South GacRoad closed and became a
mosque in 1983.

*1 Holmes,The Presbyterian Church in Ireland: A Popular Histo53.

%92 Keith McCrory, “New Church Development in the GexaDublin Area” (D.Min.
diss., Fuller Theological Seminary, 2001); Davidi®, "Confident in Christ in the face of social
change", address given to the Presbyterian Chartrieland’s Special Assembly, Coleraine,
August 2010; Kirkpatrick and Costecalde.

9 Dunlop.

%9 Alistair Kennedy, “Church Planting in Irish Preséiyanism: 1600-1992 and into the
Third Millennium” (Part 2) Presbyterian HeraldDecember 1992/ January 1993, 18.
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accommodation regulations were raised as potestigthcles. Even if these issues were
at heart generous and existed to protect and peduidpastors and their families, in
practice they slowed down a church planting proedssre, very often, time and the
principle of “carpe diem” are of the essence.

However, like Colin who was helped in his stratbgyreturning to the pre-
Roman Celtic Christianity that first evangelized bounty, it is by looking to our history
that we may also find some answers to help us.Cdmaught Mission of the nineteenth
century, whatever about the controversy surroundiagthe time, shows how new
reformed churches, even whole Presbyteries, wdectalbe established in territory well
beyond the traditional Presbyterian hinterland K&snedy says, even in their pursuit of
the Ulster-Scots “to the remotest parts,” our fatleérs exhibited “a sense of mission...in
their dogged and successful work>That same spirit needs to be extended to all parts
and peoples in the same way as Edgar and otheirgdidle Connaught Mission extended
it in the 1870s. Kennedy also mentions how, praot 928, there were a variety of ways
in which churches could be established without ingwirst to go through central
structures: spontaneous barn meetings, the patafagysympathetic sponsor, and
Presbytery initiation, to name but a féW.

Similar to what Scotland and Beckwith did in an Acan context, it was out of a
desire to recapture the vision of these histopedlerns that Kennedy and others brought
several Strategy for Mission RepdFfsto the church in the late 1990s where they

outlined the ways in which, within Presbyterianifyobf the time, church planting could

% Kennedy, “Through a glass darkly: a look at thieifes of church planting” (Part 1),
24,

%% Alistair Kennedy, “Church Planting in Irish Preséiyanism: 1600-1992 and into the
Third Millennium” (Part 2) Presbyterian HeraldDecember 1992/ January 1993, 18.

97 presbyterian Church in Irelari@eports to the General Assembly
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be made not only possible, but easier. It was sofitigese reports, particularly where
they referred to tentmakiny that Marcus quoted, without success, to denontinati
leaders when he was asking for permission to plmivever, it is difficult to see how,
unless we persevere with such experimentationgjéhemination can adapt to the
realities of modern Ireland and complete what Ralgers referred to as the “Vision
Unrealized” of the nineteenth century Presbyterfans

Inevitably there will be important theological He#tto be grasped, not least in
terms of appropriate levels of involvement andratéon with the majority Roman
Catholic community. Brendan spoke specifically ofvhis own fellowship’s increased
legitimacy within the community paralleled his wijness to resolve his own internal
tensions regarding those who came to him from Ro@atholic backgrounds and their
various levels of continued allegiance to the fHaif their Fathers.” This resolution,
which led him to be totally open regarding wheregde made their spiritual home, while
simultaneously being no less evangelistic, redalsedemotional trauma” in his own
life. Bearing in mind how Irish Presbyterianism&rpeption within Roman Catholicism
has been damaged by the various politico-religaili@nces of the last 150 years, in
contrast to the much more fraternal eighteenthurgmelationship, any Presbyterian
planter is going to have to give advanced thouglsuth issues as proselytism,
ecumenical relations, evangelistic methodology, @reh, as Marcus and Ciaran

discovered, names and labels.

%8 presbyterian Church in Irelarfi@eports to the General Assemielfast: Church
House, 1994), 319. See also Kennedy, “Throughssglarkly: a look at the future of church
planting” (Part 1), 25.

*9R. J. Rodgers, “Vision unrealized: the Presbytenmssion to Irish Roman Catholics
in the nineteenth centuryBulletin of the Irish Preshyterian Historical SotigVol. 20, March
1991.
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Noting northern Presbyterians’ reluctance to skpeee with their Catholic
neighbors, Dunlop’s challenges, “If we are intemplia stay, let us do so in peac&”
This is admirable as far as it goes, but is theteargreater vision — one for the whole
island? One that will seek to build, under our nacoenmunities of allegiance to the
Prince of Peace, transcultural communities of Bresian and Catholic, from East and
West, North and South, Irish and immigrant, andnetibere is exhibited not just
peaceful co-existence but true unity and shalomutdin the gospel of Christ.

Emerging Themes Concerning Vocation and Ministry Wich Are Relevant to
Church Planting

A New Culture of Work

Compared to the “one person — one life — one jabitext of previous
generations, an increasing number of people todagexially multi-vocational. This can
be seen, for example, in the rise throughout mbteoWestern world in the number of
mature students retraining for second or third @aé/Norking simultaneously in more
than one field is also more common, and many peangl@xperiencing on an individual
level the type of diversification encouraged ondbeporate level. While much of this
has to do with economics, it could also be duesirt fp a more networked marketplace
where expertise in one area enables someone teaskg transferrable skills (in IT, or
teaching, or writing, or project management, faaraple) into a completely different
field. Furthermore, the technological revolutionang that many jobs can be completed
much more quickly, and that tasks that would hdllexifa working week previously,
may now only take half that time, thus openingwlag for “secondary employment.”

Murray commented in his interview, “We are clearlyan economy worldwide now that

% Dunlop, 144.
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may mean that ‘business as usual’, at least fosusy longer ‘usual.”” He, Richie, and
Colin all referred to the fluidity of changing wopatterns and the opportunities for the
self-employed, home businesses and even semierétige involved in pastoral or
planting ministry alongside their other career.

Many of the general benefits of bivocationalisntlioed earlier apply equally to
planting, however there are also advantages spéaaithe planting context and reasons
why bivocationalism, in spite of the perceived peols, may be particularly attractive to
planters. For a start, the type of personalitiesvdrto bivocationalism — entrepreneurial,
self-starting, potential workaholics — are alsowdrdo planting. In addition, while time-
scheduling may be a problem, it is less of a proltigan
planters having too much time on their hands amdirfig themselves under-employed
and set-up for disappointment when the resultsal@ome as thick and as fast as they
had hoped. For men, particularly, this can give tesinternal struggles with issues of
self-worth and identity.

The Funding Issue

It has already been emphasized that bivocatidaatipg should not be seen as a
panacea for all the financial problems of the churor was it the prime reason for
interviewees choosing that route. However, if ingnidational missional values are in
place, and the church culture is free from any atthg hierarchy of ministry or
sacred/secular divide, then the funding advantagede looked at clearly and money
that would normally be spent on stipend releasedttoer aspects of the plant’s ministry.
The problem with looking at the funding advantafijess is that not having a stipendiary

minister can be treated simply as savings, andiispent money used for maintenance,
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administration, or even to pay off debts, rathantbeing strategically redirected into the
plant’s mission.

Ruari rightfully reminded his constituency thahalugh the wider network of
churches may not be paying his salary, they didhstve a responsibility to financially
support the work of the plant. Given that Bickemsl athers make a strong practical and
theological case for the church paying somethintipégpastoP’* saving money should
never be the main reason for bivocationalism. if,ibne would be concerned both about
how this undermines the importance of the gospekweing done by the planter, and
about the breadth of the church’s missional vision.

Neither should it be the main reason for the @aheing bivocational, since it
may lead to him or her “de-vocationalizing” thether work, seeing it merely as a job to
pay the bills>®? Such an attitude is contrary to a true reformeslibgy of work as
something good to be redeemed and enjoyed underRaadthermore, if the planter sees
the workplace primarily as the place to make evhstgecontacts, but has not got a
sense of vocation or positive work ethic, thengbepel can indeed be brought into
disrepute.

A more common way of financial provision is througndraising and support-
gathering. Marcus mentioned how his North Americalteagues often operated within a
system of a third salary, a third fundraising, artthird personally generated by work or
other means. However, bivocationalism has many eldeantages over fundraising.

Fred discovered this and, although he had come &sending agency where fundraising

%01 Bjckers, The Work of the Bivocational Ministes.

%921t was interesting to see in Nerger and Ramsayik\hat a significant number of the
interviewees who told their stories in the secoald ¢f the book regarded their non-church jobs
in this way. So, one of the few documents giveer@xclusively to bivocational planting
actually reinforced a divide between the sacredthadecular.
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was the norm, he believed it unwise in an Irishurel suspicious of patronage or paid
proselytism. Colin also mentioned this, and thesermen appear to be reflecting the
attitude and reasoning of Paul (as outlined by | black, and commentators Fee,
Barnett®® Ciampa, and Rosnéff who, in not dissimilar circumstances chose to be
bivocational to avoid misunderstanding in the reiogj community.

Is it not possible that a too-ready acceptanceippsrt-gathering within Christian
circles has blinded the church to the missional@erdonal growth benefits of
bivocationalism? Has it perhaps prolonged the m®0oé planting unnecessarily, since it
can take several years for a planter to garnesupgeort necessary for several years,
especially to the level suggested by some of thealiure? Has it even unwittingly
promoted workaholism in some (“People have givemeydor me to be here, | feel
guilty taking time off”), and idleness in the mitrigof others (“My support is safe for a
number of years, the pressure is off”)?

Stetzer issues a strong call to visionary plartteedlow neither finances nor
denominational hesitancy to stand in the way oif ttedl. He says that denominations do
not call planters, God calls them, and if finanaesnot provided centrally, “The planter
must help make a way where there is no way — bkwgrat bivocational employment,
at least for a period of time until the church eswn to support the pastot®® While
this raises wider ecclesiological issues in terfrth® denomination’s role in a call, and
while it presumes a transition into full-time (whiwe will examine later), it at least

acknowledges the contribution bivocationalism cakenand refreshingly encourages

03 Barnett,1 Corinthians
€% Ciampa and Rosner.
8% StetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern A226.
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planters not to be prematurely dissuaded from thsion on the grounds of finance
alone.

However, the financial implications impact not jtis¢ budget of the plant (where
the benefits are clear), but also the planter’'s pensonal resources (which could be
more problematic). In the United States, theoldgedaication is not cheap, debts are
easily accumulated (on top of earlier college delatsd if a certain number of hours need
to be worked in order to qualify, for example, foedical care, it may appear unwise to
go down the costly route of bivocationalism. Cavidrritt tackled this issue and asked
provocatively, “Will we be setting up a system wdéne white guys with good teeth and
nice hair will be the only ones with a full-timegton with benefits?” However, the
focus of her article was (rightly) around the néadequality amongst full-time ministers,
and a fear that if bivocationalism is seen pursla&ost-cutting measure, then there
could be a wider justice issue to be addressed ifresent, women and ethnic minorities
over-populate the bivocational positions (or rathederpopulate the full-time onés.

The costs and context may be slightly differentatand, but Will pointed out
that there is an expectation among seminariandutidime ministry jobs will be
provided, and it is not easy to sell bivocatiomali® those who have given several years
to full-time study. The answer, though, is surety to discard the bivocational options,
but to restructure theological education so the&it become accessible and useful for
those choosing that route.

So, while finance should not be the determinirggdain going bivocational, there

can be no doubt that if it is embraced for its moisal and other benefits, many more

806 See Carol Merritt, http://www.christiancenturyfislogs/archive/2012-07/should-
bivocational-ministry-be-new-normal Accessed Juiyh12012.
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churches could be planted effectively than areerily being planted by denominations
or organizations limited to a fully salaried, oeevully-privately-funded planter. Nerger
and Ramsay are surely right when they say of Nartierica, “We will never keep up
with the population growth...by our existing moddinding an educated church planter,
moving him (sic) to a new area, and sponsoringfointhree years®’ David Jones
makes an identical plea to the Australian churtkdptibt that we will effect any great
advances in mission and church planting withouetignng an authentic Australian
expression of this ancient ministry form [of bivticaal ministry].”®
Missional Advantages

Although Lohr argues that the possibility of evargie encounters did not seem
to feature in Paul’s explicit reasons for beingduiational’® many folks immediately
presume this to be the main reason for choosirtg thide. It certainly can’t be ignored.
Fred, Fintan, and Marcus all spoke of how conversatat work had enhanced their
planting in various ways. However, if someone igytbivocational (in the sense of being
called to that area of work), then the positiveeriblat their non-church-based work can
play in their gospel ministry is in fact much wid&herman and Kell&¥ have both
outlined the limitations of various “Faith and Wdvlovements” that have restricted the
integration of faith and work to one particularafe.g. the making of evangelistic

contacts), and they have sought to show that atio(Christian and redemptive approach

to work can in itself be a form of gospel witness.

97 Nerger and Ramsey, 11.

%% David Jones, art.cit., 4.

899 ohr, "He Identified with the Lowly and Became la\® to All: Paul's Tentmaking as
a Strategy for Mission," 181-182.

10 Keller and Alsdorf.
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Having said that, there is no doubt that living avorking among the community
you are hoping to reach brings with it great adages in terms of natural evangelistic
conversations. It can also help with contextualizgatenabling the planter to become
more quickly integrated into the community. Whil@fan was unsure about this, Marcus
believed it should be the preferred option for ptanter who was not indigenous to the
area. However, it was significant that one of ih& things Ciaran did was to become
involved centrally in the Community Council, forethery same reasons that some
choose to be bivocational. Location seems to beyddctor here. Declan, for example,
was skeptical about bivocationalism, mainly becénesevorked in a different community
from the one in which he was planting, and he floeesstruggled to see how his work
was having any impact on the church. Similarlyt p&Ciaran’s uncertainty could be
traced to the fact that he was planting in a conemtatwvn where most of the people he
was trying to reach were not around the town duttegday. Experienced and pioneering
Irish bivocational planter Fergus Ryan is not doticnan this issue, but on balance feels
the missional opportunities outweigh any inevitadiféculties:

So much depends of the perspectives, insightsopalr$raits and giftings of the

individual Christian church-planter that it would difficult to say one role or

other is essential for those in a start-up sitmatmt on balance, | would say that
bivocationalism would give a more natural contextrelationship and
communication of the messafe.

There is also the issue of certain people-grougeimemporary Western culture, such as

those mentioned by Stet?&rand on the Church Planting Village webSitéthat will

probably only be effectively reached in smallerug® and by bivocationals.

811 Fergus Ryan, “Research” (brief initial messag@)Few Typo Corrections — Use This
Version” (subsequent expanded and corrected mes$agaails to the author (1 October 2012).

612 StetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern A229.

3 www.churchplantingvillage.net
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Will believed that one could not make hard and fakes, because so much
depended on the missional gifts and vision of theater concerned. For those like Fred,
who transitioned into bivocationalism, such were thissional opportunities, increased
contacts, and credibility gained, that he doubtéétiver he would ever want to go back
to full-time, even if the plant could afford to phyn. Brendan too found his teaching
work an invaluable asset to his planting, and i waly the changes and challenges of
adapting to new circumstances within the profestiah made him glad to leave it
behind at retirement.

Sjogren and Lewftt* saw the explicitly missional advantages as past wider
context, where the corporate life of the plant aghale was enhanced by the planter’s
bivocational status. They mentioned at least fdheoadvantages to bivocational
ministry which have also been highlighted in thisdy: it gave integrity to the idea of
work and destroyed any sacred/secular dichotongxptoded any myth that the planter
was living off others; it discouraged congregatiatependence through enforced
unavailability at work times; and it helped thergkr identify with those in and outside
the church.

Transferrable Skills

Luther Dorr writes that “A bivocational pastod&y needs a secular skill that is
portable and marketabl&'® If the planter drew some benefits from his otherkythe
plants too benefitted from having someone who widlsasthe frontline of a particular
profession and able to transfer some of thosesskitb the leadership of the plant. For

Ruari it was his business mind and entrepreneexipérience, for Fintan his financial

14 Quoted by StetzePlanting New Churches in a Postmodern A226-228.
55 Dorr, 11.
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abilities, for Marcus it was his management andaeship gifts. Terry referred to his
pastor’s “share of hardships: staying up all ngihg an order and getting it completed,;
customers not paying him after the order beingvéedid...coaching (people) into doing
something different” if they were unsuitable. Whitany would see these as difficulties,
indeed possible arguments against bivocationall@ry, without underestimating the
cost, saw them as net benefits, pointing out, “Hs able to relate to people.” Will spoke
of the “authenticity” of planters who bring skil®ned in other areas into the church.

While this might be equally true of pastors whamsition from full-time teaching
or medicine into full-time ministry, there was &lieg that those who are dealing day
and daily with some of the same workplace issuesddy their congregations can have
an added dimension to their preaching, evangelispastoring. While one often hears
comments about the sacrifice of those who go ialietime ministry or who “live by
faith” (i.e. on the support of others), Terry’s cments show that bivocational ministry is
also not without its sacrifices.
Difficulties

As mentioned above, there is sufficient evidemoenfboth interviewees and the
literature to suggest that burnout need not béathef the bivocational planter any more
than the full-time planter. A healthy balanceddtfge and spiritual discipline can sustain
both. If the former may be tempted towards workesno| the latter may be equally
tempted in that direction, or may struggle withuiss of identity and self-worth if they
have no other outlet, or if things are going baadtd the project into which they have
poured themselves is not bearing fruit. Some ofthdime interviewees, like Ciaran,

spoke of how there was always the temptation irvémg early days to have to justify
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their existence, and Fintan spoke of how havinglergob made it easier when progress
on the actual plant was at an embryonic stage.

Nevertheless, bivocationalism is a hard callinghemy ways. There were periods
of genuine exhaustion for some of the interview8esndan struggled with it
particularly as he aged and as circumstances eutssdcontrol led to him losing his
passion for his other vocation. He even referreithéaransition from Sunday to Monday
in his final few years as being like from lightdarkness; from the truths of Christ to
devilish insults and opposition.

The toll taken on family also needs to be factaredrendan said he would fear
for those whose marriages are not strong. Pauk8gwrote, “For tentmakers to survive
three full-time jobs (work, family, and ministrytjjey must also adopt a sacrificial
lifestyle. Tentmakers must live a pruned life amerally find leisure and rest in the
rhythm of serving Christ®® Likewise, it seems that the spouse would neec tarb
integral part of the team, completely committedh® project. Marcus, Colin, and Ruari
all spoke of ways in which their wives were puttingnany hours in ministry as well as
home-making and, in Marcus’s case, the home busimesvell. It was Colin who
specifically talked about how he was only ableédbvocational because his wife was
fully committed to all the strands of their joininmistry at home, at work, and in church.

Isolation and the lack of adequate pastoral suppastan issue in some places.
Ruari was fortunate, referring to the link with haigency as “a lifeline.” Similarly, Ciaran
was energized by the thought of so many peoplenarthe island praying for his work,
and lan was encouraged by those who came from @lbocgpend time with him and

assure him of their ongoing support. Others stremgFintan acknowledged that greater

616 Stevens, 147.
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face-to-face support and accountability deadlirmedcchave made him focus more
sharply on objectives and goals. He felt that theids set up to oversee him and manage
him were perhaps a little too “hands-off” and, wehihat communicated trust, and he was
not experiencing any difficulties, if someone wasggling they could flounder. Marcus
expressed concern that, “We can let people landarsyears, almost giving the
impression that the church is ashamed of them.aBpg from a Presbyterian context,
he believes that if we are to embrace bivocatisnalithen we need to have the pastoral
support structures clearly in place first. If itdgficult to support isolated pastors
generally, it will be doubly tough supporting biwionals adequately, particularly since,
as Bickers points ot and as Brendan experienced, most of the methodsigre turn
to first — retreats, conferences, — take placendutie day and usually at a place many
miles from where they are working and ministering.
Transitions and Teams

Although the church planting literature of the hyefirst century contains a little
more on the bivocational option than the earlietamal, there is still a strong bias
towards seeing it as a stepping-stone, a necestayy in the move towards full-time
leadership. Stetzer recognized the difference btvié/ocationalism as an intentional
lifestyle or ministry choice and as a stepping-stdte regarded both as valid, but only
elaborated on the lattét® That position was well-articulated by Weatherley:

The overwhelming majority of new churches starhvgart-time leadership in the

sense that the leaders have a full-time seculaBabthe demands of a growing

church are such that full-time leadership soon beoa necessity. This may be

exercised by the formation of a team of part-tirmegde, each bringing their own
distinctive gifts, or a full-time minister... ormaixture of both®*®

617 Bickers, The Tentmaking Pastor: The Joy of Bivocational ktiyj 25-26.
618 StetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern A228.
19 \Weatherley, 53.
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This quote is significant on a number of levelsskFiit recognizes (as early as 1994) that
the vast majority of churches began with bivocalmtaff, and one wonders why, if this
is the case, so little attention has been givehitothe mainstream literature. Second, it
favors a transition towards full-time leadershipird, it recognizes that the extra
leadership hours needed may not have to be workea® full-time person, but that a
team approach could be best and preserve mang afdrantages of bivocationalism.
This is exactly the model proposed by interviewagrsly, and which is championed by
Dorsett in his book (albeit not aimed exclusivelypkanters).

However, it was a step too far for Murray’s Prdshbian structures. He said it was
ironic that, “As Presbyterians, we don’t do teamyweell.” Ciaran too, recognizing that
it would not be easy — or necessarily wise — tdicafe his full-time model, suggested
that the denomination think through a bivocatidealm approach in the future. This is in
line with Tim Chester’s conviction that, “There golenty of young Christians today with
commitment to Christ. But they do not want to be dimni-competent minister, leading
churches on their own. They want to be part obatgpartnering with gospel
companions. And this is how it is in church plagtifi*’ Resourcing and supporting such
teams adequately is, of course, vital.

This was Declan’s very practical problem. There lsara leadership deficit in
many young churches and, although the theory a&gdeéd leadership and teamwork
sounds impressive, the reality on the ground isttiet leadership can be very hard to
find, especially if one is working with broken ahdrting new believers. While the pastor

may not want to be the one doing all the work, alyroften be that he or she is the only

20 |n Roberts and Thornborough, 75.
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one trained and qualified to do much of it. Oneuoh, of course, could be that a
bivocational team (& la Murray) could be there fritn@ outset, while indigenous leaders
of the sort envisaged by Dorsett are being traittgg.interesting that, after this study
was complete, two Irish planters intimated to ththar in correspondence that a team
approach was key to development in their situation.

While transitioning is advised, even presumed, uctimof the literature, not all
subscribe to the belief that it is an inevitableseguence in every context. Fitth
warned against the tendency for full-timers to span inordinate amount of time
perfecting the Sunday event, and to schedule npareesfor internal rather than external
relationships, with the inevitable loss of evargfedicontacts that this brings. lan, Ciaran,
and Richie all testified to this. While lan and @ia were both full-timers, they spoke of
how the preparation for the weekly worship eveibbex them of strategic thinking time
and more regular contact with outsiders. As Riclaiiel, “The more ministry work
develops, the less connection | find | have witbhurched people.”

Will acknowledged that transitioning to full-tinveas the model favored by the
majority, but he challenged it and asked whetheottld be better to stay bivocational
and plant somewhere else. If it was right for ting fplant, why not be a serial
bivocational and replicate the model, especiallgmwthe type of person needed to
stabilize and grow a church is likely to be verifatent from the one used to plant it?
Will went as far as to say the transitional modrild be “unhealthy” because of the loss
of missional momentum in going full-time. Very aftehe said, the extra pressures to

prove the need for a full-time leader come fromhwit- pastoral visitation, organizing a

%21 David Fitch, http://www.reclaimingthemission.corlocational-or-go-on-staff-at-a-
large-church-suddenly-bi-vocational-ministry-doelmtk-so-bad/ 7 October, 2009. Access&d 2
January 2012.
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worship service, administration — and the “socaglital” that was gained through
bivocational work in the early days is lost. The@esiences of both Fred and Fintan
would support this, as both had to deal with tradal expectations within the plants,
including people immediately reverting to presuppmss about buildings and staffing
and programs and services rather than majoringadirfary life with gospel
intentionality.”

What Type of Job?

So far, this chapter has dealt with bivocationalesya generic entity. However,
the data revealed the involvement of a number nélakes. The issue of location was
mentioned earlier, as was family stability and sarput by far the most significant one
has to do with the nature of the work itself. Wiyates of jobs are more suited to
bivocational ministry? Richie, Colin, and Will @poke of the advantages of home-based
work like farming, e-working, home businesses, sestired, or jobs with regular hours
and generous holidays such as teaching. Howe\gh;griessure jobs, or those with
unsociable hours such as law, medicine, some jésmmzor shift work are never
mentioned. Declan’s experience in retail also pdoe® time-consuming and too bound
to one specific location for bivocationalism todeealistic long-term option. Richie
summarized the issues, outlining again the saesfinvolved:

I think one of the key challenges [for denominasipis finding people in jobs

which naturally lend themselves to bivocationahtilag. Ones where you can

continue working, perhaps at a consultancy/advisargl, will work best. But, by
nature, those are jobs that often require a highl lef specialized training and
therefore are well paid, so for someone to moveftioat into a part-time role to
facilitate church planting would require a high degof sacrifice. One church
leader was a qualified pilot, but he needed totls=raior level so that he could

have a significant say in his scheduling. Nevedselit was a job with a lot of
“dead time,” “down-time,” which suited reading apiparation.
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Will's observations were similar:
My experience is that there tends to be occupatimaislend themselves much
more easily to the process of being bivocationalfds example you are involved
in education or training and you have lengthy sumatidays, or a degree of
flexibility around your role, then certainly thabwld be much more conducive to
(bivocationalism). Community-based work and maniageoles tend...to be
much more flexible.
He raised an interesting issue of whether thetgddfimattered so much as the training
and personal gifting of the planter. For exampéa a well-disciplined person in a
demanding profession be much more suitable thasoaganised person in a less
demanding one? Working his entire ministry in ediocaand with planters, he noticed:
You tend to be much more able to manage your tirpeu have been trained at
third level, so...is it the flexibility of the job as it the academic underpinning of
the people in the jobs? | don't know the answehtse questions...whether it is
their training and education that enables themdceneffectively organize
themselves, or whether the job is just more sultédnk it's an interesting
guestion to ask.
In the literature, Stetzer listed fifty-seven shieatypes of job§?* Sjogren and
Lewin claimed that the best jobs were those thatgmahourly rate, have daytime hours,
are not excessively draining physically or emotiynand put you in touch with a good
cross-section of the city. Interestingly, they etihat “jobs in sales or education tend to
be ill-suited for planters®®®but don't elaborate on why they believe this tsbebearing
in mind that, of the eight interviewees who hadrbeieocational for at least part of their
ministry, over half were either in education or fgnbusinesses.
Sabbath

One issue that the literature appears to overletkat of Sabbath and rest. Is it

likely that bivocational ministry appeals to thogh a tendency towards workaholism?

622 StetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern A227.
23 Quoted by Stetzer, ibid., 228.
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If so, it will be a constant danger that they esgrthemselves in their two vocations and,
if they are so wired, find that one energizes ares them up for the other, without ever
taking time out to reflect, rest, and be renewethdy also be symptomatic of, and
indeed feed, an unhealthy activism. Ruari, theruitgvee who appeared to have the
biggest current workload in terms of his ongoingibass (although his church was at an
embryonic stage), spoke of having a “high capdaityvork,” and “taking less
unintentional rest.” He was careful to affirm tit still rested, but one wonders if this
would be the first thing to disappear should higrch workload get bigger. Even
accepting Stevens’ claim that bivocationals hawataral energizing rhythm to their
lives, if bivocationalism (which someone referredas “suicidal”$?* does become a
more common and realistic option for planting, ttfe@need to prioritize such
intentional Sabbath rest will be essential, ancetinerging literature will need to cover
this °

In Every Good EndeavpKeller writes of the importance of Sabbath taldital
view of work, not as a section, but almost as thmeax of his book. Speaking of how
time away from work helps us get perspective artd mork in its proper place, he
continues,

But the relationship between work and rest operatesdeeper level as well. All

of us are haunted by the work under the work —rleat to prove and save

ourselves, to gain a sense of worth and identity.iBve can experience gospel-
rest in our hearts, if we can be free from the rteezhrn our salvation through

524 |_A Hope website:
http://lahope.wordpress.com/2008/09/15/rethinkimeHpossibility-of-bivocational-church-
planting/ Accessed"®January 2012.

5% Bickers does mention it briefly at the very end’bé Bivocational PastofWhen |
worked in a factory that required me to be at wiork days a week, it was very hard for me to
have a Sabbath day. In all honesty, | didn't haBabbath, and | paid the price in burnout and
spending a year clinically depressed.” Bickditse Bivocational Pastor: Two Jobs, One Ministry
141.
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our work, we will have a deep reservoir of refreghiithat continually
rejuvenates us, restores our perspective, and eeaempassiof’®

Bivocationals will need to “work hard” at keepin@ik in perspective, embracing
Sabbath rest, and ensuring the “reservoir of rafrest” is regularly replenishéd’
Freedom to Fail

Ruari mentioned how, in his business context, neside risk-taking was
encouraged as an integral part of good leaderbhtpat context, he said, that failure to
try was a worse sin than trying and failing. Marels commented on a “fear of failure”
paralysis that can disempower people from takirid bteps for the gospel in church
planting. Ciaran found this, not in himself so mashin his core group. It appeared that
the fear of failure was endemic within the cultude. felt that his presence as an
identifiable leader relieved them of some of tha&tsgure to succeed; someone else would
take the hit if it failed.

It is not hard to see how, if such mindsets rennaichallenged within the wider
church culture, growth will be slow and limited. dget it would seem that there is a fear
even stronger than the fear of failure — the féaxploring new untried models. Murray
was frustrated that although there had been “tansyef failed church plants” in his
context, the denomination was still willing to stao a couple of similar attempts, while
remaining skeptical about his team bivocational ehoBather than saying “These
traditional models are not proving useful heréslitok at something different,” it was
almost as if they were saying, “If the tried anstéel models are failing, what chance

does this new method have?”

6% Keller and Alsdorf, 234.

827 For other helpful reflections on Sabbath and rhipisee the works of Eugene
Peterson; especially, Eugene Petergtimist Plays in Ten Thousand Places: A Conversation
Spiritual TheologyLondon: Hodder & Stoughton, 2005), 109ff.
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The interviewees made tentative suggestions an&b y behind such fear.
Marcus felt the denomination was “gagged by presetan thought that “the difficulty
of planting into existing structures is that theseictures are so rigid.” Murray felt that it
was a case of square pegs in round holes. Thengxedministrative tools for selection
and assessment didn’t fit the new model so, insdéatianging the tools (and he did
offer alternative tools to the Agency), they regetthe model.

Church planting is risky. Bivocational church giag may be seen as even more
risky, although the financial and personal cogterceived failure may not be as high.
However, no kingdom advances are made without,reskg Christ was born, lived, and
died in a risk-infested world. Nothing in his teamhsuggests that Christian ministry
should be comfortable or risk-free. Nevertheldss,risk should not be embraced
thoughtlessly or without a clear understanding baws involved. Those who have had
to counsel and advise failed planters know onlywtedl of the emotional, spiritual, and
psychological effect failure can have on them, #redcost involved to their future
ministry. However, one wonders how much of that dgenand cost is a result of
unrealistic and unbiblical expectations re-enforbggeers and a church culture that
expects much but supports little, betraying its sage of grace by making failure in
worldly terms a matter of shame and disgrace.df was dealt with, then there might be
more people willing to try, knowing that things migiot work out, and that even if they
don’t, so long as they seek to remain faithfulhteirt calling, there will be other
opportunities ahead, and they can try again witfeeling that they have somehow been

disqualified from future service. After all, it wése PCI Committee that reminded the
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1998 Assembly, “Mistakes will no doubt be madet.Wwa need the freedom to make
mistakes so that we may discover what God hondis suiccess®?®

In the 2005 movi&lizabethtownstarring Orlando Bloom and Kirsten Dunst, the
Bloom character is responsible for a multi-billidollar loss for his company. The plot
centers around his meeting Dunst on a trip backehfmmhis father’s funeral. In one of
the critical moments in the film, as he eventuadlyeals his past and the extent of his
failure, he expects Dunst to break up with himiaghevious girlfriend had done.
Instead she laughs and says, “So? You failed!hésries to interrupt, she says
repeatedly and sarcastically, “You failed, youddilyou failed, you failed,” before
finishing, “You're an artist! Your job is to bredakrough barriers. You want to be really
great? Then have the courage to fail big and stiokind.®*°

This is not said lightly to church planters whaéddeen bruised by hard
experiences, but it is the way of grace. Presupgdseller's comments noted earlier on
success and competence, if the failures lie inuoistances outside the planter’s control —
in the anxiety within the system or the dysfuncéltty of the church culture — then past
failure dare not dissuade those who have a caltiitigis area from having the courage to
“fail big and stick around.”

Emerging Themes Concerning Vocation and Ministry Wich Are Relevant to the
Irish Presbyterian Context

Permission to Try
Because of the disparity of contexts examinedreéBearch unsurprisingly
exposed some significant differences in methodokgy strategy. For example, in terms

of vision, there is a marked contrast between tiieime planters within the

628 preshyterian Church in Irelari@eports to the General Assemi2$3.
629 Elizabethtowr(2005), directed by Cameron Crowe.
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Presbyterian tradition who were following a denoational policy decision to plant and
who were therefore going into a situation whereie group pre-existed, and the more
entrepreneurial model of other denominations onags who planted a visionary leader
into a virgin area. This difference in approactsert everything out first” versus “try it
and see” — meant that the latter were going to beeramenable to bivocational options.
It is noteworthy that the Presbyterian interviewd® came to the denomination with a
bivocational vision and core-group “ready to rolkas unsuccessful — not because he
tried and failed, but because he never got theaghtmtry. This was also Marcus’s
experience: “For seven years, we were not ablett, and all we wanted was
permission to try.”
Current Changes in Ministry Within the PCI

However, the signs are that change may well betalde part-time, and
auxiliary ministry options that are currently aaftrand pilot stage would be ideally
suited to bivocational ministry. Although there ameme structural limitations still in
place that prevent these being used by those ikebt to be planters (for example, the
fact that seminary graduates cannot go straight gart-time ministries) these
restrictions are due to the fact that, in Sam’sdsof[The PCI] brings in schemes very
tightly, and apparently restrictively, yet theynhgecome looser as the denomination

becomes more comfortable with them.”
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Table 5.1 Full list of Recognized Ministry Optioagailable within the PCI

Position Training Salaried? Ordained ?
A | Evangelist| Evangelism Course None, unless employedlo*
under C
B | Accredited| Accredited Preacher | None - supply fee paid | No*
Preacher | Course as appropriate

C | Additional | None specified: Job- | Yes as decided by local | No*
Pastoral | specific: likely to be | congregation and

Personnel | required to have B if | approved by central body
word-based element t¢
job
D | Auxiliary | Auxiliary Ministry Possibly: stipendiary or | No*; and no
Minister Course; must also havenon-stipendiary direct route
B to
ordination
E | Part-time | Same as F; must be F| Appropriate stipend Yes
Minister | first. Cannot go
straight to E
F | Full-time [ Recognized Stipendiary Yes
Minister | Theological degree an
training F

* - the person may of course already be ordainealrasing elder

As Table 5.1 illustrates, there is now no struadtimpediment to bivocational
planting. It could be accommodated under D or Evan under A, B, or C if supervised
by a local congregation and minister. The issuerdination will still be relevant within
the PCI for the foreseeable future: Why do we ordairtain people and not others?
What are they being ordained to? How much has witto“functionality” and how
much with what Will called “positionality” or “offie?” What constitutes being a
formally recognized minister?

Michael Griffiths was strong in his criticism inisharea. He may resort to
stereotype and overstatement, but he speaks agpanenced planter overseas, and the

challenge is one that does need to be heard rejgate
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The “ordained ministry” seems a great hindrancehtarch growth, because it is
supported by the “collusion in dependence” betwassrman-band individualists
who like to run everything themselves, and lazygregations who would rather
delegate everything to the dedicated professi¢t@al can we win the race when
ministers would rather teach themselves, than tésttiful persons who will then
teach others also? It is as though the first ruimarrelay refuses to pass on the
baton, but insists on attempting to run the whaséatice sol§*
But, while Will and Griffiths are right that thereay still be important questions to ask
regarding our theology and polity surrounding oatiion, and a need to be more
intentional in our equipping ministries, nevertlssl¢hey should not hold up change, and
structural progress can still be made while thesaas continue to be discussed.

In critiquing theChurch Without Wallseport, Dewar also raised the issue of
Presbyterian ordination and asked a similar questMhat kind of authority does
leadership need?! He warned against perpetuating unbiblical conceptsinistry by
simply transferring certain expectations and sthtus “Minister” to “Staff.” Dewar’s
example, drawn from the Presbytery of Caithneshérfar north of Scotlanf?is not
unlike the auxiliary models being proposed by tk#, Rnd it is interesting to see two
neighboring Presbyterian denominations indepengentiing to similar conclusions
regarding the structural flexibility required fdret current climate. The test will be to
what extent these are introduced to manage dedimeto what extent they can create an
environment conducive to mission.

Grass-Roots Resistance
The answer to that will almost certainly lie outsithie confines of the

denominational administration because, while greifying to see these changes, the

answer must involve more than changing struct@®am mentioned how cultural

83 |n Hill (ed.), 131.
%1 Dewar, 3-4.
82 bid., 8-9.
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realities such as a sacerdotal view of ministryil@tuinder new models from being
accepted on the ground within PCI. Marcus, todgelel that the resistance to effective
every-member-ministry was cultural rather than tbgical. He expressed, “[Every
member ministry] is engrained in our theologicasition, but not in our practice.
Reformed people should not have a problem with this in our theological tradition.
But | don’t think it’s in our cultural tradition. Aie culture of our churches is very
professional and that affects how they look at stigi”

So the resistance is not necessarily — or evenlynaifnom the top. Sometimes
the denominational or agency headquarters is singflgcting the reality on the ground
and the real resistance is from the bottom. Mumawntioned the common perception that
somehow becoming bivocational was “a downgradimgpile Fintan was encouraged by
colleagues and bosses, but misunderstood by thdke pew who considered his choice
to be bivocational “a loss to the denomination” witne could be doing “real ministry.”

In fact, Murray referred to “an innate conservatisvhich necessitated him stepping
down from some traditional, expected roles in otdegive himself the freedom to be
engaged in the type of ministry to which he feltezh

This is very close to what Hudson in his book c4Redefining the Contract®®®
that is, that instead of conforming to the unwntteit powerfully expressed expectations
that many fellowships or congregations have ofrthastor, the true leader will begin to
model different priorities in ministry that will able the congregation to discover their
ministry rather than he or she “doing ministry foem.”

In a plant, this is equally relevant. The plantayrthink he or she has a clean

slate but if the founding core bring with them fréimeir previous churches some of those

533 Hudson, 113.
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traditional expectations of ministry unevaluated anadapted, then work will need to be
done in the early stages to correct those presitpptsand set an agreed course for the
plant which will reflect a theology of ministry moappropriate to the context. Nor is it
just congregational expectations that may neee t@assessed, but also denominational
ones, in terms of the level of involvement in b@aatid committees to which planters
may be expected to commit. Distractions from thénfacus of the work may come
equally from above or below.

If, in some contexts, the “churched grass-rootsy & guilty of perpetuating the
status quo, in other situations, perhaps in urlbaasa or on the fringes, or populating the
various “social spaces” referred to by Kennedy, tteav grass-roots” may play their part
by providing a fertile field for planters and leasléo begin forming orthodox Christian
communities “from the bottom up.” This is the vegntext in which Kennedy advocated
using “tentmaking missionary elders*

We've Been Here Before

It should be an encouragement to any prospectechtional planter within the
PCI to learn that, although this is virtually vingierritory in terms of recent practitioners,
their case has not been without recent advocatedaing this study, there have been a
few other Presbyterian “voices in the wildernessthie past couple of decades. In
addition to Kennedy, McCrory’s findings includedsth‘A few of the churches contacted
through our research felt strongly that new chutetelopers themselves would be best
advised to start their ministry by getting a jolitie local community®®® Most intriguing

of all, and invaluable to the prospective bivodadibplanter, is the fact that this concept

834 Kennedy, “Through a glass darkly: a look at thteifes of church planting” (Part 1),
25.
83> McCrory, 180.
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has already been included in official reports pddseour General Assembly in 1994,
1996, and 1998, even if, as Marcus discovered eenuoted chapter and verse to the
authorities, there has not until now been the toikict upon them. The 1998 Report was
quite specific in its call, stating, “As Church Riimg is ideally suited to ‘tent-making’
ministries and non-stipendiary ministry, the Unfdammission should draw up suitable
rules to make it possible for ministers or licetggaof the PCI, who volunteer to work
without official salary, to be called and installedsuch work.®®

The fact that we have not acted upon this in S@emyears is a cause for
concern, given that the present study could fintheological or practical reason for
further procrastination, or for resolutely stickimgh a monochrome model for ministry
or ministry training. Hopefully emerging modelsdikuxiliary ministry may help change
the landscape a little but, as another PCI researuited, our “glacial pace of chang&”
means that as the planting need increases expalthgrither churches and groups
respond more quickly and effectively, leaving usldahind. We may have questions
about the methodologies, strategies, and evendyiesl of some of these groupings, but
until we match their vision, imitate their zealdaemulate their energy, we have little

right to comment, and much cause to be humbled.

83 presbyterian Church in Presbyterian Church iraireé)Reports to the General
Assembly257.

87 David Moore, “What significance does the ecclesiglof the Presbyterian Church in
Ireland have for mission in contemporary Irelan@&’A. diss., Irish Bible Institute, Dublin,
2010), 57.
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Bivocational Planting as a Viable Model Within thePCI?
At Tipping-Point?

Speaking of the Western church generally, Coffey @ibbs refer to the current
era as “a strategic inflection point” or “a kainm®ment.®*® Michael Moynagh writes, “It
is not hard to imagine church in the West spravileda beached whale, eventually
dying because it has been cut off from society.tidt needs to happen is for
congregations to persist with what they do n6%.0r, in the words of Stetzer and
Putman, “Churches that need to grow think theydmit without change...by doing the
same things they have always dof&.”

It is likely that the PCI, as Kirkpatrick sugge&tsjs at such a “strategic inflection
point.” There is no doubt that the practice of dyrfpllowing population shift must be
reversed, not least because the traditional Preshgtpopulation is no longer shifting
anywhere but out of the churches altogether. Likeywestricting ourselves to a
maintenance ministry is no more than planned obselece. As Kennedy said: “To be a
Scots-Irish ethnic Church is no longer a sufficieatlesiological base for mission.”
Marcus, in his interview, displayed an understagdifithe resourcing realities facing the
denomination and how, in such an environment, gskinmoney and personnel to plant
new churches was going to be an uphill battle:

We have congregations that are vacant; we needtaisito fill those vacant

congregations. [When we asked to be church plgnigttsin the Republic, there

were loads of places in Monaghan and Donegal wihexecouldn’t get people to
go and fill existing churches. There was alreadyehinancial strain beginning to

appear in the church...the central coffers were ngtower and lower, and so |
was coming in asking for more money because, irsgstem, it has to be entirely

638 Coffey and Gibbs, 37-38.

%39 Moynagh, 66.

640 Stetzer and Putman, 137.

841 Kirkpatrick and Costecalde, 82.
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funded centrally. To go somewhere where thereti®men a church when there

were these other pressures all around...? As | lagk bcan understand [the

reticence].
Of course, Marcus saw bivocationalism as a readyenaamswer to this dilemma. If the
reformed church is to have a future role in thdesiastical landscape of Ireland, if there
are people with a vision to move out into new teries with the gospel of grace, and if
they are not in need of central funding, then treainination must find ways of
releasing them and encouraging them. This is rothean the 1998 Report
recommended*? The fact that there are currently vacant chureeswhere is irrelevant.
Let those churches find creative ways of recruisogable pastors — perhaps looking to
bivocationalism — because the likelihood is thatphastors with the vision and aptitude
for planting would not have been the most approgiyagifted people to serve in those
other vacant churches anyway. To default alwayeteicing what exists, before looking
at new opportunities, is to ensure demise. StetmdPutnam warn, “Leading a church
beyond a strategic inflection point requires thalozation of resources to facilitate
experimentation **?

However, having an authentically missional mindbkees not just have
implications for struggling financially-unviable gtches. Stetzer also observes critically

that, “Many leaders think the most efficient denoational strategy is to help medium

churches become large church&é.Perhaps we need to heed the words of Ruari and

842 See footnote 452 above.
643 Stetzer and Putman, 39.
844 StetzerPlanting New Churches in a Postmodern Agje
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others who speak of replication being in the DNAI# denomination so that the natural
question is not always “how do we grow?” but “hcanave reproduce?®
Moving Forward

How do we do this? Not every method will be r&iédior even desirable. Marcus
and Terry both referred to “the fraud” of a “dots @ map” strategy. This coheres with
writers Murray, Chester, and Timmis who, while tltyagree in some key areas, are
united in the belief that there needs to be thecddgision underpinning the planting
vision. McCrory, writing into the PCI context a @dele ago, suggested beginning with
“islands of strength®® and it is significant that, in line with Snappefitsdings in the
CRC, PCI plants that have relied on that stratepetbeen more fruitful than those that
haven’t. McCrory also called for more resources afiffexibility of approach,®*’ and
that call also needs to be repeated, since chaagybden minimal in this area.

The “Expectation-Support Four-Quadrant Diagrand {gopular tool used by
educators, counselors, and others to assess exgesiand effectiveness in a variety of
disciplines. Sadly, as a number of intervieweesfied, too many planters have found
themselves in the high-expectation/low-support garsid(which, according to the

literature, leads to stress, burnout, and shontiten) as opposed to the high-

expectation/high-support quadrant (resulting iniwation, challenge, and

84 | addressed this in 2007 in an article for theHiPresbyterian magaziReachout
outlining, among other things, the ways in whichrfohurches of two hundred, say, could be
more missionally effective than one church of eigimidred. See David J Montgomery, “Before
you go... and before you fill those vacanci€Reachout: Magazine of the Presbyterian Church
in Ireland’s Board of Mission in Irelanfune 2007).

646 McCrory, 101.

7 Ibid, 101.
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achievement§?® The key to getting this right has to lie with #ending agency or
denomination.

Works such as those by Roxburgh, van Gelder,t@aland Roozen and Nieman
outlined the role denominations can still playhe tenewal of the wider church,
provided they adapt their structures and polity emcktinue being a resource rather than a
drain. For church planters, it will be the denonimathat can offer accountability and
connexionality in what can be a lonely ministrywitl be the denomination that can
provide a repository of wisdom and guidance in@aavhere so many planters are
feeling their way. And it will be the denominatitimat is best equipped to ensure the
planters it calls and installs will have the higtpectation/high-support that will provide
the nurturing environment for fruitful ministry.

A proper understanding of the context will beegral to this transition. So much
of the literature is written for the North Americaneven the United Kingdom market.
Ireland is littered with examples of planters arrgzand failing because they thought

they could replicate Texas in Wexford or bring “®eeek up the Glen>*®

Moynagli>®
was particularly critical of the way the mega-chuncodel was parasitic on nearby
smaller churches and only succeeded in disillusgiiie vast majority of pastors who
could never aspire to recreate what they see mobdedze. It is worth noting that Ireland
is virtually devoid of anything that might qualis a “mega-church,” and that in the

post-Catholic context, with increasing suspiciorigfrarchies and institutions, this is

going to remain the case, certainly in terms othé@zg the native Irish of whatever

%48 See Paul Z. Jacksompro Learning: How to Make Your Training Creativdexible,
and Spontaneou®ldershot, Hampshire, England; Brookfield, Vt.ower, 1998), 91.

849 C.f. http://www.willowcreek.org/ and
http://www.northantrim.com/theglensofantrim.htm

% Moynagh, 13.
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cultural tradition. Fred’s experience supports,thigd in many ways his ministry was
rescued because of his grasp of the time needgainiacredibility in the Irish context, the
unreality of expectations imposed from elsewhenme, lzis choice to go bivocational and
persevere.

PCI planters have no such disadvantages. As@aatrish church, it is
imperative that we take hold of the advantageghiss us, along with the credibility
based on several centuries of history, as testifjeBrendan, Ciaran, and Fintan, and as
mentioned by Clawsoft” In the early 1990s the first wave of Anglican atuplants
succeeded only because, rather than waiting fosttinetures to catch up with the vision,
they were prepared to get on with it and “tearhgprule book **? Twenty years later, is
that still the only way for Irish Presbyterians?getully not.

There are green shoots of change emerging that steawnany perceived
structural obstacles in the way of creative plaptmitiatives, including bivocational
ministry, can indeed be surmounted. The auxiliamy part-time ministry schemes can be
adapted for bivocational planting. The problemwas evidenced recently in a
Presbytery discussidi and as Sam hinted, is that the changes must hestrattural
and cultural. Hearts and mindsets must be won wvire advantages of these new

models. There is often a failure of imaginatiomesidual defeatism, what Hudson calls

1 David Clawson, “Presbyterian Churches Are Welk&uFor Missional Church
Planting in Belfast: A Comparative Study” (M.DiMsd., Queen’s University, Belfast, 2007), 59-
61.

%52 See Bayes, 4.

83 As this study was nearing completion, the PresigyieDublin and Munster had an
opportunity to back a proposal to recommend a lgitional ministry for a recently vacated
charge. The context was immensely suitable andttbetures were in place under the Part-time
Ministry Scheme. In the end the proposal fell beeawo few within Presbytery could envisage
what this would look like. It was said: “No-one Iaglo for that.”
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“toxic despair,®>*

that is averse to risk and will be reluctant foany new model
because it is perceived that “no-one will go fatthSuch an attitude can of course
become a self-fulfilling prophecy.

This is why, to use the categories of Heifetz aitbky ®>® what is needed is not a
technical but rather an adaptive change. HowevexbRrgh warns, “The energy, time,
and commitment demanded...cannot be met by addie@tiaptive work to already
existing workloads ®°° He fears that many denominations are sufferingffa loss of
legitimacy” and cites the PCUSA as an exampletopaheavy bureaucratic “corporate
denomination” whose structures served the twentetitury well but failed to adapt to
new realitie$>’ Although much smaller in size, the PCI should taéte and heed the
advice.

In Need of Further Research

A number of issues have been raised which lisidetthe scope of this study but
which merit further examination in order to addhe bank of emerging data concerning
church planting and vocation.

Theologically, are there elements in a reformedesiology, perhaps issues of
catholicity or sacramental theology, which placeager restrictions on Presbyterian

church planters than are faced by those with a&“fr@rket” gathered church

ecclesiology?

84 Hudson, 164.

855 Heifetz and Linsky, 13ff.
56 |n Van Gelder, 103.

%7 In ibid., 89.
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Contextually, are there clear cultural or histakieasons why bivocationalism may
be a better option in some places? Are there speahtextual issues in post-Catholic
Ireland that might mean that this is one such cdfite

Financially, how much need a church plant cos®the five and six-figure sums
in much of the literature exaggerations, presupypaicertain attractional model? For
those who do employ full-time planters, what petaga of turnover goes on salary in the
early years, and how does this impact the effes@ge of the plant in comparison with
those who spend a higher percentage of their buggetitreach and ministry? Similarly,
of those who plant through support-gathering, homgldoes it take to raise this support,
on average? How much time is subsequently sperdgtaming and expanding that
support?

Missiologically, how is the plant impacted by {hlanter's need to raise support
regularly, compared to those churches which anet@thby bivocationals who have no
need to raise support? Do those who have to sp@edon deputation, raising support,
administering personal fund-raising, have a legsssional impact than those who
“raise” their funds through salaried work in thevaaunity?

In terms of leadership, what work has been donkeiwrcational teams, and
would a comparative study of plants founded by $dkocationals and those formed by
bivocational teams reveal significant differenaeserms of missional impact and
congregational growth? Has planting by bivocatideams even been attempted in
Britain or Ireland?

Similarly, what data exists concerning planterscessfully remaining as pastors

of the community they planted, versus moving ohd@oome serial planters? What
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variables exist that determine the wisdom or eiffeciess of this? Are there geographical
or denominational differences in expectations here?
Conclusion
So what would an authentic Presbyterian churchtiplg movement look like
among the post-modern, post-Catholic, post-Chrikienpeople of Ireland? Dare we
dream? Coffey and Gibbs maintain that:
Those most aware of the cultural shift from modgrto post-modernity are
people who are not locked into the power structuresse who shoulder the
responsibility for the functioning and survivalluérarchies and local churches
tend to be too preoccupied in bailing out the ltodde setting a new course.
Change agents are more likely to be pioneeringathptanters who have no
congregational history to deal with and who are ersad in the cultures of the
people they endeavor to redth.
Forney is right. “Entrenchment or evacuatidfiis not the only option for a
denomination. We can seek to uncover such visioaadypioneering change agents in
our churches and colleges before discouragematisidiusionment or despair kicks in
and the idealism of youth is tempered with cynarad tired realism. We can encourage a
new realism, paint a new reality, and look to a @neration to lead the way, and the
use of bivocational planters could have a poweahd effective contribution to make to
this new reality.
Ultimately, however, we must look even beyond thiéind our real inspiration and
incentive to change. The God who planted himselihiswearth issues the call, and his
followers who successfully planted themselves adate known world, forming radical,

vibrant, sacrificial communities wherever they weaiso call us to follow in their

footsteps. Let nothing: not fear of failure, notartainty over the future, not lack of

88 Coffey and Gibbs, 38.
®9David G. Forney, “Living in the City - Journeyimgtside the Gate: A Missional
Approach to Polity”, in Van Gelder, 73.
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funding, not denominational polity, not lack of peglent — not anything — deter us from
heeding that call and planting similar communitégaith around this island.
Communities of carpenters and teachers, doctorsaangbrs, artists and economists,
laborers and shopkeepers, homemakers and studestsmmister to one another in word
and deed, both at work and at worship, and theyt dmso out of love for the carpenter-

teacher who came to redeem our life and work ferglory.



APPENDIX ONE

Table 1.1: PCI Church Plants 1960-2000 by year

1960s (8) 1970s (15) 1980s (2) 1990s (1)
Saintfield Rd 1960| Lisnabreen 1970 New Mossley 1980| Movilla 1995
Belvoir 1963 Elmwood 1976 Kilfennan 1982

St Columba’s 1964
Dundonald (Christ
Church) 1965
Abbey M’tn 1966
Tullycarnet 1968
Kilcooley 1968
G’stone Rd Antrim
1969

Craigavon 1971
Ballysally 1977
Ballee 1971
Woodlands 1977
Ballykeel 1971
Downshire 1977
Scrabo 1972
Strathfoyle 1978
Ballyhenry 1972
Hazelbank 1973
Burnside 1974
Ballyloughan 1974
Ballycrochan 1974

Table 1.2: PCI Church Plants 1960-2000 by location

Greater Belfast (7)

Saintfeld Rd (1960), Belvo®§B8), Christ Church
D’Donald (1965), Abbey Monkstown (1966), Tullycatne
(1968), Ballyhenry (1972) , New Mossley (1980).

Lisburn (2)

St. Columba’s (1964), EImwood (1976).

Bangor (3)

Kilcooley (1968), Lisnabreen (1970),IBalochan (1974)

Newtownards (2)

Scrabo (1972), Movilla (1995)

Carrickfergus (2)

Woodlands (1977), Downshire (1977

Antrim (1)

Greystone Road (1969)

Ballymena (3)

Ballee (1971), Ballykeel (1971), B&ughan (1974)

Coleraine (3)

Hazelbank (1973), Burnside (1974)lyBally (1977)

Armagh (1)

Craigavon (1971)

North West (2)

Strathfoyle (1978, now closed), &ilhan (1982)
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APPENDIX TWO

Map 1:  Geographical distribution of PCI ChuRiants 1960-2000
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