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PREFACE 

My earliest memories hardwire my life into cross-cultural contexts among 

unreached people groups in remote settings. Growing up in the Amazon basin of 

Venezuela and Brazil convinced me that thousands of unreached people groups in the 

world remain separated from the gospel by unique cultural and language barriers. That 

reality, combined with the privilege of serving with my wife and children in overseas 

church planting and development amongst unreached people groups for thirteen years, 

continues to press and shape the current direction of my life toward equipping others for 

similar cross-cultural church planting work. In addition to serving as a pastor-elder in 

ethnic churches planted in Papua New Guinea, the privilege of six years of pastoral 

service in a committed sending church in the United States completed the circle of 

understanding for me regarding the central role of the local sending church for preparing 

and supporting workers in cross-cultural church planting and development. Finally, our 

most recent family investments in sending entity consulting and leadership, as well as our 

work in equipping future cross-cultural church planters, also inspired my research desire 

to explore how to best train leaders for cross-cultural church planting and development 

amongst the least-reached peoples of the world.  

Many individuals contributed to making this project possible. My wife, 

Michelle, and our four children have graciously created space for me to steadily move 

forward in my studies. Not only that, but Michelle lovingly and generously challenged 

me to persist in times when I doubted the possibility of completing the task. 

Our sending and supporting fellowship at Denton Bible Church also invested 

to make this process a reality. In direct and indirect ways, Senior Pastor Tommy Nelson, 



 

  x 

Missions Director Mike Scheer, and other staff colleagues at Denton Bible encouraged 

me in the journey. Long-time friends and co-workers at AccessTruth, Global Serve 

International, and Radius International prayed and motivated my ongoing project efforts. 

As supervisor of my project, Dr. Timothy Paul Jones, as well as my committee members 

and many others from the EdD faculty team at Southern, offered invaluable input for 

directing my degree experience and this project specifically. Thank you for investing so 

generously. 

Finally, I give glory to my Savior, Jesus Christ, the Head of the Church that I 

seek to love and serve. May this project further his glory among the peoples of the world 

who still lack access to churches planted and developed for the sake of his name. 
 

Michael P. Griffis 
 

Tijuana, Mexico 
 
December 2020 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Around the world, a massive and growing responsibility exists for the global 

church to equip pioneer church planting leaders who demonstrate the character (being), 

evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) to 

plant and develop churches cross-culturally.1 The churches that these cross-cultural 

workers plant and develop should teach sound doctrine and receive the equipping 

necessary to carry out competent ministry within their own culture and language realities 

(1 Tim 4:6, 6:3; 2 Tim 1:13-14, 4:3; Titus 1:9). Additionally, the established churches 

should demonstrate the growing capacity to plant and develop churches beyond their own 

culture and language realities (Acts 1:8; Matt 28:19-20).  

According to one statistical description of the remaining pioneer church 

planting task, of the 7.6 billion people on the planet, approximately 41.4 percent lack 

adequate access to the gospel. To further complicate this staggering conundrum, the 41.4 

percent who are unevangelized represent 7,066 unreached people groups separated from 

 
 

1 In cross-cultural training, Tom Steffen and others distinguish four key areas of a church 
planter profile: character, commitment, competence, and culture, in Tom A. Steffen, “Training of 
Missionaries,” in Evangelical Dictionary of World Missions, ed. A. Scott Moreau (Grand Rapids: Baker, 
2000), 964–65. Additionally, Paul Hiebert describes three key dimensions of culture that influence the 
development of cross-cultural workers: “(1) cognitive dimension—knowledge, logic and wisdom; (2) 
affective dimension—feelings and aesthetics; and (3) evaluative dimension—values, morals and 
allegiances.” Paul G. Hiebert, Anthropological Insights for Missionaries (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1985), 30–
31. Finally, Worthington and Worthington advocate that “adult learning in global contexts must incorporate 
the whole person: their perspective and knowledge (cognitive domain), their emotions and hopes (affective 
domain), and their concrete plans and actions (practical domain)—all set within a communal, relational 
sensibility.” Jonathan D. Worthington and Everette L. Worthington, “Spiritual Formation by Training 
Leaders in Their Indigenous Cultures: The Importance of Cultural Humility and Virtue Theory,” Journal of 
Spiritual Formation and Soul Care 12, no. 1 (2019): 124. The four traits of character (being), evaluative 
wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) represent an integration of all these 
insights for holistic leader development. 
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the gospel by unique cultural, language, and religious barriers.2 Additionally, 97 percent 

of the unreached groups reside in what missiologists describe as the hard-to-access 10/40 

Window.3 Finally, of the 97 percent in the 10/40 Window, approximately 2,159 unreached 

groups still have no portion of the Scriptures in their native languages.4 

In addition to the remaining responsibility of the global church for cross-

cultural church planting among the world’s unreached population segments with no 

gospel access, the church also faces the immense challenge of cross-cultural leadership 

development in what missiologists increasingly refer to as the global South. One study 

explains that per United Nations conventions, while the global North or West includes 

Europe and North America, “the global South includes Asia, Africa, Latin America, and 

Oceania.”5 In expressing support for this crucial responsibility of church development in 

the global South, one missiologist laments that many Western entities have practiced 

missions in such a way that they “have neglected the need for theological education, 

pastoral training, and leadership development of the professing believers in churches 

around the world.”6 In affirmation of that concern, the Center for the Study of Global 

 
 

2 Joshua Project, “Global Statistics,” accessed January 21, 2019, https://joshuaproject.net/ 
people_groups/statistics. For similar statistics, see also IMB Global Research, “People Groups,” last 
modified September 20, 2019, https://peoplegroups.org.  

3 The Traveling Team, “Mission Stats: The Current State of the World,” accessed January 21, 
2019, http://www.thetravelingteam.org/stats/.  

4 Joshua Project, “Global Statistics.” 
5 Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary, “Christianity In Its Global Context 1970–2020,” 

Center for the Study of Global Christianity, accessed May 14, 2020, https://archive.gordonconwell.edu/ 
ockenga/research/documents/ChristianityinitsGlobalContext.pdf. While other definitions of the global 
North or West exist, Philip Jenkins explains how this paper uses those terms as references to shared 
sociolinguistic, socioreligious, and sociocultural heritage: “Over the last five centuries, the story of 
Christianity has been inextricably bound up with that of Europe and European-derived civilizations 
overseas, above all in North America. Until recently, the overwhelming majority of Christians have lived in 
white nations, allowing some to speak of ‘European Christian’ civilization. Conversely, radical writers 
have seen Christianity as an ideological arm of Western imperialism. Many of us share the stereotype of 
Christianity as the religion of the West or, to use another popular metaphor, the global North.” Philip 
Jenkins, The Next Christendom: The Coming of Global Christianity, 3rd ed. (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2011), 1. 

6 M. David Sills, Reaching and Teaching: A Call to Great Commission Obedience (Chicago: 
Moody Publishers, 2010), 18. 
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Christianity at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary cites a report that suggests that 

only about 5 percent of pastors worldwide have formalized undergraduate or graduate 

theological training.7 For this reason, organizations such as The Gospel Coalition term 

the lack of adequately trained leadership in the global South a “theological famine.”8 

Compounded by the positive reality of the rapidly expanding church in the global South, 

this lack of intentional investment in leadership development from the global church 

contributes negatively to a “concomitant growth of aberrant doctrine and bizarre 

practice.”9 As James Engel and William Dyrness confirm, “Leadership development, 

tragically, has been almost entirely absent in the world missions strategies of this 

century. . . . The shepherds have not been trained to disciple and equip the flock. We are 

convinced that leadership development is today’s greatest priority.”10  

The rapidly growing church in the global South and lack of leadership training 

have implications for pioneer church planting as well. While in the nineteenth century the 

bulk of missionaries came from the West, some missiologists estimated that by the first 

decade of the twenty-first century, the global South already had begun sending out more 

missionaries annually than the West.11 Even as the churches of the global South 

 
 

7 Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary, “What Percentage of Pastors Worldwide Have 
Theological Training?”, Center for the Study of Global Christianity, accessed May 14, 2020, 
https://gordonconwell.edu/center-for-global-christianity/research/quick-facts/.  

8 The Gospel Coalition, “Theological Famine Relief for the Global Church,” accessed 
September 3, 2019, https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/tfr/.  

9 To quote Sills in full: “The Western church now sits in the shadow of the Southern Church, 
the massive younger big brother in global Christianity. Of course, this fantastic growth rate is not the 
alarming reality. We give praise for this answer to our prayers and missionary efforts. The alarming aspect 
is that there has been a concomitant growth of aberrant doctrine and bizarre practice in the Southern 
Church.” Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 28. 

10 James F. Engel and William A. Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions: Where Have We 
Gone Wrong? (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 20, 105. 

11 Stan Guthrie, Missions in the Third Millennium: 21 Key Trends for the Twenty-first Century 
(Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 2000), 137. Bernard Ott also states that “more cross-cultural Protestant 
missionaries will be sent from or within the Two Thirds World countries than from the West by the first 
decade of the twenty-first century.” Bernhard Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, Integrating Mission and 
Theological Education: A Critical Assessment of Some Recent Developments in Evangelical Theological 
Education (Oxford, UK: Regnum Books International, 2001), 5. Likewise, James Engel and William 
Dyrness confirm “that a majority of missionaries in the world now come from the Two-Thirds World.” 
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increasingly send out missionaries, the lack of leadership training in planted churches in 

the global South raises significant concern about the preparedness of candidates from the 

global South for cross-cultural work in pioneer church planting. David Harley confirms 

that amongst the many church leaders from the global South with whom he interacted for 

his study regarding the reality of missionary training for church planting, while the 

“church leaders were thrilled to see the increasing numbers of missionaries, . . . [they] 

were convinced that those missionaries must be trained properly.”12  

Meanwhile, Bernhard Ott highlights another critical aspect of the question 

about the involvement of the global South in missions when he states that the “word 

‘crisis’ has become common currency as a description of the situation of the western 

church and its missionary endeavors.”13 As Ott conveys, the West does not have the 

necessary missionary momentum to fulfill the Great Commission without partnership 

with the global South. Given the current leadership deficit in the churches of the global 

South and the poor models of leadership development from Western missions, the West 

must focus partnership efforts with the global South toward meeting pioneer missionary 

training needs for the good of the global church. 

In light of the responsibility of the global church to train leaders for pioneer 

church planting and church development, this research study explored the equipping 

methodologies of five entities who prepare workers for this task: CrossView Connect, 

Ethnos360, the International Mission Board, Radius International, and Wycliffe Bible 

Translators. The study specifically assessed the equipping approaches of the five entities 

by evaluating and applying principles from the missions literature related to cross-

cultural church planting as organized through the leadership-as-followership paradigm for 
 

 
Engel and Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions, 20. 

12 C. David Harley, Preparing to Serve: Training for Cross-Cultural Mission (Pasadena, CA: 
William Carey Library, 1995), 5. 

13 Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 5–6. 
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leadership development.14 The leadership-as-followership paradigm unapologetically 

presupposes biblical theological foundations that intersect with a robust ecclesiology. 

This study advocates that on the basis of a healthy biblical theology and ecclesiology, 

training entities should understand church planting and church development as 

interconnected in a continuum of biblically-mandated discipleship responsibility for 

leadership development cross-culturally (Matt 28:19-20; Eph 4:11-13; 2 Tim 2:1-2). As 

such, cross-cultural training entities and theological institutions should view themselves 

as ministry partners with local churches. In partnering with cross-cultural equipping 

programs and theological training institutions, local churches can choose to delegate 

specific aspects of the sobering responsibility to equip pioneer church planters and cross-

cultural church developers who will equip others. 

Current Status of the Research Problem 

In the complex conversation regarding pioneer church planting and leadership 

development as the responsibility of the global church, equipping entities must hear and 

heed the challenge to dialogue and join with the church in preparing workers for ministry 

effectiveness in both church planting and leadership development. As will become clear, 

this study argues that narrative evangelism, disciple-making, Bible translation, literacy 

training, and theological training constitute interrelated aspects of pioneer church 

planting and leadership development. Indeed, many pre-field training entities describe 

church planting or leadership development tasks as primary goals for cross-cultural 

ministry. However, equipping entities have varying expectations for candidate 

involvement in local churches, cross-cultural training objectives, prerequisite biblical and 

theological foundations, and outcomes for leadership development in planted churches. 

 
 

14 Timothy Paul Jones and Michael Wilder, The God Who Goes before You: Pastoral 
Leadership as Christ-Centered Followership (Nashville: B&H, 2018). 
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At the most foundational level, equipping entities diverge in their 

understanding of a biblical theology that prioritizes church planting and development as 

the intended and assessed outcomes of cross-cultural ministry investments. In addition to 

their diverging perspectives regarding a biblical theology that centralizes the church in 

God’s redemptive purposes, cross-cultural training entities also differ in how leadership 

development for the church figures as a critical domain of their responsibility. Thus, 

ecclesiology, biblical theology, and leadership development emerge as important 

foundations that equipping entities incorporate in unique and disparate ways. As their 

perspectives of these important foundations diverge, all other aspects of equipping—

required pre-field ministry experience, cross-cultural training objectives, necessary 

biblical and theological foundations, and training time requirements—also follow their 

separate courses. 

As a brief introduction to this study’s perspective of the indissoluble 

interrelationship between ecclesiology, biblical theology, and leadership development for 

cross-cultural equipping, human experience around the world in fact confirms the 

ubiquitous existence of authority structures in sociocultural institutions. Many 

conservative Christians believe that the Bible explains these institutional authority 

structures by teaching that the Trinitarian Godhead serves as the eternal origin and model 

of interpersonal relationships and functional subordination for leadership and 

followership. Therefore, on the basis of his own personhood and character, God created 

human beings in his image with equality of personhood but with differing roles in 

interpersonal function.15 As a consequence of God’s character and creative decisions, 

 
 

15 As John Hammett conveys on this point, “While a theological rationale is unnecessary, there 
is at least one strong possibility. It may be that males and females are given different roles because in doing 
so they reflect something of the nature of the triune God.” John S. Hammett, “Human Nature,” in A 
Theology for the Church, rev. ed., ed. Daniel Akin (Nashville: B&H, 2014), 324, Kindle. For an 
explanation of the connection between the function of the members of the Godhead and the pre-fall roles of 
men and women, see also the discussion in Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to 
Biblical Doctrine (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 454–71, Kindle. Though Grudem concedes that the 
question of eternal functional subordination (EFS) among the members of the Godhead has sparked 
controversy in the evangelical community, he states, “We frankly recognize an eternal subordination of 
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authority distinctions between human leaders and followers exist in all societal 

institutions, irrespective of cultural context.16  

Even though God originally created a good design for leadership and 

followership, fallen humanity corrupted all authority-based relationships (Gen 3:16).17 As 

Timothy Jones and Michael Wilder explain in The God Who Goes before You, “But 

humanity refused to be satisfied with anything less than total sovereignty. The resulting 

rebellion birthed not only personal iniquity but also the spread of sin in social structures, 

resulting in systemic injustice and oppression.”18 In response to human sin, God sent his 

eternally pre-existent Son, Jesus Christ, to vicariously embody and fulfill the Old 

Testament leadership roles of prophet, priest, king, and judge.19 Jesus brought his work to 

 
 
Christ to the Father, but we maintain at the same time that this subordination is a subordination of order, 
office, and operation, not a subordination of essence.” Grudem, Systematic Theology, 252, Kindle. Bruce 
A. Ware expresses a similar perspective of eternal functional subordination in Father, Son, and Holy Spirit: 
Relationships, Roles, and Relevance (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2005), 21. For a summary of the overall 
debate and an argument against eternal functional subordination, see Millard Erickson, Who’s Tampering 
with the Trinity? An Assessment of the Subordination Debate (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2009). 

16 Even without the theological requirement of eternal functional subordination for male-
female relationships, commentators affirm that God established a hierarchy of authority for sociocultural 
institutions based on the rulership of mankind made in his image: “Genesis 1:26 defines a divine-human 
relationship with two dimensions, one vertical and one horizontal. First, it defines human ontology in terms 
of a covenant relationship between God and man, and second, it defines a covenant relationship between 
man and the earth. The relationship between humans and God is best captured by the term sonship. The 
relationship between humans and the creation may be expressed by the terms kingship and servanthood, or 
better, servant kingship.” Peter J. Gentry and Steven J. Wellum, Kingdom through Covenant: A Biblical-
Theological Understanding of the Covenants (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2012), chap. 6, “Summary,” para. 1, 
Kindle. In similar fashion, Jonathan Leeman argues for an integrated relationship between God’s love and 
God’s authority, which establishes the basis for human institutional authority: “Essential to being a human 
is ruling—possessing and exercising authority—in a way that reflects the character of God.” Jonathan 
Leeman, The Rule of Love: How the Local Church Should Reflect God’s Love and Authority (Wheaton, IL: 
Crossway, 2018), chap. 7, “Authority in Creation,” para. 4, Kindle. 

17 Jonathan Leeman describes the corrupting influence of sin on authority as authoritarianism: 
“Authoritarianism or abuse dehumanizes people and uses them for one’s own ends. It treats people as tools 
for one’s own pleasure and glory, not as God’s image bearers crowned with a God-assigned glory and 
honor.” Jonathan Leeman, The Rule of Love, chap. 7, “Authority Fallen,” para. 3, Kindle. 

18 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 2, “Leadership in the Shadow of the 
Fall,” para. 1, Kindle. 

19 In discussing Jesus as the fulfillment of all Old Testament leadership roles, Jones and Wilder 
convey, “The munus triplex shapes leadership best when the three offices are seen first and foremost as 
functions that have been fulfilled in Christ and conveyed to the whole people of God through union with 
Christ.” Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, Part 2, “Prophet, Priest, King, and Judge—A 
Typology for Christian Leadership?”, para. 5, Kindle. 
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culmination by establishing the institution of the church, wherein God revealed and 

modeled his eternal wisdom for healthy human leadership and followership under Christ 

the Head (Matt 12:46-50, 16:18; Eph 3:7-10; 1 Tim 3:15). 

Within God’s New Covenant economy, the Bible teaches that believers first 

must submit to Christ’s leadership in the church in order to practice godly leadership and 

followership among themselves (Eph 4:15-16, 5:22-24; Heb 13:17). In fact, Jones and 

Wilder propose that the continuity in biblical leadership consists in the premise that “the 

leader’s pursuit of God always takes precedence over the leader’s positional authority. 

Before we are leaders, we must be followers—followers of a God who goes before us.”20  

How should Christian leaders understand God’s design for effective leadership 

and followership based on Christ’s model and instruction for his church? As a result of 

their review of the biblical evidence, Jones and Wilder propose the following definition 

of leadership for the church: “The Christ-following leader—living as a bearer of God’s 

image in union with Christ and his people—develops a diverse community of fellow 

laborers who are equipped and empowered to pursue shared goals that fulfill the creation 

mandate and the Great Commission in submission to the Word of God.”21 

On the basis of that definition, Jones and Wilder explicate three dynamics of 

healthy Christian leadership. First, the moral practice of Christian leadership implies that 

since leaders are united with Christ alongside those they are leading, they must pursue 

God’s justice, not from a position of “sovereignty above the community but stewardship 

within the community.”22 Second, the right use of authority for Christian leadership 

 
 

20 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership,” para. 3, Kindle. 

21 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “An Operative Definition of the 
Role and Practices of a Christian Leader,” para. 1, Kindle. While preserving the overall intent, this paper 
modifies this definition of leadership to state that the Christ-following leader—living as a bearer of God’s 
image in union with Christ and his people—develops a diverse community of fellow laborers who are 
equipped and empowered to pursue shared goals that fulfill the Great Commission and the Great 
Commandment in submission to the Word of God. 

22 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
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implies that the “power that the leader exercises is not the leader’s but Christ’s, and this 

power must be expressed according to God’s design for a diverse community of Spirit-

equipped servants.”23 Third, the proclamation of truth for Christian leadership implies 

that any truth that the leader declares and applies “is not the leader’s vision but God’s 

revelation.”24 

Although many cross-cultural equipping entities outline specific strategies and 

discipleship activities that loosely connect to leadership development in pioneer church 

planting, the precedent literature review failed to uncover any significant studies that 

systematically assessed training for pioneer church planting and church development 

through a leadership development lens.25 More specifically, the review did not find 

studies that describe how the three environments of local churches, cross-cultural training 

programs, and theological institutions partner together in the equipping process. Thus, 

this study used the three dynamics from the leadership-as-followership paradigm to 

 
 
Leadership,” para. 2, Kindle. 

23 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership,” para. 2, Kindle. 

24 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership,” para. 2, Kindle. 

25 As one set of contrasting perspectives of the church and leadership development, Ted Esler 
argues that in contrast to the Church Planting Movements (CPM) model, advocates for the traditional, 
“Proclamation Model” have not provided “well-defined terms and methodologies” to explain an approach 
that contrasts with CPM. J. Ted Esler, “Two Church Planting Paradigms,” International Journal of 
Frontier Missiology 30, no. 2 (Sum 2013): 67. This study shows that CPM methods fail to provide 
consistent and comprehensive ecclesiological, biblical theological, and leadership development outcomes 
for cross-cultural work, which would require the articulation of a healthy model or paradigm. For examples 
of other CPM-based, popular cross-cultural discipleship methods and activities for rapid application and 
discipleship multiplication, see T4TOnline, “T4TOnline Trainer’s Manual,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
http://t4tonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/T4TOnline-Trainers-Manual.pdf; Global Frontier 
Missions, “Four Fields Training,” accessed January 21, 2019, https://globalfrontiermissions.org/church-
planting/four-fields-training/; Global Frontier Missions, “Sprinkle Your Words with Salt: The Art of the 
Shema Statement,” accessed January 21, 2019, http://globalfrontiermissions.org/shema-statement/. Also, 
for a brief explanation of the relationship between other rapid discipleship multiplication strategies such as 
Discovery Bible Studies, Person of Peace, and Disciple-Making Movements, see Mission Frontiers, 
“Beyond the Person of Peace,” accessed January 21, 2019, http://www.missionfrontiers.org/pdfs/ 
26_Masih_39.6_1112-2017-6.pdf. John Terry and J. D. Payne highlight multiple weaknesses of CPM 
strategies, including lack of adequate discipleship and leadership development, poor ecclesiology, novices 
serving as pastors, and a rapid approach not producing lasting results of maturity. John M. Terry and J. D. 
Payne, Developing a Strategy for Missions: A Biblical, Historical, and Cultural Introduction, Encountering 
Mission (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2013), 133. 
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assess cross-cultural equipping entities in light of leadership development for pioneer 

church planting and church development, based on the three key equipping environments. 

In terms of outcomes, the study recommends how training entities should relate these 

church-based leadership dynamics to the developing character (being), evaluative 

wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) of leaders who 

desire to plant and develop churches in pioneer contexts. 

Research Purpose 

This qualitative study explored the practices of five entities that equip leaders 

for pioneer church planting and church development: CrossView Connect, Ethnos360, the 

International Mission Board, Radius International, and Wycliffe Bible Translators. In 

exploring the training practices of the specified entities, this multi-case study 

recommends model cross-cultural equipping principles for pioneer church planters. In 

terms of specific outcomes, the study recommends how training entities should relate the 

three church-based leadership dynamics to the developing character (being), evaluative 

wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) of leaders who 

desire to plant and develop churches in pioneer contexts. Additional information 

regarding the population, sampling methodology, and delimitations appear in chapter 3. 

Research Questions 

Many pre-field training entities describe pioneer church planting and church 

development as primary outcomes for their cross-cultural training efforts. Nonetheless, 

entity approaches to pre-field training vary greatly. After applying a set of qualifying 

criteria to determine the equipping entities to include in the study, this study then 

analyzed the equipping approaches of the five entities according to the leadership-as-

followership paradigm for leader development as articulated through three leadership 

dynamics. The study specifically evaluated these equipping entities with regard to their 

expectations for candidate involvement in local churches, their assumed cross-cultural 
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training objectives, and their prerequisite biblical and theological foundations. The 

central research question seeks to identify the principles that generate model equipping 

practices for pioneer church planting. As such, the research project approached the five 

entities by asking questions that probe equipping practices in order to expose underlying 

principles. Thus, the sub-questions explored how training entities relate the three church-

based leadership dynamics to the developing character (being), evaluative wisdom 

(understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) of leaders who desire to 

plant and develop churches in pioneer contexts. 

Central Question 

Based on a purposive, case-study assessment of five cross-cultural equipping entities in 

light of the missiological literature, what principles emerge to establish model equipping 

practices for pioneer church planting leaders who will plant and develop churches cross-

culturally that will in turn equip others? 

Sub-questions 

1. What leadership dynamics do the equipping entities emphasize in training? 

2. What leadership development outcomes do the equipping entities expect in character 
(being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies 
(doing)? 

3. What timeframes for pre-field equipping do the entities establish?  

4. What cross-cultural training and experience do the entities require pre-field? 

5. How do the entities collaborate with the local church in pre-field training? 

6. What pre-field ministry training and experience do the entities prescribe? 

7. What biblical and theological foundations do the entities expect? 

8. What post-allocation equipping do the entities expect? 

9. What assessments of long-term ministry outcomes do the entities utilize as gauges of 
equipping efficacy? 
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CHAPTER 2 

PRECEDENT LITERATURE 

This thesis research explored training practices for entities who equip leaders 

to serve cross-culturally in pioneer church planting and leadership development. 

Specifically, the multi-case methodology probed the training practices of five entities 

who provide at least two semesters of pre-field equipping for those who take lead roles in 

pioneer church planting ministries. This research makes recommendations for how 

training entities should relate three church-based leadership dynamics to the developing 

character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and 

competencies (doing) of leaders who desire to plant and develop churches in pioneer 

contexts. 

In the process of supporting these research ends, this literature review engages 

two related areas of concern. First, the review investigates and describes the need in the 

global church for leadership training for pioneer church planting and church 

development. Second, the review examines the cross-cultural leadership training 

alternatives for pioneer church planting and church development that emerge from the 

literature. The review also points toward criteria for evaluating the training and 

qualification of leaders who serve in pioneer church planting based on the three training 

environments of the local church, cross-cultural training programs, and theological 

institutions. In the process, the review interacts with key terms and critical topics that 

contribute to cross-cultural leadership development for pioneer church planting.  

With regard to the first topic, the global need for leadership training for pioneer 

church planting, the literature review explains the fact that the current rate of church 
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growth in the global South far outpaces the effective equipping of leaders in planted 

churches. Additionally, within the scope of the global church planting need, massive 

pioneer church planting work remains. Given the geographic shift in the center of gravity 

for the global church, increasingly missionaries will be sent out from the global South; 

thus, church planters should account for how to provide church planting models and 

training for the growing church in the global South. This first topic in the literature 

review also explains that since pioneer church planting represents a highly specialized 

endeavor that requires in-depth, multi-pronged leadership training, pioneer church 

planting creates unique complexities for leadership training in the global church. Given 

the current dearth of leadership training for same-culture church planting and church 

development in the global South, the literature review thus highlights the need for defined 

leadership training models for pioneer church planting that modeler-facilitators provide to 

the global church. With sound leadership training models in place for pioneer church 

planting, specialist modelers and facilitators can contribute to leadership equipping that 

extends the overall reach of the global church into much-needed, pioneer church planting 

opportunities.  

Having identified the need for leadership training in the global church for 

pioneer church planting, the review engages the second topic by exploring the cross-

cultural leadership training environments for pioneer church planting and church 

development that emerge from the literature. The discussion particularly highlights cross-

cultural training alternatives for pioneer church planting and development that have 

arisen in the West since the post-World War II clarifications in the missionary world 

regarding unreached people groups, a set of clarifications that form a core component of 

the definition of pioneer church planting used in this research. The review demonstrates 

the importance of three environments for pioneer church planting training: local 

churches, cross-cultural programs, and Bible and theology institutions. Each training 
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environment exposes a need for trainers to incorporate leadership training components 

that focus on candidate development in areas of character (being), evaluative wisdom 

(understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing). Ultimately, the review 

points toward a needed description of holistic pioneer church planting training for the 

global church exemplified by biblical leadership dynamics in the three training 

environments. The review incorporates the three dynamics of healthy Christian leadership 

as articulated by Jones and Wilder: (1) the moral practice of Christian leadership, (2) the 

right use of authority for Christian leadership, and (3) the proclamation of truth for 

Christian leadership.1 

The Global Need for Leadership Training in Pioneer 
Church Planting 

In making a case for leadership training for pioneer church planting in the 

global church, this first section of the literature review describes the growth of the global 

church and the need for leadership training worldwide. In the process, the section 

interacts with a number of key concepts that obfuscate a clear perspective of leadership 

training for the global church. Having clarified global church leadership training needs in 

light of the central role of the church in God’s purposes for this age, the section then 

briefly outlines biblical and historical developments in pioneer church planting that shape 

the current understanding of the remaining pioneer church planting needs in the world. 

Finally, this section explains the specific deficit in leadership-focused training for pioneer 

church planting in the global church. 

 
 

1 Timothy Paul Jones and Michael Wilder, The God Who Goes before You: Pastoral 
Leadership as Christ-Centered Followership (Nashville: B&H, 2018), chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. 
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Leadership Need in the Global Church 

Multiple missiologists concur that Christianity ranks “among the world’s 

fastest growing religions,” with over two billion professing believers worldwide.2 

Furthermore, missiologists report that the center of growth of the global church has 

moved decidedly toward what many refer to as the “global South.”3 As Philip Jenkins 

explains, “In 1900, 83 percent of the world’s Christians lived in Europe and North 

America. In 2050, 72 percent of Christians will live in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, 

and a sizable share of the remainder will have roots in one or more of those continents.”4 

Christopher Wright increases this estimate by stipulating that at the beginning of the 

twenty-first century, the global South already served as home to at least 75 percent of the 

world’s Christians.5 

 
 

2 Lamin Sanneh elaborates: “With unflagging momentum, Christianity has become, or is fast 
becoming, the principal religion of the peoples of the world. Primal societies that once stood well outside 
the main orbit of the faith have become major centers of Christian impact, while Europe and North 
America, once considered the religion’s heartland, are in noticeable recession. We seem to be in the middle 
of massive cultural shifts and realignments whose implications are only now beginning to become clear.” 
Lamin Sanneh, Disciples of All Nations: Pillars of World Christianity (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2008), xix–xx. Likewise, Philip Jenkins asserts, “More confidently, we can predict that [by 2050] 
there should be around three billion Christians in the world, of whom only around one-fifth or fewer will be 
non-Hispanic whites.” Philip Jenkins, The New Faces of Christianity: Believing the Bible in the Global 
South (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 9. 

3 Philip Jenkins also explains the emergence of the term “global South”: “In 1980, at the height 
of a renewed Cold War, the Brandt Commission portrayed the world mired in a Common Crisis that 
involved both global North (Europe, North America, Japan) and global South, a term that comprised the 
remaining societies—by no means all of which are located in the Southern Hemisphere. In this context, the 
term ‘South’ is characterized less by geographical location than by relative access to wealth and resources, 
by poverty and dependency.” Philip Jenkins, The Next Christendom: The Coming of Global Christianity, 
3rd ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 4. 

4 Jenkins, The Next Christendom, xi. In Africa alone, Jenkins reports that “between 1900 and 
2000, the number of Christians . . . grew from 10 million to over 360 million, from 10 percent of the 
population to 46 percent.” Jenkins, The New Faces of Christianity, 9. Jenkins likewise cites African scholar 
John Mbiti as observing that “the centers of the church’s universality [are] no longer in Geneva, Rome, 
Athens, Paris, London, New York, but Kinshasa, Buenos Aires, Addis Ababa and Manila.” Jenkins, The 
New Faces of Christianity, 2. Lamin Sanneh confirms: “By 2005 the vast majority of Christians lived in the 
southern hemisphere in Asia, Africa, and Latin America.” Sanneh, Disciples of All Nations, xx. See also 
Todd M. Johnson and Kenneth R. Ross, eds., Atlas of Global Christianity 1910–2010 (Edinburgh, 
Scotland: Edinburgh University Press, 2009), 6; Andrew F. Walls, “Christian Scholarship in Africa in the 
Twenty-first Century,” Transformation 19, no. 4 (2002): 217–28; Andrew F. Walls, The Cross-Cultural 
Process in Christian History: Studies in the Transmission of Faith (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2002), 
220; Andrew F. Walls, The Missionary Movement in Christian History: Studies in the Transmission of 
Faith (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1996), 85.  

5 Christopher J. Wright, The Mission of God (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2006), 44. 
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Missiologists make a number of important observations regarding the shift of 

the center of mass of Christianity to the global South. First, Jenkins reminds the West that 

much historical evidence from the first two thousand years of the faith demonstrates the 

“rich and ancient histories of African and Asian Christianity,” such that “at no point did 

the West have a monopoly on the Christian faith.”6 Rather, the West must humbly 

acknowledge that the global church currently depends on many doctrines historically 

derived in churches that once existed in what many now refer to as the global South. 

Second, because of the increasing influence of the global South, theological 

applications that emerge in the global South will challenge and nuance taken-for-granted 

theological positions from the West. Max Stackhouse frames the dilemma by explaining 

that in modern dialogues about theology, “three themes constantly reappear: 

‘contextualization,’ ‘globalization,’ and ‘mission.’ . . . What does it mean to engage in 

theological education at a time when the world is shrinking and new voices are entering 

the dialogue?”7 As missiologists such as William Dyrness and Timothy Tennent urge, 

even now the global church has much to learn from the developing theologizing efforts of 

the global South.8 Furthermore, the theological re-centering evidences God’s providential 

wisdom in refreshing his kaleidoscopic vision for the global church, “a vision for 

 
 

6 Jenkins, The Next Christendom, 22. 
7 Max L. Stackhouse, Apologia: Contextualization, Globalization, and Mission in Theological 

Education (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1988), 7. 
8 William Dyrness confirms the explosive growth of the Two Thirds World church and the 

need for the global North to learn humbly from the theologizing of the global church, in William A. 
Dyrness, Learning about Theology from the Third World (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990), 7. Likewise, 
Timothy Tennent discusses the influence of the global South on the theological conversation, in Timothy C. 
Tennent, Theology in the Context of World Christianity: How the Global Church Is Influencing the Way We 
Think about and Discuss Theology (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2008). However, other missiologists such as 
John Mbiti and Kwame Bediako from the African setting, for example, express concern that even with the 
growth of the church in the global South, there does “not seem to be a corresponding shift toward mutuality 
and reciprocity in the theological task facing the universal church.” Kwame Bediako, Christianity in 
Africa: The Renewal of a Non-Western Religion (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1995), 157. Additionally, while 
missiologist David Bosch feels that contextualization is necessary, he does not want to deny theological 
continuity, in David J. Bosch, Transforming Mission: Paradigm Shifts in Theology of Mission (Maryknoll, 
NY: Orbis Books, 1991), Kindle, 425. 
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missions in thousands of diverse people groups around the world. In such groups, 

outward forms of worship will vary drastically, but the inner reality of treasuring Christ 

in spirit and truth is common ground.”9 

Thus, while this section goes on to describe certain concerns regarding the 

change of theological fulcrum to the global South, the overall fact remains that “rather 

than being a cause for unsettling gloom, for Christians this new situation is a reason for 

guarded hope.”10 As Tennent conveys, the churches of the global South represent fresh 

possibilities for preserving the drifting, increasingly lifeless spirituality in the West, such 

“that these [global South] Christians will emerge as the new great hope for sustenance 

and transmission of the Christian faith in the twenty-first century.”11 

Even while the global South represents such positive prospects for Christian 

theological contribution, several challenging implications face the global church in light 

of the explosive growth of the global South. All implications point to the need in the 

global church for leaders who can address current and future missiological challenges. 

First, many acknowledge the inevitable complexity of cultural and religious syncretism 

when cultures collide. As esteemed sociolinguist Joshua Fishman explains, “Syncretism 

is a far greater principle of . . . daily life than either intellectuals or elites care to 

recognize. Ultimately, the issue becomes not whether but what or how much of the 

outside to admit to the inside, how much of the new (and once-foreign) to indigenize, to 

synthesize, to incorporate into the preexisting . . . ‘authentic’ tradition.”12 Likewise, even 

with his positive outlook regarding the global spread of Christianity, Jenkins observes, 

 
 

9 James R. Krabill, Worship and Mission for the Global Church: An Ethnodoxology Handbook 
(Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 2013), 102. 

10 Sanneh, Disciples of All Nations, xx. 
11 Tennent, Theology in the Context of World Christianity, 15. 
12 Joshua Fishman, The Rise and Fall of the Ethnic Revival (New York: Mouton, 1985), 94 

(italics in the original). 
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“When cultural assimilation reaches a certain point, Western observers complain that 

what is being transformed is not merely the trappings but the core of the faith. What is 

being practiced, it appears, is not inculturation but syncretism, the blatant adulteration of 

Christianity by elements of other religions.”13 This danger of syncretism raises real 

questions, as David Hesselgrave cautions, about the requirements of biblically and 

theologically faithful contextualization from knowledgeable and culturally discerning 

missiologist-theologians.14 In other words, those who wish to contribute to faithful 

contextualization cross-culturally must not only astutely engage biblical and theological 

content, but they must also intentionally and carefully invest in learning local contexts 

such that they can grow to serve effectively. In the terms of Paul Hiebert, future leaders in 

the global church increasingly must competently exist as culturally intelligent 

“inbetweeners” who serve as “bridge-persons, culture brokers, who stand between the 

worlds and help each to understand the other. . . . They must truly be bicultural or 

transcultural people, living in different worlds but not fully at home in any of them.”15  

 
 

13 Jenkins, The Next Christendom, 149. 
14 David J. Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally: North America and Beyond, 2nd 

ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 37. J. D. Payne confirms: “Church planters must be both outstanding 
theologians and outstanding missionaries.” J. D. Payne, Discovering Church Planting: An Introduction to 
the Whats, Whys, and Hows of Global Church Planting (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2015), 
xxxi. As David Sills expresses, “Unfortunately, a lack of theological education has resulted in syncretism in 
many churches around the world.” M. David Sills, Reaching and Teaching: A Call to Great Commission 
Obedience (Chicago: Moody Publishers, 2010), 161. Sills continues to describe that in Africa, for example, 
“The AIC churches are wildly diverse churches that claim to be Christian but include magic, reincarnations 
of Jesus—or any of the prophets—and heretical beliefs. Each of them has some connection with the truth in 
the past, but the dearth of sound instruction has allowed divergent religious heresies to develop.” Sills, 
Reaching and Teaching, 162. Paul Hiebert laments the fact that “too often conversion takes place at the 
surface levels of behavior and beliefs; but if worldview are not transformed, the gospel is interpreted in 
terms of pagan worldviews and the result is Christo-paganism.” Paul G. Hiebert, Transforming 
Worldviews: An Anthropological Understanding of How People Change (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 
2008), 69. 

15 Paul G. Hiebert, The Gospel in Human Contexts: Anthropological Explorations for 
Contemporary Missions (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2009), 120. Tennent also explains the relevant application 
that because of the growth of the global church, “Indeed, to be prepared for ministry as a world Christian, 
we all need to grapple with issues that heretofore have been reserved for missionaries in preparation for a 
specific contextualized ministry.” Tennent, Theology in the Context of World Christianity, 258. 
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Second, while the dangers of syncretism highlight the specialized kind of 

leadership required from missiologist-theologians for the global church, many also report 

that the global South currently lacks sufficient, theologically trained leadership due to the 

rapid growth of the church, combined with the failure of cross-cultural missionaries to 

implement a careful ecclesiology that leads to the development of competent, trained 

leaders in planted churches.16 Many Western approaches also manifest this lack of 

ecclesiological care by failing to take sufficient time to develop and implement culturally 

relevant leadership training resources. Weymann Lee of Training Leaders International 

confirms that 85 percent of “churches in the world are led by pastors without the training 

or resources to shepherd God’s people.” Lee also reports that the ratios of pastors to 

church members are massively higher in the global South than in the West.17 For this 

reason, organizations such as The Gospel Coalition term the lack of adequately trained 

leadership in the global South a “theological famine.”18 As a result of persistent requests 

from the global South for assistance with leadership training, Lee feels that missionaries 

 
 

16 According to Peter Wagner, “In 1969, for example, it was discovered that in Latin America 
alone an estimated 100,000 Protestant churches were functioning without trained pastors.” C. Peter 
Wagner, “Seminaries Ought to Be Asking Who as Well as How,” Theological Education 10, no. 4 (1974): 
273. Also, Roger Hedlund cites field researchers reporting on several training settings who state that while 
“India has over 2,000 indigenous missionaries serving under more than seventy-five indigenous mission 
agencies, . . . the majority of these workers have received little or no specifically missionary training for 
their vocation.” Roger E. Hedlund, “Contextualized Protestant Missionary Training in South Asia,” in 
Missions and Theological Education in World Perspective, ed. Harvie M. Conn and Samuel F. Rowen 
(Farmington, MI: Associates of Urbanus, 1984), 124. As relates to Africa, Lamin Sanneh reports, “In 
Africa the churches were caught unprepared, and are scarcely able to cope with the elementary issue of 
absorbing new members, let alone with the deeper issues of formation and training.” Lamin Sanneh, Whose 
Religion Is Christianity? (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2003), 37. Finally, The Center for the 
Study of Global Christianity estimates that only 5 percent (250,000) of pastors from the global South likely 
“have formal theological training (undergraduate Bible degrees or Master’s degrees).” Gordon Conwell 
Theological Seminary, “What Percentage of Pastors Worldwide Have Theological Training?”, Center for 
the Study of Global Christianity, accessed May 14, 2020, https://gordonconwell.edu/center-for-global-
christianity/research/quick-facts/. 

17 Weymann Lee, “The Global Church is Starving: Support the 85%,” accessed September 3, 
2019, https://trainingleadersinternational.org/85.  

18 The Gospel Coalition, “Theological Famine Relief for the Global Church,” accessed 
September 3, 2019, https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/tfr/. 
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must prioritize leadership training above all other endeavors.19 Similarly, in light of the 

leadership dilemma facing the church in the global South, W. P. Wahl summarizes the 

obvious: “It is therefore crucial that the church in the South has leaders that are 

competent to lead the church to the required level of maturity.”20  

Unfortunately, current missionary practices often worsen rather than ameliorate 

the leadership training dilemmas in the global South. While many ministry methods 

implemented by missionaries in cross-cultural contexts exist under the label of church 

planting, often these methods lack a clear definition of the church and little to no 

expectation for biblical leadership development as part of “Great Commission” 

responsibility. This occurs in spite of the fact that “theological education and mission are 

intricately woven together since the burden for training leaders grows out of the Great 

Commission itself.”21 For instance, one all-too-common definition of the church states, 

“The Church is a community of two or three individuals who affirm that Jesus is the 

Christ and gather together in His presence, under His lordship, to worship, and to study 

God’s Word.”22 Such shortsighted ecclesiology has many implications. For example, 

because of this kind of view of the church, in their cross-cultural efforts missionaries 

frequently fail to take the time to carefully contextualize the gospel for discipleship by 

first learning the local culture and language to a high level of proficiency, so as to 

 
 

19 Lee, “The Global Church.” 
20 W. P. Wahl, “Towards Relevant Theological Education in Africa: Comparing the 

International Discourse with Contextual Challenges,” Acta Theologica 33, no. 1 (2013): 267.  
21 Sunny Tan and Will Brooks, “Theological Education as Integral Component of World 

Mission Strategy,” in World Mission: Theology, Strategy, and Current Issues, eds. Scott N. Callaham and 
Will Brooks (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2019), chap. 7, “Introduction,” para. 1, Kindle. 

22 Cited in Paul Gupta and Sherwood G Lingenfelter, Breaking Tradition to Accomplish 
Vision: Training Leaders for a Church-Planting Movement (Winona Lake, IN: BMH Books, 2006), 33–34. 
In Matthew 18:20, Jesus did not define the church as two or three gathered, but “merely promised his 
presence in such a setting” of two or three gathered. Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 139. From these sorts of 
weak definitions come many poor methodologies used in missions. 
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position themselves for intensive leadership training as a part of church development.23 

Others overlook the need for literacy and Bible translation as necessary resources for the 

church to grow to maturity through critical contextualization.24 As a result, many methods 

adopted for use in missionary work promote shallow strategies that short-circuit 

ecclesiological clarity and undermine leadership development. As an example of the 

problem, popular methods such as T4T train “people to start house churches, not to 

educate them theologically or biblically.”25 One missiologist sums up the dilemma this 

way: “Many missionaries burdened by the need for speed and freed by the greater good 

mentality have jettisoned the 1 Timothy 3:1-7 qualifications for pastors. In ever-

 
 

23 C. David Harley, Preparing to Serve: Training for Cross-Cultural Mission (Pasadena, CA: 
William Carey Library, 1995), 7–8. Gupta and Lingenfelter also stipulate, “Effective teaching over the long 
term cannot be done through translation.” Gupta and Lingenfelter, Breaking Tradition to Accomplish 
Vision, 170. Sills explains further: “Many missionaries have preached the gospel through interpreters or 
without understanding the cultural adjustments that are necessary to communicate the gospel clearly. . . . 
The need for speed has driven some agencies to forgo language training for its missionaries, preferring to 
use national interpreters since the missionaries will be moving on quickly.” Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 
18–19, 125. 

24 In the history of missiology, literacy and Bible translation prove vital through the 
“vernacular principle” that gives opportunity for planted churches to engage in critical contextualization 
through evaluation of cultural practices. Lamin Sanneh argues, “Much of the heat with which mission has 
been attacked as Western cultural imperialism begins to dissipate when we apply the vernacular principle.” 
Lamin Sanneh, “Pluralism and Christian Commitment,” Theology Today 45/1 (1988): 27. Sanneh also 
describes the importance of Bible translation to the vernacular principle: “The Bible in the people’s tongue 
was a religious act that produced irrepressible social and cultural consequences. The diverse and multiple 
languages of the world were involved in translation and became thereby the means by which communities 
of faith came into being and were sustained. There is no such thing as a church without a language, or 
without the Scriptures.” Lamin Sanneh, Translating the Message: The Missionary Impact on Culture, 2nd 
ed., American Society of Missiology Series, no. 42 (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2009), 97. In another 
source, Sanneh describes the relationship between translation and contextualization: “The relationship of 
the Christian movement to culture was shaped by the fact that Christianity is a translated—and a 
translating—religion, and a translated Christianity is an interpreted Christianity, pure and simple.” Sanneh, 
Disciples of All Nations, 25. Likewise, David Hesselgrave argues in the face of orality, “Churches must 
have a translated and printed Bible to become mature in faith.” David J. Hesselgrave, Paradigms in 
Conflict: 10 Key Questions in Christian Missions Today (Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications, 2005), 236. 
David Sills states the same: “However, the ultimate goal . . . should be literacy and perhaps even 
bilingualism in the language of the dominant culture.” M. David Sills, “Training Leaders for the Majority 
World in the 21st Century,” Global Missiology 3, no. 1 (April 2004): 6, accessed September 26, 2018, 
http://ojs.globalmissiology.org/ index.php/english/article/viewFile/130/377. Hesselgrave also confirms the 
importance of literacy: “Literacy plays a particularly important role in . . . nurturing the church to 
maturity.” David J. Hesselgrave, Communicating Christ Cross-Culturally: An Introduction to Missionary 
Communication, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1991), 243. For further discussion of Christian 
education ministry, see William Jeynes and David W. Robinson eds., International Handbook of Protestant 
Education (New York: Springer, 2012). 

25 Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 164. 
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increasing ways, the definition of a church, the qualifications of church leaders, and the 

mission agency’s position on these matters are all subservient to the greater good.”26  

Furthermore, pioneer missionaries who experience the pressure and 

convenience of rapid results in light of weak ecclesiology and poor methods often report 

numbers of planted churches using the same simplistic definitions of the church that fail 

to represent the historical and biblical evidence of God’s design for his bride.27 Given 

such impoverished definitions of the church and tendencies for missionaries to utilize 

trendy and quick methods, David Hesselgrave cautions that this “penchant for over-

simplification and faddishness in embracing one method or partial strategy after another 

as an ‘end-all’ strategy . . . has caused church and mission leaders in the Third World to 

come to the place where they view American proposals and programs with a good deal of 

suspicion.”28 In the confirming words of James Engel and William Dyrness, “Leadership 

development, tragically, has been almost entirely absent in the world missions strategies 

of this century. This, of course, is yet another damaging extension of . . . prevailing 

concepts of the Great Commission. The shepherds have not been trained to . . . equip the 

flock. . . . Leadership development is today’s greatest priority.”29  

In summary, missiologist Bruce Ashford urges that training entities and 

missionaries face up to the reality that “if the church multiplies rapidly but is not healthy, 

the long-term picture is bleak. An inordinate emphasis on rapidity will likely lead to 

 
 

26 Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 139.  
27 Ashford states, “In an eagerness to do so, though, some well-intentioned missionaries have 

counted as churches some groups that are not churches. For example, Bible studies or small clusters of 
believers who know one another are sometimes improperly counted as churches.” Bruce Riley Ashford, “A 
Theologically Driven Missiology,” in Theology and Practice of Mission: God, the Church, and the Nations 
(Nashville: B&H Academic, 2011), 312. 

28 David J. Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy: The Use of the Bible in Postmodern Church 
and Mission, Evangelical Missiological Society Series, no. 1 (Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 
1994), 88–89. 

29 Engel and Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions, 20, 105. 
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reductionist methods of evangelism and discipleship and a reductionist view of the 

church that will harm the church in the long term and actually curb its growth.”30 Thus, in 

order to profitably assist with the dire leadership development realities in the global 

South, missionaries must carefully define critical foundations for training for cross-

cultural church planting, given that “church planting is where missiology and 

ecclesiology intersect. Unfortunately, many missiologists and mission practitioners have 

a weak ecclesiology.”31 This review will summarize key training foundations for pioneer 

church planting in the section below regarding cross-cultural leadership training 

priorities. First, however, this section continues by describing the dire need for mission-

focused leadership training for the global church. 

Mission-Focused Leadership Training for 
the Global Church 

Accompanying the statistical growth of the church in the global South and the 

urgent need for leadership training, global church leaders also must take stock of global 

church investments in missions. Specifically, how and why should the global church 

encourage training opportunities for the global South in cross-cultural mission? Bernhard 

Ott highlights one critical aspect of the question when he states that the “word ‘crisis’ has 

become common currency as a description of the situation of the western church and its 

missionary endeavors.”32 As Ott conveys, the West does not have the missionary 

 
 

30 Ashford, “A Theologically Driven Missiology,” 314–15. 
31 Craig Ott and Gene Wilson, Global Church Planting: Biblical Principles and Best Practices 

for Multiplication (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2011), 26. Likewise, Stuart Murray confirms that church planting 
exists at the convergence of ecclesiology and missiology, in Stuart Murray, Church Planting: Laying 
Foundations, North American Edition, (Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 2001), 30. As Jedidiah Coppenger 
describes, “One of the great tragedies in evangelicalism has been the separation of our ecclesiology from 
our missiology.” Jedidiah Coppenger, “The Community of Mission: The Church,” in Theology and 
Practice of Mission: God, the Church, and the Nations, ed. Bruce Riley Ashford (Nashville: B&H 
Academic, 2011), 60. 

32 Bernhard Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, Integrating Mission and Theological Education: A 
Critical Assessment of Some Recent Developments in Evangelical Theological Education (Oxford, UK: 
Regnum Books International, 2001), 5–6. 
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momentum necessary to fulfill the Great Commission without assistance from the church 

in the global South. This becomes all the more obvious in light of the reality that the 

global South already sends so many missionaries cross-culturally. In fact, while in the 

nineteenth century the bulk of missionaries came from the West, some missiologists 

estimated that by the first decade of the twenty-first century, the global South already had 

begun sending out more missionaries annually than the West.33 Harley confirms that 

amongst the many leaders of churches from the global South that he interacted with for 

his study regarding the potential for international missionary training, while the “church 

leaders were thrilled to see the increasing numbers of missionaries, . . . [they] were 

convinced that those missionaries must be trained properly.”34 Given the current 

leadership deficit in the churches of the global South and the poor models of leadership 

development from Western missions, the West must focus partnership efforts toward 

developing healthy models of cross-cultural church planting and then utilizing those 

examples to cultivate experienced leader-practitioners to meet the missionary training 

needs in the global church.  

With this reality in view, the West must assess and take up the opportunity for 

collaboration with the global South while the expertise and receptivity for the West to 

engage continues. Per James Engel and William Dyrness, “The door is slowly but 

steadily swinging shut on North Americans who are reluctant to recognize that the Two-

Thirds World and its churches now lie at the very center of world missions influence and 

 
 

33 Stan Guthrie, Missions in the Third Millennium: 21 Key Trends for the Twenty-first Century 
(Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 2000), 137. Bernard Ott also states that “more cross-cultural Protestant 
missionaries will be sent from or within the Two Thirds World countries than from the West by the first 
decade of the twenty-first century.” Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 5. Likewise, James Engel and William 
Dyrness confirm “that a majority of missionaries in the world now come from the Two-Thirds World.” 
James F. Engel and William A. Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions: Where Have We Gone Wrong? 
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 20. 

34 Harley, Preparing to Serve, 5. 
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initiative.”35 In the process of engaging collaborative training opportunities, then, the 

West must assiduously avoid the tendency for paternalism that all too often marked past 

relationships and interactions. In contrast, the “need now is to come alongside in a spirit 

of partnership and submission, participating where we can in an enabling and facilitating 

manner to help increase the impact of all that God is doing in this era.”36 In sum, the West 

must join the developing leaders in the global South by modeling sound leadership 

dynamics in church planting initiatives, proclaiming truth contextually with right 

authority based in moral practices uniquely suited to global South contexts.37 

Leadership Training for Pioneer Church 
Planting Needs Worldwide 

Having established the need for mission-focused leadership training in the 

global church, this section moves the conversation forward toward pioneer church 

planting specifically. First, the section describes the sizable responsibility for pioneer 

church planting work that remains in the world. In order to explain the remaining task, 

this section provides a brief biblical and historical perspective of pioneer church planting 

that contributes to the definition of pioneer church planting in this paper. The section also 

outlines the state of pioneer church planting worldwide. In conclusion, the section argues 

 
 

35 Engel and Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions, 21. 
36 Engel and Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions, 21. For an example of a facilitative 

training partnership relationship in a pioneering church planting context, see Michael P. Griffis and Kaikou 
Maisu, “Facilitating by Following in Papua New Guinea,” in The Facilitator Era: Beyond Pioneer Church 
Multiplication, ed. Tom Steffen (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2011), 238–46. 

37 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. Robert Strauss describes multiple qualitative studies that he conducted over 
the course of a decade in the global South via “(a) direct observation ‘in the field’, (b) semi-structured 
interviews of church and mission leaders in West Africa, Indonesia, Thailand, Myanmar, India, Argentina, 
Chile, Paraguay, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, and Western Canada, and (c) feedback from focus 
groups.” Strauss conveys that his qualitative studies evidence syncretism consistently resulting when 
leadership development in the global South did not incorporate careful cross-cultural training and 
implementation, in Robert Strauss, Introducing Story-Strategic Methods: Twelve Steps toward Effective 
Engagement (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2017), 12–13. 
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for the prioritization of leadership-focused training for pioneer church planting in the 

global church based on healthy leadership dynamics. 

The current understanding of pioneer church planting takes shape in the 

biblical and historical context of God’s eternal purposes for redeeming the peoples of the 

world to himself. The Old Testament testifies frequently of God’s promise to bring the 

nations to the truth (Gen 3:15, 12:1-3; Ps 22:27; Ps 67, 117; Isa 2:1-4, 52:9-10; Jer 16:19-

20; Mic 4:1-2; Zech 8:20-23). Furthermore, the New Testament confirms and continues 

the storyline of God’s missional intent among the nations (Matt 24:14, 28:19-20; Mark 

11:17, 13:10; Luke 24:45-49; John 4:41-42, 11:51-52; Acts 1:8; Rom 16:25-27; Gal 3:8; 

Rev 5:9, 7:9). The theme of God’s plan to redeem the nations occurs so pervasively in the 

Scriptures that Bruce Ashford writes, “The ingathering of the nations . . . is at the heart of 

God’s promises. . . . [It] is not an issue merely for the missiologists to write about, for 

professional missionaries to care about, or for churches to nod toward during a special 

missions offering emphasis. Rather, it is central to all who are Christian because it is 

central to the work of Christ.”38 

Particularly in the New Testament, God calls the nations to himself through 

church planting ministries such as that of the apostle Paul. In discussing Paul’s 

missionary ministry, Eckhard Schnabel describes Paul as one “called by God to work as a 

pioneer missionary who ‘plants’ churches, who lays the foundation as an ‘expert master 

builder,’ that is, who establishes new communities of believers (1 Cor 3:6, 10; 9:10).”39 

However, Schnabel concludes that while Paul’s missionary work involved “intentionality 

and geographic movement,” Paul did not engage in cross-cultural missionary ministry 

according to the modern understanding of the term, since Paul spoke the language and 

 
 

38 Ashford, “A Theologically Driven Missiology,” 317. 
39 Eckhard J. Schnabel, Paul the Missionary: Realities, Strategies, and Methods (Grand 

Rapids: InterVarsity Press, 2008), 152. 
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understood the culture of Jews in Tarsus and elsewhere. Because of the nature of the 

Roman Empire, this “‘culture’ of the Greek-speaking Jews living in Jerusalem was in 

many ways largely indistinguishable from the ‘culture’ of the citizens of Antioch, 

Ephesus or Corinth.”40 Thus, while Paul himself states that he had as his “ambition to 

preach the gospel where Christ was not known” (Rom 15:20), Paul engaged areas of the 

then-known world without access to the gospel that did not require him to cross language 

and cultural barriers per se. Nonetheless, John Piper explains that while Paul did not work 

cross-culturally, based on Paul’s statements in Romans 15:9-12, Paul “was intent on 

seeing his missionary calling in the light of the Old Testament hope that all the nations 

would be reached with the gospel. The people-group focus of these texts is unmistakable 

from the Old Testament context.”41 

Based on scriptural principles from the work of missionaries such as Paul, 

missiologists in modern times have increasingly identified and directed their attention 

toward what constitutes significant cross-cultural barriers to gospel access in the now-

known world. Since the time of Paul, the pre- and post-Reformation history of modern 

missions includes cross-cultural work that has engaged unreached areas.42 However, 

much of the current momentum for pioneer church planting occurred after World War II 

in a three- or four-decade window that Ralph Winter and others have referred to as “the 

 
 

40 Schabel, Paul the Missionary, 27, 317–31. 
41 John Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad! The Supremacy of God in Missions, 3rd ed. (Grand 

Rapids: Baker Academic, 2010), 202. 
42 As David Hesselgrave conveys, “Only very gradually and after considerable controversy did 

the churches that came out of the Reformation reach a general consensus that the Great Commission 
responsibility extends to all believers and all churches. And only after that consensus was reached did they 
begin to concentrate on ‘all the world’ and ‘all nations.’” Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 106. For 
more information about the history of world missions, see Ruth A. Tucker, From Jerusalem to Irian Jaya: 
A Biographical History of Christian Missions, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2004); Tom A. Steffen 
and Lois McKinney Douglas, Encountering Missionary Life and Work: Preparing for Intercultural 
Ministry, Encountering Mission (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008), 3–29; Stephen Neill and Owen 
Chadwick, A History of Christian Missions, 2nd ed. (New York: Penguin Books, 1986); Walls, The 
Missionary Movement; and Kenneth B. Mulholland, “Moravians, Puritans, and the Modern Missionary 
Movement,” Bibliotheca Sacra 156 (April–June 1999): 221–32. 
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unbelievable years.”43 During that time, working groups at the 1974 and 1982 Lausanne 

Conferences recognized that the most serious barriers to gospel access involved “people 

groups,” whom they defined as “significantly large grouping[s] of individuals who 

perceive themselves to have a common affinity for one another because of their shared 

language, religion, ethnicity, residence, occupation, class or caste, situation, etc., or 

combinations of these.”44 John Piper summarizes the Lausanne emphasis this way: “The 

‘shattering truth’ that [Ralph Winter] revealed at Lausanne was this: In spite of the fact 

that every country of the world has been penetrated with the gospel, four out of five non-

Christians are still cut off from the gospel because the barriers are cultural and linguistic, 

not geographic.”45  

This set of qualifications regarding barriers to gospel access led to the 

emergence of the concept of unreached people groups, namely “the largest possible 

ethnolinguistic community where less than 2 percent of its population is evangelical 

Christian and the local Christians do not have the people and means to evangelize their 

 
 

43 Hesselgrave, Paradigms in Conflict, 282. Ott confirms that the post-World War II focus 
from America toward missions prompted sixty to seventy agencies to actively engage in European church 
planting in the ten years after the war, in Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 32. 

44 Ralph D. Winter and Bruce Koch, “Finishing the Task: The Unreached Peoples Challenge,” 
in Perspectives on the World Christian Movement: A Reader, eds. Ralph D. Winter and Steven C. 
Hawthorne (Pasadena: William Carey Library, 1999), 514. As Winter and Koch relate, the idea of 
unreached people groups has, over time, become the benchmark that missiologists most often reference as a 
“rough measure of our progress” toward the fulfillment of the Great Commission. Winter and Koch, 
“Finishing the Task,” 512. In keeping with John Piper and others, this paper agrees that ethnolinguistic 
identity represents the biblical and historical essence of people group identity most relevant for 
missiological assessment: “I agree with those who say that the biblical concept of ‘peoples’ or ‘nations’ 
cannot be stretched to include individuals grouped on the basis of things such as occupation, residence, or 
handicaps. These are sociological groupings that are very relevant for evangelistic strategy but do not 
figure into defining the biblical meaning of ‘peoples’ or ‘nations.’” Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad, 181. 
Thus, based on the biblical evidence, “at least every language group (‘language’ in Rev 5:9) should be 
sought out in the missionary task.” Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad, 212. Likewise, Roger Hedlund confirms 
that Lausanne brought “attention to the two-billion ‘unreached’ non-Christians, and would contradict the 
naïve opinion that the geographical spread of Christianity nullifies the need for cross-cultural evangelists.” 
Roger E. Hedlund, Roots of the Great Debate in Mission: Mission in Historical and Theological 
Perspective, 2nd ed. (Bangalore: Theological book Trust, 1993), 291. 

45 Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad, 180. 
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own population.”46 According to many missiologists, this kind of description of 

unreached people groups unites the Old and New Testaments by providing a practical 

means for defining God’s continuous and unrelenting purpose to redeem all peoples to 

himself.47 While the definition of unreached people groups in this study utilizes the above 

concept, the study does not connect “unreached” to arbitrary percentages of evangelical 

Christians in people groups.48 Rather, this study defines an unreached people group as a 

viable ethnolinguistic community in which no sufficiently mature indigenous church 

exists that can participate in the Great Commission and Great Commandment by planting 

and developing similarly maturing churches amongst other ethnolinguistic communities 

from the same people group.49 Concurrently, because of the biblical and historical 

evidence regarding God’s desire to call the people groups of the world to himself, this 

paper defines pioneer church planting as the establishment of sufficiently mature, 

indigenous churches in ethnolinguistically unreached people groups.50 

 
 

46 Philip O. Hopkins, “Mission and Unreached People Groups,” in Theology and Practice of 
Mission: God, the Church, and the Nations (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2011), 174–75. 

47 Hopkins, “Mission and Unreached People Groups,” 176. In the Greek Septuagint and New 
Testament, translators use “panta ta ethné” to describe “all peoples.” John Piper extensively studied the 
New and Old Testament uses of “panta ta ethné” to confirm the people group focus of this phrase based on 
collective ethnolinguistic identity, in Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad, 182–97. Piper summarizes: “What 
these texts demonstrate is that the blessing of forgiveness and salvation that God had granted to Israel was 
meant eventually to reach all the people groups of the world.” Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad, 197. For a 
contrasting perspective of the people group focus of panta ta ethné, see Jarvis J. Williams and Trey Moss, 
“Focus on ‘All Nations’ as Integral Component of World Mission Strategy,” in World Mission: Theology, 
Strategy, and Current Issues, eds. Scott N. Callaham and Will Brooks (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 
2019), chap. 5, Kindle. 

48 For more context regarding the 2 percent designation in definitions of unreached people 
groups, see Kate Shellnut, “Why Missions Experts are Redefining ‘Unreached People Groups,’” 
Christianity Today (April 22, 2019), accessed September 19, 2019, https://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/ 
2019/may/redefining-unreached-people-groups-frontier-unengaged-missi.html.  

49 As John Piper explains, based on the exegesis of the term “nations” in Matthew 28:19–20,  
“the discipling in view is the winning of individual disciples from the nations, rather than treating the 
nation as a whole as the object of conversion and discipleship.” Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad, 217. 
Piper’s comment supports the idea in this definition of unreached people groups that “reachedness” does 
not require percentages of believers. 

50 For a practical framework of criteria for the assessment of unreached people group needs 
according to this definition, see Michael Griffis, “An Examination of Criteria for the Allocation of Human 
Resources to Missiological and Language Development Projects,” MA thesis, The Graduate Institute of 
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Having clarified a working definition of pioneer church planting in light of 

biblical and historical evidence for unreached people groups, the question remains as to 

whether or not the current needs in pioneer church planting justify a missiological 

emphasis on leadership training in the global church for pioneer church planting. In 

response, this section reiterates previously stated realities regarding unreached people 

groups, in which researchers describe that approximately 41.4 percent of the world’s 7.6 

billion people still lack adequate access to the gospel. These 41.4 percent who are 

unevangelized represent at least 7,066 unreached people groups separated from the 

gospel by unique cultural, language, and religious barriers.51 Additionally, 97 percent of 

the unreached groups reside in what missiologists describe as the hard-to-access 10/40 

Window.52 Finally, of the 97 percent in the 10/40 Window, approximately 2,159 

unreached groups still have no portion of the Scriptures in their native languages.53 

Regarding the many languages of the world that have only portions of the Scriptures, 

Steffen and Douglas further explain the current dilemma: “For decades most Bible 

translators have begun in the New Testament, often with Mark. Only 426 of the 2,400 

language groups that have portions of the Bible today have a full Bible. Of the 1,700 

translations under way presently, some 500 of them are estimated to be full Bible 

projects.”54  

 
 
Applied Linguistics, 2007. For a resource for gauging the maturity of churches planted in unreached people 
group contexts, see WILD: Word. Identity. Life. Discipleship. (Baulkham Hills, AU: AccessTruth, 2014), 
accessed May 15, 2020, https://accesstruth.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/WILD_ebook.pdf, Adobe 
PDF. 

51 Joshua Project, “Global Statistics,” accessed January 21, 2019, https://joshuaproject.net/ 
people_groups/statistics. For similar statistics, see also IMB Global Research, “People Groups,” last 
modified September 20, 2019, https://peoplegroups.org.  

52 The Traveling Team, “Mission Stats: The Current State of the World,” accessed January 21, 
2019, http://www.thetravelingteam.org/stats/.  

53 Joshua Project, “Global Statistics.” 
54 Steffen and Douglas, Encountering Missionary Life, 355. 
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The reality of the many nonexistent or partial Bible translations in the 

languages of the world only adds to previously expressed concerns regarding the 

explosive growth of the global church, the lack of concurrent leadership training in the 

global church, the decline in long-term Western missionary participation, the lack of 

adequate cross-cultural training for Western and global workers, and the unclear 

ecclesiology espoused by many Western missionaries.55 One missiologist summarizes 

that “the challenges of discipling the nations are many: 12,000 languages and dialects, 70 

percent of those to whom we go are oral culture peoples, syncretism from inadequate 

contextualization in prior years, and a gospel-hostile world.”56 With regard to the current 

state of pioneer church planting for work among the unreached, then, this literature 

review concludes that the global church should take up the term “crisis” to describe the 

current predicament of cross-cultural training and cross-cultural ministry implementation 

for pioneer church planting, and to plead for intensive pioneer missionary training 

renewal for the global church based on healthy ecclesiology.57 

On the basis of the evidence for the need of training for pioneer church 

planting in the global church, the following section discusses pioneer training alternatives 

in the three environments of local churches, cross-cultural training programs, and formal 

Bible and theology training programs. In the process, the section particularly highlights 

the complexities that confront the global church for pioneer church planting in the many 

remaining unreached people group contexts. 

 
 

55 David Bosch explains reasons for the decline of mission education focus in the West. 
Among other reasons, “the legacy of the close liaison between Christian missions and Western colonialism 
casts its shadow over all missionary endeavors that originate in the West. … It is, moreover, seriously 
questionable whether we have escaped the impact of the colonial mentality.” David J. Bosch, “Missions in 
Theological Education,” in Missions and Theological Education in World Perspective, ed. Harvie M. Conn 
and Samuel F. Rowen (Farmington, MI: Associates of Urbanus, 1984), xviii. 

56 M. David Sills, “Mission and Discipleship,” Theology and Practice of Mission: God, the 
Church, and the Nations, ed. Bruce Riley Ashford (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2011), 199. 

57 Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 5–6. 
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Leadership Training for Pioneer Church Planting 

This section describes three environments that have often served as stand-alone 

or fragmented training alternatives for pioneer church planting: local churches, cross-

cultural training programs, and formal Bible training institutions (seminaries and Bible 

schools). In evaluating the training emphases for these three environments, this section 

notes how each can contribute to the equipping of leaders for pioneer church planting in 

character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and 

competencies (doing) based on the three leadership dynamics. 

Local Church Foundations for Cross-
cultural Equipping 

In the discussion regarding equipping for pioneer church planting, what role 

and authority belong to the local church? Hesselgrave places this question in current 

context by conveying that more than seven hundred confirmed US-based parachurch 

missionary agencies existed in 2005, with actual numbers likely much higher. In light of 

that fact, he urges that church and mission leaders work together to “address questions 

regarding the relative authority of churches and mission agencies.” Hesselgrave states the 

conviction that by working more closely, the two can benefit mutually from “extended 

vision, increased vitality, and heightened creativity.”58 In that vein, this section argues 

that the local church should take a foundational role in equipping future church planters 

through (1) expecting to replicate itself cross-culturally through pioneer church planters; 

(2) faithfully modeling biblical characteristics and functions for future church planters, 

including sound leadership dynamics; and (3) taking responsibility to select, qualify, 

confirm, and support those leaders who will continue forward into pioneer church 

planting ministry.  

 
 

58 Hesselgrave, Paradigms in Conflict, 227. 
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If the local church desires to proactively assume a role in equipping future 

pioneer church planters, it must first expect to replicate itself cross-culturally. Lesslie 

Newbigin challenges the common lack of cross-cultural missionary mindset in the church 

by stating, “An unchurchly mission is as much of a monstrosity as an unmissionary 

church.”59 As previously expressed, the local church, not the mission agency, exists as 

God’s primary means of making the gospel known to the ends of the earth in this age. In 

the words of John Stott, “The church lies at the very center of the eternal purpose of God. 

It is not a divine afterthought. It is not an accident of history.”60 Even more specifically, 

the church functions as the instrument through which believers proclaim and live out the 

gospel of Christ to bring others to saving faith: “Christian proclamation might make the 

gospel audible, but Christians living together in local congregations make the gospel 

visible (John 13:34-35). The church is the gospel made visible.”61 In cross-cultural and 

Great Commission terms this means that “the church is sent into the world to witness to 

Jesus by proclaiming the gospel and making disciples of all nations. This is our task. This 

is our unique and central calling.”62 

Therefore, the church serves as the model context within which pioneer church 

planters gain practical experience for their future cross-cultural ministries. In the process, 

local churches must qualify pioneer church planters to take up roles as competent 

ministers of the gospel who can replicate the church in a cross-cultural setting. As Peter 

 
 

59 Lesslie Newbigin, The Household of God: Lectures on the Nature of the Church (New York: 
Friendship Press, 1954), 169. 

60 John Stott, The Living Church (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2007), 19. 
61 Mark E. Dever, “The Church,” in A Theology for the Church, rev. ed., ed. Daniel L. Akin 

(Nashville: B&H, 2014), 603, Kindle. 
62 Kevin DeYoung and Greg Gilbert, What Is the Mission of the Church? Making Sense of 

Social Justice, Shalom, and the Great Commission (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2011), 26. Hesselgrave agrees: 
“The primary mission of the church and, therefore, of the churches is to proclaim the gospel of Christ and 
gather believers into local churches where they can be built up in the faith and made effective for service.” 
Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally, 17. 
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Wagner encourages, “The single most effective evangelistic methodology under heaven is 

planting new churches.”63 Thus, when this review describes pioneer church planting, the 

paper references the church as the primary institution that takes responsibility for 

propagating the gospel cross-culturally by replicating itself in other cultural contexts 

through qualified, pioneer leaders that the church affirms as competent for ministry.64 By 

implication, the church serves as the model context where future pioneer church planters 

first learn how to serve God’s people consistently in their own cultural setting. 

Second, the local church should healthily and faithfully model biblical 

characteristics and functions that these future church planters can replicate cross-

culturally, including sound leadership dynamics. Reformers and others noted various 

characteristics that define New Testament churches, including “the right preaching of the 

gospel, the right administration of the ordinances, and a commitment to church 

discipline.”65 As Scott Horrell expresses, even in cross-cultural contexts, “New 

congregations must work toward and remain within New Testament directives for 

presbyters/elders and deacons, the ordinances of baptism and communion, discipleship, 

and discipline in the congregation.”66  

Horrell additionally describes biblically designed functions for the cross-

cultural church that appear in Acts 2:42-47 and reverberate throughout the New 

Testament—“worship, teaching/discipleship, fellowship, and evangelism/mission.”67 

 
 

63 C. Peter Wagner, Church Planting for a Greater Harvest (Ventura, CA: Regal Books, 
1990), 11. 

64 This paper describes replication of the church based on the additional need for cross-cultural 
equipping that contextualizes church planting in local cultural realities. With Bosch, “We therefore have to 
adopt a firm stand against every attempt at a non or under-contextualized approach in mission.” Bosch, 
Transforming Mission, 426. 

65 Ashford, “A Theologically Driven Missiology,” 310. 
66 J. Scott Horrell, “Freeing Cross-Cultural Church Planting with New Testament Essentials,” 

Bibliotheca Sacra 174, no. 694 (April 2017), 219. 
67 Horrell, “Freeing Cross-Cultural Church Planting,” 225. Tan and Brooks confirm that 
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Because of the unhealthy leadership dynamics that have often characterized cross-cultural 

missions,68 the local church ultimately serves as the unique environment where leaders 

apply these biblical church functions through appropriate dynamics: (1) the moral 

practice of Christian leadership, (2) the right use of authority for Christian leadership, 

and (3) the proclamation of truth for Christian leadership.69 All of this means that local 

churches should healthily demonstrate for future pioneer church planters the key 

characteristics and functions that have clear biblical precedent. In doing so, the church 

provides future leaders with experiential reference points for their long-term, cross-

cultural church planting investments.70 

Finally, because of the centrality of the church in God’s purposes and the 

indispensable characteristics and functions of the church as defined by the New 

Testament, the local church must take responsibility to select, qualify, confirm, and 

support those leaders who will continue forward into cross-cultural church planting 

 
 
missionaries must plant healthy churches that demonstrate biblical characteristics and functions: “Yet 
before moving on, the missionary should plant a healthy church. To reach this goal, the missionary must 
equip the local leadership to implement biblical forms of preaching, giving, worship, leadership, 
fellowship, prayer, and of course evangelism and missions.” Tan and Brooks, “Theological Education as 
Integral Component of World Mission Strategy,” chap. 7, “The Importance of Theological Education to 
Missions Strategy,” para. 5, Kindle. 

68 Ott and Bosch both confirm that Westerns face the reality that “churches of the Two Thirds 
World have experienced western mission work not always as a help but often as an embarrassment.” Ott, 
Beyond Fragmentation, 111; also, Bosch, Transforming Mission, 363–66. The Lausanne Covenant 
acknowledges this unfortunate reality: “We confess that we have sometimes pursued church grow at the 
expense of Church depth, and divorced evangelism from Christian nurture. We also acknowledge that some 
of our missions have been too slow to equip and encourage national leaders to assume their rightful 
responsibilities. Yet we are committed to indigenous principles, and long that every church will have 
national leaders who manifest Christian style of leadership in terms not of domination but of service. We 
recognize that there is a great need to improve theological education, especially for church leaders. In every 
nation and culture there should be an effective training program for pastors and laity in doctrine, 
discipleship, evangelism, nurture and service.” “Education and Leadership,” Article 11 of the Lausanne 
Covenant, in Perspectives on the World Christian Movement, ed. Ralph O. Winter and Steven Hawthorne 
(Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 1999), 762. 

69 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. 

70 For a resource that describes the application of specific characteristics and functions of the 
local church, see Mark E. Dever and Paul Alexander, The Deliberate Church: Building Your Ministry on 
the Gospel (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2005).  
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ministry.71 As Hesselgrave notes, multiple missiologists conclude that without the active 

participation of the local church in this way, “many missionary volunteers who pass 

muster when it comes to Christology and soteriology, flounder and even fail on the field 

because of their neglect of ecclesiology.”72 Additionally, volunteerism all-too-often 

compels the church and missionary entities to passively affirm unqualified individuals for 

cross-cultural service. However, as Michael Griffiths states, local church leaders must 

actively confirm God’s call of an individual to cross-cultural ministry based on “objective 

external events rather than on subjective, internal experience.”73 Griffiths explains: “The 

most an individual can do is express his willingness. Others must determine his 

worthiness. The individual may be free to go, but only his church knows if he is really 

fitted to go.”74 Hesselgrave agrees that “New Testament missions were not based on 

volunteerism—that is, a general call for, and the sending of, anyone who would offer to 

go. In overseas missions the result of our approach has been the sending of many 

relatively untrained missionaries to accomplish a task which is ill defined and in which 

they have not had experience.”75 Particularly as relates to leadership ministry in cross-
 

 
71 Sending churches should expect future leaders first to qualify as elders in their local 

churches prior to their moving on to a cross-cultural context. If not, how will they understand the process of 
training and commending others to the work of the gospel? As Payne explains in the example of the apostle 
Paul, “First, Paul clearly established the general parameters for the qualifications for elders (1 Timothy 3:1-
7; Titus 1:5-9). Second, though the leaders from the church in Jerusalem would have probably been more 
mature in the faith and qualified to serve, he had no problem appointing elders selected from among the 
new churches. Third, Paul manifested a missionary faith in the sanctifying power of the Lord that allowed 
him to commend the new churches to God (Acts 20:32). Fourth, though Paul was not a permanent fixture 
attached to the new churches and their leaders, he continued the relationships by visiting (Acts 20:17), by 
writing letters (e.g., 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Philippians), by leaving team members behind to assist for a 
season (Titus 1:5), and by sending others (Philippians 2:19, 25).” Payne, Discovering Church Planting, 
131–32. 

72 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 108. 
73 Michael C. Griffiths, You and God’s Work Overseas (Chicago: InterVarsity, 1967), 20–21. 

In his practical book on the call to ministry, Dave Harvey describes the role of the local church: “External 
confirmation is the process of evaluation whereby the church affirms God’s call to the man.” Dave Harvey, 
Am I Called? The Summons to Pastoral Ministry (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2012), 167. 

74 Michael C. Griffiths, Who Really Sends the Missionary? (Chicago: Moody Press, 1974), 15–
16). 

75 Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally, 99. 
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cultural church planting, the church must take an active role in selecting the best 

candidates for service. 

Furthermore, in addition to selecting the individuals who will serve in pioneer 

church planting, local churches must also qualify and confirm them for their future 

endeavors. This expectation coincides with the New Testament picture of leadership 

development: “Leaders and laity alike waited upon the Lord, took account of the quality 

of one another’s life and gifts, and then consecrated leaders who had already qualified on 

the basis of faith, faithfulness and fruitfulness.”76 In order to equip pioneer church 

planters to minister cross-culturally, local churches must ensure they progress toward 

eldership qualification and ministerial experience according to biblical expectations in 1 

Timothy 3:1-7 and Titus 1:5-9. Ott and Wilson describe in glowing terms those local 

church residency and internship programs that accompany cross-cultural and formalized 

missionary training “as a practical, hands-on, in-service approach to testing, acquiring, 

and honing particular skills necessary for planting churches.”77 If pioneer church planters 

do not anticipate qualifying as competent elders in their own local churches, why send 

them to more complicated overseas contexts for similar work? 

Additionally, Ott and Wilson feel that when sending church leaders build 

shared ministry relationships with church planters in their own local settings through 

residency and internship programs, these leaders position themselves to contribute 

another “significant factor in equipping effective church planters,” namely “ongoing 

coaching or mentoring.”78 While these ongoing mentoring relationships do not provide 

 
 

76 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 152. 
77 Ott and Wilson, Global Church Planting, 365–66. 
78 Ott and Wilson, Global Church Planting, 368. Writing from a seminary perspective, Banks 

confirms that “theological education can only enhance ministry in progress, not prepare people for 
ministry. Central to this is pairing more and less experienced people, whether lay or ordained, in a  
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sufficient support for all the cross-cultural complexities that pioneer church planters will 

face (the next section discusses cross-cultural concerns), pastoral leaders nonetheless can 

provide much-needed, ongoing connectivity between pioneer church planters and sending 

churches. Writing from a formalized Bible training perspective, Robert Banks sums up 

the crucial relationship between local churches and field workers: 

Theological education can only enhance ministry in progress, not prepare people for 
ministry. Central to this is pairing more and less experienced people, whether lay or 
ordained, in a mentoring or apprentice-style relationship. Within this whole process, 
student excellence is redefined in terms of maturity, wisdom, and influence. It is 
congregational and denominational groups that should evaluate people’s capacity 
for ministry, not seminaries.79 

In conclusion to this section, this review reveals that the local church fills a 

vital and foundational role in the leadership development of pioneer church planters 

through (1) expecting to replicate itself cross-culturally, (2) faithfully modeling biblical 

characteristics, dynamics, and functions, and (3) taking responsibility to select, qualify, 

confirm, and support those leaders who will continue forward into pioneer church 

planting ministry. In the process of assuming these responsibilities, churches and 

agencies must realize that this approach flies in the face of much of modern Western 

missionary history. David Bosch explains that mission agencies from the West 

traditionally have existed in independence from local churches, since unfortunately “the 

modern missionary enterprise was born and bred outside the church.”80 Aspiring church 

planters also must study ecclesiology through practical service in local churches, then, 

“because many who serve as pastors and missionaries currently have been converted and 

 
 
mentoring or apprentice-style relationship. Within this whole process, student excellence is redefined in 
terms of maturity, wisdom, and influence. It is congregational and denominational groups that should 
evaluate people’s capacity for ministry, no seminaries.”  

79 Robert J. Banks, Reenvisioning Theological Education: Exploring a Missional Alternative to 
Current Models (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1999), 136. 

80 Bosch, “Missions in Theological Education,” xix. 
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nurtured in parachurch organizations but only loosely tied to local congregations.”81 In 

order for the local church to take a central role in equipping pioneer church planters, both 

agency and church must confront this unfortunate historical reality for the good of the 

mission. As William Taylor laments, “The healthy local church plays such an important 

role in the equipping of the future missionary. Unfortunately, too many missionaries 

today come from infirm and weak churches; and some apply to an agency without any 

real local church experience at all!”82 Hesselgrave agrees that “every local church should 

give special attention to directing and helping those who may be called” to pioneer 

church planting.83 Likewise, Edward Dayton urges local churches to take serious 

ownership of any missionary candidates.84 Harley insists that local churches must stay as 

involved as possible in the leadership training and ministry lives of their cross-cultural 

workers.85  

To summarize, as Robert Ferris admonishes, “Any attempt to think 

strategically about ministry training should begin with a careful review of the nature of 

the church. God intends the church to be a worshiping, nurturing, redemptive, and 

witnessing community. A biblical ecclesiology provides the necessary context for 

understanding the nature of leadership in the church.”86 By engaging the three priorities 

of cross-cultural replication, ecclesiological modeling, and ministerial leadership training, 

 
 

81 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 108. 
82 William D. Taylor, ed., “Introduction: Setting the Stage,” in Internationalizing Missionary 

Training (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1991), 5. 
83 Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally, 107. 
84 Edward R. Dayton, “Recruiting and Training of Cross-Cultural Missionaries,” In Missions 

and Theological Education in World Perspective, ed. Harvie M. Conn and Samuel F. Rowen (Farmington, 
MI: Associates of Urbanus, 1984), 400. 

85 Harley, Preparing to Serve, 44–45. 
86 Robert W. Ferris, Renewal in Theological Education: Strategies for Change (Wheaton, IL: 

Billy Graham Center, 1990), 135. 



   
 

40 
 

local churches can invest in the character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), 

values (affections), and competencies (doing) of those who serve the church as leaders 

and developers of other leaders through pioneer church planting. In the process, local 

churches will challenge the missiological world to take healthy ecclesiology based on 

correct leadership dynamics more seriously. 

Cross-cultural Equipping Programs 

In addition to the foundational contribution of local churches to the equipping 

of candidates for pioneer church planting through internships, staff roles, and residency 

options, cross-cultural equipping programs also provide important, specialized candidate 

training. In order to explain the necessity of cross-cultural equipping programs for 

pioneer church planting, Ralph Winter outlines a set of categories that define the levels of 

complexity for same and cross-cultural church planting investments. As Winter and Koch 

explain, the E-scale “compare[s] the cultural distances that Christians need to move in 

order to communicate the gospel with others. E0 refers to evangelism of church-going 

Christians. E1 extends to the very same culture through one barrier, that of ‘church 

culture.’ E2 evangelism presses into a close, but still different, culture. E3 evangelism 

pushes to very different cultures.”87 Based on this original scale, Tom Steffen explains in 

church planting terms that “CP-1 is monocultural; CP-2 is intra-cultural; and CP-3 is 

cross-cultural.”88 As Steffen conveys, the greater the cultural distance, the more likely the 

church planting context will require specialized expertise. Thus, according to Steffen, 

trainers for CP-3 pioneer church planting must account for the complexity of cultural 

 
 

87 Ralph D. Winter and Bruce A. Koch, “Advancing Strategies of Closure Finishing the Task: 
The Unreached Peoples Challenge,” International Journal of Frontier Missions (Winter 2002): 16. 

88 Tom Steffen, The Facilitator Era: Beyond Pioneer Church Multiplication (Eugene, OR: 
Wipf & Stock, 2011), 49. 
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distance, both in training time and training emphasis.89 This section describes how that 

increased culture and language distance in pioneer church planting impacts training time 

as well as training priorities via the vernacular principle. 

First, various authors confirm the need for significant time for cross-cultural 

ministry equipping. William Dayton describes that while in other careers educators 

anticipate the cost and extent of training, in cross-cultural missions often agencies and 

churches have no idea what adequate training time entails. In light of cross-cultural 

complexities and holistic candidate development, Dayton recommends a training model 

that includes undergraduate, graduate, internship, on-field, and ongoing training.90 

Wagner further advocates for ongoing, post-allocation training for full-time ministers, as 

do Tan and Brooks.91 Similarly, Harley conveys that in the many cross-cultural training 

venues he visited for his study, the general consensus indicated “that the minimum course 

of training for a career missionary should be between six and ten months.”92 He also 

reports that courses lasting three to four months were determined inadequate. Some 

training centers extended their training two or three years. Finally, in another resource 

describing cross-cultural training, multiple authors describe training programs lasting two 

semesters or more.93 Thus, in contrast to the many agencies and training entities that 

encourage brief cross-cultural training for pioneer work, this review confirms that healthy 

leadership dynamics and holistic leadership development for pioneer church planting 

 
 

89 Steffen, The Facilitator Era, 51–52, 354. 
90 Dayton, “Recruiting and Training,” 395–99. 
91 Wagner, “Seminaries Ought to Be Asking Who as Well as How,” 269. Likewise, Tan and 

Brooks state, “In more ways than one, missionaries must be lifelong learners. This truth certainly applies to 
the missionary’s need to study language and culture. It also applies to missionaries’ commitment to 
theology.” Tan and Brooks, “Theological Education as Integral Component of World Mission Strategy,” 
chap. 7, “How Understanding Theological Education Shapes the Missionary,” para. 6, Kindle. 

92 Harley, Preparing to Serve, 31. 
93 William D. Taylor, ed. Internationalizing Missionary Training (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1991). 
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cannot occur in the course of a few weeks to a few months.94 As Paul Hiebert expresses, 

“Training leaders is less efficient in the short run. . . . But it is more efficient in the long 

run. Our reward comes when we find ourselves surrounded by young leaders who are 

discovering their own new abilities, assuming new responsibilities, and raring to take 

over and go beyond where we have reached.”95 

Second, because of the cross-cultural complexity of pioneer church planting, 

training also must have unique priorities. The vernacular principle serves as one means of 

organizing these unique training priorities. Lamin Sanneh explains that the vernacular 

principle proves critical in the history of cross-cultural church planting in light of the 

persistent charge of cultural imperialism against Western missions.96 According to 

Jenkins, “For over four centuries, . . . Christians have recognized the paramount need to 

translate the scriptures into local vernaculars, as the foundation for Christian growth in 

those societies. . . . And a translated Bible defies conventional images of missionary 

imperialism. Once the Bible is in a vernacular, it becomes the property of that people.”97 

As Sanneh argues, “The relationship of the Christian movement to culture was shaped by 
 

 
94 While the pre-field training requirements for equipping entities depend to some degree on 

the previous experience and anticipated field role for each candidate, most entity training expectations for 
church planting and church development range from two weeks to five months. For examples of entities 
that accept the two-week to five-month pre-field training range, see Train International “ORIENT: 
Experiential, Community-Based Pre-Field Training,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
https://traininternational.org/training/orient (two weeks); Frontiers USA, “CBT Lookbook: A Missions 
Guide for Sending Church-Based Teams to the Muslim World,” https://frontiersusa.org/wp-
content/media/CBT_Lookbook_Spread.pdf (five months); Mission Training International, “Compass,” 
accessed September 6, 2019, https://www.mti.org/compass/ (four weeks); Global Frontier Missions, 
“Missionary Training School (MTS): Atlanta,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
https://globalfrontiermissions.org/missionary-training/missionary-training-school/ (five months); and 
Pioneers Europe, “Frequently Asked Questions,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
https://www.pioneerseurope.org/en/About-Us/FAQs (one week of candidate orientation, in addition to four 
basic Bible courses that candidates can complete on-field in some cases, plus an “individualized program” 
for each candidate). Exceptions to the two-week to five-month pre-field training range include the five 
entities in focus for this study: CrossView Connect, Ethnos360, the International Mission Board, Radius 
International, and Wycliffe Bible Translators. This study did not find other significant pioneer cross-
cultural training entities that consistently meet the two-semester pre-field training criterion minimum. 

95 Hiebert, Anthropological Reflections, 174. 
96 Sanneh, “Pluralism,” 27. 
97 Jenkins, The New Faces of Christianity, 24. 
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the fact that Christianity is a translated—and a translating—religion, and a translated 

Christianity is an interpreted Christianity, pure and simple.”98 In the confirming words of 

Kwame Bediako, “Theology is always called to deal with culturally rooted questions.”99 

Thus, when pioneer missionary leaders vernacularize the truths of Christianity in local 

culture and language contexts through Bible translation and culturally relevant teaching, 

they provide those local communities access to indispensable resources for growing to 

maturity in the faith as the communities learn to interpret and apply the Scriptures within 

their own cultural realities.100  

Various implications emerge from the vernacular principle for leadership 

development in pioneer church planting. The vernacular principle specifically impacts 

training priorities for pioneer missionary leaders in (1) implementing sound church 

planting models and methods, (2) acquiring second languages and cultures, (3) 

completing Bible translations and teaching literacy, (4) teaching the Scriptures narratively 

to new and growing believers cross-culturally, and (5) developing resources to help the 

churches grow to maturity. 

First, church leaders who hope to plant churches cross-culturally must wisely 

implement church planting models and methods according to a healthy ecclesiology. Any 

 
 

98 Sanneh, Disciples of All Nations, 25. 
99 Kwame Bediako, Theology and Identity: The Impact of Culture upon Christian Thought in 

the Second Century and in Modern Africa (Carlisle, UK: Regnum Book, 1999), xv. Similarly, Bosch 
confirms, “The Christian faith never exists except as ‘translated into a culture.’” Bosch, Transforming 
Mission, 447. Likewise, Steven Bevans states, “There is no such thing as ‘theology’; there is only 
contextual theology.” Stephen Bevans, Models of Contextual Theology, 2nd rev. ed. (Maryknoll, NY: 
Orbis, 2002), 3. 

100 Sanneh, Translating the Message, 97. Paul Hiebert describes the guided process of local 
theologizing as “critical contextualization” with four steps: (1) exegesis of the culture: “uncritically 
gathering and analyzing the traditional beliefs and customs”; (2) exegesis of the Scripture and the 
hermeneutical bridge: engaging a metacultural framework that enables the individual “to translate the 
biblical message into the cognitive, affective, and evaluative dimensions of another culture”; (3) critical 
response: encouraging local believers to “critically evaluate their own past customs in the light of their new 
biblical understandings and to make decisions regarding their response to their new-found truths”; and (4) 
new contextualized practices: arranging practices “into a new ritual that expresses the Christian meaning.” 
Paul Hiebert, Anthropological Reflections on Missiological Issues (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994), 88–91. 
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effective model requires church planters to invest long term into the growth and 

development of locally planted churches in light of the biblical characteristics and 

functions of the church, including local leadership development.101 Based on key 

discipleship texts such as 2 Timothy 2:1-2, missiologists describe “two highly 

reproducible models of leadership development”—“the ‘Model, Assist, Watch, Leave’ 

(MAWL) approach and . . . the ‘I/you’ approach.”102 Robert Logan and Tara Miller 

summarize and expand the stages of the MAWL approach: Stage 1: I do the task and you 

watch me. Stage 2: I do the task and you assist me. Stage 3: You do the task and I assist 

you. Stage 4: You do the task and I watch you. Stage 5: You do the task and someone else 

watches you.103 Steffen explains that in following biblical discipleship patterns for 

leadership development such as MAWL, adequate church planting models also anticipate 

role changes for the pioneer church planters that include “learner, evangelist, teacher, 

resident advisor, itinerant advisor and absent advisor.”104 When implemented, these kinds 

of patterns point to eventual interdependence between church planters and healthy local 

churches as pioneer church planters disciple local leaders and transition out of primary 

leading and teaching roles, passing off responsibility to qualified local leadership teams. 

This process of discipleship provides opportunity for church planters to replicate and 

contextualize sound leadership dynamics through proclaiming truth with right authority 

based in moral practices uniquely suited to local settings. Furthermore, by intentionally 

 
 

101 As a strong advocate for pioneer church planting, Steffen points toward ecclesiological 
health when he encourages leaders to evaluate pioneer church planting models according to various criteria: 
biblical (covering the OT and NT to present an accurate gospel), incarnational (enabling the team to serve 
with Jesus’ sacrificial love), holistic (addressing physical, social, and spiritual needs), empowering 
(timeline for authority handover), and reproducible (multiplies believers, leaders, and churches), in Steffen, 
The Facilitator Era, 366. 

102 Payne, Discovering Church Planting, 125. 
103 Robert E. Logan and Tara Miller, From Followers to Leaders (St. Charles, IL: 

ChurchSmart Resources, 2007), 38. 
104 Tom Steffen, Passing the Baton: Church Planting that Empowers, 2nd ed. (La Habra, CA: 

Center for Organizational & Ministry Development, 1997), 17. 
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discipling local leaders through shared responsibility and role change, pioneer church 

planters can also focus attention on the developing character (being), evaluative wisdom 

(understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) of these future church 

leaders and church planters. In the words of William Smallman, “Expatriates who expect 

nationals to succeed them must provide training to the level of competence at which they 

are expected to perform.”105  

As church planters practice this kind of discipleship based in healthy 

leadership dynamics, missiologists also acknowledge that good models and methods 

should produce Christ-focused autonomy for local churches. Many missiologists use an 

expanding list of “selfs” to describe this process: self-governing, self-supporting, self-

propagating, self-identifying, self-teaching, self-expressing, and self-theologizing.106 

Payne clarifies that “when missiologists describe the church as manifesting the … ‘selfs,’ 

the correct understanding is that these characteristics are Christ-sustained abilities.”107 

Hesselgrave confirms this Christ-focus for the traditional selfs.108 

Even as pioneer church planters implement healthy ecclesiological models 

based on the vernacular principle, cross-cultural training programs also may need to 

provide specialized training in how these church planting leaders can live out valid 

identities based on tentmaking and bi-vocational options. As Steffen and Douglas 

explain, “With Christian missionaries no longer welcome in many places in the world, bi-

vocational workers, or tentmakers, have become a significant part of the world missions 

 
 

105 William H. Smallman, Able to Teach Others Also: Nationalizing Global Ministry Training 
(Pasadena, CA: Mandate Press, 2001), 66. 

106 Payne, Discovering Church Planting, 21–23. 
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force.”109 The tentmaking approach has historical precedent, both in the life of early 

missionaries such as the apostle Paul, as well as in groups such as the Moravians, who 

“not only approved but also expected and regulated self-support on the part of their 

missionaries.”110 While legitimate business identities can distract cross-cultural church 

planters from pioneer church planting objectives, as Steven Rundle conveys, “Kingdom 

entrepreneurs have a genuine desire to see communities of faith spring up in the 

spiritually driest places, and are willing to live and work in these places to make that 

happen. Rather than perceiving the business as a distraction from their ministry, kingdom 

entrepreneurs recognize it as the necessary context for their incarnational outreach.”111 

Given the complicated places in the world where most of the remaining unreached people 

groups exist, pioneer church planters must prepare for the potential of needing to use 

professional, non-religious identities to gain access to areas otherwise off limits. In the 

process, church planters must both represent themselves credibly and maintain healthy 

ecclesiological models for ministry. Payne explains the required perspective for bi-

vocational ministry: “Apostolic missionaries, then, are primarily focused on the 

multiplication of disciples, leaders, and churches. Though missionaries may be involved 

in business or education or other tasks, they work through those means to share the good 

news and plant churches.”112 

In conclusion to the discussion regarding healthy ecclesiological models for 

pioneer church planting based on the vernacular principle, Ashford reiterates that cross-
 

 
109 Steffen and Douglas, Encountering Missionary Life, xix. Payne confirms that tentmaking 
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cultural trainers must continually and carefully assess their cross-cultural ministry models 

and methods: “In the coming decades, at least four issues will continually surface at the 

intersection of ecclesiology and mission, demanding theologically sound and 

missiologically savvy answers to (1) what counts as a church; (2) how to evaluate house 

churches; (3) how to plant indigenous churches; and (4) how to remain faithful to biblical 

ecclesiology and at the same time pray for church planting movements.”113 

Second, the vernacular principle implies that pioneer church planters must 

learn local languages and cultures to a high level of proficiency such that they can engage 

effectively in ministry tasks in the local culture and language that include Bible 

translation, literacy, contextualized teaching for new and growing believers, and the 

aforementioned developing of leaders to take responsibility for local churches.114 Steffen 

and Douglas explain that the church planter’s “ultimate goal is to form deep relationships 

that result in a high degree of oral and social proficiency (naturalness) gained through an 

integrated understanding of culture and language.”115 Grimes estimates that in order to 

 
 

113 Ashford, “A Theologically Driven Missiology,” 312. 
114 Gwenyth Hubble insists on the importance of language learning for missionary work in 

Gwenyth Hubble, “Language Study and Orientation,” in Missions and Theological Education in World 
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effectively disciple believers in other languages, pioneer church planters must achieve an 

active competency of a level four on the five level Interagency Language Roundtable 

scale for speaking proficiency.116 Grimes explains that a level four speaker is able to use 

the language fluently and accurately on all levels normally pertinent to professional 

needs.117 According to language learning coach Lonna Dickerson, typically language 

learners “will take a solid four years before [they] will be comfortable in the new 

language in a wide variety of settings.”118 This means that in pioneer contexts, church 

planters must prepare for the long road of learning the local language and culture, using 

adequate learning resources accompanied by linguistic, social, and cultural proficiency 

evaluation.119 Steffen and Douglas confirm: “Culture and language acquisition go hand in 

hand. You will not be at home in the culture without communicating well in the language, 

and your communication through language will be ineffective if you are not immersed in 

the culture. Language learning, relationships, cultural adjustments, and cultural 

understandings are all intertwined.”120 Without becoming proficient in the culture and 
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119 For a language learning program specifically designed for pioneer church planting contexts, 
see Michael P. Griffis and Linda Mc, Becoming Equipped to Communicate: A Practical Guide for 
Learning a Language and a Culture (Baulkham Hills, Australia: AccessTruth, 2015). For proficiency 
evaluation recommendations, see the adapted ACTFL evaluation guidelines in Steffen and Douglas, 
Encountering Missionary Life, 226. Also see the Culture Language Evaluation Handbook (2013) available 
through AccessTruth in Adobe PDF upon request: mike.griffis@accesstruth.com.  

120 Steffen and Douglas, Encountering Missionary Life, 225. 
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language, pioneer church planters undercut the possibility of understanding and engaging 

the local context sufficiently so as to disciple leaders holistically according to healthy 

leadership dynamics.121 

Third, the vernacular principle also implies that good pioneering church 

planting models must incorporate Bible translation and literacy as vital to the well-being 

of planted churches. Sanneh confirms: “There is no such thing as a church without a 

language, or without the Scriptures.”122 Likewise, Hesselgrave argues in the reality of 

orality, “Churches must have a translated and printed Bible to become mature in faith.”123 

Gupta and Lingenfelter agree: “We need to give highest priority to making Scripture 

available in the heart language of new believers.”124 Hesselgrave also conveys the role of 

literacy in church planting when he states, “Literacy plays a particularly important role 

in . . . nurturing the church to maturity.”125 To quote long-time Ethnologue editor Barbara 

Grimes at length regarding the connection between pioneer church planting, Bible 

translation, and literacy:  

It is possible to plant churches without mother-tongue clarity, but it is almost never 
desirable. Without Scriptures in the mother tongue, churches are not able to sustain 
spiritual depth into succeeding generations. They have difficulty answering false 

 
 

121 Scott Callaham stipulates that language learning must minimally account for what 
languages to learn, evaluation of degree of competency, and effective methods, in Scott N. Callaham, 
“Language and World Mission,” in World Mission: Theology, Strategy, and Current Issues, eds. Scott N. 
Callaham and Will Brooks (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2019), chap. 8, “Missionary Use of 
Language,” para. 36–38, Kindle. 

122 Sanneh, Translating the Message, 97. 
123 Hesselgrave, Paradigms in Conflict, 236. David Sills states the same: “However, the 

ultimate goal . . . should be literacy and perhaps even bilingualism in the language of the dominant 
culture.” Sills, “Training Leaders,” 6. Likewise, Callaham states, “However, in the end, missionary neglect 
of literacy may not actually be wise. . . . In the case of an oral culture, missionaries should consider not 
only their own short-term need to speak a language, but also the long-term health of the church within the 
culture using that language. Eventually, following development of an ever-more-comprehensive series of 
crafted Bible stories, missionaries must consciously work toward enabling unmediated access to the word 
of God by a national church.” Callaham, “Language and World Mission,” chap. 8, “Missionary Use of 
Language,” para. 42, Kindle. 

124 Gupta and Lingenfelter, Breaking Tradition to Accomplish Vision, 72. 
125 Hesselgrave, Paradigms in Conflict, 243. 
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teaching, waging spiritual warfare, and avoiding syncretism. Many in or around the 
church fail to recognize that the Christian God is the universal God to whom all 
must answer. It’s not hard to see why churches without this are not only hindered 
from reaching out to others in their own community, they often do not get a vision 
for obeying God’s missionary call to go elsewhere.126 

If pioneer church planters desire to raise up qualified leaders who will participate in the 

task of leading the local church and planting other churches, church planters must learn 

local languages well and make the translated Scriptures available for the faith 

communities to read and study. 

Fourth, the vernacular principle implies that pioneer church planters must learn 

to teach the Scriptures via a coherent biblical narrative that confronts local worldview 

assumptions, and thus gives newly literate and oral learners the best opportunity to grow 

to maturity in the biblical worldview. By way of introduction, sources from multiple 

disciplines confirm the connectedness of narrative to personal and sociocultural 

worldview development. In philosophy, Charles Taylor describes narrative continuity 

encapsulating the whole lifespan of personal worldview formation: “In order to have a 

sense of who we are, we have to have a notion of how we have become, and of where we 

are going.”127 Likewise, psychologist Robert Laing explains the critical role of 

biographical continuity in successful identity establishment.128 Sociologist Anthony 

Giddens concurs that continuity in personal narrative undergirds healthy personal identity 

development more than any other factor, including behavior.129 

 
 

126 Barbara Grimes, “From Every Language,” in Perspectives on the World Christian 
Movement: A Reader, ed. Ralph D. Winter and Steven C. Hawthorne (Pasadena, CA: William Carey 
Library, 1999), 560. 

127 Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1989), 47. 

128 Robert Laing, The Divided Self (London, England: Penguin Books, 1960), 108–12. Phillip 
Hammack agrees: “Identity is defined as ideology cognized through the individual engagement with 
discourse, made manifest in a personal narrative constructed and reconstructed across the life course and 
scripted in and through social interaction and social practice.” Phillip Hammack, “Narrative and the 
Cultural Psychology of Identity,” Personality and Social Psychology Review 12, no. 3 (2008): 230. 

129 To quote Giddens in full: “The existential question of self-identity is bound up with the 
fragile nature of the biography which the individual ‘supplies’ about herself. A person’s identity is not to be  
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Similarly, on the cultural and societal level, theorists across the spectrum 

confirm the impact of narrative in identity and worldview formation. Sociology and 

religion professor Christian Smith stipulates that narratives undergird the entirety of 

sociocultural worldview development.130 Multiple sociolinguists and anthropologists 

concur with Nancy Dorian’s assessment that narratives serve as crucial support for ethnic 

religious and cultural histories and prove “fundamental to a [ethnic] people’s sense of 

themselves.”131 Finally, political scientists such as Yehudith Auerbach frame attempts at 

interethnic reconciliation on “the narratives on which collectivities build their ethnic 

identities.”132 

 
 
found in behaviour, nor—important though this is—in the reactions of others, but in the capacity to keep a 
particular narrative going. . . . It [the narrative] must continually integrate events which occur in the 
external world, and sort them into the ongoing ‘story’ about the self.” Anthony Giddens, Modernity and 
Self-Identity: Self and Society in the Late Modern Age (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1991), 54.  

130 Christian Smith encapsulates human existence in the context of shared cultural 
metanarratives. He stipulates that human beings “not only continue to be animals who make stories but who 
are made by our stories. We tell and retell narratives that themselves come fundamentally to constitute and 
direct our lives. We, every bit as much as the most primitive or traditional of our ancestors, are animals 
who most fundamentally understand what reality is, who we are, and how we ought to live by locating 
ourselves within the larger narratives and metanarratives that we hear and tell, and that constitute what is 
for us real and significant.” Christian Smith, Moral, Believing Animals: Human Personhood and Culture 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 64. Smith continues: “And the larger cultural frameworks 
within which the morally oriented believings of the human animal make sense are most deeply narrative in 
form. . . . Our individual and collective lives come to have meaning and purpose insofar as they join the 
larger cast of characters enacting, reenacting, and perpetuating the larger narrative. It is by finding 
ourselves placed within a particular drama that we come to know our role, our part, our lines in life—how 
we are to act, why, and what meaning that has in a larger scheme of reality.” Smith, Moral Believing 
Animals, 67, 78. Smith concludes that cultures therefore receive their organizational structure from the 
narrative, in Smith, Moral Believing Animals, 78. 

131 Nancy C. Dorian, “Linguistic and Ethnographic Fieldwork,” in Handbook of Language & 
Ethnic Identity, ed. Joshua A. Fishman, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), 32. Haarmann 
explains, “The most widespread type of mythical narrative in the world’s cultures is the myth of origin, 
which explains the descent of the local group with its individualizing language and its specific cultural 
patterns.” Harald Haarmann, “History,” in Handbook of Language & Ethnic Identity, ed. Joshua A. 
Fishman (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), 61. McCarty and Zepeda express an inexpressible 
connectedness “embodied in these narratives.” Teresa L. McCarty and Ofelia Zepeda, “Amerindians,” in 
Handbook of Language & Ethnic Identity, ed. Joshua A. Fishman (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2010), 205. Joshua Fishman also acknowledges the centrality of shared cultural history for ethnicities, in 
Joshua Fishman, ed., “Concluding Comments,” in Handbook of Language & Ethnic Identity (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2010) 447. 

132 Yehudith Auerbach, “The Reconciliation Pyramid—A Narrative-Based Framework for 
Analyzing Identity Conflicts,” Political Psychology 30, no. 2 (2009): 294; also see Yehudith Auerbach, 
“Conflict Resolution, Forgiveness and Reconciliation in Material and Identity Conflicts,” Humboldt 
Journal of Social Relations 29, no. 2 (2005): 41–80; likewise, note Anthony D. Smith, Myths and 
Memories of the Nation (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 13. 
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Christian educators and missiologists also embrace the connectedness between 

narrative, biblical theology, identity, and worldview. Hesselgrave asks, “How are 

worldviews formed in the first place? Basically by the telling of a story (and stories 

within a story) and drawing inferences from it.”133 In his introduction to major 

worldviews, James Sire confirms that adherents commonly express their worldviews 

through metanarratives.134 As they outline a theology of Christian education, James Estep 

et al. explain the relationship between education, narrative, and worldview: “At its core, 

its innermost component, education is based primarily on a worldview, a philosophical or 

theological system of understanding reality, truth, and values. . . . Theologically, the 

biblical narratives provide us with a scaffolding, a structure, upon which to build our 

theology of Christian education.”135 Finally, missiologist Tom Steffen elaborates on the 

close and vital connection between narrative and worldview for pioneer missions.136 

Given the fundamental role of narrative in worldview formation, pioneer 

church planters should plan for worldview change by teaching the Scriptures to 

unreached language groups using a narratival approach for several reasons. First, 

narratival, biblical theology establishes a foundation that safeguards the gospel and 

growth in the gospel for churches planted cross-culturally. D. A. Carson urges that 

 
 

133 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 50. 
134 James W. Sire, The Universe Next Door, 5th ed. (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 

2009), 19. Tawa Anderson et al. also describe the foundational significance of narrative for worldview, in 
Tawa J. Anderson, W. Michael Clark, and David K. Naugle, An Introduction to Christian Worldview: 
Pursuing God’s Perspective in a Pluralistic World (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2017), 97–141. 

135 James R. Estep, Jr., Michael J. Anthony, and Gregg R. Allison, A Theology for Christian 
Education (Nashville: B&H, 2008), 18, 46. Similarly, Tan and Brooks stipulate, “The emphasis on the one 
story of the Bible is vital, as it implies that the logic of the Christian faith, the logic for understanding and 
accessing the true and the real, must align with the one story that unfolds from Genesis to Revelation. It is 
this one story of the God-human relation that conflicts with other worldviews.” Tan and Brooks, 
“Theological Education as Integral Component of World Mission Strategy,” chap. 7, “The Importance of 
Mission in Shaping Theological Education,” para. 4, Kindle. 

136 Tom Steffen, Worldview-Based Storying: The Integration of Symbol, Story, and Ritual in 
the Orality Movement (Richmond, VA: Orality Resources International, 2018), Kindle. 
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“missionary training must include substantive courses in biblical theology; for, although 

the study of contextualization may help the missionary free himself from the cultural 

accretions of his own society there is a growing danger that contextualization will be used 

as a new tool to pervert the gospel into something unrecognizable.”137 In similar fashion, 

Hesselgrave warns “that biblical theology—not just theology that is biblical—is 

foundational both to communicating the gospel to unbelievers and to confirming the 

church in the Christian faith. To neglect biblical theology is to invite misunderstanding, 

syncretism and immaturity.”138 Ott and Wilson affirm these thoughts through church 

planters who state, “We have found that those who come to Christ through hearing the 

chronological narrations have far less of a struggle with syncretism in their Christian 

walk because their understanding of the whole framework of God’s plan is much more 

complete.”139 As Steffen explains regarding the relationship of the biblical narrative to 

doctrine, “While some feel that propositions, or systematic theology, are superior to 

narrative, … you really can’t have one without the other. Propositions require narrative 

foundations for context and life; narrative propositions for focus and clarification. It’s not 

an either/or but a both/and.”140 Thus, church planters in training must learn to use the 

narrative, the biblical theology of the Scriptures, to progressively and systematically 

unfold the truths of the Bible, including its major doctrines.141 A narrative, biblical 

 
 

137 D. A. Carson, “Response,” in New Horizons in World Mission: Evangelicals and the 
Christian Mission in the 1980s, ed. David J. Hesselgrave (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 231–32. 

138 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 115–16. 
139 Ott and Wilson, Global Church Planting, 220–21. 
140 Steffen, The Facilitator Era, 128. Gentry and Wellum similarly describe the foundational 

relationship between narrative, biblical theology, and doctrine: “In the end, biblical theology is the attempt 
to unpack the ‘whole counsel of God’ and ‘to think God’s thoughts after him,’ and it provides the basis and 
underpinning for all theology and doctrine.” Gentry and Wellum, Kingdom through Covenant, chap. 1, 
“The Nature of Biblical Theology,” para. 12, Kindle. 

141 For examples of materials that thoroughly apply the narrative approach to teaching in both 
Old and New Testaments, see Trevor McIlwain, Evangelism: Genesis to the Ascension, Building on Firm 
Foundations Volume 2, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: New Tribes Mission, 2005); Trevor McIlwain, Guidelines 
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theology provides the historical truth foundation through which right authority and moral 

practice emerge as meaningful categories for leadership development. Hesselgrave 

confirms: “But in the making of discipleship—students and followers of Christ—the 

larger story and full compass of Scripture must be taught, understood, and embraced.”142 

Additionally, in adapting a sound biblical theology as a teaching framework, 

pioneer church planters must grasp local worldviews so as to teach the biblical narrative 

within cultural context: “Cross-cultural narrative evangelism that results in transformed 

worldview is much more than just telling Bible stories. It requires a worldview approach 

that demands that the communicator know the insider’s core assumptions and values, and 

how these play out in observable behavior on the outside.”143 As Stewart Snook confirms, 

teaching the Scriptures contextually “stresses the abilities of missionaries and national 

leaders to make the teachings of God’s Word relevant to the culture in which they are 

immersed. It does not mean conformity to a culture, but modeling of Scriptural truth 

within that culture.”144 This serves to confirm why pioneer church planters require 

training in how to achieve a high level of oral, social, and culture proficiency in the local 

language. In the discipleship process, church planters must assist growing leaders in 

 
 
for Evangelism and Teaching Believers, Building on Firm Foundations Volume 1, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: 
New Tribes Mission, 2005); Trevor McIlwain, Teaching New Believers: Acts, Building on Firm 
Foundations Volume 4, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: New Tribes Mission, 2007); Trevor McIlwain, Teaching 
New Believers: Romans and Ephesians, Building on Firm Foundations Volume 5, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: 
New Tribes Mission, 2007). D. A. Carson clarifies three helpful issues regarding the interaction between 
the biblical narrative and world cultures: “First, that stance is most likely to be deeply Christian which 
attempts to integrate all the major biblically determined turning points in the history of redemption. . . . 
Second, that stance is most likely to be deeply Christian which attempts to balance the various turning 
points in the history of redemption. In other words, it is not merely a matter of including all the turning 
points, but of how they hang together. . . . Third, unavoidably the location of contemporary Christians 
within their corners of the world will have a shaping influence on which elements of the Bible’s story line 
they wish to emphasize.” D. A. Carson, Christ and Culture Revisited (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 
2008), 81–84. 

142 Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally, 37. 
143 Steffen, The Facilitator Era, 136. 
144 Stewart G. Snook, Developing Leaders Through Theological Education by Extension: Case 

Studies from Africa (Wheaton, IL: Billy Graham Center, 1992), 50–51. 
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correctly apply truth in local settings: “The goal of critical contextualization is to preach, 

teach, translate, and minister in ways that are both faithful to the Word of God and 

sensitive to the culture.”145 By becoming “students of the culture of the people—that is, 

understanding their worldviews, understanding the ways they do life,” church planters 

can “develop reproducible methods and models” necessary for local church leaders to 

grow to maturity.146 Furthermore, as Craig Bartholomew indicates, missionaries must 

know and contrast local narratives by living out the biblical story as applied to all of life: 

“A missionary encounter occurs when the church believes the Bible to be the true story of 

the world and thus embodies or ‘indwells’ the comprehensive claims of that story as a 

countercultural community over against the dominant cultural story.”147 

A second related reason for pioneer church planters to learn a narrative 

teaching approach has to do with the oral and religious characteristics of unreached 

societies. Missiologists stipulate that 70 percent of the world population constitutes 

people who do not or cannot read.148 Furthermore, narrative comprises 75 percent of the 

Bible and thus appeals to oral learners. Multiple missiologists legitimately criticize 

 
 

145 Hiebert, Anthropological Reflections, 91. 
146 Payne, Discovering Church Planting, 32. With regarding to the African context, John Mbiti 

explains that cross-cultural workers must internalize the local worldview: “Since traditional religions 
occupy the whole person and the whole of life, conversions to new religions such as Christianity must 
embrace his language, thought patterns, fears, social relationships, attitudes, and philosophical disposition, 
if that conversion is to make a lasting impact upon the individual and his community.” John S. Mbiti, 
African Religions and Philosophy (Ibadan, Nigeria: Heinemann Educational Books, 1979), 12. Also, 
Linwood Barney explains the relationship of theologizing to culture by stating, “In the contemporary effort 
to do theology in different cultural settings, the influence of culture needs to be recognized in all its aspects 
and appropriately dealt with. Theology-biblical, systematic, historical or contemporary-needs to be 
understood in terms of the socio-cultural context.” G. Linwood Barney, “The Challenge of Anthropology to 
Current Missiology,” International Bulletin of Missionary Research, vol. 5:4 (Oct 1981), 174. 

147 Craig G. Bartholomew, Introducing Biblical Hermeneutics: A Comprehensive Framework 
for Hearing God in Scripture (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2015), 72. 

148 Dawn Herzog Jewel, “Winning the Oral Majority,” Christianity Today 50 (2006), 56–58. 
Steffen confirms this statistic in Steffen, Worldview-Based Storying, Introduction, para. 1, Kindle. Sills 
states, “Over 70 percent of the world’s population consists of people who are oral learners—people who 
cannot or will not read. An even greater percentage of the people being targeted as unreached people 
groups are preliterate, primary oral learners who cannot read or write the language that they speak—often 
because their language has not yet been reduced to writing.” Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 173. 
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church planting models that fail to account for oral learning styles and thus promote 

overly analytical teaching and training.149 However, often the conclusions drawn from 

orality assume a simplistic ecclesiology with short-term expectations for church 

characteristics and functions, including a limited perspective of leadership development 

in planted churches.150 In the words of Walter Ong, whom missiologists cite as a key 

proponent of orality, “Orality is not an ideal, and never was. . . . Literacy opens 

possibilities to the word and to human existence unimaginable without writing. . . . I have 

never encountered or heard of an oral culture that does not want to achieve literacy as 

soon as possible.”151  

As previously indicated, orality proponents must provide clear evidence of 

how churches can grow to multigenerational maturity without literacy and the printed 

Scriptures.152 Meanwhile, in the complexity of the orality movement, trainers for pioneer 

church planting must not forsake leadership development derived from a healthy 

ecclesiology that presumes access to the written Scriptures. Steffen rightly states, “No 

more powerful teaching or research tool exists than that of storytelling. Whether in 

 
 

149 For examples, see David F. Weber, Power: Focus for a Biblical Theology (Geneva, 
Switzerland: World Council of Churches, 1989), 4; Moreau, Campbell, and Greener, Effective Intercultural 
Communication, 257; Ott and Wilson, Global Church Planting, 220; Steffen, Worldview-Based Storying; 
Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 177–90. According to Meijer, “Unfortunately, we have naturally developed 
over 90 percent of our resources for evangelism, discipleship, and leadership training for highly literate 
Western peoples, and only 10 percent for this majority of the world.” Durk Meijer, “How Shall They 
Hear,” Presentation at International Orality Network Meeting, February 2008. 

150 For example: “Oral cultures are certainly able to learn how to read, but countless 
missionaries have found that even when they attain a literacy level that would allow them to enter the 
highly literate world, the culture prefers the old ways and considers reading and writing a passing novelty.” 
Herbert Klem, Oral Communication of the Scripture (Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 1981), ix–
xvii. See a similar comment by Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 190. 

151 Walter J. Ong, Orality & Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (New York: Routledge, 
1982), 175. 

152 Missiologists feel that adequate church planting models expect multiple generations of 
discipleship into leadership in order to confirm sufficient maturity. Ott and Wilson expect that four 
generations show sustainability in local church maturity, in Ott and Wilson, Global Church Planting, 86. 
Steffen feels that maturity involves at least three generations of discipleship, in Steffen, The Facilitator 
Era, 358. 
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cultural, psychological, or organizational analysis, preaching or teaching theology, and 

more recently evangelism and follow-up, this communication mode is trans-historical, 

trans-generational, trans-gender, trans-cultural, and trans-disciplinary.”153 Anderson et al. 

agree: “Moreover, the human person is predominantly a ‘storied’ creature; narratives and 

stories resonate with us more deeply than do abstract doctrinal claims.”154 Furthermore, 

missiologists working in other major religious contexts confirm narratival teaching as 

crucial, whether for Hindus,155 Buddhists,156 Muslims,157 or animists.158 However, 

Hesselgrave also notes, “It is a mistake to treat nonliterates as children and merely tell 

stories. All must be set in a complete redemptive history—creation and eschatology; the 

history of Israel, of the church, and of the Christian mission; and Christ the center of it 

all. In other words, Jesus must not be ‘de-Judaized’ lest he be ‘de-historicized’ and 

 
 

153 Tom Steffen, “Storytelling,” in Evangelical Dictionary of World Missions, ed. A. Scott 
Moreau (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 909. Ott and Wilson agree that “that story is the dominant form of 
communication in many cultures.” Ott and Wilson, Global Church Planting, 221. 

154 Tawa J. Anderson, W. Michael Clark, and David K. Naugle, An Introduction to Christian 
Worldview, 98. 

155 For instance, J. B. Snodgrass feels that “Hindus feel no compulsion to fit their beliefs into 
one all-encompassing cosmic narrative.” J. B. Snodgrass, “Mission to Hindus,” in Theology and Practice of 
Mission: God, the Church, and the Nations, ed. Bruce Riley Ashford (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2011), 
250. While Dyrness concedes that point, he nonetheless conveys that in teaching the biblical narrative to 
Hindus, “What is transcultural is not some core truth, but Scripture—the full biblical context of Christ’s 
work. It is this that must be allowed to strike its own spark in the light of the needs of particular cultures.” 
Dyrness, Learning about Theology, 28. 

156 Likewise with Buddhism, Kyle Faircloth recommends that cross-cultural workers “are well 
served to draw the Buddhists into the Christian Scriptures, narrating to them the true story of the world, and 
inviting them to believe and receive.” Kyle Faircloth, “Mission to Buddhists,” in Theology and Practice of 
Mission: God, the Church, and the Nations, ed. Bruce Riley Ashford (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2011), 
264–65. 

157 In Islamic settings Theodore Curry encourages, “The goal is the proclamation of the gospel 
through a faithful telling of the grand biblical narrative.” Theodore A. Curry, “Mission to Muslims,” in 
Theology and Practice of Mission: God, the Church, and the Nations, ed. Bruce Riley Ashford (Nashville: 
B&H Academic, 2011), 237. 

158 Van Rhennen feels that while animists comprise 40 percent of the world population, “The 
unreached world as a whole is animistic at its base.” Van Rheenen, Communicating Christ, 25. McIlwain 
and Everson created teaching resources for these very situations, in McIlwain and Everson, Firm 
Foundations, 1991 and 1998. 
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Christianity be put in the framework of the mythological.”159 Leaders growing to 

maturity in planted churches must have access to God’s written Word in order to 

experience the profitability of the Scriptures in the way that Hesselgrave conveys: 

“Churches must have a translated and printed Bible to become mature in faith.”160 

Finally, framed within the context of providing access to the written Scriptures 

and literacy training, the vernacular principle implies that pioneer church planters must 

also expect to develop written curricular resources in local languages in order for church 

leaders to grow to maturity as teachers and preachers of God’s Word. The requirement of 

written curriculum anticipates that church planters will learn how to replicate the teaching 

resources they themselves used in the planted churches that they serve, modeling 

narrative and expositional teaching for the purpose of training local leaders to preach 

through the biblical narrative as well as through multiple individual books of the Old and 

New Testaments. Steffen agrees that pioneer church planters should provide the “printed 

word” to “ensure that orally-presented Bible materials remained anchored to the written 

Bible. This safeguard becomes more necessary as time passes.”161 Additionally, even 

while acknowledging orality, other missiologists also advocate for significant ongoing 

theological education in the world’s languages that assumes the need for literacy and 

access to written theological training curriculum.162 For example, Gupta and Lingenfelter 

explain the complicating factor that often local leaders do not have education and 

sufficient bilingual ability in majority languages in which resources already exist. Thus, 

 
 

159 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 99.  
160 Hesselgrave, Paradigms in Conflict, 236. 
161 Steffen, The Facilitator Era, 359. 
162 Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 6. In support, Scott Callaham and Will Brooks state that 

good missiological strategy requires “obeying the Great Commission [by] making disciples of all nations, 
which at a minimum must include the practices of baptism and theological education in accordance with 
Scripture.” World Mission: Theology, Strategy, and Current Issues, eds. Scott N. Callaham and Will 
Brooks, (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2019), sec. 2, “World Mission Strategy,” para. 6, Kindle. 
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The reliance upon national and trade languages for training and literature excludes 
millions of new believers from resources essential for nurturing them to become 
disciples of Jesus Christ. As a consequence, local congregations create theologies 
and practices that are a blend of their limited knowledge and understanding of the 
gospel, the strength or weakness of their leaders, and the religious worldview of 
their pre-Christian communities.163 

In conclusion, this section explains that in addition to local church 

contributions to the equipping of church planting leaders, cross-cultural equipping 

programs must provide time-intensive, specialized candidate training for pioneer church 

planting. Per Harley, cross-cultural training programs must focus on “practical training in 

cross-cultural ministry skills, . . . training that is relevant to the students and to their 

future ministry,” and holistic training that “lays great stress on training the whole 

person.”164 As with the training that the local church provides, cross-cultural equipping 

must impact the character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values 

(affections), and competencies (doing) of future pioneer church planters. However, as 

Harley expresses, “Few churches can provide the level of understanding or experience in 

cross-cultural mission that can be found in the staff of a residential centre.”165 Rather than 

creating separate sets of training foundations, this means that local churches and cross-

cultural programs must coordinate their efforts toward reinforcing sound ecclesiology in 

church planting training, such that all pioneer training initiatives point toward the long-

term equipping of leaders competent to plant churches in unreached language contexts 

based on healthy leadership dynamics for the church. 

 
 

163 Gupta and Lingenfelter, Breaking Tradition to Accomplish Vision, 169. 
164 Harley, Preparing to Serve, 30. 
165 Harley, Preparing to Serve, 34. With the right coaching, local churches may decide to 

attempt pioneer, cross-cultural training without involving residential cross-cultural centers. For a training 
curriculum designed to help equip workers for pioneer church planting through the local church, see 
AccessTruth, “Cross-cultural Essentials,” accessed September 17, 2019, https://accesstruth.com/cross-
cultural-essentials/.  
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Formal Bible Training Programs 

In addition to local churches and cross-cultural training programs, Western and 

global seminaries and Bible schools also have contributed historically to the development 

of cross-cultural church planters. This section briefly touches on strengths and 

weaknesses in training for pioneer church planting in formal seminaries and Bible 

schools. In the process, the section makes recommendations regarding how seminaries 

and Bible schools best complement local churches and cross-cultural training programs in 

equipping pioneer church planters. 

The history of training for cross-cultural missions in American seminaries and 

Bible schools emerges from the development of the American seminary. In a well-known 

historical study on the seminary, Edward Farley describes the role and emergence of the 

seminary through the eras of the monastic model, the scholastic model, the university 

model, and finally the clerical, ministerial, or professional model.166 As Ott assesses 

Farley’s discussion, he confirms that the clerical, ministerial, or professional model 

“became the dominant model for the American seminary.”167 Banks also conveys that in 

the modern seminary the “professional school model now dominates, and this continues 

to ignore the being of the student, to exalt professionalism over calling and vocation, and 

to broaden the gap between the formally trained person and the amateur in the pew.”168 

As a result of the heritage of the American seminary, Ott points out significant, general 

weaknesses in the current American seminary model, including the tension between 

academic competence and practical pastoral work, academic performance adversely 

impacting student spirituality, increased student age complicating traditional programs, 

 
 

166 Edward Farley, Theologia—The Fragmentation and Unity of Theological Education 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983) 32–85. 

167 Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 36. 
168 Banks, Reenvisioning Theological Education, 134, italics in the original. 



   
 

61 
 

mandated versus market-driven curriculum, and pressures to accommodate 

globalization.169 

Many of these same shortcomings affect the contribution of the American 

seminary to cross-cultural training. As a missions seminary professor, while he 

appreciates certain benefits of seminaries in the West, Hesselgrave describes multiple 

parallel weaknesses for leadership training in seminaries, including mixed motives for 

student populations, difficulty in monitoring student spiritual growth and formation, 

fragmentation and disintegration in curriculum, technical and social science influences 

that overshadow the Scriptures, and expensive, geographic dislocation for students.170 

Similarly, missiologist Ralph Winter explains various delays for efficiently mobilizing 

seminary students for pioneer missions, especially debt and accompanying career-

burdens from student education, as well as the many years of education that modern 

societies expect in order for students to consider themselves sufficiently prepared for the 

workplace.171 Finally, as cross-cultural trainer Ross Kinsler expresses, churches and 

seminaries in the West have created and passed on to the global church “an academic-

professional model of ministry which is self-defeating in terms of effective leadership. 

Within this system theological education serves to select young, inexperienced men and 

women, separate them from the normal processes of leadership formation, and place them 

artificially over the other members.”172 An overly academic or professional educational 

experience not only complicates the development of student understanding of healthy 
 

 
169 Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 51. 
170 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 153–55. 
171 Ralph D. Winter, “Radical Breakthrough: Combatting the 2nd Largest Obstacle in 

Missions,” Mission Frontiers Bulletin (March–April 1994): 3. 
172 F. Ross Kinsler, The Extension Movement in Theological Education: A Call to the Renewal 

of the Ministry (Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 1981), 14. For this reason, Kinsler also strongly 
advises the local church to take ownership of trainees, since “leaders are best formed and selected among 
their peers in the on-going life of the church and society and offers to these emerging leaders the resources 
of ministerial training within that context.” Kinsler, The Extension Movement, 15. 
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leadership dynamics, but also does not likely produce the holistic development of 

character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and 

competencies (doing) for future pioneer church planters. 

In another of his works on the history of theological education, Ott also 

summarizes how that from the mid to late nineteenth century onward, Bible schools have 

participated in training for cross-cultural mission.173 Prior to the seminary and Bible 

school era of formal training, Mulholland notes that the three methods most frequently 

employed for ministry equipping included tentmaking approaches, on-the-job training, 

and apprenticeships.174 However, following the emergence of the seminary, the American 

Bible school movement took up the mantel of training as “a conservative response to the 

forfeiture of main-line seminaries to theological liberalism between 1890 and 1930,” with 

the purpose of preparing “non-ordained missionaries . . . for mission and Christian 

service.”175 Originating in Europe, “the Bible school movement . . . came to its fullest 

flourishing in North America,” with more than 250 Bible institutes established between 

1882–1940. These Bible institutes contributed the majority of North American 

missionaries to overseas work in the first three decades following WWII. In fact, by 

1969, Bibles schools had trained more than 33,290 North American missionaries working 

overseas, which represented “more than 70 percent of all missionaries world-wide.”176 

Over time, many of these Bible schools became Bible colleges and universities, even 

 
 

173 Bernhard Ott, Understanding and Developing Theological Education (Carlisle, UK: 
Langham Global Library, 2016), 118–22. Banks likewise states that Bible institutes “were set up 
particularly for lay people who wished to train for church-related and missionary work.” Banks, 
Reenvisioning Theological Education, 7. Liesen Brereton provides a historical overview of the contribution 
of the American Bible institute movement, in Liesen Brereton, Training God’s Army: The American Bible 
School Movement, 1880–1940 (Bloomington, IN: Indiana Press, 1990). 

174 Kenneth B. Mulholland, Adventures in Training the Ministry: A Honduran Case Study in 
Theological Education by Extension, Studies in the World Church and Missions (Nutley, NJ: Presbyterian 
and Reformed Publications, 1976), 5–9. 

175 Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 48–49. 
176 Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 49. 
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some seminaries. In Ott’s words, “The ethos of the early Bible school movement can be 

described with the words spiritual life and missionary passion.”177  

Thus, from the mid nineteenth to late twentieth centuries, Bible schools 

equipped many Western missionary candidates for cross-cultural work. However, while 

Bible schools sought to push the balance of education back toward mission and practical 

skills, Ott feels that Bible schools nonetheless remained entrenched in the Western 

seminary model of professional, academic, and theoretical focus.178 Furthermore, as 

Hesselgrave notes, while many students in the West volunteered for missions at the end 

of the nineteenth century and beyond, they often evidenced passion without ministerial or 

cross-cultural experience, and thus “tended to ignore the insights of earlier mission 

workers.” As a result, “They made serious mistakes that resulted in many unnecessary 

deaths among the missionaries and a demoralization and spiritual decline among national 

pastors. Their amateurism set missions back instead of propelling the work forward. It 

took missions educators and institutions forty years to relearn the lessons that had been so 

quickly forgotten.”179 Coupled with the gradual decline of the Western missionary 

movement, the Western seminary and Bible school movements have failed to address 

praxis and cross-cultural issues most relevant to training for church planting. 

These deficits in formal seminary and Bible school programs manifest 

themselves even more clearly in pioneer church planting contexts, as Western entities 

continue to transfer formal curricula wholesale into other languages and cultures with 

limited cultural adaptation and scant contextualization.180 Multiple authors acknowledge 

 
 

177 Ott, Understanding and Developing Theological Education, 118. 
178 Ott, 118. Banks confirms that “over the years, in fact, most Bible and missionary colleges 

have progressively become more academic in character.” Banks, Reenvisioning Theological Education, 8. 
179 Hesselgrave, Paradigms in Conflict, 204. 
180 Karen Estep confirms that local churches also often attempt to take their church-based 

curricula into second-language settings with little-to-no contextualization: “There must be a concern for the 
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that most seminary and Bible school curricula in Africa, for example, come “almost 

directly from standard Western programs.”181 In many cases, Western materials require 

live or written translation from outside teachers who speak English. Either that, or else 

the programs require English proficiency or bilingual ability from local trainees, which 

again creates cultural dissonance and limited relevance.182 As Ott laments, “The 

traditional models of theological education employed in western university and seminary 

training . . . turned out to be a western model with minimal effectiveness in the Two 

Thirds World.”183 In the same vein, Gupta and Lingenfelter confirm that “the tragedy of 

missionary-founded Bible schools and seminaries is that most do not recognize how they 

imitate ‘seminary education’ roots, and lose their vision to equip leaders for church 

 
 
context of the education program when developing the curriculum. Context is concerned with the needs of 
the learner, society, and subject. . . . The many failed attempts at cross-cultural missions and the 
development of materials for use in other countries serve as examples of such failures.” Karen Lynn Estep, 
“Surveying the Local Terrain: Curriculum Development,” in Mapping Out Curriculum in Your Church: 
Cartography for Christian Pilgrims, eds. James Estep, Roger White, and Karen Estep (Nashville: B&H, 
2012), 146. Tan and Brooks express similar concerns: “Using translated Western curricula, textbooks, or 
evangelistic tracts is not sufficient to meet real-life challenges effectively on the mission field. Missionaries 
themselves need strong theological foundations to be able to develop materials that address the worldview 
issues of their target contexts.” Tan and Brooks, “Theological Education as Integral Component of World 
Mission Strategy,” chap. 7, “The Importance of Theological Education to Missions Strategy,” para. 9, 
Kindle. 

181 Walls, The Cross-Cultural Process in Christian History, 46; James Nathaniel Amanze, 
“Paradigm Shift in Theological Education in Southern and Central Africa and Its Relevance to Ministerial 
Formation,” International Review of Mission 98, no. 1 (2009): 124; R. Paul Stevens and Brian Stelck, 
“Equipping Equippers Cross-Culturally: An Experiment in the Appropriate Globalization of Theological 
Education,” Missiology 11, no. 1 (1993): 32; Dietrich Werner, “Theological Education in the Changing 
Context of World Christianity—An Unfinished Agenda,” International Bulletin of Missionary Research 35, 
no 2. (April 2011): 96; Andrew Wildsmith, “Contextualizing the Structure of Systematic Theology in 
Africa,” Evangelical Review of Theology 35, no. 2 (2011): 122. 

182 Even though English serves as a global language, only 25 percent of the world population is 
“now capable of communicating to a useful level of English.” David Crystal, English as a Global 
Language, 2nd ed. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 59. See also Namsoon Kang, 
“Envisioning Postcolonial Theological Education: Dilemmas and Possibilities,” in Handbook of 
Theological Education in World Christianity: Theological Perspectives—Regional Surveys—Ecumenical 
Trends, ed. Dietrich Werner, David Esterline, Namsoon Kang, and Joshva Raja (Oxford, UK: Regnum 
Books International, 2010), 36–39. 

183 Ott, Beyond Fragmentation, 6. Ott continues to state that “there is also an increasing 
awareness that this traditional model is not even adequate in the western world.” 
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planting.”184 Thus, as transplanted Western programs ignore the local context, they also 

lose their ability to effectively prepare leaders for pioneer mission locally and beyond.  

Several implications for cross-cultural training emerge from these realities. 

First, along with Ott, this paper advocates that in crossing language and cultural 

boundaries with training curricula, Bible and theology educators must work with local 

church planters and knowledgeable and maturing leaders to ensure curricular relevance, 

such that trainers create theological education that enables these leaders to participate 

effectively in practical and replicable church planting work in their own local contexts.185 

This means, among other things, that educators and trainers who engage in pioneer 

church planting contexts must take the time to learn the local culture and language so as 

to effectively impact local worldviews with locally relevant curricula. As cross-cultural 

educators themselves, Lingenfelter and Lingenfelter support this position when they 

convey, “We cannot emphasize enough the importance of learning the local language. 

Anyone who truly desires to learn the culture of the students he or she is teaching must 

commit to learning their language.”186  

 
 

184 Gupta and Lingenfelter, Breaking Tradition to Accomplish Vision, 12. 
185 Ott, Understanding and Developing Theological Education, 7. Ott further outlines other 

key affirmations for future theological education in light of global realities (26–31). Mark Young 
acknowledges that in the long run theological training requires both academic and applied orientations, in 
Mark Young, “Planning Theological Education in Mission Settings,” in With an Eye on the Future: 
Development and Mission in the 21st Century, ed. Duane H. Elmer and Lois McKinney (Monrovia, CA: 
MARC,1996), 69–86. However, given the dire leadership needs in the global church, renewal in global 
theological education must begin with “the crisis of leadership facing the church of Christ around the 
world. The times are weighted with unusual challenge and unusual opportunity, demanding of the church 
exceptional preparation of its leadership. . . . Insofar as theological education concerns the formation of 
leadership for the church of Christ in its mission, to that extent theological education assumes a critically 
strategic biblical importance.” Ott, Understanding and Developing Theological Education, 25. This means 
that those who work in formal theological education with cross-cultural goals in view must take up the 
applied orientation to knowledge “driven by leadership needs within the church.” Young, “Planning 
Theological,” 76–77. 

186 Judith E. Lingenfelter and Sherwood G. Lingenfelter, Teaching Cross-culturally: An 
Incarnational Model for Learning and Teaching (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003), 120. The 
Lingenfelters outline many helpful recommendations for those who wish to serve in teaching roles cross-
culturally. 
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Second, pioneer church planters must account for the probability that having 

acquired majority and local languages and having planted churches, they will need to 

teach Bible and theology curricula in the context of local churches rather than through 

offsite, residential centers.187 Charles Kraft describes that when local churches in 

minority language settings extract their candidates for multiple years to attend a 

residential seminary or Bible college, such “disrupts the students’ relationships with their 

people, dislocates the family (if the student is married), trains them informationally rather 

than practically in an artificial context, often without opportunity for practice of the kind 

of ministry being trained for and, in many cases, is little short of disastrous personally 

and relationally.”188 This disruptive reality particularly applies in unreached people group 

settings, where many barriers exist to participation in formalized residential programs.189 

In contrast, advocates for Theological Education by Extension (TEE) and other 

similar cross-cultural programs describe distinct advantages for biblical and theological 

training for the global South based in the culture and language context of the local 

church. Ted Ward provides at least four categories of valid argument for local church 

based theological training, including historical examples, demographic advantages 

(including cost and proximity), theological benefits (including a primary focus on those 

doing the work as well as deemphasizing prestige for ministers), and pedagogical 

 
 

187 Even with high levels of bilingualism, often learners who study theology in second 
language contexts struggle to recommunicate that learning to the local setting. Grimes cites the many cases 
in which “pastors have been trained in seminary or Bible school in a second language, but then are not able 
to make the transfer of terminology and of abstract or complex concepts back into their first language.” 
Grimes, “Language Skills Required of a Disciple,” 22. 

188 Charles H. Kraft, Anthropology for Christian Witness (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1996), 
287. 

189 In similar terms, Kinsler states emphatically, “Let’s be quite clear about one thing. Not one 
in ten of these people who make up our extension family could ever study in a traditional residency 
seminary. . . . And if they could, they wouldn’t be able to take the same courses in the same classrooms. 
And if they were by some stretch of the imagination to be trained in a residential seminary for three years, 
it is doubtful that they would be able to return in large numbers to their communities and churches to take 
up their old leadership positions either on the basis of self-support or as professional ministers.” Kinsler, 
The Extension Movement, 29. 
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improvements (including field experience and on-site application for trainees, continuing 

education opportunities, adult learning principles, and a broader candidate pool).190 In 

spite of admitted weaknesses, many missiologists praise the efforts of TEE trainers to 

create contextually relevant theological education alternatives for local culture and 

language settings.191 

Third, as pioneer church planters create and contextualize training curricula for 

local language and culture contexts, they first should emphasize the resources which they 

themselves used in their own church planting investments. Those resources include the 

contextually and culturally relevant evangelism and discipleship curriculum that 

highlights a biblical theology from Creation to New Creation, the narrative curriculum 

for the book of Acts as a foundation for the New Testament, and the expositional teaching 

materials from books of the Old and New Testaments that help the local churches grow to 

maturity under local leadership.192 

In addition to the value of contextualized curriculum, pioneer church planters 

should pursue the relational benefits that exist when teachers function alongside local 

leaders as pastoral mentors who can model congregational leadership for trainees based 

 
 

190 Ted Ward, “Theological Education by Extension: Much More Than a Fad,” Theological 
Education 10, no. 4 (1974): 246. Missiologists define many other TEE advantages as well. For example, 
both Robert Banks and Nelus Niemandt explain the opportunities for trainees to involve local 
congregations in the missional benefits of training that emphasizes “action-reflection or reflection-action.” 
Banks, Reenvisioning Theological Education, 142; Nelus Niemandt, “A Missional Hermeneutic for the 
Transformation of Theological Education in Africa,” HTS Theological Studies 75, no. 4 (2019): 4. See also 
F. Ross Kinsler, Diversified Theological Education: Equipping All God’s People (Pasadena, CA: William 
Carey International University Press, 2008), 8–29. David Kornfield lists twelve advantages of TEE, in 
David Kornfield, “Seminary Education Toward Adult Education Alternatives,” in Missions and 
Theological Education in World Perspective, ed. Harvie M. Conn and Samuel F. Rowen, (Farmington, MI: 
Associates of Urbanus, 1984), 198. 

191 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 158–59; Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-
Culturally, 107; Sills, Reaching and Teaching, 164–65. 

192 For examples of such resources, see the available training modules at AccessTruth, “Cross-
cultural Essentials,” accessed September 17, 2019, https://accesstruth.com/cross-cultural-essentials/. Also, 
to understand the rationale for an entire discipleship program based on narrative foundations, see Trevor 
McIlwain, Guidelines for Evangelism and Teaching Believers, Building on Firm Foundations Volume 1, 
rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: New Tribes Mission, 2005). 
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on healthy leadership dynamics—(1) the moral practice of Christian leadership, (2) the 

right use of authority for Christian leadership, and (3) the proclamation of truth for 

Christian leadership.193 Steffen defines key cross-cultural foundations that contribute to 

such dynamics, including building deep relationships, creating ownership of vision, 

planning to disperse power, involving local believers immediately in ministry, 

anticipating and accepting mistakes, planning absences to give leadership opportunities to 

local leaders, and expecting abundant ministry without the trainer present.194 

One final implication for pioneer church planting that emerges from formal 

Bible and seminary programs has to do with specialization areas of pioneer church 

planting such as Bible translation. Frequently local churches and cross-cultural training 

programs fail to provide the unique and intensive training that translators will require to 

complete these tasks. As trainers for pioneer church planting engage with local churches 

and cross-cultural training programs, they therefore must ensure that candidates for Bible 

translation and other similar specializations have access to the relevant general and 

ongoing training when such becomes necessary in their church planting efforts. 

In conclusion, while seminaries and Bible schools can contribute general and 

specialized training to pioneer church planters and church planting teams, the local 

church most involved with future pioneer church planters should coordinate with the 

cross-cultural training program to determine what, how, and when candidates should 

integrate formal Bible and theology training into their overall equipping in order to 

reinforce healthy ecclesiology, leadership dynamics, and holistic leader development. 

Given the availability of online training as well as focused seminars and workshops, 

candidates might postpone certain formal Bible and theology training until they assess 

 
 

193 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership,” para. 2, Kindle. 

194 Steffen, Passing the Baton, 217–18. 
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field realities to determine their specific ministry focus in the overall pioneer church 

planting task. Additionally, they may continue in ministry in the local church or field 

context while accessing training curricula.195 Ultimately and ideally, as William 

Smallman expresses, theological education should encompass “the complex of prescribed 

training activities designed to promote changes in the knowledge, attitudes, experience, 

and character of believers to equip them for careers in Christian leadership ministry.”196 

However, given the history of the American seminary and the weaknesses in practical 

ministry application in many seminary programs, local churches and cross-cultural 

programs must take responsibility to encourage and reinforce healthy leadership 

dynamics in the developing character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values 

(affections), and competencies (doing) of future pioneer church planters, supplementing 

such training with formal Bible college and seminary programs as helpful and required. 

Banks, as a representative of the seminary, rightly states that seminaries must strive “to 

collaborate more with other agencies, particularly with families, congregations, and 

parachurch organizations, to complement and enhance each other’s efforts.”197 

Summary: Leadership Training for Pioneer Church 
Planting 

This literature review first outlines the need for leadership training in the 

global church that focuses on pioneer church planting. Having established the critical 

need for leadership training, the review presents three environments that contribute to 
 

 
195 As Harley states, “A strong theological case can be made of church-based missionary 

training. . . . Churches with a large and well qualified leadership team can provide a sound biblical and 
theological foundation for missionary candidates. They can also provide opportunities for the development 
of ministry skills and, depending on their location, for cross-cultural witness.” Trainees can also benefit 
from pastoral care and interpersonal body life, in Harley, Preparing to Serve, 34. 

196 Smallman, Able to Teach, 9. In reviewing multiple approaches to theological education, 
Banks also confirms that those most invested in the debate desire holism (theory-practice integration 
toward whole person development) and a church leadership orientation for theological programs, in Banks 
Reenvisioning Theological Education, 59. 

197 Banks, Reenvisioning Theological Education, 156. 
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leader development for pioneer church planting: local churches, cross-cultural programs, 

and seminaries and Bible schools. The review notes training components that each 

environment can emphasize based on healthy leadership dynamics and four aspects of 

leader development within those environments. The review recommends that the efforts 

of the three training environments of the local church, cross-cultural programs, and 

formal Bible institutions focus on creating healthy leadership dynamics in moral practice, 

the right use of authority, and the proclamation of truth, so as to equip leaders for 

pioneering church planting in character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), 

values (affections), and competencies (doing). The review notes no previous studies or 

resources that coordinate the contributions of the three training environments in an 

attempt to develop a well-rounded training regimen for pioneer church planting leaders 

based on clear leadership dynamics geared toward holistic leader development. 

First, in the case of local churches, the review argues that the local church 

should take a foundational role in equipping future church planters through (1) expecting 

to replicate itself cross-culturally through pioneer church planters; (2) faithfully 

modelling biblical characteristics and functions, including sound leadership dynamics for 

future church planters; and (3) taking responsibility to select, qualify, confirm, and 

support those leaders who will continue forward into church planting ministry. Second, 

the review argues that cross-cultural programs should focus on time-intensive training 

through the vernacular principle by teaching future church planters to (1) implement 

sound church planting models and methods in light of a healthy ecclesiology, (2) acquire 

second languages and cultures to a high level of proficiency, (3) complete Bible 

translations and teach literacy for local believers, (4) teach the Scriptures narratively to 

new and growing believers cross-culturally, and (5) develop contextualized resources in 

the local language in order to help the churches grow to maturity. Third, the review urges 

that formal Bible training institutions provide both general and specialized equipping for 



   
 

71 
 

church planters based on context-specific needs as identified by local churches and cross-

cultural programs. 

Definitions 

This paper utilizes and assumes the following definitions: 

Contextualization. “To enable, insofar as it is humanly possible, an  

understanding of what it means that Jesus Christ, the Word, is authentically experienced 

in each and every human situation.”198 In the expanded terms of Hesselgrave and 

Rommen, “Christian contextualization can be thought of as the attempt to communicate 

the message of the person, works, Word, and will of God in a way that is faithful to God’s 

revelation, especially as it is put forth in the teachings of holy Scripture, and that is 

meaningful to the respondents in their respective cultural and existential contexts.”199 

Global Church. Also known in historical terms as the “catholic” or “universal” 

church: “The catholic or universal church, which is invisible, consists of the whole 

number of the elect, that have been, are, or shall be gathered into one, under Christ the 

head thereof; and is the spouse, the body, the fullness of him that filleth all in all. The 

visible church, which is also catholic or universal under the gospel (not confined to one 

nation, as before under the law), consists of all those throughout the world that profess 

the true religion; and of their children: and is the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ, the 

house and family of God, out of which there is no ordinary possibility of salvation.”200 

 

 
 

198 Dean Gilliland, “Contextualization,” in Evangelical Dictionary of World Missions, ed. A. 
Scott Moreau (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2000), 225. 

199 David J. Hesselgrave and Edward Rommen, Contextualization: Meanings, Methods, and 
Models (Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 1989), 200. For expanded discussion, see also A. Scott 
Moreau, Contextualizing the Faith: A Holistic Approach, (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2018). 

200 Grudem, Systematic Theology, 1192. 
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Global South. Per United Nations conventions, “the global South includes 

Asia, Africa, Latin America, and Oceania.”201 

Leadership-as-Followership. Jones and Wilder describe biblical leadership: 

“the leader’s pursuit of God always takes precedence over the leader’s positional 

authority. Before we are leaders, we must be followers—followers of a God who goes 

before us.”202 This paper modifies the Jones and Wilder definition of leadership in the 

following way: The Christ-following leader—living as a bearer of God’s image in union 

with Christ and his people—develops a diverse community of fellow laborers who are 

equipped and empowered to pursue shared goals that fulfill the Great Commission and 

Great Commandment in submission to the Word of God.203 

Leadership Dynamics. The profile of servant leadership in the church 

exemplifies three dynamics of healthy Christian leadership as articulated by Jones and 

Wilder: (1) the moral practice of Christian leadership, (2) the right use of authority for 

Christian leadership, and (3) the proclamation of truth for Christian leadership.204 

Local Church. According to the New Testament, the local institution defined 

by certain characteristics and functions. Characteristics include “presbyters/elders and 

deacons, the ordinances of baptism and communion, discipleship, and discipline in the 

congregation.”205 Functions include “worship, teaching/discipleship, fellowship, and 

 
 

201 Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary, “Christianity In Its Global Context 1970–2020,” 
Center for the Study of Global Christianity, accessed May 14, 2020, https://archive.gordonconwell.edu/ 
ockenga/research/documents/Christianityinits GlobalContext.pdf. 

202 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership,” para. 3, Kindle. 

203 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “An Operative Definition of the 
Role and Practices of a Christian Leader,” para. 1, Kindle. 

204 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership,” para. 2, Kindle. 

205 Horrell, “Freeing Cross-Cultural Church Planting,” 219. 
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evangelism/mission.”206 Both characteristics and functions should reflect healthy 

leadership dynamics as mentioned above. 

Personal Areas for Leadership Equipping. Training entities must equip future 

leaders of the church in character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values 

(affections), and competencies (doing). 

Pioneer Church Planting. Based on the definition of unreached people groups, 

the establishment of sufficiently mature, indigenous churches in ethnolinguistically 

unreached people groups. 

Pre-field Training. Training that occurs prior to trainees allocating to their field 

of overseas service. 

Post-allocation Training. Ongoing training following the allocation of trainees 

to their field of overseas service. 

Syncretism. Failing to embrace a culturally appropriate biblical worldview by 

“blending or adding Christianity to one’s own religion.”207 

Unreached People Group. A viable ethnolinguistic community in which no 

sufficiently mature indigenous church exists that can participate in the Great Commission 

and Great Commandment by planting and developing similarly maturing churches 

amongst other ethnolinguistic communities from the same people group. 

West or Global North. Per United Nations conventions, the West or global 

North includes nations in Europe, Australia, and North America based on shared 

sociolinguistic, socioreligious, and sociocultural heritage.208 

 
 

206 Horrell, “Freeing Cross-Cultural Church Planting,” 225. 
207 Scott A. Moreau, ed., “Syncretism.” In Evangelical Dictionary of World Missions (Grand 

Rapids: Baker Academic, 2000), 924. 
208 Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary, “Christianity In Its Global Context 1970–2020.” 
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Research Questions 

This multi-case study addressed the following primary research question with 

various sub-questions: 

Central Question 

Based on a purposive, case-study assessment of five cross-cultural equipping entities in 

light of the missiological literature, what principles emerge to establish model equipping 

practices for pioneer church planting leaders who will plant and develop churches cross-

culturally that will in turn equip others? 

Sub-questions 

1. What leadership dynamics do the equipping entities emphasize in training? 

2. What leadership development outcomes do the equipping entities expect in character 
(being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies 
(doing)? 

3. What timeframes for pre-field equipping do the entities establish?  

4. What cross-cultural training and experience do the entities require pre-field? 

5. How do the entities collaborate with the local church in pre-field training? 

6. What pre-field ministry training and experience do the entities prescribe? 

7. What biblical and theological foundations do the entities expect? 

8. What post-allocation equipping do the entities expect? 

9. What assessments of long-term ministry outcomes do the entities utilize as gauges of 
equipping efficacy? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGICAL DESIGN 

This qualitative study explored the equipping practices of five Western entities 

that train leaders for pioneer church planting and church development in unreached 

people group contexts. This chapter describes the methodological design of this 

qualitative, multiple-case study. Having restated the research purpose and research 

questions, the chapter explains the research design, population, sample, delimitations, 

limitations of generalization, proposed instrumentation, and procedures for data 

collection, analysis, and reporting. 

Research Purpose 

This qualitative study explored the training practices of five entities that equip 

leaders for pioneer church planting and church development: CrossView Connect, 

Ethnos360, the International Mission Board, Radius International, and Wycliffe Bible 

Translators. In exploring the training practices of the specified entities, this multi-case 

study recommends model cross-cultural equipping principles for pioneer church planters 

and church developers. In terms of specific outcomes, the study recommends how cross-

cultural training entities should relate three church-based leadership dynamics1 to the 

developing character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and 

competencies (doing) of leaders who desire to plant and develop churches in pioneer 

contexts. 

 
 

1 Timothy Paul Jones and Michael Wilder, The God Who Goes before You: Pastoral 
Leadership as Christ-Centered Followership (Nashville: B&H, 2018), chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. 
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Research Questions 

Many pre-field training entities describe pioneer church planting and church 

development as primary outcomes for their cross-cultural training efforts. Nonetheless, 

entity approaches to pre-field training vary greatly. After applying a set of qualifying 

criteria to determine the equipping entities to include in the study, this study then 

analyzed the equipping approaches of the five entities according to the leadership-as-

followership paradigm for leader development as articulated through three leadership 

dynamics: (1) the moral practice of Christian leadership, (2) the right use of authority for 

Christian leadership, and (3) the proclamation of truth for Christian leadership.2 The 

study specifically evaluated these equipping entities in the broader context of their 

expectations for candidate involvement in local churches, their assumed cross-cultural 

training objectives, and their prerequisite biblical and theological foundations. The 

central research question sought to identify the principles that generate model equipping 

practices for pioneer church planting. As such, the research project approached the five 

entities by asking questions that probed equipping practices in order to expose underlying 

principles. Thus, the sub-questions explored how training entities related the three 

church-based leadership dynamics to the developing character (being), evaluative 

wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) of leaders who 

desire to plant and develop churches in pioneer contexts. 

Central Question 

Based on a purposive, case-study assessment of five cross-cultural equipping entities in 

light of the missiological literature, what principles emerge to establish model equipping 

practices for pioneer church planting leaders who will plant and develop churches cross-

culturally that will in turn equip others? 

 
 

2 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. 
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Sub-questions 

1. What leadership dynamics do the equipping entities emphasize in training? 

2. What leadership development outcomes do the equipping entities expect in character 
(being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies 
(doing)? 

3. What timeframes for pre-field equipping do the entities establish?  

4. What cross-cultural training and experience do the entities require pre-field? 

5. How do the entities collaborate with the local church in pre-field training? 

6. What pre-field ministry training and experience do the entities prescribe? 

7. What biblical and theological foundations do the entities expect? 

8. What post-allocation equipping do the entities expect? 

9. What assessments of long-term ministry outcomes do the entities utilize as gauges of 
equipping efficacy? 

Design Overview 

This thesis adopted a qualitative, multi-case study approach in order to explore 

the training practices of five entities who equip workers for pioneer cross-cultural church 

planting and church development. The research design followed Creswell and Poth’s 

definition of case study as “a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a 

real-life, contemporary bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) 

over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of 

information (e.g., observations, interviews, audiovisual material, and documents and 

reports), and reports a case description and case themes.”3 By using multi-case analysis, 

this study sought to identify and confirm training principles emerging from the equipping 

 
 

3 John W. Creswell and Cheryl N. Poth, Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design: Choosing 
among Five Approaches, 4th ed. (Los Angeles: Sage, 2018), chap. 4, “Definition of Case Study Research,” 
para. 2, Kindle. 
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practices of five entities that train leaders for pioneer church planting and church 

development.  

The current research used a qualitative, multi-case approach for assessing the 

equipping entities for various reasons. With regard to qualitative research, Leedy and 

Ormrod describe at least three motivations, all of which well-encapsulate the goals of this 

study. First, qualitative researchers desire to study specific phenomena as they occur in 

context, such that researchers accurately capture the essence of the phenomena. In the 

case of this research, those essential realities involve training practices from specific 

equipping settings centered around leadership dynamics and training principles that 

researchers cannot easily quantify. Second, qualitative research “involve[s] capturing and 

studying the complexity of those phenomena,” realizing in this instance that a nuanced 

and rich description of training practices helps to portray the training programs and 

processes appropriately. Third, qualitative analysis acknowledges the reality that 

researchers may still lack understanding of the variables and theory base that would 

enable them to focus on the primary or most important issues.4 In this research, such 

entailed exploring the entity training practices to identify the theoretical and variable 

concerns that most contribute to cross-cultural training efficacy. 

Among the qualitative research options available to the researcher, the 

researcher chose the case method because he desired to explore contemporary events in 

which he could not manipulate the relevant behaviors or concerns, but rather had to 

document them according to their occurrence in context.5 In support of this approach, the 

 
 

4 Paul D. Leedy and Jeanne Ellis Ormrod, Practical Research: Planning and Design, 11th ed. 
(Boston: Pearson, 2016), 251.  

5 Robert K. Yin, Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 5th ed. (London, UK: Sage, 
2014), 10-11.  



   
 

79 
 

researcher noted the relevance of the four objectives of case-study research highlighted 

by Gall, Gall, and Borg: 

1. Study of a phenomenon by focusing on specific instances, or cases; 
 

2. In-depth study of each case;  
 

3. Study of a phenomenon in its natural context; and,  
 

4. Representation of both the researchers’ (etic) perspective and the participants’ (emic) 
perspective.6 

The researcher achieved the latter three of the four objectives by utilizing three types of 

data collection specified for case study: interviews, documents, and audiovisual and 

digital materials.7 Furthermore, with regard to the fourth objective, the interaction 

between insider and outsider perspectives, the researcher had the unique privilege of 

many years of pioneer cross-cultural experience. The researcher also had participated 

personally as a trainer, curriculum developer, and/or trainee in the equipping programs of 

four of the five entities included in the study. Thus, the researcher could effectively 

represent informed insider and outsider perspectives in description of the cases. 

Regarding the selection of a multi-case rather than single-case study, the 

researcher operated according to Robert Yin’s stipulation that multi-case designs are often 

considered “more compelling,” and thus “the overall study is therefore to be regarded as 

being more robust.”8 Creswell and Creswell concur that some view multi-case designs as 

representing greater generalizability.9 Accordingly, this study followed the 

 
 

6 Joyce P. Gall, M. D. Gall, and Walter R. Borg, Applying Educational Research: A Practical 
Guide, 5th ed. (Boston: Pearson Education, 2005), 308–10.  

7 John W. Creswell and J. David Creswell, Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and 
Mixed Methods Approaches, 5th ed. (Los Angeles: Sage, 2018), chap. 9, “Data Collection Procedures,” 
para. 5, Kindle. 

8 Yin, Case Study Research, 57. 
9 Creswell and Creswell, Research Design, chap. 4, “Types of Case Studies,” para. 3, Kindle. 
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recommendation of Creswell and Creswell that multi-case research should include four to 

five cases.10  

Finally, in contrast to a randomized case selection process, this study pre-

selected the five entities to include in the multi-case analysis on the basis of qualifying 

criteria. Robert Stake advocates for qualifying criteria in case-study research when he 

recommends that the individual cases in a multi-case study should “share a common 

characteristic or condition.”11 Likewise, Creswell and Poth explain that purposive rather 

than random sampling is common in qualitative research, as purposive sampling “will 

intentionally sample a group of people that can best inform the researcher about the 

research problem under examination.”12 For this study, the five entities selected by the 

researcher share the characteristic of equipping leaders who contribute to pioneer church 

planting and church development objectives. More specifically, as validated in the 

precedent literature, the entities included in the study meet certain qualifying criteria.  

First, the equipping entities selected as cases for the study equip candidates for 

a pre-field minimum of two semesters. This criterion anticipates the time required for 

holistic acquisition of cross-cultural ministry character (being), evaluative wisdom 

(understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing). This criterion also 

anticipates the necessary time for applying leadership dynamics in extended discipling in 

order for change to occur. Finally, the two-semester expectation reflects the sobering 

challenge of equipping for complex cross-cultural and cross-linguistic ministry work that 

focuses on worldview change. 

 
 

10 Creswell and Creswell, Research Design, chap. 9, “Data Collection Procedures,” para. 4, 
Kindle. 

11Robert E. Stake, Multiple Case Study Analysis (New York: Guilford, 2006), 4. 
12Creswell and Poth, Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design, chap. 7, “The Data Collection 

Circle,” para. 2, Kindle. 
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Second, the equipping entities must intend that trainees invest in long-term 

cross-cultural ministry (that which lasts beyond four years). This criterion acknowledges 

the reality that cross-cultural worldview change in pioneer church planting and church 

development entails an extended spiritual process that requires time-intensive investment 

from leaders attempting these tasks.  

Third, based on the vernacular principle established in the literature review, the 

equipping entities must prepare candidates to achieve a high level of proficiency in the 

cultures and languages in the cross-cultural settings where they will minister. This 

criterion highlights the reality that cross-cultural worldview change occurs when church 

planters and church developers first understand the worldview of the local society from 

an insider (emic) point of view. On the basis of that insider understanding, leaders 

working cross-culturally position themselves to communicate the truths of the Scriptures 

in an experience-oriented and culturally relevant fashion so as to ensure effective cross-

cultural communication for worldview change. 

Finally, the equipping entities included in the study must equip candidates to 

serve as leaders who will cultivate other leaders cross-culturally who will themselves 

oversee sustainable local ministry in the longer term. This criterion underscores the 

biblical nature of discipling in church planting and church development, namely that 

process by which followers of Jesus Christ equip others to equip others. 

Population 

Due to the purposive, multi-case study approach of this qualitative research 

based on the above qualifying criteria, cross-cultural equipping entities for the study 

included CrossView Connect, Ethnos360, the International Mission Board, Radius 
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International, and Wycliffe Bible Translators. As previously stipulated, many other 

pioneer training entities fell short of the five qualifying criteria in one or more areas.13 

Additionally, the entities chosen for the study all represented the church in the 

West, reflecting the researcher’s purpose of assessing and challenging the Western church 

to take responsibility to create adequate pre-field training and on-field church planting 

models that contribute to healthy ecclesiological understanding for the global church. As 

Western training entities incorporate sound equipping practices based on healthy training 

principles, their models of training and church planting can serve leaders in the global 

church by providing foundational examples of healthy leadership dynamics in practice. In 

turn, Western entities can then identify and establish training and ministry partnerships 

from church plants and among national church leaders in the global South, who 

themselves will invest in pioneer church planting initiatives based on healthy 

ecclesiology and leadership dynamics. 

Samples 

Based on the five qualifying criteria outlined above, this study took a 

purposive sampling approach for identifying the equipping entities to include as cases. As 

 
 

13 Most frequently, equipping entities fail to require at least two semesters of cross-cultural 
training for pioneer church planting candidates. This study did not find other significant pioneer cross-
cultural training entities that consistently meet the two-semester pre-field training criterion minimum. As 
previously stipulated, while the pre-field training requirements for equipping entities depend to some 
degree on the previous experience and anticipated field role for each candidate, most entity training 
expectations for church planting and church development range from two weeks to five months. For 
examples of entities that accept the two-week to five-month pre-field training range, see Train International 
“ORIENT: Experiential, Community-Based Pre-Field Training,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
https://traininternational.org/training/orient (two weeks); Frontiers USA, “CBT Lookbook: A Missions 
Guide for Sending Church-Based Teams to the Muslim World,” https://frontiersusa.org/wp-
content/media/CBT_Lookbook_Spread.pdf (five months); Mission Training International, “Compass,” 
accessed September 6, 2019, https://www.mti.org/compass/ (four weeks); Global Frontier Missions, 
“Missionary Training School (MTS): Atlanta,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
https://globalfrontiermissions.org/ missionary-training/missionary-training-school/ (five months); and 
Pioneers Europe, “Frequently Asked Questions,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
https://www.pioneerseurope.org/en/About-Us/FAQs (one week of candidate orientation, in addition to four 
basic Bible courses that candidates can complete on-field in some cases, plus an “individualized program” 
for each candidate). Exceptions to the two-week to five-month pre-field training range include the five 
entities in focus for this study: CrossView Connect, Ethnos360, the International Mission Board, Radius 
International, and Wycliffe Bible Translators. 
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Creswell and Poth explain, purposive rather than random sampling is common in 

qualitative research, as purposive sampling “will intentionally sample a group of people 

that can best inform the researcher about the research problem under examination.”14 In 

keeping with the intentional pursuit of identified phenomena through sampling decisions, 

Yin in fact describes a preference for the concept of replication rather than sampling in 

multi-case research: “Each individual case study consists of a ‘whole’ study, in which 

convergent evidence is sought regarding the facts and conclusions for the case; each 

case’s conclusions are then considered to be the information needing replication by other 

individual cases.”15 

In that vein, this study approached the five entities by seeking to replicate a 

rich description of best training practices and best implementation of training for pioneer 

church planting and development. In addition to reviewing documentation and examining 

audiovisual and digital materials, the researcher accomplished this replication by 

conducting semi-structured interviews with three representatives from each entity. For the 

first interview, the research identified and interviewed an individual who represented 

insider understanding and administration of cross-cultural training for that entity. Based 

on the recommendation of the trainer, the research then interviewed two more individuals 

from each entity. These two people represented successful implementation of training 

objectives in a pioneer church planting and development setting. In sum, then, the sample 

population included fifteen interview subjects, three from each of the five entities. 

Delimitations 
 
1. This study was delimited to Western evangelical training entities that train candidates 

for pioneer church planting and church development. 
 

 
14 Creswell and Poth, Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design, chap. 7, “The Data Collection 

Circle,” para. 2, Kindle. 
15 Yin, Case Study Research, 59.  
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2. This study was delimited to training entities that require at least two semesters of 

cross-cultural equipping. 
 
3. This study was delimited to training entities that equip candidates to invest in pioneer 

church planting and church development tasks that last four or more years. 
 
4. This study was delimited to training entities that prepare candidates to achieve a high 

level of proficiency in the cultures and languages in the cross-cultural settings where they 
will minister. 

Limitations of Generalization 

Due to the purposive sampling procedures required for a study of this type, the 

findings are not generalizable beyond the sample studied. Some aspects of the findings 

may, however, be useful for other Western training entities that equip individuals for 

pioneer church planting and church development. 

Instrumentation 

The researcher gathered data through document analysis and semi-structured 

interviews.16 The researcher conducted document analysis of the front matter, course 

content, and other internal documentation, including audio-visuals, for each cross-cultural 

equipping entity. Additionally, the researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with 

leaders and participants from each of the equipping entities. 

Before beginning any research, the researcher submitted all instrumentation 

materials to the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary for approval. Instrumentation 

materials submitted for approval included how the researcher acquired internal and other 

documents from the equipping entities and the interview protocols that the researcher 

used for the semi-structured interviews. 

 
 

16 All of the research instruments used in this project were performed in compliance with and 
approved by the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary Research Ethics Committee prior to use in the 
ministry project. 
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Procedures 

This qualitative multiple-case research incorporated multiple stages, including 

a pre-study stage and three successive stages of data collection, data analysis, and data 

reporting.  

Pre-study Stage 

In the pre-study stage, the researcher confirmed the training entities to include 

in the study and prepared multiple forms for the thesis supervisor and ethics committee 

approval, including an initial email for contacting each entity,17 a Participant Agreement 

Form,18 and Disclosures of Case Study.19 The researcher also developed the semi-

structured interview protocols for both the equipping leaders and the church planters in 

the field.20 Having created the forms and instruments necessary for the study, the 

researcher gained approval for all contact forms and instruments from the thesis 

supervisor and seminary ethics committee. 

Still in the pre-study phase, the researcher contacted a representative from each 

entity to formally request their participation. The researcher made this initial contact 

request via email and phone call. The researcher then sent a Participation Agreement 

Form to confirm each leader’s willingness to join into the study. Each entity leader also 

received a copy of the Disclosures of Case Study as desired. The researcher enlisted site 

leadership from each entity to help coordinate the appropriate timing for the semi-

structured interviews with participants. 

 
 

17 See appendix 1. 
18 See appendix 2. 
19 See appendix 3. 
20 See appendices 4 and 5. 
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Data Collection 

After completing all the pre-study work, the researcher conducted the project 

in three stages. Stage one consisted of three phases of data collection in the spring and 

summer of 2020. In the first phase of stage one, the researcher conducted one-hour 

interviews with a training leader selected by each training institution as a representative. 

Each training institution leader knew the program well and participated in the equipping 

of candidates in the program. In the second phase, the researcher conducted semi-

structured interviews with two church planters or church developers from each institution 

who represented successful implementation of training objectives per the opinion of 

entity equipping leadership. The researcher recorded all of the interviews through both 

video and voice calls using the Zoom platform.21 Finally, in the last phase of the data 

collection stage, the researcher reviewed additional digital, audio visual, and written 

materials that the training entities provided to the researcher in order to correlate and 

corroborate findings from the interviews. 

Data Analysis 

In stage two, the researcher analyzed the data by transcribing the semi-

structured interviews and formalizing any other data content in writing as necessary.22 

The researcher then manually coded the transcribed content and the interviews based on 

recurring themes and patterns. The researcher used the precedent literature, content 

review, and semi-structured interviews to correlate data with the delimiting criteria and 

other themes that the researcher previously identified regarding effective cross-cultural 

equipping. 

 
 

21 More information about Zoom may be found at http://www.zoom.com. 
22 The researcher used Temi online to facilitate transcription of the interviews. More 

information about Temi may be found at http://www.temi.com. 
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The research specifically used interpretational analysis to evaluate research 

findings from the data. Gall, Gall, and Borg define interpretational analysis as “a 

systematic set of procedures to code and classify qualitative data to ensure that important 

constructs, themes, and patterns emerge.”23 Kvale and Brinkmann explain coding and 

classification as the processes by which researchers create key words and concepts to 

identify statements for systematic conceptualization.24 

As the researcher determined the codes for systematizing the interpretation of 

data, he implemented the six steps for interpretational analysis outlined by Gall, Gall, and 

Borg: (1) organizing all the transcribed data into a database, (2) breaking the text into 

meaning segments, (3) creating coding categories, (4) applying the coding categories to 

the entire database, (5) organizing the results by coded categories, and (6) discerning the 

themes that emerge based on codes and systematic conceptualization of recurring codes 

in the database.25 The author chose to use ATLAS.ti to assist with interpretational 

analysis.26 

After applying the six steps of interpretational analysis, the researcher 

organized the results by examining the themes according to the leadership-as-

followership paradigm with three leadership dynamics: (1) the moral practice of 

Christian leadership, (2) the right use of authority for Christian leadership, and (3) the 

proclamation of truth for Christian leadership.27 This method of organizing the data 

supported the primary research question: “What principles emerge to establish model 

 
 

23 Gall, Gall, and Borg, Applying Educational Research, 315. 
24 Steiner Kvale and Svend Brinkmann, Interviews: Learning the Craft of Qualitative Research 

Interviewing, 2nd ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2009), 201–2. 
25 Gall, Gall, and Borg, Applying Educational Research, 315. 
26 For more information about ATLAS.ti, see https://www.atlasti.com. 
27 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 

Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. 
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equipping practices for pioneer church planting leaders who will plant and develop 

churches cross-culturally that will in turn equip others?” Thus, the researcher explored 

the themes of the data in light of the sub-questions concerning how training entities relate 

the three church-based leadership dynamics to the developing character (being), 

evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) of 

leaders who desire to plant and develop churches in pioneer contexts. 

As the researcher conducted data collection and data analysis, he confirmed 

findings using procedures commensurate with qualitative reliability and validity. 

Creswell and Creswell define qualitative reliability as the consistency of the researcher’s 

approach “across different researchers and among different projects.”28 The researcher 

applied the recommendations of Creswell and Creswell for reliability by (1) checking 

transcripts for accuracy, (2) ensuring consistency in use of coding, and (3) documenting 

the chronology of communication and processes for data collection.29 

Additionally, the researcher conducted the research in a manner consistent with 

qualitative validity, namely the consistent use of procedures that render accurate 

findings.30 Creswell and Creswell list eight strategies for validity that the researcher 

employed in the project: (1) triangulating data through multiple sources (content analysis, 

audio visual materials, and interviews); (2) checking entity members for accuracy of 

findings by providing site participants the opportunity to give input into report findings 

prior to formalizing the reports; (3) rich, thick report descriptions that compare and 

contrast perspectives; (4) clarifying researcher bias through self-reflection and 

 
 

28 Creswell and Creswell, Research Design, chap. 9, “Validity and Reliability,” para. 1, 
Kindle. 

29 Creswell and Creswell, Research Design, chap. 9, “Validity and Reliability,” para. 13–16, 
Kindle. 

30 Creswell and Creswell, Research Design, chap. 9, “Validity and Reliability,” para. 1, 
Kindle. 
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incorporation of other expert opinions; (5) faithfully reporting information that negates or 

contradicts researcher hypotheses or claims; (6) spending significant time in the field, 

which the researcher accomplished through previous time in training and field work; (7) 

peer debrief through consulting with the thesis supervisor and other qualified cross-

cultural training colleagues; and (8) locating external auditors to process the entire project 

as uninitiated outsiders.31  

In terms of external auditing by additional authorities for reliability and 

validity, the researcher enlisted the help of two other missions and social science experts 

to review the data from the interviews for discerning emerging themes. The researcher 

only included coding processes from the interviews that the researcher and the two 

outside experts agreed upon. 

Reporting 

Having completed the thematic analysis of the case content, in the final stage 

the researcher reported findings by creating rich, working descriptions of the cases, 

specifying the themes from each case and correlating the themes with the precedent 

literature (within-case analysis). In the process, the researcher produced a written case 

analysis, describing the interpreted interrelationships between thematic outcomes across 

the diversity of cases.32 Finally, the researcher supported research findings by 

incorporating quotations from the collected data in order to provide evidence for themes 

that emerged from the cases. 

 
 

31 Creswell and Creswell, Research Design, chap. 9, “Validity and Reliability,” para. 4–11, 
Kindle. 

32Creswell and Poth, Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design, chap. 4, “Procedures for 
Conducting a Case Study,” para. 5–6, Kindle. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS PART 1 

This qualitative multi-case study explored the pre-field training practices of 

five entities that equip leaders for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development. This chapter and the next explain how the researcher assembled and 

evaluated the data from the five cases. While the next chapter describes the five features 

of discipleship that emerge from the data, first this chapter introduces trainer and 

participant perspectives of leadership and discipleship from the data. In conclusion, this 

chapter discusses the methodological strengths and weaknesses of the study. 

Thus, on the basis of synthesizing the data from the five cases of participant 

responses to the research questions, chapters 4 and 5 relate the Jones and Wilder 

leadership definition and the three dynamics of Christian leadership1 to five 

comprehensive features of discipleship that emerge in the acronym RTCEE (Relational 

influence, Teaching, Co-laboring, Evaluating, Entrusting) for any equipping environment 

where pioneer cross-cultural church planting and development serve as primary goals. As 

explained in the next chapter, these five features of discipleship modify the traditional 

MAWL categories2 and promote holistic candidate development in four key areas: 

character (ontology), evaluative wisdom/understanding (epistemology), values/affections 

 
 

1 Timothy Paul Jones and Michael Wilder, The God Who Goes before You: Pastoral 
Leadership as Christ-Centered Followership (Nashville: B&H, 2018), chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. 

2 J. D. Payne, Discovering Church Planting: An Introduction to the Whats, Whys, and Hows of 
Global Church Planting (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2015), 125. See also the equivalent 
concept of the “leadership square” in Justin A. Irving and Mark L. Strauss, Leadership in Christian 
Perspective: Biblical Foundations and Contemporary Practices for Servant Leaders (Grand Rapids: Baker 
Academic, 2019), 24–25. 
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(axiology: ethics and aesthetics), and competencies (praxis). Furthermore, the five 

features of discipleship highlight the central principle that cross-cultural equippers must 

prioritize leadership development for future pioneer church planters and church 

developers, regardless of the equipping environment or the individual stages for 

equipping. Thus, as previously alluded to in chapter 3, chapters 4 and 5 describe how the 

five discipleship features serve as the crucial interface between dynamics of leadership 

development and holistic equipping outcomes for pioneer cross-cultural church planting 

and church development. 

In the process of synthesizing the five features of discipleship for leadership 

development for pioneer cross-cultural church planting, chapters 4 and 5 also 

acknowledge that no ideal training sequence emerges from the data. Multiple effective 

scenarios exist for trainers to incorporate biblical-theological and cross-cultural elements 

into a foundation of discipleship for leadership development. More significant than an 

ideal sequencing of training components, the data reveals that trainees should acquire 

their biblical-theological competency, cross-cultural expertise, and relevant technical 

skills while growing as Christ’s disciples in a leadership development framework. 

Finally, the data analysis in chapters 4 and 5 demonstrates the key findings that 

although adequate cross-cultural training involves specialized areas of cross-cultural 

competency that might require expertise outside the scope of local churches, (1) the most 

important aspect of effective pre-field training constitutes leadership development 

through RTCEE discipleship, and (2) the local church serves as the environment in which 

leaders best establish that discipleship for leadership development. 

Compilation Protocol 

After exploring in the literature review the global need for leadership 

development for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and development, this study  
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unfolded in a pre-study stage and three successive stages of data collection, data analysis, 

and data reporting. In the pre-study stage, I reviewed cross-cultural training institutions in 

the West involved in pre-field equipping for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 

church development. I then created and applied a set of delimiting criteria listed in 

chapter 3 to the selection of the only five pre-field cross-cultural training institutions in 

the West that I could find who met the criteria.  

Having identified the pre-field training institutions to include in the study, I 

additionally developed semi-structured interview protocols for both the pre-field 

equipping leaders and for the church planters in the field who would participate in the 

study. Prior to my submitting the protocols to the seminary ethics committee, Dr. Jones 

provided feedback for the interview protocols to ensure that I asked sufficiently open-

ended questions in semi-structured fashion. I then submitted all contact forms and study 

instruments to both Dr. Jones and the seminary ethics committee for approval. 

Still in the pre-study stage, I contacted representatives from each of the five 

equipping entities via email and phone to request their participation in the study.3 All five 

entity leaders agreed to participate and completed Participant Agreement Forms.4 The 

entity leaders in each case also recommended two church planters or church developers 

from their pre-field training programs with whom I could conduct the participant 

interviews. In the following section, I list the pre-field training entities and participants 

who assented to join the study. 

Stage one of the study consisted of three phases of data collection in the spring 

and summer of 2020. In the first phase of stage one, I conducted interviews that averaged 

one hour with a training leader from each training institution. Each of the training 

 
 

3 See appendix 2. 
4 See appendix 3. 
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institution leaders knew the program well and participated in the equipping of candidates 

in the program. In the second phase, I conducted one-hour semi-structured interviews 

with two church planters or church developers from each institution who represented 

successful implementation of training objectives per the opinion of entity equipping 

leadership. I conducted and recorded all of the interviews through both video and voice 

calls using the Zoom platform.5 I used the video and audio semi-structured interview 

format in order to give freedom to each interviewee to safely reflect and communicate 

their fullest responses to each question in an uninhibited fashion. In order to further 

guarantee open communication, I reiterated my commitment to the anonymity of study 

participants. Finally, in the last phase of the data collection stage, I reviewed additional 

digital, audio visual, and written materials that the training entities provided in order to 

correlate and corroborate findings from the interviews. 

In stage two of the study, I analyzed the interview data by transcribing all of 

the semi-structured interviews and formalizing any other data content in writing as 

necessary. I used Temi online to facilitate transcription of the semi-structured interviews.6 

Having produced an initial transcription draft with Temi for each interview, I listened 

through each video recording two more times to confirm and correct every interview 

transcript. I then exported each corrected transcript to Microsoft Word to preserve the 

content and format. 

Having transcribed all of the interviews, I proceeded to upload them to 

ATLAS.ti in order to apply the steps of interpretational analysis.7 Gall, Gall, and Borg 

define interpretational analysis as “a systematic set of procedures to code and classify 

 
 

5 More information about Zoom may be found at http://www.zoom.com. 
6 More information about Temi may be found at http://www.temi.com. 
7 For more information about ATLAS.ti, see https://www.atlasti.com. 
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qualitative data to ensure that important constructs, themes, and patterns emerge.”8 Kvale 

and Brinkmann explain coding and classification as the processes by which researchers 

create key words and concepts to identify statements for systematic conceptualization.9 

As I grappled with formulating an adequate set of codes for systematizing the 

interpretation of data, I implemented the six steps for interpretational analysis outlined by 

Gall, Gall, and Borg: (1) organizing all the transcribed data into the ATLAS.ti database, 

(2) breaking the text into meaning segments, (3) creating coding categories, (4) applying 

the coding categories to the entire database, (5) organizing the results by coded 

categories, and (6) discerning the themes that emerge based on codes and systematic 

conceptualization of recurring codes in the database.10 While I consulted non-interview 

data sources from the five entities, my primary data sources for interpretational analysis 

consisted of the fifteen interview transcripts associated with the five cases for the study, 

three interviews for each pre-field training program. 

In the interpretational analysis of the interviews, I used my research questions 

and key constructs from the literature review to generate and continually revise the 

emerging code categories and sub-codes related to the categories. I discovered that while 

the interpretational analysis process outlined by Gall, Gall, and Borg appears linear, in 

point of fact I found it necessary to iteratively check and revise my coding set as I moved 

through the interview data, continually and retroactively applying coding revisions 

throughout the process in order to settle upon categories and a code set that effectively 

captured the whole of the interview data. Additionally, throughout the coding process I 

carefully defined and revised definitions for each parent and sub-code based on the 
 

 
8 Joyce P. Gall, M. D. Gall, and Walter R. Borg, Applying Educational Research: A Practical 

Guide, 5th ed. (Boston: Pearson Education, 2005), 315. 
9 Steiner Kvale and Svend Brinkmann, Interviews: Learning the Craft of Qualitative Research 

Interviewing, 2nd ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2009), 201–2. 
10 Gall, Gall, and Borg, Applying Educational Research, 315. 
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categories that I derived from my research questions. I eventually formalized a codebook 

to capture the coding categories, sub-codes, and code definitions. 

Having correlated the interview data via codes and emerging themes in this 

way, I then sent the codebook and coded interviews to my thesis supervisor and two 

independent outside experts for review. All three responded by affirming my procedural 

care and consistency in the coding process. They all recommended that I proceed with 

next steps. 

This study purposed to reflect a thematic cross-case analysis of the subjective 

experiences of fifteen individuals who represent five entities that equip leaders for 

pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. The study emphasized 

findings by reporting participant responses to semi-structured interview questions, using 

cross-case analysis to correlate the emerging themes with the precedent literature through 

the leadership-as-followership paradigm for leader development. As such, in the reporting 

I identified and traced illustrative commentary from the participants that expressed the 

salient aspects of their pre-field equipping and ministry experiences per the emerging 

themes. I did not intend to critique or evaluate the effectiveness of the five pre-field 

training programs per se. Instead, the findings in chapters 4 and 5 provide a multi-faceted 

description of the ministry leadership development of those who participated in pre-field 

equipping and field ministry application through the five pre-field equipping entities that 

joined in the study. 

Demographic and Sample Data 

This study focused on a population of five Western entities that equip leaders 

for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. For each of the five 

pre-field equipping entities, the study incorporated three individuals, including one 

training leader and two field workers who represented a positive implementation of pre- 
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Table 1. Participant demographics 
 

Entity Pseud Pseudonym Gender Age Pre-f com Years on-f Status 
Alliance George T M 38 N/A None Trainer 
Alliance Bob S M 47 1999 May 19 Ch dev 
Alliance Pete L M 34 2004 June 15 Ch dev 
Borders Ian R M 60 N/A 31 Trainer 
Borders Sam C M 32 2017 June 2 Ch plant 
Borders Sally T F 29 2017 June 2 Ch plant 
Connect Corey R M 57 N/A 15 Trainer 
Connect Jim J M 50 2001 May 19 Ch dev 
Connect John W M 53 2006 July 13 Ch plant 
Deploy Paul M M 51 N/A 17 Trainer 
Deploy Tony J M 50 1998 May 21 Ch plant 
Deploy Henry B M 49 2000 May 15 Ch plant 
Engage Rich B M 54 N/A None Trainer 
Engage Michelle E F 34 2016 May 4 Ch plant 
Engage Gene L M 29 2018 Feb 2 Ch plant 

Note: Entity Pseud = Entity pseudonym     Pre-f com = Pre-field training completion date     
Years on-f = Years on-field     Ch dev = Church developer     Ch plant = Church planter 
 
 
 
field equipping goals per the estimation of the equipping leader. Due to the purposive, 

multi-case study approach of this qualitative research based on the qualifying criteria, 

cross-cultural equipping entities for the study included: (1) CrossView Connect, affiliated 

with CrossView Australia; (2) Ethnos360, representing the organization formerly known 

as New Tribes Mission; (3) the International Mission Board, associated with the Southern 

Baptist Convention; (4) Radius International, with no specific affiliation; and (5) Dallas 

International University, the central training entity for Wycliffe Bible Translators and SIL 

International. Table 1 presents the demographic data for the fifteen participants in the 

study, with entity and participant pseudonyms applied for anonymity. 

Findings 

In chapters 4 and 5, I present the findings from my analysis of the five pre-

field equipping entities included in the study. In order to organize the findings, in chapter 
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4 I introduce the concept of leadership development by relating the Jones and Wilder 

leadership definition and dynamics to trainer and participant perspectives of leadership 

for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. In that process, I 

explain what the data reveals about participant understanding of the definitional 

relationship between leadership and discipleship in cross-cultural church planting. I also 

expose trainer and participant perspectives regarding the extent to which the five pre-field 

training entities equip leaders within an intentionally established framework and process 

of leadership development for cross-cultural church planting and development.  

The perceived existence or absence of a ministry leadership development 

framework, as well as trainer and participant perspectives regarding the definitional 

association between leadership and discipleship in cross-cultural church planting, serve 

as an impetus and justification for the subsequent unpacking and exploration of the five 

features of discipleship in the cross-case analysis in chapter 5. Thus, having introduced 

trainer and participant reactions to leadership definitionally in chapter 4, in chapter 5 I 

describe how the interview data corroborates five comprehensive features of leadership 

as discipleship that emerge in the acronym RTCEE (Relational influence, Teaching, Co-

laboring, Evaluating, Entrusting) for any equipping environment where pioneer cross-

cultural church planting and development serve as primary goals. Furthermore, I explain 

how the data exposes a need for the active participation of local churches in the 

leadership development process in order for pioneer cross-cultural training to achieve 

ministry leadership development objectives per a leader-discipler definition.  

Participant Views of Leadership and 
Discipleship 

As mentioned above, chapter 4 describes how trainers and equipping 

participants understand the implicit relationship between leadership and discipleship for 

pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. The chapter also reveals 
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whether or not trainers and participants perceive that pre-field training entities equip 

ministry leaders within an intentionally established framework and process of leadership 

development. As a point of reference for the discussion, Jones and Wilder clarify 

Christian leadership in these terms: “The Christ-following leader—living as a bearer of 

God’s image in union with Christ and his people—develops a diverse community of 

fellow laborers who are equipped and empowered to pursue shared goals that fulfill the 

creation mandate and the Great Commission in submission to the Word of God.”11 The 

authors go on to describe three dynamics of Christian leadership that emerge from that 

definition. First, the moral practice of Christian leadership implies that since leaders are 

united with Christ alongside those they are leading, they must pursue God’s justice, not 

from a position of “sovereignty above the community but stewardship within the 

community.” Second, the right use of authority for Christian leadership advocates that the 

“power that the leader exercises is not the leader’s but Christ’s, and this power must be 

expressed according to God’s design for a diverse community of Spirit-equipped 

servants.” Third, the proclamation of truth for Christian leadership confirms that any 

truth that the leader declares and applies “is not the leader’s vision but God’s 

revelation.”12 This operational definition and set of dynamics promotes a view of (1) 

Christian leadership (2) premised in mutual Christ-following (3) submitted to the 

authority of God’s Word (4) for the purpose of discipleship for effective service. In other 

words, among other outcomes, the definition presumes an expectation of discipleship as a 

primary leadership development responsibility in Christian institutions.  

 
 

11 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “An Operative Definition of the 
Role and Practices of a Christian Leader,” para. 1, Kindle. 

12 Jones and Wilder, The God Who Goes before You, chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership,” para. 2, Kindle. 
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In the discussion that follows, I use the Jones and Wilder leadership definition 

and discipleship dynamics to introduce the views of leadership and discipleship 

expressed by the trainers and participants in the interview data. The data shows that most 

trainers and equipping participants question an unnuanced or unqualified leadership label 

for church planting and church development ministry responsibilities. Much of the 

discomfort stems from the way that trainers and participants determine a prototypical or 

unmarked central sense or meaning for the term leadership. More specifically, the data 

reveals that most trainers and participants do not default to appreciating leadership in a 

way that represents a redeemed or healthy definition in ecclesiological terms similar to 

those of Jones and Wilder. Instead, those interviewed tend to struggle to reconcile the 

concept of Christian leadership with institutional representations of leadership framed 

within their own negative personal and cultural experiences. In this way, trainers and 

equipping participants labor to identify and value leadership in clear, positive, proactive, 

and healthy terms. To the degree that leadership takes on a prototypical meaning founded 

reactively in institutional structures that lack the Jones and Wilder discipleship dynamics, 

training leaders and participants demonstrate an aversion to embracing a leadership label. 

By contrast, when trainers and participants proactively define leadership in a 

discipleship-oriented perspective that harmonizes with the discipleship dynamics outlined 

above, participant comfort with the leadership label increases.  

Furthermore, in conjunction with the overall hesitancy of trainers and 

participants to identify themselves in leadership terms without qualification, the data 

reveals that trainers and participants do not tend to perceive that pre-field training entities 

equip participants as ministry leaders within an intentionally established framework and 

process of leadership development based on Jones and Wilder discipleship dynamics. As 

this study will discuss, a cohesive leadership development framework emerges when 

local churches collaborate with pre-field training environments to intentionally adopt a 
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leader-discipler definition of leadership that they collectively frame in RTCEE 

discipleship principles and processes for leadership development, even if local churches 

and pre-field trainers use other terminology to describe leadership and leadership 

development outcomes more intuitively. 

Engage. I illustrate these trainer and participant uncertainties regarding 

leadership definitions, and I describe their perceptions of defined leadership development 

frameworks, through each of the five entities and fifteen participants represented in the 

interview data, beginning with Engage Director of Training Rich B. When I asked Rich if 

they point students toward church planting objectives as leadership tasks during their 

time in the pre-field equipping program, he responded, “We don’t talk probably about 

leadership as much as we maybe should. . . . We don’t talk in formal language like 

leadership.” Rich’s discomfort with leadership as a formally defined activity contrasts 

with his perspective of discipleship in church planting, even as he grapples with the 

relationship between leadership and discipleship. 

So we’ll talk in terms of involvement of others, so influencing others. So that’s 
leadership, right? In fact, leadership is really influencing other people to be able to 
get a job done, right? . . . That's really what leadership is, I think. . . . And the 
mission is to grow a mature church. So we don’t talk in terms of—we won’t call that 
leadership. But it is. It’s discipleship toward the goal, right? It’s discipleship. So 
influencing those around you. And quite often that’s just the people you were there 
to reach in the first place. 

While Rich hesitates to use leadership terminology, here he alludes to the role of 

relational influence as a feature of leadership as discipleship. Additionally, as Rich relates 

leadership to discipleship through the medium of relational influence, his comfort with 

the leadership label increases. 

Rich’s internal terminological debate takes on greater significance when Rich 

and I returned to sum up the leadership-discipleship relationship late in the conversation.  

After exploring a more nuanced understanding of Christian leadership-discipleship  
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dynamics over the course of the interview, Rich summarized by explaining his own 

experience with leadership that confirms his aversion to the term as applied formally to 

pioneer church planting and development.  

So this has been good for me to think about leadership, because I come from a law 
enforcement and a military background. And you know, so much of what I would 
value as far as discipling for the Great Commission, that kind of leadership 
paradigm––I’m not just talking about direct leadership. You know, it’s just, it 
doesn’t have a dimension to it about influencing people for the type of task we’re 
talking about. 

While I will explain more of what I gleaned from Rich in the discussion of the five 

features of discipleship in the next chapter, here I emphasize the fact that Rich’s 

formative experiences with leadership create dissonance due to the fact that they connect 

to paradigms founded in institutional structures other than the church that reflect 

leadership dynamics that do not promote Great Commission discipleship endeavors for 

church planting and development. In other words, Rich’s summary statement indicates a 

contrast between a leader-discipler paradigm and formalized police and military 

institutional structures that would have previously encapsulated his default leadership 

definition and understanding. Thus, Rich also avoids the leadership label and minimizes 

the degree to which Engage training connects into a leadership development framework. 

The Engage equipping participants also demonstrate a similar desire to nuance 

their default definition of leadership in the context of church planting and development. 

When I asked Michelle E the same question about church planting and development as 

leadership tasks, Michelle again sought to explain via reactive response in order to create 

a contrast in default definitions of leadership: “So not in the sense of like, how do I word 

this? I feel like there’s different kinds of leadership. So you can have the like overbearing 

dictator style of leadership. That’s not what I’m talking about at all.” Later Michelle 

reflected on leadership terminology as relates to church planting and development work.  

She concedes that her “particular focus is [Bible] translation, but obviously there’ll be a  
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lot of overlap with things and working with women and all that kind of stuff.” Thus, 

while Michelle acknowledges that she will engage with discipleship tasks, she still 

muses, 

Leadership . . . I don’t know how well that word fits exactly. I mean, for the team as 
a whole and certainly for thinking, okay, say several years down the track we have a 
baby [church] plant growing. I don’t know, I feel like the guys on the team will have 
more of a leadership role and that kind of thing. 

In addition to previously reacting to a default definition of leadership as potentially 

dictatorial, Michelle’s leadership contemplations demonstrate the underlying confusion of 

the relationship between leadership and discipleship, as though working with women in 

discipleship activities does not constitute leadership in church planting and development. 

Furthermore, the challenge of reconciling male and female roles to team leadership and to 

ministry tasks for church planting and church development exacerbates the tension of 

identifying a prototypical leader-discipler definition that would apply to all believers, 

including Michelle. 

As the final equipping participant from Engage, Gene L also grappled with 

institutional leadership definitions. I specifically challenged Gene, “I would like for you 

to reflect on how you would define what leadership is, what an appropriate and true 

definition is of leadership, and how that definition would relate to the work that you’re 

trying to accomplish.” Given the fact that Gene currently serves in a parachurch 

institutional structure with leadership figures who oversee his field ministry 

implementation for pioneer church planting, Gene began immediately to struggle to 

explain how leadership from the parachurch institution and from his local church relate to 

his field ministry. With regard to parachurch institutional oversight, Gene quickly  

qualified that of course the field worker must “have access to this corpus of information 

and advice without necessarily a dictatorial aspect, ideally.” Gene also described 

parachurch institutional leadership in contrast to what he himself would like to provide in  



   
 

103 
 

planting churches, since “leadership and hierarchy” often co-occur as “anathema” in his 

particular cultural heritage. Furthermore, Gene expressed uncertainty about how his local 

sending church might provide leadership accountability.  

And then the church being the ones who this person is truly a part of, has the final 
say. But how does the church end up knowing how these people are going? . . . And 
how is that [church-based leadership qualification] looked after by the church or is 
that even the responsibility of the church? I'm not sure. 

Again, I note here that Gene also operates from a reactive leadership definition based in 

dictatorial and hierarchical concepts not compatible with leader-discipler roles. 

Additionally, Gene fails to find the continuity in reconciling his own leadership 

development with a perceived accountability to his local sending church via a continuous 

leadership development framework. 

Borders. As a second equipping entity in the study, Borders trainers and 

participants also reflected on the definitional relationship between leadership and 

discipleship in training outcomes per a leadership development framework. As with the 

other entities, Borders trainers and participants perceive a lack of emphasis on leadership 

development outcomes in pre-field training, as well as confusion over leadership 

responsibility in pioneer cross-cultural church planting. In my interview with Borders 

Director of Training Ian R, I asked, “How do you see the development of the students’ 

capacity to lead shaping their future capabilities in church planting and church 

development?” Even as he describes leadership and discipleship in Borders pre-field 

training, Ian concedes that the program does not specifically emphasize a leadership 

development framework, either in student opportunities or measurables: “But with so 

many students, all of whom are peers with each other, I realize that we’re somewhat 

limited in terms of that real responsibility they’re heading into where they feel that 

[leadership] stewardship. . . . Again, this would be pre-field, a small experience.” Ian 

does correlate leadership with some aspects of discipleship as he continues by describing 



   
 

104 
 

informal interpersonal discipleship among students. But he confirms the lack of measured 

leadership development in interpersonal discipleship when he concludes, “I can’t say that 

that is measured as concretely as all areas of the curriculum as much as just the urging of 

people to keep at it, go beyond what you’re used to doing.” In responding to two more 

follow up questions about leadership, Ian confirms, “I’d have to say that we’re not 

measuring it [leadership]. . . . So far in the development of this program, that’s been left 

very—just to the organic dynamics going on in their relationships and not being 

measured per se.” Thus, while Ian shows greater inclination to default to connecting 

leadership definitionally to informal Christian discipleship, he acknowledges that the 

Borders equipping program does not incorporate or consciously extend an intentional 

leadership development framework. 

In talking with Borders program participants about leadership, they also 

hesitate to define leadership for church planting and church development within a 

leadership development framework. I asked two workers trained through Borders who 

currently serve in Asia, “So related to the kind of work you’re planning to do on the field, 

how would you describe that or relate that to leadership? What’s the relationship between 

the work that you’re intending to accomplish and leadership?” The two candidates 

responded by asking clarifying questions about what I meant by leadership. Sam C 

conceded, “I’ll be honest, I’ve never thought about leadership in that sense, in regards to 

the task. Probably to our detriment.” Clearly, then, Sam did not discern a leadership 

development emphasis or framework in the Borders equipping process. When I asked an 

explicit follow up question that related leadership to discipleship, both Sam C and Sally T 

noted their appreciation for that connection and willingly discussed the relationship 

between the two. However, Sam later clarified one reason for his concern about relating 

leadership roles with church planting and development tasks: “Well, and then I’m 

thinking also, we hear leadership and to some extent we’re trained to think of, ‘Oh, 
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leadership.’ Leadership in terms of in our organization.” Here Sam not only concedes a 

contrast between parachurch and church planting leadership priorities, but he also 

defaults to connecting leadership to an institutional structure that does not positively 

represent church planting and development in a leader-discipler framework continuing 

from the local church. 

Deploy. In contrast to trainers and participants from Engage and Borders, the 

Director of Training and two participants from Deploy each have more than ten years of 

pioneer cross-cultural church planting experience. Their experience of providing 

leadership in the context of cross-cultural church planting seemed to create a more 

immediate definitional linkage between leadership and discipleship in church planting 

and development, irrespective and in spite of their pre-field training experience. 

Additionally, their cross-cultural church planting experience assisted them in framing 

their leadership definition within an assumed need for a leadership development process. 

These observations coincide with my central hypothesis for this chapter, where I state 

that to the degree that leadership takes on a prototypical meaning founded reactively in 

institutional structures that lack the Jones and Wilder discipleship dynamics, training 

leaders and participants demonstrate an aversion to embracing a leadership label. By 

contrast, when trainers and participants proactively define leadership in a discipleship-

oriented perspective that harmonizes with the discipleship dynamics outlined above, 

participant comfort with the leadership label increases. 

For example, Deploy Director of Training Paul M worked in church planting 

for more than fifteen years prior to taking up a trainer role. Therefore, his comfort with 

embracing a leadership label and his positive appreciation for leadership development 

have to do with his leader-discipler perspective based on church planting experiential  

defaults. I asked Paul, “So as you see students come into your training program, how do  
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you feel like their capacity to lead well, their ability to lead well, shapes or influences 

their success in church planting and development on the field?” As Paul reflected on the 

maturation process that occurs in the context of giving practical leadership in ministry, he 

responded that in his teaching, he frequently emphasizes leadership as crucial because he 

assumes a “mindset that [he’s] actually teaching and training leaders.” Paul underscores 

that “if [candidates are] not on that scale of learning what that means to be a shepherd, 

loving leader here while we’re working with them, just in the initial stages, they’re really 

not set well for what they want to go do in church planting. So I think it’s huge.” Here 

Paul’s ministerial experience informs his definition of leadership as a discipleship 

approach of loving and shepherding. 

Paul goes on to relate his operational definition of a leader-discipler to church 

planting success.  

I’ve never done a scientific research project on it, but I wonder . . . if you would see 
correlation between missionaries who are successful in what they endeavor to do 
with how they are as leaders all the way back in their home church and in the 
process going through training. I think it’s pretty logical to see that there’s a 
correlation there for sure. 

Based in his own church planting experience and his observations of training participants, 

here Paul intuitively couches his operational definition within an ongoing leadership 

development process and framework connected back to the local church, even if Deploy 

fails to effectively implement such a framework. 

Deploy training participants Henry B and Tony J also readily link their church 

planting experience to leadership as discipleship within a leadership development 

framework, albeit in different terms. As Henry B discussed his pre-field training and his 

twelve years in church planting, he contemplated how his perspective of leadership 

evolved to inform his on-field church planting. Henry explained that prior to training, he 

embraced a paternalistic definition of leadership that lacked a component of entrusting. 

But he confesses that he “came to understand that paternalism was really going to be the 
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death mark of the church plant. So if I went into it with paternalistic tendencies, that was 

going to be problematic.” As Henry reflected on his pre-field training, he noted 

retrospectively that trainers without church planting backgrounds understood leadership 

differently than “those who have been through a church plant and maybe can understand 

what spiritual parenting is, and how that should play itself out in a discipleship role. So I 

guess I’ve seen it in that light, even in our preparation for going overseas and now.” In 

this way, Henry B reflectively confirms that church planting experience reset his own 

operational definition of leadership and caused him to intuitively organize his operational 

definition within a leadership development framework in leader-discipler terms as a 

result.  

Similar to Henry B, pre-field equipping for Tony J took place in a transitional 

era when Deploy trainers were intentionally reshaping their approach to parachurch 

organizational leadership. Tony J conceded that he lacked confidence in drawing a linear 

relationship between the leadership he received in Deploy training and the leadership he 

currently provides in his pioneer church planting work. Tony elaborates at length. 

Maybe it’s because—and whatever, I will just keep talking—but maybe it’s partly 
just because of generally just—I don’t know if it’s the negative or just the sense of 
leadership that I get in Deploy just isn’t something that I feel really good about. And 
so like, I see—and I do feel good about leadership that I see in the local church, you 
know? Those guys, that’s probably more where I have seen something that I want to 
live like, you know? So it’s hard for me to think back and go, yeah, what a great 
influence Deploy training was on my concept of leadership. I’m not saying it was all 
negative, but there were just things that I can probably kind of pluck out of the 
whole thing that were just bits and pieces that I’m sure I’ve retained and I’m sure 
I’ve been influenced by. But overall, the way that I feel about leadership, the 
affective side—it’s not something probably that I would trace back to Deploy. 

Thus, not only does Tony struggle to appreciate Deploy leadership practically, he 

identifies an unreconcilable contrast between the parachurch leadership structure in 

Deploy and the leadership-discipleship approach of the local church. This contrast has 

implications for why Tony also does not discern a leadership development framework in 

Deploy training.  
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I think you might want to draw the leadership line through the whole thing and I’m 
just having a harder time pulling that thread through training. . . . Trying to follow 
the thread of leadership through Deploy to the way that I think about leadership now 
is probably not something that I could do very easily. I think I’d be grasping at 
straws a bit. 

Tony summarizes:  

And so, I don’t know––I think that kind of just leaves you with this kind of, the fact 
that it occurs outside the local church and they were transitioning at that time from 
the heavy-handed, formal leadership—I think some of that just probably makes me 
not have a very positive feeling toward their style of leadership. 

As with other previous examples from Engage and Borders, Tony reactively utilizes the 

adjectives “formal” and “heavy-handed” [dictatorial] to explain his discomfort with 

leadership definitions based in the parachurch organizational environment of his Deploy 

pre-field training, in contrast to the leader-discipler model in the church. 

Connect. In keeping with Tony’s mixed review of leadership development 

within Deploy’s pre-field training, so also Connect Director of Curriculum Development 

Corey R describes the challenge of reconciling the Connect leadership development 

framework with an ideal version that he would base in the context of the local church. 

Like Deploy trainers and participants, Corey had both significant pastoral and field 

experience prior to accepting his current role. Corey explained that not long ago, Connect 

leadership had come to his team to propose that they redesign the Connect pre-field 

training process. Corey subsequently wrote a discipleship curriculum.  

[In the curriculum], 80 percent of your pre-field preparation occurred in the context 
of your local church under the mentorship of elders or pastors or, you know, other 
qualified lay people. And you would pretty much do everything required for your 
pre-field orientation with the exception of the cross-cultural piece [in the local 
church setting].  

After Corey and his team wrote the local church-based discipleship curriculum, 

they sought to help implement a cohesive discipleship framework throughout the pre-

field equipping process across the local church and pre-field training institutions. Corey  

explains that they intentionally created “a disciple-making or discipling process that had a  
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built-in assessment to it.” But he describes the whole approach quickly becoming mired 

in frustrating Connect organizational bureaucracy: “If Connect can do anything, we can 

make a simple process complicated.” This is just one of several ways that Corey explains 

how parachurch organizational reality stymied a cohesive leadership development 

framework for Connect trainees. For example, a little later I asked Corey about the 

relationship between leadership and church planting. He immediately asked me to clarify 

what I meant by leadership and explained, “Because I think there’s a great deal of 

unhelpful writing, even in Christian circles, about leadership these days, that has precious 

little to do with what Scripture says.” Like other trainers and participants, Corey 

expresses a concern for leadership definitions based in non-Christian paradigms. Corey 

proceeded to offer a definition of church-based leadership: “So, as best I can tell from 

Scripture, the real qualification for leadership in the missionary task or church planting, is 

about Christian character and exemplary living and the ability to teach the Bible clearly 

and simply. I don’t want to go much beyond that.” Corey added, “One way you could 

demonstrate leadership is show us that you’ve actually been fruitfully and somewhat 

effectively discipled and that you fruitfully and effectively disciple other people.” Thus, 

as with other study participants, Corey first reacts to the leadership concept, and then he 

brings his definition of leadership squarely in line with a leader-discipler approach in a 

leadership development framework. However, in that same context of defining leadership 

and describing a cohesive leadership development framework he quips, “That’s how I 

feel about it, but I don’t know how the organization—if they share that point of view.” 

Later Corey concedes again the disparity between a coherent leadership development 

process and framework based on a church-based leader-discipler model versus 

parachurch organizational reality: “Somebody I respect a lot put it this way and I’ve not 

forgotten, because it’s true. Connect exists for bad churches. Connect exists to help bad 

churches send missionaries.” Thus, even as Corey laments the complexity and 
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bureaucracy of Connect organizational processes for developing leaders in a leader-

discipler framework, he also explains that when Connect tries to assume the entirety of 

the leadership discipleship process themselves, Connect actually complicates the 

potential for the local church to take up the challenge of shouldering a significant and 

appropriate responsibility for a healthy, consistent, and interconnected leadership 

development framework.13 

As with Corey, the two candidates who participated in Connect pre-field 

training also had strong pre-field involvement with their local churches. In fact, both men 

not only earned seminary degrees, but they also served extensively in church staff 

positions prior to their training with Connect. They each subsequently spent more than 

ten years in either church planting or church development cross-culturally. Thus, while 

both men attributed their development as leaders to the whole of their training and 

experience, they acknowledged the sizable role of the local church in their definitional 

understanding of leadership and discipleship. For example, I asked Connect pre-field 

training participant John W, “What role did the engagement with your local church play 

in your development as a ministry leader and your pre-field training?” John W responded, 

“Oh, huge.” John went on to describe a multitude of ways in which the local church 

served as a “solid foundation” for his understanding of leadership and discipleship for 

cross-cultural ministry that I will describe in greater detail through the five features of 

discipleship. 

Connect pre-field training participant Jim J similarly conveyed his profound 

appreciation for his growth and development as a ministry leader because of his 

experience in the local church. However, he specifically articulated the same concern of 

Corey that Connect did not clearly define ministry leadership in an interconnected 

 
 

13 I have avoided citing additional supporting evidence from the interview on this point in 
order to preserve the anonymity of the case. 
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leadership development framework. I asked Jim, “How did your pre-field training engage 

you with the local church?” Jim replied, “I would say at that time it was probably a big 

weakness.” When I followed up by asking Jim if Connect required any ministerial 

experience components in the process of pre-field training, he confirmed the 

discontinuity of a leadership development framework in his response: “Not that I recall, 

unless I’m forgetting.” 

In addition to the perceived lack of an intentionally organized leadership 

development framework for either John or Jim with Connect, Jim particularly struggled 

in establishing leader-discipler reference points for an adequate definition of leadership. I 

asked Jim, “And when you think about the kind of work that you're doing on the field, 

how would you see this work related to leadership? The idea of leadership?” Jim 

responded to me with the question, “You mean organizational leadership?” I answered by 

clarifying that I would like for Jim to define leadership however he would like and relate 

that definition to his ministry. He again asked for more specifics: “I’m not sure I 

understand the question. Are you talking about leadership within our organization or are 

you talking about ministry leadership?” As with participants from other entities, Jim 

demonstrated through his follow up questions that he felt ambivalent about defaulting to 

a leader-discipler definition of leadership due to parachurch organizational baggage. 

Instead, he showed a similar tendency to distance himself from organizationally defined 

leadership as a contrast to leadership in church development ministry: “In terms of role, 

I’ve been in various leadership roles in the organization in the past; but at my own 

request, I stepped out of those a number of years ago to go do other things that I either 

enjoyed more or felt just really fit my gifting and passion better.” 

Alliance. Alliance represents the final pre-field training entity in the study. 

Due to specific historical factors that I will not discuss in order to preserve the anonymity  
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of the case, Alliance trainers and participants also struggled to reconcile both professional 

and organizational definitions of leadership with a leader-discipler operational definition 

that Alliance aspires to provide in field work for pioneer church development. 

Additionally, of all the training entities, the Alliance pre-field case perhaps most clearly 

embodies the potential that professional and organizational definitions of leadership 

represent for thwarting the establishment of a cohesive leadership development 

framework per leader-discipler priorities. 

I begin explaining this case by describing my conversation with George T, who 

serves as the church development training program organizer and primary instructor for 

pioneer cross-cultural church development at Alliance. My conversations with George 

and the participants demonstrate how Alliance emphasizes academic and parachurch 

organizational end goals in pre-field training and on-field church development work 

instead of local church-based foundations in a cohesive leadership development 

framework.  

As an illustration of that point, in our conversation George established a 

definitional contrast between leadership for pioneer church development versus Alliance 

professional and organizational leadership operations. With regard to defining pioneer 

church development as leadership, George explains that he feels that Alliance pre-field 

training for church development incorporates leadership expectations in challenging 

candidates to “just find potential leaders and empower them to do the work. So that’s 

very strongly––once again, depending on your definition of leadership––but from my  

perspective, that’s a very strong leadership component.” In this instance of explaining 

leadership, George alludes to the reality of disparities in leadership definitions and 

emphasizes a leader-discipler inclination of empowering others to take responsibility in 

church development. Having offered empowerment characteristics for church 

development as one view of leadership, George immediately clarified by contrasting that 
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perspective with the organizational reality with which Alliance functions, as if he needed 

to reconcile leadership as discipleship with the parachurch paradigm: “Now where that 

[perspective of leadership] falls in the Byzantine hierarchy of Alliance leadership, that’s a 

different conversation. But in the local community engagement with local stakeholders, it 

very much is [leadership], yes.” The term “Byzantine hierarchy” hearkens back to 

complicated, administratively burdensome and hierarchical parachurch leadership that 

George sets at odds with his definition of productive leadership for church development 

that he desires to base in a paradigm of follower empowerment. 

Even as George provides disparate definitions of leadership for the Alliance 

context, the question of a leadership development framework in Alliance pre-field 

training comes to light in the discussion I had with George regarding the intended pre-

field professional leadership development of future field workers. When I asked George 

what he considers as an ideal pre-field training process for church development, he 

acknowledged that Alliance currently urges completion of all professional requirements 

for church developers via a formal academic program prior to field allocation. However, 

as George reflects on the leadership development process and the ideal, he elaborates, “If 

we’re speaking of ideals, that wouldn’t be my ideal. But it’s the way the training program 

is set up. [Church development work] doesn’t require that. We’re seeking to get people 

into the program one way or the other, you know.” In other words, George confirms that 

professional and academic program pressures cause the organization to apply a 

pragmatic, less-than-ideal leadership development approach in their pre-field training, 

instead of their implementing a leadership development framework for training that 

would better support church development priorities. 

As with George, field workers Bob S and Pete L, both of whom participated in 

Alliance pre-field training, also felt significant tensions regarding leader-discipler 

perspectives of leadership versus Alliance organizational and professional leadership 
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expectations. I asked Bob S, who has more than nine years of experience in church 

development field work, “To what extent do you see your current ministry role as a 

leadership task?” Bob responded, “I’m not sure where you’re going with that. But as far 

as leadership goes, there’s two forms of leadership. One is my own role in leadership in 

setting the course and making decisions related to how we run things and where we’re 

going to go.” He then quickly adds, “But we’re actually training leaders.” Bob goes on to 

explain that while he has “never really wanted to be a leader at all” on the parachurch 

organizational side, on the side of training local leaders in church development he enjoys 

“seeing the transformation that’s happened in their life and to see them become leaders 

within their churches and communities.” With these and other comments, Bob clarifies 

that to the degree that his organizational leadership roles facilitate church development in 

limiting administration, hierarchy, and individualistic decision-making, Bob endures the 

organizational roles for the sake of leader-discipler opportunities. 

Bob’s growth as a leader also demonstrates a lack of a perceivable ministry 

leadership development framework for Alliance training. Based on his pre-field training, 

Bob arrived on the field prepared to take up a highly technical support responsibility to 

facilitate others participating in church development, only to discover that he could not 

do so for health reasons. As a result, Bob reconfigured his fieldwork to directly engage 

with church development tasks. I began conversing with Bob about his growth process as 

a leader by asking him to describe his pre-field equipping in relationship to his current 

leadership in church development. Bob responded: 

I’d say it’s basically irrelevant to what I’m doing now. . . . I’d never really wanted to 
be a leader at all, you know. In the last three or four years our team dwindled down 
to just us, my wife and I. So we became the de facto leaders. And now as we’re 
building another team back up, we’re still leaders. We’re still the team leaders. So I 
was happy before that to not be a leader but to feed ideas into leadership roles. I 
don’t consider myself a leader. I’m very much, very insecure in decisions, very 
much a team leader approach. . . . And then in the last several years, my wife and I 
have just been reading any kind of leadership book that we can get our hands on as 
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part of our normal routine. And trying to just grow in understanding what leadership 
looks like and how we can be good leaders. 

Thus, Bob confirms that his Alliance pre-field and ongoing training did little to connect 

him to a leadership development framework in which he could understand his growth 

into leadership responsibility, either organizationally or in terms of his work in church 

development. 

The final candidate in the study, Pete L, also completed his pre-field training 

through Alliance. He subsequently allocated to a cross-cultural context for church 

development. However, Pete explained that his Alliance pre-field training better equipped 

him to identify as a non-religious professional consultant rather than as a leader in church 

planting and development. I followed up by asking Pete, “What would you define as 

ministry leadership in the context where you’re working?” He responded, “I’d have to 

have something to pick from really. I don’t know how to give that to you yet.” Pete went 

on to explain that he felt dissatisfied with the tasks that his pre-field training defined as 

church development but that did not adequately promote discipleship engagement. Pete 

described the disparity that he experienced at length. 

The Alliance system also I guess is a bit of a—you’re training to be an expert at 
something. And maybe, you know, pleasing governments, having a role to play for 
people. The people pleaser in me has me not knowing when is the time to ruin my 
reputation, I guess. Like interaction with the government. . . . I’ve worked with them 
solely on a . . . help the people type—that has been my identity to them. And in 
many ways, that’s my identity online as well. And at some point, I figure that that 
identity will have to be thrown in the trash. But I’ve never stepped over that 
boundary yet. A lot of those people I relate with only to the extent that I know I’m 
not going to have an impact on them in a discipleship way. But I figure that it keeps 
doors open for me. . . . And in that way, I’ve kept my reputation pretty clean as far 
as online or things like that. . . . And at some point, I think that will all just have to 
be thrown in the trash and whatever I have left at that point, I’ll have to work with. 

With these comments, Pete establishes a strong contrast between his professional and 

organizational identities based on Alliance pre-field training versus the leader-discipler 

role that he feels church planting and development would require. 
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Not only that, but Pete infers that Alliance pre-field training did not place him 

within a leadership development framework suited to church planting and development 

tasks. I confirmed this with Pete by asking him whether Alliance pre-field training for 

church development would constitute the same training he would need for leading in 

church planting. Pete responded, “I think they are probably two different things.” As with 

the extended quote above, Pete went on to explain that he divided his field work into two 

categories. The one category, which Alliance describes as church engagement, constituted 

more “macro level” community development than church development. The second level 

constituted “micro level . . . church planting” that includes the previously mentioned 

discipleship relationships that Pete desired to participate in. In Pete’s view, then, the 

community development approach to church engagement for Alliance did not operate 

according to a leader-discipler definition and leadership development framework: “And 

I’m hoping that interaction [macro level] will work towards church planting. But on the 

micro level, the church planting, I think is not necessarily included, for instance, in the 

[church development training] track.” In this way, Pete concedes that he struggled to fully 

embrace the Alliance definition of leadership in professional and organizational terms. He 

also failed to identify a leadership development framework for church planting and 

development through Alliance pre-field and post-allocation training. 

Summary 

As previously indicated, in this chapter I first confirmed leader-discipler 

reference points for a ministry leadership definition based on the Jones and Wilder 

description of the Christ-following leader. I then introduced the five pre-field training 

institutions by discussing the perspectives of the fifteen study participants with regard to 

their default impressions of leadership. I also described the perceptions of leaders and 

participants regarding the presence or absence of a leadership development framework  
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for pre-field training that incorporates the local church. I postulated that to the degree that 

leadership takes on a prototypical meaning founded reactively in institutional structures 

that lack the Jones and Wilder discipleship dynamics, training leaders and participants 

demonstrated an aversion to embracing a leadership label for pioneer cross-cultural 

church planting and church development. By contrast, when trainers and participants 

proactively defined leadership in a discipleship-oriented perspective that harmonized 

with the Jones and Wilder discipleship dynamics outlined above, participant comfort with 

the leadership label increased. This chapter also revealed that due to less-than-clear 

definitions of leadership in pre-field training contexts, trainers and participants did not 

describe that their pre-field training adequately prioritized or emphasized a leadership 

development framework for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development. 

In the next chapter, I reinforce these findings by describing in greater detail 

what the trainers and participants express about the ideal relationship between leadership 

and discipleship in pre-field equipping for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 

church development via five features of discipleship that emerge in the cross-case 

analysis. These five features of discipleship complement the Jones and Wilder leadership 

definition and point back toward the local church as the environment that best establishes 

the discipleship process for a leadership development framework. While no single case of 

pre-field training intentionally implements the discipleship framework, the five features 

emerge over the course of the cross-case analysis as a viable approach to defining 

leadership development outcomes in a leader-discipler model that correlates with pioneer 

cross-cultural church planting and church development objectives. Thus, in the next 

chapter, I show how the data reframes and redeems Christian leadership definitionally, 

describes the features of a leader-discipler framework ideally, and elaborates on 

leadership development outcomes practically. 
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Evaluation of Research Design 

For the research design of this thesis, I adopted a qualitative, multi-case study 

approach in order to explore the training practices of five pre-field training programs that 

equip workers for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. By 

using multi-case analysis, this study effectively identified and confirmed training 

principles emerging from the equipping practices of the five entities included in the study. 

I selected a multi-case rather than single-case study in keeping with Robert Yin’s 

stipulation that multi-case designs are often considered “more compelling,” and “the 

overall study is therefore to be regarded as being more robust.”14 Creswell and Creswell 

concur that some researchers view multi-case designs as representing greater 

generalizability.15 Accordingly, this study also followed the recommendation of Creswell 

and Creswell that multi-case research should include four to five cases.16 The multi-case 

research design for this study thus achieved the primary aim of providing a rich and deep 

analysis of equipping practices and principles from a substantive range of Western pre-

field training perspectives. Bearing these general observations in mind, in the following 

discussion I describe more specific strengths and weaknesses of the research design. 

Strengths 

The research design for this study manifested multiple strengths. First, the use 

of a set of qualifying criteria helped me to identify all the Western training entities that I 

could possibly include in the study. While multiple of the five training entities have 

 
 

14 Robert K. Yin, Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 5th ed. (London, UK: Sage, 
2014), 57. 

15 John W. Creswell and J. David Creswell, Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and 
Mixed Methods Approaches, 5th ed. (Los Angeles: Sage, 2018), chap. 4, “Types of Case Studies,” para. 3, 
Kindle. 

16 Creswell and Creswell, Research Design, chap. 9, “Data Collection Procedures,” para. 4, 
Kindle. 
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affiliate or network trainers, nonetheless these five entities represented the extent of 

application of the qualifying criteria to my knowledge. 

Second, having identified all possible pre-field training entities to include in 

the study, I also increased the number of participants to provide richer and deeper 

participant insight. Per the original recommendation of Dr. Jones, I designed the study to 

include only ten interviewees, five trainers and five participants. However, after 

confirming with Dr. Jones, we determined that the study would prove more insightful 

with a greater number of participants representing each of the training programs. Thus, I 

increased the overall number of interviewees from ten to fifteen, one trainer and two 

participants for each of the five pre-field training programs. Indeed, I noted that the 

increase in the number of participants per entity significantly strengthened and confirmed 

the training practices and principles that emerged from the data. 

Third, the Participant Agreement Form allowed all interviewees to feel at ease 

because I guaranteed both individual and organizational anonymity. In that respect, I 

noted a number of times during the interviews that interviewees hesitated to share a 

perspective until I reminded them of this anonymity for themselves and their programs. 

As a fourth strength of the research design, the semi-structured interview 

protocol served effectively after I incorporated input from Dr. Jones to make several of 

the questions more open-ended. This approach provided both sufficient structure and 

adequate flexibility to address the research questions while allowing for the emergence of 

both candidate individuality and key training principles throughout the interviews. 

Furthermore, the time stipulation of one hour per interview gave ample opportunity for  

the conversations to develop without a sense of constraint or restraint from participants. 

Fifth, the research design functioned positively in the fact that I first 

interviewed the trainers from each of the programs in order to understand their overall 

pre-field training program design, philosophy, and practices. Once I interacted with each 
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of the trainers, I then had positive opportunity to follow up with the participants in light 

of what the trainers communicated. This helped me to confirm or question trainer 

perspectives from the point of view of the practical pre-field training experience of the 

participants.  

Sixth, the design benefited in that I proactively engaged the trainers to seek 

their input as to what participants to interview from the field. This proved positive for the 

research design because I noted that my adopting this stance earned trainer buy-in and 

made the trainers less suspicious of the intentions of the study and thus more eager to 

share openly in cooperation with the study.  

Seventh and in a related way, the trainers actively engaged in endorsing the 

study and putting me in contact with the participants that they each recommended. In 

fact, I successfully connected with all the recommended participants, without having to 

resort to secondary choices that would represent less than optimal conversations from the 

viewpoint of the trainers. 

Eighth, my personal history in cross-cultural field work, curriculum 

development for cross-cultural training, and teaching in pioneer missions allowed me to 

quickly build rapport and credibility with the trainers and participants from the pre-field 

programs. While several interviewees came across as guarded early in the interviews, the 

study benefited from their dropping their guard relatively quickly. 

Finally, in spite of the geographic separation from interviewees, the study 

design proved positive in the use of video and voice calls in every case, with little to no 

technological difficulty. Frequently the medium allowed for reading of body language 

that helped to direct my approach to rephrasing interview questions and understanding 

participant responses, hesitancies, confusion, or level of agreement. The video design also 

helped me profitably leverage my own experience in both ethnographic and oral 

proficiency interviewing for second language and culture acquisition. 
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Weaknesses 

In spite of the overall positive outcomes of the study based on an effective 

research design, the design also manifested several weaknesses. First, I noted over the 

course of the interviews that the time lapse for participants from their previous pre-field 

training context introduced multiple potentially confounding variables into the 

interviews. For example, several of the participants conceded that they just did not 

remember specific events to confirm their experiences in pre-field training for certain of 

the research questions. While at no point did I feel that this limited the ability of the study 

to draw out training practices and principles, I nonetheless sensed the frustration and 

uncertainty from interviewees on occasion in that respect. In a related way, I noted that as 

participants moved toward the present, they tended to demonstrate more positive opinions 

about their pre-field training due to changes in pre-field training philosophy over time. I 

particularly observed this program philosophy change with regarding to how several of 

the pre-field programs currently prioritize the local church more than they have in the 

past in their pre-field training. However, again I feel that the study adequately 

compensated for these program philosophy changes in how the analysis represented the 

pre-field programs in a balance of overall interviewee perspectives. Another potentially 

confounding variable related to time had to do with how participants determined the 

influence of pre-field training in leadership development outcomes in their lives in light 

of all the developmental experience that they have had. Occasionally participants would 

express the fact that they were not sure which particular experience most impacted their 

leadership development in a certain area of outcomes. 

As a second weakness, the research design would have benefited from my 

conducting pilot tests of the interview protocol prior to implementation. While I have had 

a great deal of interview experience, nonetheless I found that my sensitivity to tendencies  
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of interviewee response over the course of the fifteen interviews enabled me to more 

effectively nuance questions as the interviews moved forward. 

Third, the research design would have potentially improved with face-to-face 

interviews with participants on site at their pre-field training and field locations. 

However, given the fact that the interviewees literally live around the world, this 

approach proved prohibitive in time and expense. 

In the mix of both strengths and weaknesses, nonetheless this study produced 

very valuable perspectives to inform the training practices and principles for the five pre-

field programs in the study. This current chapter introduced the rich and deep cross-case 

analysis of the multi-case research design in that light. In the next chapter, I present five 

discipleship features that emerge from the research study of the five pre-field training 

programs that train leaders for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development. 
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CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS PART 2 

Having discussed in the previous chapter the disparities in participant 

perspectives of leadership development based on trainer and participant ambivalence 

toward an unqualified concept of leadership, this chapter explains how trainers and 

participants favorably interacted with the concept of Christian discipleship. I take this 

approach in order to build on the previous chapter by positively reframing leadership 

development in terms of Christian discipleship using the Jones and Wilder leadership 

definition and leadership dynamics. Namely, the data agrees with Jones and Wilder that 

cross-cultural church planters and church developers must (1) emphasize Christian 

leadership (2) premised in mutual Christ-following (3) submitted to the authority of 

God’s Word (4) for the purpose of discipleship for effective service.  

In order to demonstrate the relationship between leadership and discipleship 

from the perspective of trainers and participants, I use the Jones and Wilder leadership 

definition to posit a basic framework for Christian leadership as discipleship for pioneer 

cross-cultural church planting and church development. This basic framework modifies 

the MAWL categories commonly used to describe Christian discipleship.1 In the 

discussion below, I describe how the interview data reveals five comprehensive and 

interrelated features of discipleship for leadership development that emerge in the 

acronym RTCEE (Relational influence, Teaching, Co-laboring, Evaluating, Entrusting) 

for any pre-field equipping environment where pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 

 
 

1 J. D. Payne, Discovering Church Planting: An Introduction to the Whats, Whys, and Hows of 
Global Church Planting (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2015), 125. 
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development serve as primary goals. In order to explain the five features, I define each 

feature and use examples from the case interviews to illustrate how trainers and 

participants feel that particular feature of discipleship contributes to leadership 

development outcomes. As discussed in the literature review, critical leadership 

development outcomes for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development include character (ontology), evaluative wisdom/understanding 

(epistemology), values/affections (axiology: ethics and aesthetics), and competencies 

(praxis). 

In the process of explaining the five features of discipleship per leadership 

development outcomes, this chapter also describes how pre-field equipping environments 

interact with environment variables in promoting or detracting from the  

outcomes. As defined in the literature review, pre-field equipping environments include 

local churches, cross-cultural training institutions, and Bible colleges and seminaries.  

While this study focused on the pre-field environment of cross-cultural training 

institutions for pioneer church planting and church development, the research sub- 

questions also interacted to varying degrees with the other key training environments of 

local churches and Bible colleges and seminaries. Within the equipping environment of 

cross-cultural training institutions specifically, this subsection discusses the equipping 

environment variables that occur most frequently in the data, including training program 

formality (formal, informal, and nonformal), program time, program flexibility, 

residential and nonresidential programs, and program expectations for post-allocation 

equipping. 

Finally, while the five discipleship features function more or less 

chronologically, any one of the features illustrates a key reality in the data, namely that 

all the features intersect, interact, and interrelate as an organic complex of component 

perspectives in the framework. This reiterates another data reality, that while the pre-field 
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Table 2. Major data categories and constructs 
 

Category Constructs 

Five 
discipleship 

features 
as a basic 

framework 
for Christian 
leadership 
(RTCEE) 

• Relational influence: discipleship in leadership by establishing 
credible authority through modeling growth toward godliness and 
effectiveness in ministry as a co-bearer of God’s image 

• Teaching: discipleship in leadership through teaching others and 
instructing others to teach 

• Co-laboring: discipleship in leadership through teamwork in 
ministry as co-followers of Christ  

• Evaluating: discipleship in leadership through systems, 
procedures, and frameworks for assessing effectiveness for and in 
ministry 

• Entrusting: discipleship in leadership through delegating 
responsibility for and commending others to leader-discipler 
ministry 

Leadership 
development 

outcomes 

• Character (ontology) 
• Evaluative wisdom/understanding (epistemology) 
• Values/affections (axiology: ethics and aesthetics) 
• Competencies (praxis) 

Pre-field 
equipping 

environment 
variables 

• Program formality (formal, informal, and nonformal elements) 
• Program time  
• Program flexibility 
• Residential and nonresidential programs  
• Program expectations for post-allocation equipping 

 
 
 
cross-cultural training institutions serve as environments where discipleship occurs  

through incorporation of the five discipleship features, the local church provides the 

environment where leaders can best establish comprehensive discipleship for participants 

within a leadership development framework. 

Relational Influence 

As the first discipleship feature, relational influence involves “discipleship in 

leadership by establishing credible authority through modeling growth toward godliness 

and effectiveness in ministry as a co-bearer of God’s image.” The interview data 

establishes the need for an emphasis on interpersonal authority via relational influence as 
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a feature of discipleship for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development. The feature of relational influence especially merits attention because of 

the significance of interpersonal relational competence for leader-disciplers serving in 

pioneer cross-cultural work. As previously discussed, the literature review confirms that 

learners in new language and culture environments must grow to become astute, credible, 

and competent leader-disciplers who model authoritative truth based on the worldviews 

found in those specific contexts. Thus, relational influence exists as leaders gain 

sufficient relational credibility to influence followers via a derived authority to which 

both leader and follower ultimately maintain accountability. Additionally, in terms of 

informal levels of authority, followers who come to faith also bear ongoing discipleship 

responsibility for one another through relational influence based on an interpersonal 

authority to exhort and encourage each other. According to the Jones and Wilder 

leadership-as-followership model described in this study, trainers and participants derive 

their positional and interpersonal authority for relational influence from co-followership 

of Christ under the authoritative truth of the Scriptures directed toward discipleship into a 

shared vision and mission greater than the leader’s. The shared vision and mission for 

pioneer cross-cultural work centers on the establishing and strengthening of the 

institution of the church among unreached language groups. 

Leadership Development Outcomes for 
Relational Influence 

The following discussion of relational influence explains how the cross-case 

perspectives of trainers and participants confirm this study’s definition of this feature for 

cross-cultural church planting and development. In this subsection, I use the cross-case 

analysis to validate and illustrate the discipleship feature of relational influence on the 

basis of what the interview data reveals about leadership development outcomes in the 

areas of character, evaluative wisdom, values, and competencies. Where relevant, I also 
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define and incorporate specific pre-field equipping environment variables as they affect 

the application of relational influence to leadership development outcomes (see table 2 

above). I discuss relational influence extensively because this feature provides a 

foundation and context for all the other features. Without adequate time and opportunity 

for relational influence, other features of discipleship fail to resonate, reverberate, and 

solidify into the substance of leadership development outcomes in the lives of those who 

follow. 

I begin describing this feature from the interview data by illustrating how 

trainers and participants show general intuitive awareness of the concept of relational 

influence for leadership as discipleship definitionally. Having provided this general 

support for relational influence, I further buttress the definition by working through the 

four areas of leadership development outcomes, beginning with values and moving 

through character, evaluative wisdom, and competencies. In discussing each of these four 

areas of outcomes, I highlight the aspects of leadership development that feature most 

prominently in the data for relational influence. 

Multiple interviewees demonstrate intuitive awareness of specific aspects of 

this study’s definition of relational influence as a generally significant feature of 

discipleship. Throughout the interviews, trainers and participants make reference to key 

components of the definition, including (1) interpersonal influence through relationship, 

(2) modeling godliness for credibility, and (3) relationally based leadership authority for 

cross-cultural ministry effectiveness. For instance, Engage Director of Training Rich B 

conveys the overall priority of relational influence as he explains the connection between 

leadership, discipleship, and interpersonal influence through relationship: “In fact, 

leadership is really influencing other people to be able to get a job done, right? So if 

you’ve got a job to do, how do you get it done? And you can’t do it yourself? Well you 

influence others to get it done, right? That’s really what leadership is, I think.” In contrast 
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to previously mentioned objections that Rich had raised regarding formal leadership 

terminology in equipping for pioneer church planting, here he demonstrates a willingness 

to use the leadership label, provided that the label is juxtaposed with the discipleship-

based qualifier of interpersonal influence through relationship. Furthermore, in the same 

paragraph Rich also confirms the overt connection between the process of leadership as 

relational influence generally and discipleship for effectiveness in church planting and 

development specifically.  

So your new believers are soon going to become your team. So you need to involve 
them quickly, you need to disciple them strongly, you need to influence them—and 
we would call that discipleship, right? You need to influence them to get the mission 
done. And the mission is to grow a mature church. So we don’t talk in terms of—we 
won’t call that leadership [in our program]. But it is. It’s discipleship toward the 
goal, right? It’s discipleship. So influencing those around you.  

Even without my asking about relational influence directly, Rich stipulates that relational 

influence through interpersonal authority in discipleship incorporates those discipled into 

the larger vision and mission of the Great Commission, namely the establishing of mature 

churches. In another interview, Tony J also assumes a connection between leadership, 

discipleship, and relational influence when he states, “If leadership is getting influence, 

then obviously there’s some level of leadership that has to occur as part of the church 

planting effort.” After he explains the process of giving leadership on multiple levels of 

modeling and discipleship throughout the church planting effort, he summarizes, “But, 

yes, it’s a constant, constant leadership from beginning to end.” 

Additionally, per Tony J’s statements and according to the definition of 

relational influence, modeling surfaces as a second critical concept that undergirds 

credible authority for leadership in discipleship. In their recent book on Christian 

leadership, Irving and Strauss explain this process of leading through relational influence 

as modeling. 

If leadership is primarily about control through positional power, asking followers to 
do what they are told regardless of the leader’s example may work to a limited 
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extent. However, if leadership is more about influence than control, the positive 
example and model of a leader is essential.2 

When I asked training participant Gene L to describe what most impacted his perspective 

of ministry leadership in pre-field training, he connected concepts of leadership and 

discipleship to the modeling of spiritual life.  

Modeling, leading, and showing, through our lives and through the Word. There’s a 
massive amount of input that can be given through that. And then discipleship: a 
leader and a disciple or a discipler and a disciple is inherently a leader-follower sort 
of relationship.  

As discussed more fully later, statements like this confirm the definitional concept that 

leader-disciplers who effectively establish relational influence intentionally model the 

character, evaluative wisdom, values, and competencies that they wish to use as means of 

influence for leadership development. 

Finally, in support of this study’s general definition of relational influence, 

interviewees serving in pioneer church planting also express thoughts regarding the 

significance of relational influence applied to cross-cultural ministry practically. For 

example, Jim J discusses the fact that in his cross-cultural setting, leadership works best 

through relationally based consensus-building rather than command-giving. He explains, 

“I place a strong value on leading by either persuasion or consensus rather than 

command. So I think it’s a much healthier way to lead, if you get buy-in from people than 

just telling people what they’re going to do.” Such reflects the aspect of the definition of 

relational influence in which leaders establish authority through interpersonal rather than 

positional power per se.3 Other interviewees juxtapose this cross-cultural relationship 

 
 

2 Justin A. Irving and Mark L. Strauss, Leadership in Christian Perspective: Biblical 
Foundations and Contemporary Practices for Servant Leaders (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2019), 17. 

3 Irving and Strauss express a similar concept: “As leaders emphasize personal authority over 
positional authority, the development of a community with authentic partners becomes more of a 
possibility. Fostering collaboration in communities is best accomplished when individual team members 
are seen . . . as partners in shared work and common agendas.” This does not mean that positional authority 
ceases to exist, but rather becomes secondary in a discipleship relationship. As Irving and Strauss go on to 
explain, “The aim is not to eliminate power. . . . The aim is to recognize where power is present, and then 
to draw on healthy and empowering sources of authority rather than coercive sources that diminish others.” 
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dynamic of leadership as influence with the practical outworking of their ministries based 

on what they learned in pre-field training. For example, training participant Sam C 

expresses that cross-cultural ministry leadership occurs “in the active leading of others—

persuading of others . . . you know—persuading, leading, encouraging, convincing.” In 

similar fashion, trainer George T describes a scenario where a cross-cultural worker had 

to rely on relational influence to build trust over many years in order to ultimately give 

leadership in a specific cross-cultural situation.  

But that is the slow motion, trust building, partnership, just relational necessity that 
was there. He could’ve come in, he could have started paying people and gotten 
things rolling sooner. But the trust that he earned in those seven years ensured that 
they were hungry for the Word of God, . . . instead of [their] sitting there going, why 
are you doing this?  

George continues to explain the application of relational influence to cross-cultural 

reality: “The rest of the world isn’t time-oriented, they’re relationship-oriented. And you 

and I know this kind of dialogue. It’s not known everywhere.” In explaining the time 

component of leadership as discipleship in cross-cultural terms, George affirms trainer 

and participant perspectives regarding the general definition of relational influence 

through the aspects of (1) interpersonal influence through relationship, (2) modeling 

godliness for credibility, and (3) relationally based leadership authority for cross-cultural 

ministry effectiveness. 

Values for relational influence. Having established interviewee support for 

the general definition of relational influence, I now further validate relational influence 

by describing leadership development outcomes in areas of values, character, evaluative 

wisdom, and competencies for this feature of discipleship. I begin with a discussion of 

values that pre-field training programs promote in order to emphasize relational 

 
 
Irving and Strauss, Leadership in Christian Perspective, 62–63. This perspective of the right balancing of 
personal and positional authority in Christian leadership also harmonizes well with the Jones and Wilder 
leadership definition and dynamics for discipleship. 



   
 

131 
 

influence. Critical categories of values for relational influence that emerge in the data 

include (1) creating informal relational connection through varied equipping approaches 

and (2) prioritizing the sending role of the local church as a foundational source of 

relational influence. 

First, the data shows that pre-field training programs that understand and value 

relational influence create time and space for multiple equipping approaches, including 

informal opportunities for training. In contrast to structured classroom and institutional 

environments that represent formal training, I define the nonformal training environment 

variable as “leadership equipping through nonformal means, such as nonresidential 

programs that emphasize ‘seminars or training sessions.’”4 I discuss both formal and 

nonformal instructional settings under the discipleship feature of teaching below. 

However, the third type of learning context, informal training, constitutes perhaps the 

most significant of the three for relational influence. According to James Estep in A 

Theology for Christian Education,  

The third and least recognized or acknowledged setting is informal or socialization. 
One learns by living in and experiencing a culture or society. Learning may or may 
not be regarded as intentional, but it does take place. In fact, socialization is often 
the most life-changing learning format in any setting.5 

Different configurations of pre-field training determine how to blend the three 

educational approaches in keeping with the value of relational influence. Each kind of 

program faces unique challenges in the process. 

 
 

4 James R. Estep, Jr., Michael J. Anthony, and Gregg R. Allison, A Theology for Christian 
Education (Nashville: B&H, 2008), 17. In contrast, formal education represents learning that “is 
intentional, structured, and institutionalized by a set of predetermined learning objectives and methods 
primarily in a classroom environment.” 

5 Estep, Anthony, and Allison, A Theology for Christian Education, 17. Speaking specifically 
of the historical connection of Christian instruction and socialization in the context of the church, Estep et 
al. argue similarly: “From where did the Christians prior to the modern era receive spiritual direction and 
instruction? It was through their involvement within the community of faith (socialization) and the 
instruction of the church to its members (curriculum),” in James Estep, Roger White, and Karen Estep, 
Mapping Out Curriculum in Your Church: Cartography for Christian Pilgrims (Nashville: B&H 
Publishing, 2012), 60. 
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For example, nonresidential pre-field programs must proactively engage the 

challenge of ensuring sufficient face-to-face and interpersonal interactive opportunities 

between trainers and participants, as well as among participants interpersonally, in order 

to cultivate relational influence for discipleship. In support of this concept, trainers and 

participants in one particular nonresidential training program in this study describe 

multiple creative ways that trainers organize the participants in order to facilitate 

discipleship through relational influence. First, the nonresidential program emphasizes 

one-on-one mentorship relationships that include a sizable written and spoken discussion 

component through Zoom and similar technologies on a regular basis. As one trainer 

conveys, over the course of a two to three-year period and hundreds of online 

assignments that include interpersonal discussion questions in a set progression of 

curriculum, “the discussion, and the amount of discussion you have, builds relationship.” 

Likewise, a participant in the same pre-field program confirms that over the two to three 

years of the program students regularly “access [discussion] content, respond, and then 

start discussions with their tutors, with the teachers. And also communication amongst 

their peers, others going through the material, and engage in a group context in that way.” 

Second, the nonresidential program reinforces relational influence through regularly 

spaced and required one-on-one, face-to-face meetings between mentors/trainers and 

participants. One student confirms that she even moved geographic locations for the three 

years of her training in order to more easily “meet up with mentors” in person at least 

every six months. Third, the nonresidential program affirms relational influence by 

scheduling Skype or Zoom calls at regular intervals with participants. A program trainer 

explains these calls every six to eight weeks. 

[The calls are] pretty informal, but there’ll be some things we’ll always talk about. 
How are you tracking with the program? What opportunities are you having in your 
church? Are you talking to your church about what you’re doing? And then just 
talking about general life. We’ll Skype for about an hour. 
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Finally, one nonresidential program referenced in this study encourages relational 

influence through conducting quarterly joint workshops and an “end of the year . . . mini 

conference, like a retreat. And everyone will get to hang out for three or four days.” As a 

trainer for the program summarizes,  

It’s like, in all our training and all our developing, . . . there’s an aspect to that—
discipling for the Great Commission—there’s an aspect to that which is really 
spiritual and really soft. Isn’t there? And so we want that to be nurtured and 
strengthened in doing that.  

With these remarks, the trainer encapsulates the value of informal but intentional 

socialization in relationship building for leadership development in nonresidential 

programs. 

Two of the other programs in the study represent a blended residential 

approach that mixes formal, nonformal, and informal activities. Again, in these cases, 

trainers and participants intuitively link the concept of discipleship to those informal 

activities that represent interpersonal opportunities for relational influence. In both 

programs, candidates have required daily classroom hours as a formal requirement. 

However, when I asked one program participant to explain what he meant when he said 

that the pre-field training program demonstrated that “leadership is really closely tied to 

discipleship,” he responded at length in terms that reflected discipleship as relational 

influence in informal settings in his pre-field training. 

Because to me, being taught by Sam, and asking a question afterward. Or having 
lunch with Jim—was very valuable to me once a week. Or talking to Bruce on a 
side conversation. Those were just really valuable to me. And so I would consider 
that [discipleship] to have happened. And even from other men who we were there 
with. Like our classmates. They have done that in some extents to me. I would 
consider being directed to the right books, or being directed to the right passage, or 
being told the right thing, or being told the practical experiences, all to be under that 
category. And I think to me it was done well and invaluable. . . . That to me, that all 
falls under the heading of that. . . . And we were there when there’s like fourteen 
people in class. So I mean, you can ask a question whenever you want. 
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While this participant acknowledges formalized teaching in a classroom setting as a 

feature of discipleship, he connects the essence of discipleship to the informal 

opportunities in the program that involve interpersonal interaction in relationship. 

The two blended residential programs also incorporate other regular activities 

that create what they describe as interpersonal discipleship opportunities. First, in both 

programs, staff take responsibility for small cohorts of couples and singles and meet with 

them in training groups and in a one-on-one format throughout the year or years of pre-

field training. One trainer explains the value of this regular meeting as he describes 

elements of effective training. 

So the first part of the answer I give you is that I think in a training program it is 
critical to build into it a time element where you can get to know the students and 
build relationships of trust. And trust does not happen overnight. And so by them 
seeing us engage in their lives, being vulnerable, and having that give-and-take so 
that the trust develops, we’re actually able to help them on needed growth points. So 
that’s on the mentoring side. 

With these comments, the trainer notes the interpersonal vulnerability that creates trust 

and gives trainers authority to speak into participant lives with credible authority. The 

trainer also points out the environment variable of sufficient relational time for 

discipleship, which functions as an important factor for relational influence.  

In the other blended residential program, a trainer describes the relational 

intentionality of similar informal meeting opportunities for discipleship. He states that in 

their program, in addition to having bi-weekly small group meetings, staff husbands and 

wives meet individually with the men and women of their training groups respectively. 

He summarizes the benefits in modeling language: “And so again, now, now you’ve 

broken that down further to another . . . interaction with staff modeling, leading, leading a 

person by being with them in the learning process.” This concept of modeling through 

informal interaction over time resurfaces in another discussion of socialization, as trainers  
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and participants engage together in regular life activities. In the words of one trainer with 

extensive church planting experience:  

We see it as an everyday thing, where you are living in there, where you’re 
modeling, you’re not hiding. Where every day you represent the Lord Jesus Christ 
in an incarnational and a representative way. . . . We value high investment in the 
students because they need to be highly invested in their church plants. And so that 
is a goal that we have, is to have the right people who are influencing our students in 
that regard. 

In his words describing high relational investment, this trainer focuses less on formal 

teaching and more on the conscious intentionality of sustained relational influence as 

modeling for discipleship. 

A third type of program in the data represents a formal residential approach to 

training based in a highly academic format. The data showed that this program struggles  

the most with the creation of relational influence in pre-field training. However, even 

with the highly academic nature of this particular program, the trainer recognizes the 

need for informal activities for discipleship purposes. He explains that because of the 

structure of the program and due to their broad confessional base in theological 

perspectives, they do not primarily focus on spiritual development in their relational 

influence activities.  

But there are eighty different denominations represented [in our pre-field training]. 
So when you start doing any discipleship approach or spiritual formation approach, 
it’s like, “Oh, who’s approaches are you going to use? And by extension who’s are 
you going to exclude?”  

The trainer does state that each staff member “is encouraged to take on students as prayer 

partners, and we have chapel.” But he concedes, “Yeah. It’s completely voluntary on both 

sides. And so, once again, we’re not going to impose any one brand of spirituality. But 

most students participate in that, most professors participate in that. And those are always 

wonderful relationships, really.” While the trainer acknowledges the value of these 

informal relationships between staff and students for relational influence, I had difficulty 

finding supporting evidence from the participant interviews that reflected strong 
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appreciation for the modeling of ministry in relationships with staff members in this 

particular pre-field program. 

Finally, the last program type represents residential nonformal programs that 

heavily depend on relational influence that occurs before and after their defined pre-field 

training. Programs like this must very intentionally structure and coordinate 

interconnected discipleship objectives for relational influence with local churches and on-

field receiving entities and personnel. For this reason, in one particular program of this 

type, the trainer talks about the fact that they do not intend to model leadership as 

discipleship through relational influence in the pre-field cross-cultural training per se: “I 

don’t think we have that as a goal.” One participant in the program confirms that the pre-

field training program does not provide significant opportunity for informal relational 

influence: “You know, in our training, we get a lot of sessions, like one-off sessions from 

just different people who come in and speak for an hour, hour and a half. And so there 

wasn’t a lot of, you know, one-on-one interaction with those kinds of people.” Instead of 

expecting that kind of discipleship through relational influence to occur in this segment 

of pre-field training, the trainer for this program describes the ideal training scenario as 

one in which the bulk of pre-field training occurs in the context of the local church, and 

then the training process continues post-allocation through an established on-field 

training network. However, the trainer confirms that the efficacy of this training approach 

depends heavily on the both the consistency and intentionality of local church 

discipleship, as well as the quality of trainers who receive candidates on the field. As I 

previously commented, the trainer also laments the fact that organizational bureaucracy 

complicates the effectiveness of a cohesive discipleship process and leadership 

development framework for the pre-field training program. 

This last point relates directly to the second value area for relational influence 

that emerges from the interview data, namely the priority role of the local church for 
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implementing relational influence to serve as the sender of cross-cultural training 

participants. The data confirms that some trainers and participants understand that local 

churches exist as unique socialization environments that organically and biblically 

function as foundational in the continuum of equipping workers for ministry leadership, 

particularly through nonformal and informal components. As I will discuss below under 

competencies for relational influence, most of the training programs explicitly state that 

local churches in fact carry primary discipleship responsibility for participant sending. 

Ideally, then, local churches only delegate authority to pre-field programs for specialized 

training for cross-cultural church planting and development. One trainer explains this 

ideal as a program value. 

We as a training program are trying to serve the church who has sent them to us to 
add one particular element only. Which is, yeah, this cross-cultural impact training. 
How can I actually become this person that can impact at a worldview level, people 
from another culture and linguistic context? The churches have very clearly said, 
“Yes, please do that for us. We want to send this family somewhere.”  

Other comments from the interviews also reveal that the pre-field training programs 

generally strive to value the church as sender. For example, a participant in a 

nonresidential training model states directly, “[My pre-field training program] is not my 

sending organization, the church is. So they’re trying to work more and more with the 

local churches and improve that partnership type of thing.” In fact, this participant relates 

the very structure of her nonresidential training approach to local church sending. 

I think that’s one of the key reasons that they went to the off campus style as far as I 
understand it. . . . I remember one face-to-face session that we had, one of the topics 
in one of the talks was . . . called a sent sender of senders. So it’s talking about, the 
church sends people out to train people up to then send people out. Like it’s the job 
of the church, not the job of an organization. Like . . . that’s part of what the church 
is. Organizations in theory should be more about providing specialist equipping that 
maybe the individual church can’t. 

Likewise, on behalf of the third pre-field equipping program, another trainer states that 

they connect candidates to local churches in pre-field training “because we highly value 

the local church here in the sending country.” In the fourth program, a participant also 



   
 

138 
 

confirms that the pre-field training process emphasized “a dimension of church 

mobilization and church partnership and training on how to stay connected with churches 

that sent you and churches that are praying for you.” Finally, in the fifth training context, 

one participant stated that in their pre-field program, they at least received information 

“related to how to speak with partners and things like that, too.” Per the description given 

by the participant, the “partners” in this statement included his local sending church, 

though he comments that the training program emphasizes local church sending in a 

limited way. 

As indicated in the above discussion, pre-field training programs demonstrate 

values for relational influence in prioritizing the church as sender and by varying their  

equipping approaches for training. However, the exploration of the leadership outcome 

area of competencies later will show that descriptions in the data for the church as sender 

grow more complex when the sending responsibility of local churches involves 

intentional relational influence through the church actively serving to disciple future 

cross-cultural workers into ministry leadership and in the church assuming long-term 

leadership authority for pioneer cross-cultural workers in the field. This demonstrates that 

the definition of local church sending remains ambiguous in aspects of how local 

churches and pre-field training programs value and prioritize relational influence through 

the local church providing credible, practical authority for discipleship and leadership for 

pre-field training and field ministry. As the literature review describes, the history of local 

churches delegating cross-cultural missions virtually wholesale to parachurch entities, as 

well as the longstanding volunteerism of cross-cultural workers in pioneer cross-cultural 

missions that functions independently of local church input, creates complexity in how 

churches operate as senders of pioneer church planters as they implement the church 

planting task. In light of these historical realities, local churches frequently demonstrate a 

lack of engagement in the pioneer church planting task such that they can serve 
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competently as knowledgeable and effective senders for pioneer church planting ministry. 

I will discuss certain of these discipleship and leadership deficits in describing the role of 

the local church in competencies below. 

Character for relational influence. First, however, having discussed the area 

of values, I move on to consider key leadership development outcomes for the feature of 

relational influence in the areas of character and evaluative wisdom for cross-cultural 

church planting. As previously stated, character serves as one of four areas of outcomes 

for relational influence: values, character, evaluative wisdom, and competence. 

According to the interview data, certain character prerequisites contribute significantly to 

healthy relational influence for leadership development in pioneer church planting. While 

I am not claiming this as an exhaustive list, the character traits that follow nonetheless 

prove essential for cultivating relational influence because they create pathways for the 

positive modeling of relationships in biblical terms no matter what the cultural context. In 

the interviews, pre-field trainers and participants outline commonly recurring and 

interrelated character traits for relational influence that include Christ-following identity, 

shepherding love, humble servanthood, the heart of a learner, and the closely related 

character cluster of urgency, passion, endurance, and commitment. 

Multiple statements from trainers and participants describe Christ-following 

identity as important for relational influence in pioneer church planting. This character 

trait also parallels key aspects of the Jones and Wilder leadership definition and 

dynamics. Participants describe what pre-field training taught them regarding the 

significance of modeling identity for relational influence (1) in the grace of Christ-

following (2) through the danger of managing identity without convictional and 

confessional clarity (3) based in the security of connecting to the corporate body of the 

church as an identity support structure. 
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First, several candidates express the significance of modeling their identity 

based in the grace of Christ-following. They particularly explain how the reality of 

Christ-following redeems and validates their leadership modeling efforts in relational 

influence. For example, according to one participant, because God serves as the one 

believers follow: 

We help them understand who their true Leader is, and who our true Leader is. . . . 
And so obviously there’s . . . a lot of guiding, a lot of leading, in the pulling them 
along sense. Even if we obviously were screwed up and we have made mistakes and 
don’t always have the best example. But we have an example and that’s been 
evident to us, because of the graciousness of our good Father that we still, in our 
imperfections, are showing people that there’s something different. . . . And 
convincing them of who our true Leader is—there’s a lot of leadership involved in 
that. 

With these comments, this participant describes the security of identity based in the 

gracious assurance of leading in relational influence through following despite 

recognizing that he imperfectly models the example of One who does not fail. Similarly, 

in discussing giving leadership cross-culturally, another program candidate conveys the 

grace of God in the fact that God provides primary leadership to cross-cultural efforts: 

“The thing that came to my mind is that [God’s] the one leading this charge. So in that 

way, we’re following his leadership. And his leadership in the big sense, but then also his 

leading in the smaller and more daily things.” With these words, the participant confirms 

God’s grace to give leadership in the multi-faceted, delegated management of church 

planting through human Christ-followers. 

Additionally, in discussing Christ-following as an essential character trait for 

the discipleship feature of relational influence, candidates also contrast the grace of 

Christ-following over and against the danger of managing identity without convictional 

and confessional clarity. These dangers in identity management prove critical because the 

remaining unreached people groups primarily exist in very challenging environments for 

cross-cultural church planting. As described in the literature review, due to governments  
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and religious systems that express hostility to the gospel, workers frequently need to 

establish credible business and other non-religious platforms to justify their in-country 

presence. However, these tent-making identity platforms, if not thoroughly grounded in a 

primary identity of personal Christ-following, can distract workers from church planting 

leadership tasks. This lack of convictional clarity appears in various forms. For example, 

a pre-field training participant expresses his frustration in navigating as a community 

development worker with no clear Christ-following identity in one such context. 

Like interaction with the government. . . . I’ve worked with them solely on a . . . 
help the people type—that has been my identity to them. And in many ways, that’s 
my identity online as well. And at some point, I figure that that identity will have to 
be thrown in the trash. But I’ve never stepped over that boundary yet. A lot of those 
people I relate with only to the extent that I know I’m not going to have an impact 
on them in a discipleship way. 

While discarding his identity as a community developer would not solve this worker’s 

problem, nonetheless his words confirm that pre-field training did not prepare him to 

manage his community development role in healthy tension with and premised upon his 

Christ-following identity foundation. In a contrastive way, another worker positively 

conveys the dilemma of remembering his Christ-following identity in a creative access 

environment where he serves in a professional tent-making role for ministerial purposes.  

And this is a big deal for us obviously in our context, . . . us knowing what our true 
identity is and being comfortable. . . . Getting used to that [in pre-field training] was 
really nice. That’s one of the things I think we were the most—and you and I talked 
about this briefly, . . . but the security hasn’t been a big deal. . . . We know who we 
are, right? We are children of our Father and we’re messengers of the King. That’s 
who we are.  

In his comments, this worker notes the fact that he can publicly identify himself as a 

professional worker, rather than feeling the typical pressure to label himself a missionary 

or religious worker. In fact, his secure identity as Christ-follower gives him this freedom 

and concurrently extends opportunities for him to provide relational influence through 

leadership in discipleship. In a similar conversation, two individuals in a comparable 

context describe that when cross-cultural workers seek to maintain a missionary label as 
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their primary identity rather than prioritizing their security as Christ-followers, the 

resulting fear can cripple them: “I would say that 80 percent of the families in our city 

have left in the last two years for a number of causes. But fear—let’s just be honest—fear 

is the biggest reason.” Another participant also relates the value of understanding Christ-

following identity particularly for wives whose husbands must provide this kind of 

identity leadership for such settings. 

And so I think it’s important for the man to be really comfortable with that. Cause 
most women are not as comfortable. . . . But I think especially for women here, it 
can be hard. And so if you haven’t really thought well through it. . . . Like fearing a 
knock on the door. . . . If they knock on the door, we’re students, and we are. And 
I’m perfectly comfortable with there being a knock on the door while [my husband 
is] not here. And politely turning away an official because I don’t know where the 
paperwork is or whatever, you know. Where other women like—that is a daily thing 
that they have to [pray] about. 

Finally, candidates describe Christ-following as an essential leadership 

character trait for the discipleship feature of relational influence through the security of 

connecting to the corporate body of the church as a support structure for Christ-

following. As one field worker explains, his pre-field training encouraged him that in 

order for him to model leadership as discipleship through relational influence, he had to 

first understand his identification with Christ’s church: “Because to understand their 

identity, they have to be taught and they have to be modeled what their identity in the 

global and worldwide and biblical church looks like.” In contrast, another training 

participant laments the fact that after he completed his pre-field training, he had to 

overcome a parachurch organizational identity in order to prioritize a church-based 

identity in the cross-cultural context.  

The trajectory of my training I don’t think helped me too much towards the local 
church. . . . Just because of when I look back and I think about corporate identity. 
And I don’t think corporate identity was the local church. It was the organization, 
and so I have to question whether the trajectory of the training was that way.  
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Thus, this field worker clarifies the significance of having to consciously realign his 

corporate identity with the support structure of Christ-following in the church rather than 

a parachurch institution. 

In addition to the character trait of Christ-following identity, trainers and 

candidates also emphasize the importance of shepherding love for the discipleship feature 

of relational influence. One trainer conveys the way that he notes participants maturing in 

giving this kind of leadership over the course of their training.  

So young leaders tend to lead brashly and maybe aggressively. But as you mature as 
a leader, you learn about leading through grace, leading through love, and the 
shepherd idea of leadership. So if they’re not on that scale of learning what that 
means to be a shepherding, loving leader here while we’re working with them, just 
in the initial stages, they’re really not set well for what they want to go do in church 
planting. So I think it’s huge.  

Here the trainer confirms that in order to cultivate effective relationships in future pioneer  

cross-cultural work, participants must begin to learn pre-field how to demonstrate 

gracious and caring love in their approach to guiding those around them. Another trainer 

affirms that in their multi-year pre-field training process, they also monitor the 

development of this character trait in the lives of participants: “So do they love 

people? . . . And so they’ve got a heart and a love for people because that’s just what 

they’re going to do wherever they are in the world. So observing that, . . . how they 

interact with others around them.” In these statements, the trainer describes the 

connection between loving people and interactional influence through a concern for 

cultivating relationship. Similarly, when I asked one long-term field worker what he 

learned about giving leadership in his pre-field training, he also expressed in pastoral 

terms ideas of shepherding through directed, loving influence.  

You know, a leader needs to provide direction. . . . A leader is not necessarily a 
pastor, but there is obviously some type of pastoral role. You need to care for the 
people that you’re leading. A leader needs to—and part of this is caring—serve the 
people that they’re leading.  
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Here this field worker cannot escape the connection between pastoral care and leadership 

as relational influence. Additionally, he also alludes to the next character trait emphasized 

in the data for Christ-following leaders, that of humble servanthood. 

As with Christ-following identity and shepherding love, so also humble 

servanthood appears frequently in the interview data as a primary character trait for 

leadership in discipleship through relational influence. Candidates describe this trait in 

terms of how they experienced humble servanthood (1) through trainer modeling and (2) 

in pre-field program teaching. Even though the teaching component of humble 

servanthood also intersects with the second discipleship feature of teaching below, in 

order to avoid redundancy, in this current section I will discuss both the modeling and 

teaching aspects of humble servanthood for pre-field training. 

Various trainers and training participants confirm the significance of modeling 

for the development of the character trait of humble servanthood. Even after many years 

of living in a field setting, one training participant particularly remembers his program 

trainers as “approachable” people who “wanted to serve us.” Another participant 

describes how trainers discipled her with a humility modeled through relationship that 

created profound and influential admiration. 

The discipleship aspect, for example, seeing that played out. I guess also just in 
getting to know the people who were running the course, . . . seeing their lives and 
getting to know them, having a ton of respect for them and just seeing the humility 
in the way that they were living out the stuff that they were teaching. . . . The lived-
out example of humility by people that I have a huge amount of respect for, which is 
a lot for me to say, was very helpful. 

When I asked the participant to explain her statements about how this humility 

contributed to trainer credibility and her huge respect for them, she elaborated,  

I guess what I’m saying is when I say I highly respect them, I have a ton of respect 
for them. . . . I have seen, not because they’ve talked about it so much, but have seen 
what a huge thing they’ve done and what a huge impact they’ve had on the world in 
terms that really matter. And to see the humility in the midst of that is a cool thing I 
think.  



   
 

145 
 

As indicated, this example of humility brings together many components of the definition 

of relational influence used in this study: leadership, discipleship, modeling, relationship, 

interpersonal credibility, and growth in godliness.  

In a related reflection on humble servanthood, a pre-field program trainer 

connects trainer modeling to humility intentionally expressed in trainer approaches to 

classroom teaching.  

Even the way we give instruction in a classroom, to really urge and expect our staff 
to do this with . . . humility. Even when you, content-wise or experience-wise, you 
have a lot more than the people you’re working with, but hopefully we’re modeling 
how you manage that in a humble way. 

Again, in this example, the trainer acknowledges that relational credibility depends on a 

humble posture, even in the spoken delivery of ministry experience and teaching content. 

This last quotation also serves as a segue to the fact that in addition to aspiring 

to model humble servanthood for participants, effective pre-field training programs 

prioritize this character trait in their formal and nonformal teaching about cross-cultural 

pioneer church planting. Even though trainers and participants do not describe this 

instruction in terms of the discipleship feature of relational influence per se, they 

nonetheless acknowledge both biblical and practical precedents for the value of humble 

servanthood in leadership in a way that confirms relational influence. In terms of biblical 

precedents, one participant now living in a field setting explains,  

And then at the same time, there was good teaching on . . . just looking back at the 
Greek on all the various words for slave-servant and kind of walking through them 
and what they mean and what their contexts are and how they should apply to 
us. . . . If you look across at your peers or others, not comparing yourself, being a 
servant, being willing to live sacrificially for the Lord. 

This participant goes on to describe that particular teaching segment in pre-field training 

as one of the most profoundly impactful of the whole program. Likewise, another training 

program participant states that they were taught that “a huge part of leadership obviously 

in the [Bible]—and . . . what we heard at school was that, like—it’s servant leadership,  
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right? So you’re the lead servant. . . . You get to serve more than anyone else sort of 

thing. So I do think that I expect that to play out.” In this statement, the participant 

connects what she learned in training about biblical servant leadership to actionable field 

application. 

In terms of practical precedents, programs also taught actionable applications 

of humble servanthood for the individual, the team, and the community. With regard to 

the individual, a training participant conveys, “I think one of the most helpful things there 

[in pre-field training] was really kind of building a servant ethos in the individual and 

really getting a good—there was a strong teaching element on not being entitled for 

certain things, which was very helpful.” Another trainer expresses an application of 

relational influence for teams in describing pre-field teaching that emphasizes “how to 

relate to your field team from a position of humility.” Finally, a third trainer expresses the 

significance of teaching about humble servanthood for cross-cultural worker engagement 

with local communities where they will live: “One of the things we strongly emphasize is 

just a servanthood ethos toward the host communities that we are going to. And trying to 

emphasize, we do have the answer, but we don’t always know their questions.” Here the 

trainer reiterates the fact that in cross-cultural settings, workers must learn to 

contextualize biblical applications through a posture of humility. 

This discussion of humility relates closely to a fourth character trait 

significantly discussed in the interview data, that of a learning heart for relational 

influence in cross-cultural church planting. As previously indicated, field workers must 

intentionally learn their way into host communities in order to establish credible 

interpersonal authority for effective cross-cultural church planting ministry. The interview 

data indicates that pre-field training programs emphasized the character trait of a learning 

heart for participants (1) through trainer modeling and (2) in program teaching. 
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In terms of trainers modeling a learning heart, the comments of one trainer 

encapsulate the intention well. The trainer reiterates that leaders model relational 

influence when they see themselves as co-learners alongside other followers, in this case 

the training participants. Thus, in their pre-field training program, they describe that 

trainers need to relate to students formally and informally in ways that “put us as teachers 

in a place of being co-learners with our students. We are not people who have arrived, 

who are done learning, who are done maturing.”  In these comments, the trainer 

emphasizes co-followership for learning together in mutual growth toward godliness. In 

other words, a learning heart reinforces the definitional distinctives of relational influence 

as trainers deliberately acknowledge for participants their shared followership position as 

co-learning co-bearers of God’s image. 

In addition to the significance of trainers modeling a learning heart, all five 

pre-field training programs also specifically teach and discuss the importance of this 

character trait for field workers in pioneer cross-cultural church planting. Much of the 

teaching emphasis relates to the previously mentioned fact that field workers must 

recognize that they have to intentionally learn their way into host communities in order to 

establish credible interpersonal authority for effective cross-cultural church planting 

ministry. This particularly applies to pioneer work among the unreached in light of the 

sobering and complex responsibility of the task. Thus, in one pre-field training program, 

the trainer expresses that over the course of training, they plan to see participants develop 

“that real approaching it as a learner. And this is what you want—they feel the gravity of 

what’s ahead of them, they feel the gravity of the task—and you want that.” Likewise, 

another program trainer confirms, “We want to prepare them for the next step and not try 

to convey to them that they’ve received a type of training that would require nothing 

more—that they’re done, they can go and do work now. We’re like, you’re just getting 
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ready to go learn.” Similarly a third trainer interconnects leading, humility, and a learning 

heart when he expresses,  

And then hopefully promote a humble learner’s posture so that they can learn . . . 
once they hit the ground, the specifics of their context. . . . We’re really trying to set 
people up to go as learners. . . . So in whatever sense leading is learning with a 
posture of humility—that’s what we’re trying to build in.  

A fourth trainer underscores the same point in that their program seeks “to help people 

realize that a more appropriate posture is one of great humility because you haven’t 

actually done this thing yet that you’re now excited about.” Lastly, the fifth trainer 

summarizes well that the heart of learning applies frequently and perpetually: “And that 

we have to spend a great deal of time taking the position of a learner. We have to 

constantly do that throughout our careers.” 

Finally, a fifth and final character trait emphasized in pre-field programs for 

relational influence centers around the cluster of traits variously described as urgency, 

passion, endurance, and commitment. For the purposes, of this study, I will discuss these 

traits all together using the shorthand of urgent endurance. These traits prove significant 

for relational influence because they provide both rationale and intentional persistency 

for cultivating eternal relationships with co-bearers of God’s image for the purpose of 

pioneer cross-cultural church planting and development. For example, in relating the two 

concepts in the context of pre-field training, one training participant describes how the 

program impressed upon them the need for urgency and endurance in reaching unreached 

peoples.  

This least-reached people group, these people who are currently living and dying 
without access to God’s Word. And that is the reality that we are working towards 
constantly and are seeking to keep in front of our minds. . . . [That] allows us to be 
working day-to-day towards a goal. 

In a similar way, a participant from another program conveys the healthy tension between 

these two concepts through the use of the one label of “urgency” to relate both urgency 

and endurance: “It’s not just an urgency to go. I think there’s an urgency to stay, and I 
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don’t mean overstay. But stay long enough to do what you went there to do,” namely to 

see a mature church established in that setting. This character trait cluster also proves 

crucial because frequently candidates underestimate the endurance they will need to 

achieve the task as efficiently as possible. In the clarifying words of one trainer, church 

planter, and former pre-field training participant,  

I think one thing that changed . . . going into the training was an understanding of 
the lifetime commitment that it was going to be being a church planter. . . . That as 
we were going to be a part of, you know, seeing that church birthed and being 
spiritual parents, that this was going to be a lifetime commitment. So I would say 
that’s something that we grew . . . in through the training. 

As described thus far for the discipleship feature of relational influence, 

trainers and participants from the five pre-field training programs validated this feature 

definitionally, as well as through emphasizing specific leadership development outcomes 

in the areas of values and character in their training. After presenting definitional 

validation, I discussed how effective training programs underscore values that support 

relational influence, including (1) varying their equipping approaches to incorporate 

informal socialization and (2) prioritizing the local church as sender. Following that 

treatment of values, I then explained five character traits that effective pre-field training 

programs stress that undergird leadership in discipleship via relational influence: Christ-

following identity, shepherding love, humble servanthood, the heart of a learner, and 

urgent endurance. 

Next, I turn to leadership development outcomes for pre-field training 

programs in the third and fourth areas for relational influence, evaluative wisdom and 

competencies respectively. Before discussing competencies, I begin by briefly explaining 

one key mechanism through which program trainers engage evaluative wisdom in 

relational influence, namely graciously allowing participants to share vicariously in their 

pioneer church planting field experience.  

 



   
 

150 
 

Evaluative wisdom for relational influence. In order to effectively model 

evaluative wisdom through relational influence, trainers ideally possess the above values 

and character traits and desire for participants to learn to evaluate with wisdom 

themselves in order to discern how best to implement the modeled values and character 

traits for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and development. Specific areas of 

informal relationship contribute to this growth in evaluative wisdom as trainers relate to 

participants. Much learning in pre-field training for evaluative wisdom occurs 

vicariously, as trainers relate to candidates informally through their own healthy pioneer 

church planting experience. Granted, participant growth in evaluative wisdom would be 

optimized by the opportunity to share in actual ministry experience with other leaders, 

though that occurs less frequently in pre-field training than in local church settings. 

Again, this study postulates that cohesive leadership development frameworks must 

move beyond relational influence at the pre-field training level to the actual sharing of 

life and eventual ministerial experience through co-laboring and eventual entrusting. I 

describe that deficit in shared ministerial opportunity by pointing back to the local church 

as the best context for such experiences under the discussion of competencies below, as 

well as in the discipleship features of co-laboring and entrusting later in this study.  

Nonetheless, effective pre-field programs cultivate evaluative wisdom for 

relational influence as trainers share their church planting and development experience 

with participants vicariously. This sharing of experience happens as pre-field trainers 

humbly and purposefully model the principles of their implementation of any field-based 

relational influence in the course of relating to participants in pre-field training. In order 

not to belabor the point, this section succinctly captures three key ways that trainers share 

their church planting and development experience with candidates as a means of 

increasing candidate ability to evaluate wisely in relational influence terms. The 

interview data indicates that these informal relational opportunities include  
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(1) establishing credible, experience-based authority for discipleship relationships with 

participants, (2) modeling ministry relationships with participants that parallel field 

relationships for purposes of participant learning, and (3) solidifying relational 

foundations to encourage participants in evaluative wisdom longer term. 

As indicated above, effective pre-field trainers relate to participants by 

vicariously sharing their church planting experience as a means of increasing participant 

evaluative wisdom. Trainers contribute to this goal when they first establish credible 

authority via their field and ministry experience for the purpose of cultivating influential 

discipleship relationships with participants. In the interview data, multiple participants 

note the significance of trainer experience for building credible authority for relational 

influence. For example, one participant describes that his pre-field trainers earned 

leadership credibility because “they were people who had experience in the field. They 

were people that were knowledgeable in the areas that they were providing training.” 

When I asked another participant about the pre-field training factors that most contributed 

to his own ministry leadership development, he noted his appreciation for formal and 

nonformal pre-field learning contexts and other pre-field ministry experiences. But with 

regard to field preparation, he clarified that specific trainers proved very influential 

because “I mean, overseas contexts—so contextualized mission and all those types of 

things—they’re very tough to learn apart from those who have actually done 

contextualized mission.” In another interview, I asked a participant what leadership-

related evaluative wisdom he most appreciated in his pre-field training. He immediately 

pointed to the credible authority that trainers gained through vicariously sharing their 

field experience.  

Leadership by example, what most people had done, right? . . . And that includes 
many specific daily tasks—parenting, marriage, relationships with locals, 
relationships with foreigners—all those things were modeled to some extent by their 
experience and their encouragement in pointing us in the right direction. 
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Here the participant not only describes how trainers earned leadership credibility, but he 

specifically identifies relationship-specific leadership activities that represent valuable 

modeling through shared experience. Finally, another interviewee conveys the credibility 

of leadership authority stretching through history all the way back to Christ himself. 

And you lead by example—follow me as I follow the Son. And obviously there’s a 
lot of men at that place and women who really have followed him in a very faithful 
way and been used by him in really powerful and impactful ways. And just to hear 
stories after stories is—well, that’s leadership in itself. Because there are people 
who have gone before us—not to this place maybe, but to other places. And so, I 
mean, to me, reading a book about Adoniram Judson and pointing us in that 
direction is leadership too, right? So guiding us, there’s leadership. 

Thus, with these statements, the participant frames vicarious learning from trainer church 

planting experiences within the continuum of credible testimony from God’s faithful 

work through his designated leader-disciplers throughout time. 

Not only do trainers build credibility through their ministry experience by 

sharing that experience vicariously for the purpose of reinforcing evaluative wisdom, but 

they also have opportunity to model ministry relationships with participants that parallel 

field relationships for purposes of participant learning. For example, one trainee notes 

that he observed a significant difference in relational modeling in the pre-field program 

between trainers who had worked in pioneer church planting and development and those 

who had not. Thus, the participant establishes an important connection between the field 

ministry experience of his trainers and the fact that they engaged trainees from a 

relational perspective.  

Folks who have been there and done that and been through a church plant, they 
understand that when you’re mentoring, it’s not a job. It’s a relationship. And I feel 
looking back reflectively, that they see it differently than those who have not been 
involved in a church plant. 

With these and other comments, this participant describes his strong affinity for those 

whose approach to training included building relationships with trainees that paralleled 

how they worked in pioneer church planting. In another training program, I asked a  
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participant what qualifications trainers should have in order to take up their roles. In his 

response, the participant makes field experience a prerequisite for trainers establishing 

credibility with participants. However, he also immediately links that experience to 

informal relational influence when he states, “Well, hopefully having done it well 

yourself would be one. And then your ability to interact with other people in a way that 

actually encourages them to do better. I think those would be two prime qualifications.” 

As additional support, I cite a trainer for a third program who acknowledges the 

importance of connecting participants to trainers with field experience in informal 

relational settings: “We’ll get them much more involved with experienced church planters 

like Jim and Sue, or John and Betty, or other people. And that’ll be like going up and 

staying up at [their home] for a week in their cottage—this has happened pretty 

regularly.” Thus, while not every trainer must have the same level of field and ministry 

experience, the data indicates that trainers and participants note the fact that effective 

trainers support the area of evaluative wisdom for relational influence when they create 

opportunities for genuine interactions that parallel field relationships to facilitate 

participant learning. 

Third and finally for this point, participants vicariously share their church 

planting experience as a means of increasing participant evaluative wisdom as they 

solidify relational foundations to encourage participants longer term. Again, the training 

environment variables of time and informal socialization manifest themselves in this 

aspect of relational influence. Various participants describe the valuable relationship 

continuity that resulted from interpersonal foundations established by trainers in pre-field 

training programs. I asked one pre-field training participant who now serves as a trainer, 

“When you think about your ministry success that God’s grace has given to you, how 

much of that do you attribute to your pre-field equipping process?” The participant’s first 
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response affirms the significance of ongoing learning through relational connection with 

pre-field trainers. 

Highly, because we built relationships where even when we were overseas and we 
had the support network of [a field team], we still continued to write back to those 
who had poured into us during the training and asking them questions. So their 
influence carried on. Even so, one of them came to visit us [in the community] and 
continued that relationship. And afterwards, we were able to continue building those 
relationships. And it’s just very, very critical. Those relationships, and them pouring 
into us their very lives, not just the expertise, the knowledge base they had. 

While this participant emphasizes the acquisition of knowledge from pre-field trainers, he 

couches the value of that knowledge within the intentional relationships that trainers 

cultivated and maintained with the participants for the long term. Through the foundation 

of those relationships, trainers continued to strengthen the evaluative wisdom of his field 

work. Not only that, but the same participant describes how this relational approach for 

the vicarious sharing of field experience in order to increase evaluative wisdom 

contributes to a multi-generational discipleship outcome.  

And that’s why it’s hard to measure, because those relationships that were modeled 
to us and were poured into us influenced us in our church planting. But also it 
influenced now who I am now as a person. . . . Because I believe that by giving 
myself to these students, it will impact them as church planters. And you know 
what? Hopefully some of them beyond that will give to being a part of giving to 
more church planters. 

Other trainers and participants also reinforced the relational influence of 

informally sharing credible experience that increases evaluative wisdom for participants 

in long-term relationships. In another pre-field context, a participant conveys his 

appreciation for the credibility trainers earned through their experience, allowing the 

trainers to have ongoing input into participant field settings.  

And so [our trainers] have a lot of resources that they have access to and that 
they’ve engaged with that they’ve shared with us and allowed us to read and grow 
and give feedback on and start a dialogue that thankfully has continued and we 
really appreciated that.  

Again, here the participant establishes that the interpersonal investments pre-field created 

the necessary relational influence for the participant to trust the trainers with ongoing 
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field input for increasing his evaluative wisdom. Yet again, another trainer reiterates a 

similar outcome and hope as his team cultivates intentional relationships with participants 

over multiple years. The trainer describes the joy of this experience.  

[It is a] unique thing of when somebody gets to the end of the program, . . . you 
really care about each other. That’s a good place to be . . . You know what I mean? 
It’s like, I love you. Like, we really care about each other and we really want you to 
succeed. And then hopefully there’s the engagement back when they go. And so 
how do you quantify some of that stuff, Mike?  

While this trainer feels the elusive nature of explaining the informal relationship-building 

that he describes, he nonetheless expresses concretely how the relational influence 

between trainers and participants creates possibilities for continued input from trainers 

after candidates have moved on to pioneer cross-cultural church planting contexts. 

Competencies for relational influence. In previous subsections, I explained 

interview data support for the definition of relational influence. I also described what the 

data reveals about leadership development outcomes for this discipleship feature in areas 

of values, character, and evaluative wisdom (see table 3 below for a summary of the 

leadership development outcome areas for relational influence).  

Next I explicate the competencies that pre-field training programs emphasize 

that support relational influence. In order to discuss this leadership development outcome 

area from the interview data, I adopt the construct of subsidiarity to explain the 

telescoping reality of competencies for relational influence. As Al Mohler expresses, 

subsidiarity conveys “the Christian, theological, and ethical principle that reminds us that 

it is the smallest unit of order and meaning that is most efficient and faithful, which is 

why we look to marriage and the family as the base unit of civilization.”6 This 

subsidiarity perspective finds additional support in the words of Irving and Strauss, who 

 
 

6 Albert Mohler, “The Briefing: Monday, February 3, 2020,” accessed June 30, 2020, 
https://albertmohler.com/2020/02/03/briefing-2-3-20. 
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stipulate that without individual competency in self-awareness and self-regulation, 

leaders cannot demonstrate adequate competency in other-awareness for family and 

beyond.  

Emotional intelligence, applied to leadership, emphasizes the importance of the 
personal and social competence in the leader. This includes themes such as leader 
self-awareness and self-regulation (personal competencies) as well as leader 
empathy and social skills (social competencies).7  

The Bible reflects a similar concept in describing leadership qualification for church 

elders and deacons (1 Tim 3:1-8). While the passage does not organize the ideas in terms 

of subsidiarity, the Scriptures nonetheless agree that an aspiring leader of the church must 

sustain a testimony “above reproach” that (1) entails qualities of self-management that (2) 

manifest themselves in his “managing his own household” that (3) qualify him for “the 

office of overseer” in the church. Additionally, given the fact that the qualifications in 

these verses have to do with providing oversight to the household of God, the telescoping 

reality of subsidiarity in Christian leadership functions as thoroughly communal: 

communion with God, family, and church. After all, the elders oversee “God’s church,” 

implying that through God’s personal nature, he relates and delegates authority to leaders 

to function through credible relational influence in order to shepherd God’s family by all 

following together after the God who leads and guides them. 

Given the fact that pioneer cross-cultural church planters and developers serve 

as leaders with delegated authority to oversee God’s household in second-culture 

contexts, the telescoping leadership responsibility also applies to them. In other words, 

pioneer church planters must (1) lead themselves well in right relationship with God (2) 

in order to lead their families competently (3) in order to lead God’s household or 

potential household. On occasion, cross-cultural contexts may also require leadership in 

secondary ways, like leading a church planting team or a support team in representation 
 

 
7 Irving and Strauss, Leadership in Christian Perspective, 10. 
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or extension of a household of faith. One pre-field training participant and church planter 

aptly summarizes this telescoping responsibility in reflecting on his experience of 

providing leadership through relational influence in pioneer cross-cultural church 

planting.  

You are influencing in leading possibly your own team, at least your family. And 
then as you move in, there’s a certain sense of leadership, . . . depending on the 
context, but sometimes they will attribute to you . . . a voice and an influence within 
the culture itself, within the community itself. Even before you ever open your 
mouth and do anything specifically, regarding like Bible teaching or anything like 
that. There is a sense of leadership that you have often—in our case I would say 
that—within . . . the community you are in, sometimes just because of who you are. 
But then obviously you’re leading in the whole beginning process, trying to lead 
people to Christ, you’re leading the infant church until there’s leadership 
established. . . . But, yes, it’s a constant, constant leadership from beginning to end.  

Again, as these comments evidence, the participant assumes that all of these concentric 

leadership roles are inherently relational and require competency in relational influence 

under the authoritative principles of God’s Word. These comments also harmonize with 

the construct of subsidiarity and the biblical principle of concentric competencies for 

relational influence. 

Based on biblical leadership principles and extra-biblical support, in this 

subsection I organize competency outcomes for relational influence per the concentric 

circles of responsibility that emerge in the interview data: (1) self-management, (2) 

family, and (3) church. In the process, the data also exposes weaknesses for any 

leadership development framework and process that does not incorporate the local church 

as the substructure for developing competencies for relational influence for pioneer cross-

cultural church planting.  

In the first concentric circle, the interview data shows that competencies for 

relational influence begin with participant growth in self-management, which I define as 

“the motivation and capacity to prioritize and balance requisite responsibilities through 

self-direction and self-evaluation.” In this subsection, I describe what the data 
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emphasizes for competency development in self-management for both residential and 

nonresidential pre-field training programs. 

In the interview data, nonresidential programs prove more flexible for 

promoting learner growth in competency for self-management in a natural environment 

and a normal routine of life. Trainers and participants in nonresidential programs 

particularly strive to increase competency for participants in areas of self-sufficiency, 

self-discipline, balancing multiple life responsibilities, and self-evaluation. I will briefly 

illustrate each of these competencies through interview perspectives from nonresidential 

program trainers and participants. 

First, in the self-management competency area of self-sufficiency, one 

participant explains that even though she engaged in nonresidential pre-field training, the 

program nonetheless strongly recommended that participants move away from home into 

a context where they would assume responsibility for their own life decisions as they 

worked through the various aspects of the program. She explains,  

If you’ve never moved out of home, it can be helpful part of the training before you 
then move overseas to have to experience in your own culture and in a setting that 
you’re more comfortable in, living by yourself, having more independence, making 
more of your own decisions, that kind of thing. . . . I think that was a helpful aspect 
as well. 

Here the participant states her understanding of the program rationale for the 

recommendation, namely that she might gain greater self-sufficiency and independence in 

managing a normal routine of life in her home country as preparation for a cross-cultural 

setting. 

Second, effective nonresidential programs strive to help participants develop 

the self-management competency of self-discipline. In fact, one pre-field trainer in a 

nonresidential program indicates that because of the high-pressured reality of pioneering 

field contexts, they intentionally push the students to demonstrate self-discipline in order 

to prove their readiness for field work: “So it’s self-paced. . . . But it was really designed 



   
 

159 
 

in a way that it would also be a filtering process, right?” The trainer goes on to illustrate 

how different participants learn to step up to the challenge of developing self-discipline 

over the course of their program time. In agreement with the trainer, a participant from 

that program now living in a pioneer church planting setting retrospectively confirms her 

positive impression of the program in terms of self-discipline in light of what she 

experiences in the field.  

So the format obviously that I was following was I wasn’t living on a campus. So I 
was still working and involved with my local fellowship while I was training. I 
found that to be helpful. . . . I feel like the training that I did required a lot more self-
motivation to actually do it and finish it. . . . I feel like there’s a lot of benefits to that 
as opposed to living in a campus sort of situation. 

Finally, in agreement with these perspectives, a nonresidential trainer explicitly connects 

their assessment of participant self-management to leadership responsibility and to self-

discipline.  

So leadership in the sense that you need to be a self-initiator. So you need to have 
personal drive to meet a task. If you don’t have that, I’ve got concerns about your 
suitability to be able to do the task. So if you’re not somebody who can set yourself 
to something and stick to it, achieve it, and get a good result. 

These words reinforce the argument for self-management as a related but concentric 

competency for any greater leadership responsibility, given that the trainer links positive 

personal leadership in self-discipline to the potential for providing motivated leadership 

to the church planting task. 

In addition to self-sufficiency and self-discipline, the self-management 

competency of learning to balance multiple life responsibilities also emerges as 

significant in non-residential pre-field training. For example, one nonresidential trainer 

confirms that their program time varies between two and four years on average due to the 

life commitments of participants. But he clarifies that they prefer this program flexibility 

in order to allow for growth in participant self-management for learning to balance pre-

field training alongside other normal responsibilities, including involvement with their  
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local sending church. Thus, he emphasizes, “And so [the program] is highly flexible and 

there’s not one size fits all as far as the timeline. There just isn’t.” Participants from the 

program also discussed their awareness of this particular training priority and the way 

they learned to managed life responsibilities in the process. For example, one participant 

explains,  

Anybody can start at any given point. So there’s therefore no deadlines that anything 
has to be submitted by. So you work through it at your own pace. I think the goal is 
that you should be able to do it in about two years, but it just depends what other 
commitments you have outside of that as far as work or university or whatever. . . . I 
think it took me about four years from start to finish. 

She confirms that in her situation, she learned greater balancing of responsibilities while 

completing the pre-field training, including how to stay closely involved with her sending 

fellowship: “But yeah, I was working and had quite a few commitments in my home 

fellowship and study group and stuff like that. . . . In reality it was all part of the 

training.” Yet another participant describes how he and his wife benefited from the 

flexible nonresidential format as they learned over six years to balance multiple life 

responsibilities concurrently: “But over the period of time, over that six years say, we 

learned a lot of skills in business, in professional life, in dealing with conflict. . . . And 

that really prepared us in ways that if we had gone after two years, I think we really 

would have struggled in that.” In the mind of this participant, who now lives in a pioneer 

cross-cultural setting, the competency for balancing multiple responsibilities that he 

gleaned from the nonresidential format prevented practical and interpersonal difficulties 

for their future church planting work. 

Finally, in addition to self-sufficiency, self-discipline, and learning to balance 

multiple life responsibilities, effective nonresidential pre-field programs also emphasize 

participant competency for self-management through self-evaluation. One participant in a 

nonresidential pre-field program articulates a summary of the four competencies for self-



   
 

161 
 

management, even as he specifically describes developing self-evaluative competency in 

nonresidential pre-field training for pioneer church planting. 

And that gives you the opportunity to, over a longer amount of time, really assess 
and see people in a community and in more of an analog of the situation that you 
would see on the “field,” . . . how people react. So for example, this model, the 
nonresidential model, has the ability to model what life without constant oversight, 
without constantly being required to hand in assessments, hand in projects—would 
look like. And then if people can model a successful ability to do that here, then 
hopefully, God willing, there is going to be a flow-through effect of that. . . . That is 
something that we didn’t come into the program having a good grasp of, that sort of 
self-direction, self-motivation. All through elementary school, high school, 
university—you’re always very segmented and very guided in your learning and it’s 
very compartmentalized. However, the work that we’re working in is so much 
broader and so much more self-directed and there’s not necessarily going to be 
someone that is able to speak into your context, make decisions for you. And they 
won’t be the one pushing you along. It will be, it will have to be of necessity, you 
having your eyes on the goal and pushing on towards that yourself. 

Thus, this participant, who later successfully transitioned to a cross-cultural context, 

reflects clearly on the complex reality of self-management in pioneer work and the 

benefits of having developed pre-field competencies during his time in nonresidential 

training in self-sufficiency, self-discipline, learning to balance multiple life 

responsibilities, and self-evaluation. 

In addition to nonresidential training emphasis on self-management 

competencies for relational influence, effective residential programs also acknowledge 

the need for candidates to develop competency in this first circle of responsibility. 

Descriptions from trainers and participants in residential programs cover a similar range 

of competencies for self-management that include self-sufficiency, self-discipline, 

learning to balance multiple life responsibilities, and self-evaluation. 

First, in the interview data from residential programs, one trainer describes, 

through the competency of self-sufficiency, how self-management relates to future 

leadership in discipleship through relational influence: “And just individually, if they’re 

not leading their own life well, they’re going to go to a region in the world where all the 

props are taken away and they’re not going to have an overly paternal leadership in their 
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life or discipleship opportunities.” Thus, not only does the trainer convey concentric 

circles of subsidiarity from self- to other-leadership, but he also explains the reality of  

pioneer cross-cultural contexts that require a great deal of self-sufficiency in self-

management for progressing in ministry. In another statement, a trainer in a residential 

program explains the fact that the competency of self-sufficiency also relates to well-

rounded self-management through ample life experience: “Young people that come out of 

high school, either MKs or just out of the churches, and they have no ministry 

experience, no life experience—we don’t accept them into the training program.” Unlike 

the flexibility of a nonresidential program, in this situation the trainer expresses that a 

residential program has no option but to push potential candidates back toward local 

churches or another environment in order to acquire a minimal competency in self-

sufficiency. For similar reasons, some of the residential programs in the study require 

university training for the purpose of giving time for students to grow in this area. As 

another trainer explains, students with these sorts of life experience backgrounds 

demonstrate greater capacity to grow in competency for self-sufficiency commensurate 

with pioneer church planting requirements: “And the older students typically would have 

gone through—you know, some sort of a timeframe where they’ve grown in maturity 

through different skills, maybe through a university.” Thus, the trainer concedes that in 

point of fact, residential programs do not have the capacity to manage the whole cycle of 

competency development in self-sufficiency, which again points back to the need for a 

leadership development framework that includes local churches. 

Second, effective residential programs also strive to help students develop the 

self-management competency of self-discipline. In one interview, a participant describes 

how he voiced his frustration to pre-field trainers that they did not provide enough 

accountability to some students who, in his estimation, were not taking specific training 

requirements seriously enough. However, after the participant allocated to a field context, 
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he reflected back on his pre-field training approach to the area of self-discipline. As he 

explains, in the field setting he discovered,  

We have to be able to hold ourselves accountable to some degree and be disciplined 
enough to move forward with what we’re doing [in the field]. And I think—so I 
think that was actually a good aspect of our training. Because the people who 
struggled have struggled.  

While perhaps these comments demonstrate a deficit of accountability in the pre-field 

program for the assessment of participant readiness to move on to the field, nonetheless 

this participant recognizes that his pre-field training assisted him to develop a 

competence for self-management in self-discipline. 

Third, in addition to helping participants cultivate self-management 

competencies in self-sufficiency and self-discipline, the data demonstrates that effective 

pre-field training also points participants toward competency development in balancing 

multiple life responsibilities as preparation for pioneer church planting. One trainer uses 

the term “competencies” to describe how their pre-field program obliges participants to 

juggle responsibilities through good time management: “And then what kinds of skill 

areas, competencies, even in managing their time. Living out a more disciplined approach 

to life than maybe they’ve been used to in order to get so many things done.” As these 

comments indicate, the concepts of efficiency and prioritization of tasks applies in this 

competency area. A program participant agrees:  

But, you know, it was brought up to our attention at training. I’ve got to read 150 
pages tonight. I’ve got a language session tomorrow to prepare for. I’ve got to listen 
[to language recordings]. And my kid’s going crazy. What do we do now? So those 
things, because you live [residentially]—the format and context is excellent, it really 
is.  

In another such statement, a participant in one residential pre-field program describes that 

this area of competency in balancing multiple life responsibilities had great field 

relevance for him and his wife.  

Because I think the biggest challenge is figuring out—for our current context—is 
how do we balance this? We got a bunch of stuff we need to do. And how do we  
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balance it every day? . . . But when a lot of stuff hits the fan on a given week, it can 
get stressful. And that’s what’s good about both the context and the format [of our 
pre-field training]. 

Finally, the interview data shows that effective residential pre-field training 

programs increase participant competence for self-management in self-evaluation, 

especially in light of Christ’s resources for them. As an example, one trainer explains that 

they intentionally developed and modeled a self-evaluation tool for candidates to apply in 

their pre-field program and also to use longer term.  

And we worked into that a personal growth plan that they learn how to develop at 
the end of their first semester, identifying two or three areas where they need to 
grow. . . . I was pretty passionate about eight years ago here to start talking about a 
self-assessment tool to help our candidates learn how to do that.  

Thus, not only did trainers guide initial participant self-assessment through 

implementation of the resource, but they also intentionally sought to actively use this tool 

to teach self-assessment as a competency outcome in self-management. 

In summary, the interview data for both residential and nonresidential pre-field 

training programs demonstrates the critical importance of the competency of self-

management for leadership as discipleship through relational influence. I specifically 

discussed how the interview data for the programs emphasized self-management 

competencies in self-sufficiency, self-discipline, balancing multiple life responsibilities, 

and self-evaluation. In conclusion, and prior to moving on to the concentric circle of 

leadership competency in family management for relational influence, I note also that 

trainers and participants from both programs expressed a serious caution that any 

discussion of self-management return to grounding in the character trait of Christ-

following identity. One participant in fact reports that due to her own high personal 

expectations, she began to experience burnout in the field after the first two years.  

Self-motivation is a good thing. You could be too self-motivated to the point where 
you—well, I’ve found it hard with setting too high expectations of myself that 
nobody else is setting and basically, I guess to the point—I don’t want to make it 
sound too extreme, but to the point where I was beginning to deal with some 
burnout-type of beginning stuff.  
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As an overall admonition for pre-field programs in light of the high-pressured 

realities of pioneer cross-cultural church planting, a trainer from another pre-field training 

program explains that even with the intense nature of their training, he urges participants 

to find motivation and encouragement through “the challenge to become an ever-

growing, more robust follower of Jesus Christ . . . fostered as kind of . . . ethos that we 

are people who are growing, who are discovering our need, and are finding Christ’s 

resources.” Such provides an invaluable reminder in light of the leadership-as-

followership emphasis of this study. 

As a second significant concentric circle of leadership responsibility, family 

management appears multiple times in the interview data as a competency for relational 

influence that both residential and nonresidential pre-field training programs desire to 

monitor and affect positively. For the purposes of brevity, in this subsection I combine 

residential and nonresidential program comments to illustrate the overall emphasis that 

effective pre-field training places on family oversight as a circle of responsibility for 

competency in relational influence. As with self-management, I also finalize this 

subsection with a few remarks from the data about the needed role of the local church in 

the assessment of family leadership competencies in the lives of trainees.  

As an example of pre-field training program focus on competency in family 

management as an area of leadership outcomes for relational influence, one trainer 

acknowledges the relationship between self-management and family leadership as a 

significant point of assessment in their program: “So if they’re not able to lead 

themselves and their families well, they’re done before they get started. And then the 

reality of growing in that.” This trainer explains that the multi-year nature of their 

residential program makes it possible to walk alongside couples as they develop in their 

marriage relationships. Another trainer, this time in a nonresidential setting, also draws 

similar conclusions about the concentric circle of competency in family leadership: “It’s 
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the ability to lead yourself and your family. Which is quite often even harder than kind of 

corporate leadership, where you’re in a team. . . . How do they relate—like if they are 

married, how do they relate to their own family?” Thus, this trainer again notes the time 

necessary to get to know couples sufficiently well to assess and guide them toward 

greater family leadership competency. A participant in this same nonresidential program 

conveys that the flexible structure of the program did in fact give him and his wife the 

necessary time and context to address early marriage questions so that they could grow in 

competency as a couple: “We learned a lot of skills . . . in dealing with—in our marriage 

relationship—in maturing in that.” Finally, a participant in another residential program 

conveys the way the pre-field program pointed him and his wife toward leadership in 

marriage and family as a critical step toward the potential for church leadership: “Well, 

[family leadership is] obviously leadership because . . . in the fact that just as I’m leading 

and I have the opportunity to lead my wife and my family, you know, we certainly hope 

to one day lead people to the trough of living water.” Additionally, the participant 

clarifies this family leadership competency as modeling in relational influence in the 

cross-cultural context where they now work through “the modeling of our family for 

other families to see, which is basically what we can do now.” 

In summary, then, along with self-management, family leadership serves as an 

important competency that effective pre-field training programs acknowledge and assess. 

However, the interview data on this point did not only communicate the positive. In fact, 

in one pre-field training context, a participant describes in vivid terms how the program 

failed to diagnose significant disfunction in their marriage and in several marriages 

around them.  

Definitely I feel like there were some heart issues, I would hope, in our marriage 
and in those two marriages, that I would hope were evident. . . . And we went into 
that year knowing that, like, marriage is not good. We can’t leave the country like 
this if things don’t resolve in training. And they didn’t resolve in training. 
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The participant goes on to explain that in the training program, “the benefit of good, 

Bible-based counseling was minimized for sure.” As a result, and by God’s providence, 

on their own initiative the couple sought help from church-related friends after pre-field 

training who recommended a biblical counselor. However, the other two couples did not 

receive help and left church planting work shortly after completing the pre-field training. 

The participant summarizes: “And I think if people would have been more present in 

seeing them live life, they at least could have notified their church.” While this represents 

a complex situation, it nonetheless illustrates an assessment breakdown and a 

discontinuity in the leadership development framework due to failure to engage local 

churches in the discipleship process. Such serves as a segue to the third concentric circle 

of responsibility for competency development in relational influence, namely the local 

church. 

Leadership competencies for the discipleship feature of relational influence 

also emerge in the ways that pre-field training programs proactively promote participant 

responsibility to practically prioritize their local sending church relationships. In spite of 

the complexity of this process and the many variables involved, the data indicates that 

some pre-field trainers and participants acknowledge the local church as the crucial 

environment for discipleship into ministry leadership for pioneer church planting and 

church development. Specifically, effective pre-field training programs demonstrate an 

increasing desire to assist candidates in developing the competencies to prioritize the 

church as sender. However, as previously mentioned in the discussion of the leadership 

development outcome area of values for relational influence above, the definition of local 

church sending remains ambiguous for most pre-field training programs and local 

churches.  
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According to Zach Bradley in The Sending Church Defined,  

A sending church is a local community of Christ-followers who have made a 
covenant together to be prayerful, deliberate, and proactive in developing, 
commissioning, and sending their own members both locally and globally, often in 
partnership with other churches or agencies, and continuing to encourage, support, 
and advocate for them while making disciples cross-culturally.8  

Minimally, this definition implies that local sending churches not only relate to field 

workers in prayer, financial, and encouragement support, but also sending churches 

engage workers to disciple them into ministry leadership and to serve as the long-term 

leadership authority for pioneer cross-cultural workers.  

Even so, local churches, pre-field training programs, and field-end receiving 

entities model an incomplete or insufficiently integrated leadership development 

framework for collectively prioritizing the local church. The data shows that no pre-field 

training entity has effectively worked out the overall relationship with local sending 

churches through a mutually agreed upon discipleship framework for leadership 

development outcomes in order to provide continuity throughout the process of 

participant development. Furthermore, to the degree that pre-field training programs 

remain entrenched in parachurch identity and hierarchy, they tend to promote the role of 

the local church less. Additionally, to the extent that local churches fail to prioritize their 

own work of discipling cross-cultural candidates into ministry leadership, pre-field 

training and parachurch entities continue to attempt to unsuccessfully assume broad 

discipleship and leadership responsibilities for field workers.  

In spite of the complex partnership between pre-field training entities and local 

churches, in this section I seek to describe what the data reveals about the nature of the 

relationship between the two. In the process, I explain from the data what trainers and 

participants see as the primary challenges to participant competency development in 

 
 

8 Zach Bradley, The Sending Church Defined (Knoxville, TN: Upstream Collective, 2015), 3. 
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relating to local churches. Therefore, in this section I discuss how pre-field training 

entities attempt to assist participants in prioritizing relational influence with the local 

church. Specifically, I share what the data reveals about how pre-field training entities 

encourage participant relational engagement with the church as sender in keeping with a 

definition of sending like the one cited above. The data shows that this kind of process of 

relational engagement assumes multiple levels of depth and requires sustained, proactive 

effort on the part of pre-field training programs in order to foster biblical relational 

influence from local churches for developing leadership competencies in the lives of 

program participants. The successive levels of deepening relational engagement for 

increasing participant competence in ministry leadership through the local church include 

(1) encouraging participants to work toward long-term relational engagement with the 

church and (2) expecting the church to provide discipleship into ministry leadership for 

participants as the long-term leadership authority for pioneer cross-cultural workers. 

First, pre-field training programs promote leadership competency for relational 

influence between training participants and local churches by encouraging the 

participants to work toward long-term relational engagement with the church. For 

example, in one nonresidential program a participant explains how trainers urged her to 

move to a different city for training in order to prioritize building a relationship with her 

sending church over her four years in the pre-field training program.  

So actually one of the reasons I asked whether [this city] would be an okay location 
was because I had visited a church there that I knew I’d fit well in. So I didn’t even 
have to look for a church. I just jumped straight in. I moved on Saturday, went to 
church on Sunday and never looked back.  

This participant goes on to explain that during her four years, she built 

sufficient relationships such that the church readily embraced her as a sent worker from 

their fellowship. In a similar situation, another participant relates the fact that pre-field  
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training also promoted the competency of his relational involvement with the church as 

sender in the three years of their tenure there.  

We . . . went there for about three years while we were living in [that city]. And that 
gave a lot of time to really get to know people, to really get the church to know us. 
For them not just to support us financially, not just to pray about us, but to actually 
commend us to the field . . . was a really great experience.  

Here the participant mentions several long-term relational linkages between participants 

and local churches, including time for relationship development, financial assistance, 

prayer partnership, and commissioning for service. 

Two other participants explained additional linkages that pre-field training 

promoted for their long-term relational engagement with their local church, namely 

membership and identity. One female participant confirms:  

Yes, the program certainly promoted that. I do think we see it in the Bible, but it was 
brought to our attention at training, of really wanting to be sent by the church and 
what that means. That we are still active members of that church. . . . And that line 
of thought certainly started at training. 

Thus, not only does the participant reinforce sending or commissioning from the local 

church as a linkage, but she also describes how the pre-training program encouraged their 

ongoing, active membership in the church. Additionally, another participant in the same 

program expresses that pre-field training encouraged them to operate in light of the 

linkage to their local church as their core identity: “We were helped to think in the proper 

manner that we’re sent by a church, not an organization. . . . I think that was part of the 

kind of the whole talking about the task and part of the identity too, in all honesty. Who 

we are.”  

In addition to time for relationship development, financial assistance, prayer 

partnership, commissioning for service, membership, and core identity, training 

participants also named other important initial linkages reinforced in their pre-field 

training for long-term relational influence with local churches, including direction for 

equipping decisions and guidance for long-term field allocation choices. While the 
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interview data does not generate an exhaustive list of how pre-field training entities might 

encourage participants to develop leadership competencies in cultivating and maintaining 

relationships with the local church, nonetheless the data indicates that effective pre-field 

training programs proactively promote participant engagement with the local church for 

long-term relationship in these kinds of ways as a concentric circle of leadership 

competency development for relational influence. In the confirming words of one pre-

field training participant,  

And so . . . [our work] was the only ends of the earth engagement, so to speak, for 
[the church]. And so the whole church was pretty much behind us. And . . . when the 
Lord called us to send us, I mean, they commissioned us, they supported us, they 
came regularly, they were fully invested.  

In spite of this positive picture for how effective pre-field training programs 

encourage participants to engage relationally with their local sending churches for the 

long term, the data shows that many participants do not develop these relational linkages 

into higher-level competencies through the pre-field training process. Thus, next I explain 

higher-level competencies for the discipleship feature of relational influence from the 

data in describing the degree to which the local church provides discipleship into ministry 

leadership as the long-term leadership authority for pioneer cross-cultural workers. 

As a higher-level competency in this third concentric circle of relational 

influence, the interview data reflects a very mixed picture of whether or not pre-field 

training programs actively promote leadership development for participants by 

encouraging them to prioritize local churches discipling them into ministry leadership as 

the long-term leadership authority for their pioneer cross-cultural work. In order to 

explain this higher-level relational competency development in discipleship and 

leadership for churches and participants, I first outline what the data reveals about overall 

trainer and participant understanding regarding the local church as discipler into ministry 

leadership and long-term leadership authority. I then describe what the data demonstrates  
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about how pre-field training programs work with local churches in order to actively 

promote local church relational influence with participants in discipleship and leadership 

authority for pioneer church planting and development. I also mention the challenges and 

deficits that pre-field programs and local churches face in the process. 

In the interview data, trainers and participants describe a very mixed picture as 

to whether or not they have grown in relational influence through a process of relating to 

their local sending churches for discipleship into ministry leadership. First, a number of 

trainers and participants do not indicate awareness of and intentional engagement with 

the local church for this higher-level relational competency. In one residential program, I 

asked a trainer how participants connect to the local church for relationship-building. He 

responded,  

It’s just participation in the local church that’s normal. There’s nothing facilitated 
particularly in that regard. . . . We have students going everywhere. We have 
students serving with like ninety different organizations, graduates serving with 
ninety different organizations. So that’s, yeah—people come to us from all over. 
And so it ends up being different requirements for different missions.  

In my clarifying questions, the trainer in this case confirmed that the pre-field program 

did not actively promote this competency connection with local churches. When I asked a 

participant from a similarly oriented pre-field program how his sending church 

contributed to his development as a ministry leader, he likewise responded, “No, not as a 

ministry leader. . . . And then as I have left there, they have not really been formative at 

all. And they really haven’t been formative in my ability as a leader either. It’s really 

more my understanding of the Bible and my walk with Christ at that time.” In the 

ongoing conversation with the participant, he registered no concern about this lack of 

discipleship for leadership development through his sending church, even though he 

served in a pioneer cross-cultural church development role. 

Still other interview data further illustrates the lack of general trainer and 

participant awareness of and engagement with local sending churches for relational 
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influence through discipleship into ministry leadership. Another participant explained that 

in the last segment of his pre-field training, one trainer decided somewhat spontaneously 

during a class session to ask the group how many had been discipled in their local church 

prior to their attending the pre-field training. The participant picks up the story.  

And we [the participant and his wife] were like in our last semester, like a month to 
go. He’s like, so who in here would say that they’ve ever been discipled? We were 
the only ones who raised our hands, and one other girl. . . . Talk about a shocking 
marker of where the American church is at! Yikes!  

While these comments might represent an overly broad indictment from insufficient 

evidence, here the participants offer their assessment of the deficit in this relational 

competency development on the part of their classmates. Additionally, in another of the 

pre-field programs, one participant contemplates this same gap in engagement with 

sending church discipleship relationships as he describes lukewarm requirements from 

pre-field training in participant competencies for discipleship into ministry leadership 

through their sending church.  

Yeah, I would say that at that time [pre-field training program requirements were] 
probably a big weakness. You did have to be a member of a church for two years 
prior to going. You did have to have a recommendation from your church. But other 
than that, that was pretty much it as far as I recall, unless I’m forgetting something. 

In this general picture of how participants lack awareness of and have limited 

engagement with discipleship into ministry leadership in local sending churches, in 

certain of the pre-field programs participants do report some growth in discipleship 

competencies based on their relationships with their sending churches prior to pre-field 

training. But even so, this success did not relate to requirements from the pre-field 

programs that the participants engage in these higher-level relationships. For example, 

despite one interviewee’s participation in a pre-field training program that had no 

requirements related to discipleship through local church ministry experience, he did 

benefit from his sending church discipling him into the role of lay and eventually staff 
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pastor prior to his cross-cultural church development work. When I asked him what he 

gained from those experiences, he responded,  

Helping to continue to form my character, my spiritual growth, just experience in 
interacting with people and in ministry settings in general. Experience just doing 
things like teaching, you know, sharing the gospel. So yeah, I mean, even though it 
wasn’t a cross-cultural setting, just providing experiences for those sorts of 
foundational things, even though it was monocultural. Yeah, they were significant. 

Here the participant describes his development in relational influence through 

discipleship into ministry leadership that served as a foundation for his ongoing pioneer 

church planting ministry over many years. Similarly, another participant came to pre-field 

training having already experienced substantial discipleship into ministry leadership 

because of the unique focus of his sending church.  

I mean, the local church has got to lay a solid foundation. Hopefully that foundation 
is Jesus, right? And no one should be building on anything other than Christ. . . . I 
mean, we both [the participant and his wife] got saved at this church. . . . And then 
we both actually ended up getting a lot of personal mentoring from the pastor and 
his wife. Like that was pretty key. So he kind of actually modeled the [leader-
discipler] . . . process with me. 

Again, not only does the participant describe discipleship into ministry leadership in his 

sending church as foundational, but he also goes on to express in subsequent comments 

how that process of leadership through discipleship proved crucial for his approach to a 

thirteen-year pioneer church planting and development ministry. Finally, several other 

candidates confirm how their relational discipleship connections to their sending 

churches supported their own leadership competency development, even though their 

pre-field training programs did not require this higher-level relational engagement: “But 

like the day that we first thought that [we wanted to serve in pioneer cross-cultural work], 

we contacted—the pastor at our place was one of our best friends—and then being 

walked through the next two or three years of how to get there.” Here the participant 

again reiterates the value of personal pastoral relationship for the multi-year discipleship 

opportunity. Another participant similarly explains,  
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I think one thing that our church modeled really well before we left was what we’re 
talking about in terms of discipleship. They modeled that really well for us. So we 
were super familiar with that concept. And in all honesty, I don’t think that needle 
moved too much for us while we were [in pre-field training]. Cause that’s the 
strength of our church. 

With these comments, the participant describes his ability to retrospectively assess 

discipleship opportunity because of the high level of relational influence from his sending 

church, even though the pre-field training program did not require this kind of 

engagement. 

As the above discussion indicates, the interview data reflects a very mixed 

picture of whether or not pre-field training participants have grown in relational influence 

by engaging with their local sending churches through intentional discipleship into 

ministry leadership. Even in the contexts where pre-field trainers do encourage 

participants to connect with local churches for ministry experience or relational growth 

on some level in this feature area of relational influence, the data indicates that most pre-

field training programs and local churches lack a cohesive or purposeful discipleship 

process through which they implement a leadership development framework. In other 

words, trainers and participants from pre-field programs do not report an expectation that 

church leaders will intentionally follow a leadership development framework, such as the 

five features of discipleship from this study, in order for local churches to intentionally 

develop participants into ministry leadership, either prior to or after pre-field training. For 

example, one participant explains that he and his wife did indeed relate to the church 

through providing ministry assistance to their sending church, participating in a pastoral 

Bible study, and having some conversations with the pastor about their own character 

development.  

When it came time to go, we were engaged with our church in terms of serving, in 
terms of assisting in different ministries. And we were part of a Bible study with our 
pastor and certainly talking about the different things that we were working through, 
infrequently. 
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However, in the participant comments, at no point does he explain cohesion or 

intentionality on the part of the church or pre-field program for his ministry leadership 

development. Likewise, a female participant in a similar program explains her relational 

engagement with her sending church. While she describes involvement in a small group 

study and other membership activities that she stipulates constituted part of her 

encouraged pre-field training engagement with the church, she explains, “[The 

commitments were] not required. . . . Yeah, during the training, I wouldn’t say there was 

a ton of direct connection. Certainly there was connection in the sense that I was involved 

in the local church.” While these statements demonstrate a commendable intentionality 

on the part of the pre-field program and the local church, nonetheless the data indicates 

no evidence of a deliberate process for participant growth in relational influence in 

ministry discipleship through a leadership development framework. 

In the absence of a clear discipleship framework within which to function, 

some residential pre-field training programs face an additional challenge with respect to 

the potential for cohesion in participant ministry leadership development through the 

local church. Namely, the configuration of their programs geographically requires that 

they remove candidates for multiple years from the environments of their sending 

churches. In the process, they often lack clarity as to how to frame participant 

discipleship into leadership ministry within an integrated framework when they serve in 

local churches not connected to their own sending fellowships. For example, one trainer 

discusses how their residential pre-field program expects training participants to invest in 

local churches in the area during their multi-year tenure in the program. Commendably, 

the trainer particularly emphasizes that participant effectiveness in serving those local 

churches depends on an approach of relational influence that requires time and 

sensitivity.  
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And we’re trying to bring more of a, “Slow down, listen, get to know the key people 
in the church and find what’s on their hearts, too, how God is moving in their midst, 
to then come along and serve in that way.” Versus the young guy that’s always been 
a youth group leader or praise band leader and says, “Hey, I’m going to play in the 
praise band.” Say, “No, no, no, let’s slow this thing down and try to learn from them 
first before you go in and serve.” . . . We basically set it out as a high expectation 
that they will have involvement in the local church and building that relationship. 

Again, while the trainer expresses an admirable degree of relational connection and 

servant-orientation toward the local church, at no point does the conversation indicate 

that the trainers or participants see the church taking an active role in discipling 

participants into ministry leadership through an intentionally established discipleship 

framework for increasing their competencies in relational influence. To the contrary, 

another participant from the same pre-field program makes this very observation. When I 

asked this participant what role the local church played in his development as a ministry 

leader during his tenure in residential training, he explains:  

I mean, it would be a stretch, honestly. We taught Awana, you know. . . . It was all 
positive interaction with the local church, but it wasn’t thought of, I don’t think, as 
part of the preparation for church planting overseas. I think [the pre-field training 
program] kind of viewed the training program as that, at the top, you know: “We’re 
the ones who prepare you.” And so I think that the involvement with the local 
church was just ... I’m assuming it was more along the lines of, you know, “We’ve 
got to have a good relationship with the churches around here.” Because, you know, 
who would want to have a bad relationship with one? . . . But it wasn’t intentional. 
There was no intentionality, I would say that, between the training and the local 
churches or some sort of coordinated training of their missionary candidates. I don’t 
remember any of that at all. 

Indeed, even the aforementioned trainer from this same pre-field program concedes the 

identical point: “But it’s very broad, Mike. It’s very broad. It’s not like church planting 

experience. Have they served in a local church in some capacity under the guidance of a 

pastor or some committee or some team in the church setting? . . . It’s more that broad.” 

Thus, in summary, the interview data reflects a very mixed picture as to whether or not 

pre-field training participants have grown in relational influence by engaging with their 

local sending churches through experiencing intentional discipleship into ministry 

leadership. Furthermore, even in the contexts where pre-field trainers do encourage  
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participants to connect with local churches for ministry experience or spiritual growth on 

some level in this feature area of relational influence, the data indicates that most pre-

field training programs and local churches lack a cohesive or purposeful discipleship 

process through which they implement a leadership development framework for 

participants. 

Given these realities, a second related but equally significant area of higher-

level competency for relational influence also exists in this concentric circle, namely, 

how sending churches serve as long-term leadership authorities for pioneer cross-cultural 

workers moving through pre-field training and toward field allocation. Once again, in the 

interview data, trainers and participants describe mixed perspectives of their 

understanding of the practical authority that local sending churches provide in oversight 

in pre-field training and field ministries. Furthermore, as with participant discipleship 

into ministry leadership, the data shows that a dilemma exists for trainers and participants 

because of the lack of a clearly defined ministry leadership development framework that 

guides local churches in applying their leadership authority long-term in the lives of 

cross-cultural workers. 

First of all, multiple trainers and participants express their conceptual 

commitment to the idea of sending churches serving as long-term leadership authority for 

pioneer cross-cultural church planters. For example, one trainer describes how their pre-

field training program communicates this clearly to participants.  

But then we teach the authority of the local church. We’re very clear with them. We 
don’t have authority over them that supersedes any of that. Then in the specifics of 
what organization they might serve with long-term, what location they might go 
to—we will give perspective, but we will routinely and by default tell them that’s 
something you need your sending church leaders to sign off on, be in agreement 
with.  

Furthermore, some positive examples emerge from the data for the practical outworking 

of sending churches serving as long-term leadership authority for pioneer cross-cultural  
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church planters. For instance, based on having established a strong relational connection 

with their sending church through a pre-field discipleship relationship, a trainer and 

former church planter conveys an approving perspective of the authority the church had 

in his field ministry.  

So when it came time for us to transition [off the field], . . . we went back to our 
supporting church, our sending church, and we met with each of the elders and we 
presented to them the things where we felt God was leading us. And we said, we 
will not go without your blessing. So we place ourselves under your authority again 
and want you to speak into this.  

While these statements seem positive overall, the example also points to the confusion for 

church planters in the chronology of the authority of their sending churches in their lives. 

In this case, the participant indicates that there was another body exerting a greater 

authoritative role than the sending church while he served in the field setting. 

Likewise, another participant describes his confusion over how the authority of 

the local church extends into the practical outworking of his field ministry. Once again, as 

with the previous point regarding how local churches disciple participants into ministry 

leadership, the data reveals the authority confusion when no clarified leadership 

development framework exists to provide systematic accountability. In illustration of that 

point, this participant explains, “But I think that it [leadership] has to come from the 

church and from—yeah, the church primarily. So leadership and authority.” While he 

makes this affirmative declaration, the candidate goes on to express his uncertainty about 

the application of local church authority in his field work.  

I mean, I suppose I’m talking initially just about the sending church, but that in 
itself seems quite—it’s all very vague, I guess. . . . And then the church being the 
ones who this person is truly a part of, has the final say. But how does the church 
end up knowing how these people are going if they’re not honest or if there is some 
immorality in their life or whatever. That’s something that I don’t know the answer 
to and that seems like a very messy situation because if it is just purely based off 
relationships. . . . But yeah. We have the model in the church, you have elders and 
deacons. They are to live a certain moral lifestyle in terms of, have one wife and 
have control of your kids and be well well-regarded in the church and all of these 
things. And how is that looked after by the church or is that even the responsibility 
of the church? I’m not sure. 
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While this participant notes the existence of biblical qualifications for elders and deacons 

and even alludes to the principle of subsidiarity in his leadership responsibility, his lack 

of opportunity for discipleship into ministry leadership in his local sending church 

through a defined leadership development framework creates ongoing confusion for how 

the authority of his sending church applies practically to his qualification as a leader for 

his own pioneer church planting. Additionally, he accurately describes as an incidental 

aside that local sending church authority would depend on relational influence, since 

diagnosing “a very messy situation” like one that he describes that should require church 

discipline in his own ministry “is just purely based off relationships.” Thus, while the 

participant expresses a desire for the local church to take authority in his field ministry, 

he understands no clear relationally influenced development framework through which to 

process the authority of his local sending church in the field, given no discipleship into 

ministry leadership occurred to contribute to the creation of this higher-level 

interpersonal competence with his sending church through a clear leadership 

development framework.  

To summarize the discussion to this point of the discipleship feature of 

relational influence in the concentric circle of local church involvement based on the 

above sections, then, both effective local churches and pre-field training programs can 

assist participants in prioritizing higher-level competencies for relational influence as 

participants engage with local sending churches before, during, and after their pre-field 

training. The data indicates that pre-field programs can achieve this in multiple ways. 

First, the data implies that pre-field training programs can actively promote leadership 

development for participants by encouraging participants to prioritize local churches 

discipling them into ministry leadership as the long-term leadership authorities for their 

pioneer cross-cultural work. Second, the data infers that effective pre-field programs 

should develop and implement a leadership development framework, like the one 
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described in this study, for continued participant discipleship into ministry leadership. 

This framework should prove compatible with and should integrate into the ministry 

leadership development that candidates would ideally profitably engage in through their 

local sending churches. 

Finally, a concluding point for the discipleship feature of relational influence in 

this third concentric circle relates to the previous discussion as well. Here I explain a set 

of practical opportunities and implications for pre-field training programs for engagement 

with local sending churches. Namely, the data also demonstrates various strategies that 

effective pre-field training programs proactively take up to reinforce the responsibility of 

sending churches by relating to and assisting local churches in the process of pre-field 

participant training. While the data shows that these activities do not currently take place 

within a mutually agreed upon leadership development framework, nonetheless the data 

indicates that effective pre-field training programs strive to strengthen the central leader-

discipler role of sending churches through various means, including (1) engaging in 

relationships with church leaders for participant acceptance, (2) equipping local churches 

in pioneer church planting and development, and (3) collaborating with church leadership 

teams to invest in ministry leadership development with participants during and after 

training. Furthermore, these connections through relational influence serve as natural 

opportunities for pre-field trainers to present and encourage local sending churches 

toward equipping participants into ministry leadership through a defined discipleship 

framework for participant development. 

The first way the data shows that effective pre-field training programs strive to 

strengthen the central leader-discipler role of local sending churches involves the 

programs building relational connections with church leaders during the process of 

participant acceptance into pre-field training. Multiple training programs in the study 

describe this type of initial local church engagement as very significant to them. One 
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trainer conveys this interaction as intentional interpersonal connection in terms of 

relational influence.  

So when they’ve sent their enrollment forms back, the next thing we do is we set up 
an appointment—and we get the participant to try and do this most of the time—to 
set up an appointment with their pastor or an elder in their church. We will go and 
have a coffee, sit around with their church leadership and the participant. Talk about 
the . . . program, what their goals are, talk about what the participant is anticipating 
they’re going to get out of it, where they’re heading, very early kind of stuff. And 
it’s a real opportunity for Q&A from the pastor, right? 

These comments reflect a valuable early effort to strengthen local sending church 

involvement in participant pre-field training through reinforcing participant 

accountability with the local church. The trainer even clarifies afterward that if church 

leaders do not live local to the residential or nonresidential training hub, trainers still 

make sure this relational engagement occurs: “That’s right. That happens with every 

participant. Every participant, that happens. That happens. We do that. And that would 

mean traveling on the other side of the country, Mike. We will get on a plane and we’ll go 

and see them.” Another trainer explains a similar pastoral reference process by which the 

pre-field program assesses the level of endorsement and mutual investment in the 

participant from their sending church that includes a local church ministry requirement. 

He states that the pre-field program achieves this assessment in exchange with pastors. 

[We do this] through the reference process with the pastors, asking what kind of 
ministry experience do they have. . . . And so then in that reference to that pastor, we 
define our expectations on that role of that sending church for them, so that the 
church understands what we’re expecting. And one of those is that they would be 
involved in ministry in that church.  

While the trainer does not describe a ministry leadership development framework in his 

statement of expectation for the church pastor, such could occur hypothetically and 

ideally as a part of defining sending church involvement. 

A third trainer likewise clarifies that in their early interaction with a pastoral 

reference, participants become aware of the connection with the church for the sake of 

accountability for the participant.  
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It starts to become quite explicitly clear: “We’re responding to your sending church. 
They’re confident in you, we will receive you. They’re not sure who you are, where 
you’re at—we don’t actually care how excited you are to be here. We can’t bring 
you here without that endorsement.”  

In fact, the trainer again alludes to a scenario where a pre-field training program could 

introduce a recommended leadership development framework.  

And we’ve contacted the church, to talk to the pastor and say, “You might not even 
know this guy, but he’d love to do this, we’d love to have him. But we’re telling him 
spend a year, get a job, work and serve in the church. And you might have ideas 
where you can put him into someplace where you guys as a church leadership team 
might be able to endorse him later. If you can do that in a year, we’d be happy to 
have him, if you can’t, we don’t want him to come.” 

While the application of RTCEE discipleship might not occur in the course of a year and 

therefore the local sending church might have to adjust these expectations, nonetheless 

the trainer’s comments indicate that the pre-field program does indeed strive to centralize 

the role of the local sending church as a discipling influence in the life of the participant. 

Furthermore, this represents another point where pre-field programs could actively 

promote a framework like RTCEE for discipling participants into ministry leadership in 

the local sending church. 

Not only do effective pre-field training programs relationally engage church 

leaders for participant acceptance, but the data also demonstrates that they serve to equip 

local churches in understanding the unique challenges of pioneer church planting and 

development. Multiple comments from trainers and participants describe workshop 

opportunities that take place both at local churches and in pre-field training facilities, in 

which trainers inform pastors and other church leaders about principles gleaned or 

lessons learned from pioneer cross-cultural church planting. For example, one trainer 

explains that the pre-field training program prioritizes “the relationships with the local 

church so highly that they give opportunity to bring pastors, to pay for them to  

come, just to be refreshed and to encourage them.” Another program describes this type 

of event taking place on the program property.  
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And also at some point during the training, [the pre-field training organization] was 
offering like a weekend cross-cultural exposure workshop type of thing. So we at 
my church did one. We went up there to their campus and stayed there for the 
weekend and had sessions and stuff like that. 

Still another trainer explains that their program offers equipping opportunities for 

churches to take ownership of the pioneer church planting work for which the 

participants receive training.  

We also very purposefully have designed events here where we invite, we urge the 
students, “Get someone from your church to come to these events where we can 
explain our whole program, we can help your church leaders understand all that 
you’re being prepared to do.” They can listen to staff people that are experienced 
rather than you as this young guy trying to help them understand it.  

Again, while already beneficial learning opportunities, these joint educational activities 

could serve as natural ways to encourage local churches to develop participants as 

ministry leaders within a defined discipleship framework. 

Finally, in addition to relationally engaging church leaders for participant 

acceptance and equipping local churches in pioneer church planting and development 

during participant training, pre-field training programs also collaborate with local church 

leadership teams to invest in some level of ministry leadership development with 

participants during and after training. Most of the comments from the data point toward 

an unrealized scenario in which trainers have sufficient relational influence with church 

leaders to support a defined ministry development plan for each participant. In other 

words, ideally pre-field training programs understand how local sending churches have 

already discipled participants, such that training programs reinforce the work that sending 

churches have done and continue doing when participants transition back to local church 

settings. Furthermore, trainers and church leaders could greatly facilitate this process by 

sharing a leadership development framework through which they integrate their 

discipleship efforts for equipping participants in ministry leadership. However, the data 

reveals that while various pre-field programs attempt to dialogue with pastors for 

developing these higher-level candidate relational competencies in ministry, no such 
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cohesive process exists. This lack of an integrated leadership development framework for 

participant discipleship leads to multiple challenges revealed in the data.  

First, various trainers describe that they attempt to dialogue with church 

leaders about participants in order to share responsibility for candidate development with 

local sending churches. However, local churches may well not desire shared 

responsibility. For instance, one trainer describes that they “would communicate to the 

sending church [about participant development] if they want us to. We would sit down 

and say, ‘Hey, here are the areas of growth that’s needed.’” Even as this trainer makes 

these remarks, he acknowledges that not all local sending churches appreciate the 

interactive engagement. In fact, he describes mixed outcomes in scenarios: “We’ve had a 

church that steps up and gets it, and we’ve had another church that's gotten ticked off at 

us and, like, ‘This is the best person we could send you and you had him for [multiple 

years] . . . and now this is all you could do with them?’” In this example, the data reveals 

a glaring lack of a shared vision for ministry leadership development through a mutually 

agreed upon discipleship framework that the local church owns. Another trainer intimates 

the same problem, to the degree that the organizational leadership unfortunately 

concluded, “We don’t really want to ask local churches to be that involved.”  While the 

trainer acknowledges that some of the rationale for this decision has to do with 

organizational bureaucracy, he also notes their general frustration with lack of willingness 

on the part of local churches to truly take ownership of the process of discipling 

candidates into leadership competency. 

Additionally, due to the lack of a clear framework or for some other reason, 

local churches may well not engage in intentional discipleship with participants, 

especially for ministry leadership development, in order to qualify participants for 

pioneer cross-cultural church planting. One trainer explains that few participants arrive to 
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pre-field training having experienced significant local church discipleship. Even among 

those whom local churches have discipled, the trainer further clarifies:  

So if I can even qualify that [lack of local church discipleship]: yes, we’re talking 
about those in leadership in the church, you know, someone mentoring you. But 
even less have it than more as far as people who have drawn alongside them in 
marriage principles, parenting principles. I would say that people come here pretty 
raw or rough around the edges on some of those things.  

Another trainer conveys the same: “So there is a push, though, for churches to say, ‘Look, 

we’ve got these people interested in missions. Can you turn them into missionaries?’ 

‘No,’ you know. ‘We can turn faithful, fruitful disciples into missionaries. But no, we 

can’t do your job for you.’” Thus, while multiple pressures exist for pre-field training 

programs to attempt to assume the overall discipleship responsibility on behalf of local 

churches, the data implies that training programs must patiently engage local churches to 

establish an integrated process for participant development. 

Third, another related challenge in the interactive dialogue with local churches 

relates to the overall deficit in sharing information to effectively transition participants 

between pre-field training programs and local churches. When I asked one trainer how 

that occurred in their program, he replied,  

And dare I say, even as you ask the question, I think that’s something that it would 
be good for us to do better at, of tracking with that pastor. You know, the things that 
he’s seeing them grow in—so that we can do more of a fluid transition from here to 
their home church off to the overseas place of ministry. 

This challenge again highlights the lack of a shared leadership development framework 

between pre-field training programs and local sending churches. 

Summary for Relational Influence 

To summarize overall what this section describes for the discipleship feature of  

relational influence, I define relational influence as “discipleship in leadership by 

establishing credible authority through modeling growth toward godliness and 

effectiveness in ministry as a co-bearer of God’s image.” Through cross-case analysis, I 
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Table 3. Leadership development outcomes for relational influence  
 

Area Outcomes 
Relational 
influence 

values 

• Varied equipping approaches for training that incorporate time for 
informal socialization 

• Prioritizing the local church as sender 

Relational 
influence 
character 

• Christ-following identity 
• Shepherding love 
• Humble servanthood  
• Heart of a learner 
• Urgent endurance 

Relational 
influence 
evaluative 
wisdom 

• Establishing credible, experience-based authority for discipleship 
relationships with participants 

• Modeling ministry relationships with participants that parallel 
field relationships for purposes of participant learning 

• Solidifying relational foundations to encourage participants 
longer term 

Relational 
influence 

competencies 

• Leadership in self-management: self-sufficiency, self-discipline, 
balancing multiple life responsibilities, and self-evaluation 

• Family leadership 
• Church-based leadership 

 
 
 
validated and illustrated the discipleship feature of relational influence on the basis of 

what the interview data revealed about leadership development outcomes in the areas of 

character, evaluative wisdom, values, and competencies. I also defined and incorporated 

specific pre-field equipping environment variables as they affected the application of 

relational influence to leadership development outcomes. In table 3 above, I summarize 

the discipleship feature of relational influence for each of the four areas of leadership 

development outcomes for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and development. 

As clarified throughout the discussion of relational influence, the data infers 

that effective pre-field training programs should collaborate with local sending churches 

to equip participants through a defined leadership development framework for growth 

into ministry leadership. Thus, effective discipleship for pioneer church planting and 

development invariably moves beyond relational influence into an integrated progression 
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of discipleship features like those highlighted in this study. Additionally, the data 

demonstrates that while pre-field training programs can contribute to participant 

development through implementation of the features of discipleship, local churches serve 

as the priority environments where discipleship into ministry leadership takes place. This  

fact points the conversation forward toward the next discipleship feature in the cycle of 

RTCEE, namely teaching. 

Teaching 

Teaching appears as the next significant feature in the RTCEE discipleship 

progression. I define this feature as “discipleship in leadership through teaching others 

and instructing others to teach.” The data reveals that this feature heavily focuses on the 

leadership development outcome areas of evaluative wisdom and competencies via 

educational methods that include instruction and the creation of practicum experiences 

for implementation of taught resources. Character and values develop through the feature 

of teaching as pre-field trainers teach and as participants apply that which they learn in 

practical opportunities that establish participant habits and confirm the realized value of 

what trainers communicate. 

Thus, for the discussion of the discipleship feature of teaching, this section 

describes what the data reveals about teaching in areas of evaluative wisdom and 

competencies. At least three reasons exist for the natural emphasis of teaching to fall in 

these two leadership development outcome areas. These three reasons also support the 

local church focus that emerges in this study. First, as I clarify in another publication,  

when human beings embody epistemology through intentional practices, that process can 

serve as a mechanism for the holistic reformation of personhood. In other words, as 

credible authorities teach, model truth, and encourage learners to implement what they 

learn through following teaching examples, this calculus of truth plus practice has the 
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potential to change whole persons, including character and values.9 As implied 

throughout the data evidence in this study, the local sending church serves as the obvious 

context for the comprehensive embodiment of evaluative wisdom for pioneer church 

planting competency development. Second, as previously indicated, all the features of 

discipleship intersect, interact, and interrelate as an organic complex of component 

perspectives in the framework. Thus, the leadership development outcomes from any one 

feature of discipleship find support in the outcomes of other features to build cumulative 

momentum for participant growth and development. In that sense, leadership 

development outcomes from relational influence pertain to teaching which pertain to co-

laboring, and vice-versa. For that reason, no one feature can justify itself on its own 

terms, but only in belonging to the comprehensive and organically related whole. This 

fact again reinforces the central context of the local sending church as the only 

environment where ministry leaders can effectively implement all five features of 

discipleship, including teaching. Third, in the vein of teaching in local church context, a 

pre-field training emphasis on teaching for evaluative wisdom and competency 

underscores the crucial expectation for participant learning from the sorely 

underemphasized role of cross-cultural teaching and preaching for the planting and 

 
 

9 See Michael P. Griffis, “Liturgy as Embodied Informal Education for Identity Re-formation: 
Luther’s 1523 and 1526 Liturgical Reforms,” Christian Education Journal 10, no. 10 (Spring 2019): 1–24. 
As I explain in that article, Dru Johnson employs the acronym CAARD to elaborate on the process of 
whole person change in the context of Christian community: Community, Authority, Authentication, 
Ritual, Recognition, and Discernment, in Dru Johnson, Scripture’s Knowing: A Companion to Biblical 
Epistemology (Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2015), 24. Johnson uses the CAARD acronym to explain that truly 
knowing means “that (1) the community verifies knowledge (2) through authoritative knowers (3) who are 
authenticated as experts and (4) whose prescribed rituals enable knowing such that (5) learners not only 
recognize patterns of truth in reality but also (6) are taught to discern the significance of those patterns for 
life circumstances (the development of wisdom).” Griffis, “Liturgy as Embodied Informal Education for 
Identity Re-formation,” 20. Author and theologian James Smith makes this same overall point in different 
words: “On this account, education is not something that traffics primarily in abstract, disembodied ideas; 
rather, education is a holistic endeavor that involves the whole person, including our bodies, in a process of 
formation that aims our desires, primes our imagination, and orients us to the world—all before we ever 
start thinking about it. This is why educational strategies that traffic only in ideas often fail to actually 
educate; that is, they fail to form people.” James K. A. Smith, Desiring the Kingdom: Worship, Worldview, 
and Cultural Formation, vol. 1, Cultural Liturgies (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2009), 39. 



   
 

190 
 

edification of churches formed through pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development. As David Helm states in his helpful book on expositional preaching,  

A simple and clear explication of the Bible is what makes a church healthy and 
happy. Biblical exposition does the heavy lifting of building up a church. . . . Our 
world . . . desperately needs to know how deep humanity has fallen, how high Jesus 
Christ has ascended, and what God requires of his people. The best and only way to 
help this world is to speak God’s words in the power of the Spirit.10 

As indicated in the literature review, Helm’s admonitions and encouragements apply just 

as foundationally in pioneer cross-cultural church planting as in any other church context, 

in spite of current missiological fads that might say otherwise. 

Leadership Development Outcomes for 
Teaching 

This section does not intend to provide a complete overview of the teaching 

content of the five pre-field training programs in this study. Rather, I first describe what 

the data demonstrates about the major priority areas of teaching from the programs that 

critically intersect with discipleship into ministry leadership for participant development, 

specifically related to the end goals of pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development. Also, because both relational influence and co-laboring discuss informal 

education at length, here I focus on pre-field teaching via formal and nonformal 

processes. After describing the major formal and nonformal teaching priority areas that 

emerge in the interview data, I then discuss the practicum priorities for pre-field training 

programs that emphasize taught content as well as opportunities for participants to teach.  

Evaluative wisdom for teaching. Thus, this section highlights the following 

three priority areas of teaching and applied teaching for evaluative wisdom and 

competencies: (1) teaching evaluative wisdom through biblical-theological truth 

 
 

10 David R. Helm, Expositional Preaching: How We Speak God's Word Today (Wheaton, IL:  
Crossway, 2014), 12–13. 
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contextualized for church planting and church development, (2) teaching evaluative 

wisdom through language, culture, and worldview for cross-cultural church planting, and 

(3) reinforcing evaluative wisdom through practicum opportunities for competency 

development in cross-cultural teaching emphases for church planting. Again, for these 

three priority areas of teaching for the outcome areas of evaluative wisdom and 

competencies, I will also point out whether or not the pre-field programs focus attention 

on necessary ecclesiological considerations and linkages. 

First, the data indicates that effective pre-field training programs teach 

evaluative wisdom through biblical-theological truth contextualized for church planting 

and church development. In their biblical-theological teaching emphases, effective pre-

field programs thus minimally incorporate (1) a basic foundation of Bible and theology, 

as well as (2) church planting and development taught through the redemptive-historical 

narrative. 

In terms of basic foundations of Bible and theology, two of the five pre-field 

programs stipulate that candidates must participate in formal biblical-theological training 

that occurs prior to their pre-field training. In both cases, the theological training 

institutions are conveniently and officially affiliated with the pre-field training programs, 

producing an acknowledged pressure for the pre-field training programs to integrate their 

training with those institutions. For example, a trainer in one of the programs explains, 

“So we’re assuming there’s some kind of formal Bible training, either a Bible college, 

Bible school [in-house program], seminary . . . at a bachelor’s level. . . . We’re talking 

thirty credit hours is our standard right now of formal Bible training.” For the second pre-

field program, particularly for those who serve in church planting and development roles, 

interviewees confirm that participants “have a Master of Divinity or its equivalent,” most 

typically earned through an institution formally affiliated with the pre-field training 

program. In the two pre-field programs that set up these Bible and theology requirements, 
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participants agree that the foundations established through that formal training proved 

beneficial. For example, as one participant with more than ten years of church planting 

experience reflected back on his two years of formal biblical-theological pre-field 

training, he states,  

But you get a very good grasp of the whole Bible. So obviously that would be good. 
I think it’s very positive. I think it gave me a foundation from which to then just 
further study. But definitely gave me a biblical foundation for what we ended up 
doing, the church planting process.  

Two key comments merit reiteration here. First, the participant highlights 

formal Bible knowledge that supports a defined church planting process and that gives a 

solid overview of the whole of the biblical narrative, points I will discuss further in 

subsequent sections and features. Second, the participant emphasizes the need for 

ongoing learning beyond this pre-field biblical-theological education, which I will 

describe in greater detail later as well. For the second pre-field program that requires 

formal biblical-theological training, the program also intentionally adds a nonformal 

discipleship component based in the local church in order to provide a similar emphasis 

of the grasp of the whole New Testament: “But there is a six-month guided reading of the 

New Testament—that is a prerequisite [to pre-field training].” Here the trainer helpfully 

emphasizes the relational component of local churches guiding this structured biblical-

theological study. In subsequent comments, the trainer also makes clear that from his 

perspective as a developer of training curriculum, this guided reading serves as an 

integral part of the pre-field training program, even though it occurs in the context of the 

local church prior to residential training. 

In two other pre-field training programs that do not have formal affiliation with 

a particular Bible college or seminary, the programs recognize the need for biblical-

theological foundations to lesser and greater degrees. They both quite commonly 

recommend additional formal Bible training before or after the pre-field program, 
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depending on missionary agency requirements. For example, a trainer from one of the 

programs explains that while they feel they build into their pre-field program “the  

equivalent of twenty-two Bible credits,” nonetheless:  

[We] recommend specific courses because we’ve gotten to know what certain 
agencies require. So we’ve been able to say, “Hey, here’s the way you meet that 
requirement.” And they are good courses, put together by seminary profs, and 
offered free of charge if you don’t want a grade. And then you can pay a small fee 
and you can have it monitored.  

While the trainer concedes the pragmatism of this recommendation for formal Bible 

training based on agency demands, in other comments he emphasizes that often they also 

make individual ongoing learning suggestions depending on the specific participant 

situation: “We often are urging people to do more of that after graduation from here if 

we’ve uncovered a weakness.” In this pre-field training program context, then, any 

burden for additional biblical-theological learning falls to agency requirements or student 

initiative, rather than local church input. 

One of the other pre-field training programs attempts to build sufficient 

biblical-theological foundations for church planting and development through the content 

of the training curriculum itself. Here a trainer confirms that the program does not teach 

biblical-theological foundations at the level of “formal residential Bible college training.” 

But he likewise does not feel candidates require that degree of biblical-theological 

formality: “It quite often isn’t at that level, but I’m not sure it needs to be.” In his follow-

up comments, the trainer offered what he considered successful pioneer church planting 

and development examples to illustrate that he did not find formal Bible training 

necessary. In order to make this assessment, he used a model of church maturity that I 

discuss further in the discipleship feature of evaluating as an evaluative framework. 

Likewise, a participant in this same program describes a similar thought process 

regarding the need for formal biblical-theological training. After a brief discussion about 

the various options, the participant concludes, “So I can’t really weigh up which one of 
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those is better. But I know that I have the tools available to interpret God’s Word as part 

of a greater narrative.” While some might question the sufficiency of a pre-field training 

approach with no formal biblical-theological requirement, here again the participant 

emphasizes an understanding of the Scriptures framed within the overarching biblical 

narrative that lends itself to accurate interpretation. Also, the evaluation of the need for 

formal biblical-theological training again rests in the hands of the pre-field training 

program rather than the local sending church. 

In summary, then, pre-field training programs vary in their perspectives of how 

much, if any, formal biblical-theological training that participants require. In light of this 

fact, several key points emerge from the data for effective pre-field training programs. 

First, formal Bible knowledge should support a defined ecclesiological framework for 

pioneer church planting, a point that I discuss at great length in evaluating as a 

subsequent feature of discipleship. Second, formal Bible requirements should provide a 

substantial overview of the whole of the biblical narrative. Third, while the data does not 

indicate an ideal sequencing for the uptake of formal Bible requirements for pioneer 

church planting and development, the data does infer that participants frequently require 

ongoing biblical-theological learning beyond that which pre-field training programs 

provide. This especially becomes relevant as applied to specific cross-cultural church 

planting tasks like Bible translation. Fourth, participants benefit from any linkages that 

practically integrate formal Bible training with guidance from local church leaders prior 

to residential training. In fact, as this study indicates, ideally this integration of formal 

biblical-theological training and practical ministry experience takes place pre-field within 

the context of a local sending church. Finally, in support of the needed guidance of the 

local church in this and all training choices for pioneer church planting, the data above 

reveals the sometimes arbitrary or pragmatic nature of pre-field training program 

decisions as to how much formal biblical-theological training participants require. Thus, 
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the local sending church should serve as the ultimate evaluative organism that works 

together with pre-field training to move beyond the pragmatism of formal biblical-

theological requirements from agencies or pre-field training programs in determining 

how to evaluate such requirements in light of participant proficiency in ministry 

leadership competencies prior to field departure. This brings the conversation full circle, 

as this statement implies that formal biblical-theological training should integrate into a 

leadership development framework based in the oversight of the local sending church. 

As demonstrated in this section of discussion, the data indicates that effective 

pre-field training programs teach evaluative wisdom through biblical-theological truth 

contextualized for church planting and church development. First, as already indicated, in 

their biblical-theological teaching emphases training programs vary in requirements for 

formal Bible training. Second, multiple pre-field programs incorporate a basic foundation 

of Bible and theology and church planting and development taught through the 

redemptive-historical narrative. In order to elaborate on this second point, this section 

explains how the teaching of the redemptive-historical narrative for cross-cultural church 

planting and development relates to the way pre-field training programs understand what 

constitutes church planting and church maturity. As such, in order to establish candidates 

in evaluative wisdom biblically and theologically, multiple of the pre-field programs 

emphasize biblical-theological foundations taught through the redemptive-historical 

narrative of the Bible (1) for the sake of clearly presenting the gospel cross-culturally and 

(2) in order to build a biblical ecclesiological framework for pioneer church planting 

contexts, which in turn reinforces the need for a leadership development framework 

shared with local churches. 

First, the data shows that various of the pre-field programs emphasize sound 

biblical-theological foundations via the redemptive-historical narrative of the Bible for 

the sake of clearly presenting the gospel cross-culturally. One trainer explains this 
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teaching approach as participants learning how to create a contextualized written and 

taught curriculum in the local language. 

[This curriculum offers listeners] an understanding of the way God’s communicated 
himself to his image bearers, the way he’s done that. It will be an understanding of 
how God’s revealed his character to his people, his image bearers. And it will trace 
through from creation to Christ how God has interacted and how his image bearers 
have interacted with him. And it will present Christ in the context of everything 
that’s happened since creation.  

As the literature review indicates, this approach of establishing narratival foundations for 

the gospel productively frames the remainder of teaching and ecclesiology on the 

premises of the eternal person and purposes of God.11 One program participant 

underscores this point. 

The metanarrative isn’t about a way to teach “primitive people,” to use the term, 
about God. It’s how we as believers understand truth and understand reality. We are 
narrative beings and God’s story is laid out for us. And so that informs the way that 
we look at Scripture, not just for teaching, but also for ourselves and for our 
interpretation of and understanding of Scripture. So that sort of metanarrative 
understanding of Truth is something that’s not just about a teaching method or 
whatever. It’s about Truth. 

In fact, not only do participants from all of the pre-field programs reiterate their increased 

commitment to metanarratival teaching on the basis of evaluative wisdom gleaned 

through their training in this area, but participants from three different programs also 

explain how this process of pre-field exposure to the overarching redemptive-historical 

 
 

11 For examples of materials that thoroughly apply the narrative approach to teaching in both 
Old and New Testaments, see Trevor McIlwain, Evangelism: Genesis to the Ascension, Building on Firm 
Foundations Volume 2, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: New Tribes Mission, 2005); Trevor McIlwain, Guidelines 
for Evangelism and Teaching Believers, Building on Firm Foundations Volume 1, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: 
New Tribes Mission, 2005); Trevor McIlwain, Teaching New Believers: Acts, Building on Firm 
Foundations Volume 4, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: New Tribes Mission, 2007); Trevor McIlwain, Teaching 
New Believers: Romans and Ephesians, Building on Firm Foundations Volume 5, rev. ed. (Sanford, FL: 
New Tribes Mission, 2007). D. A. Carson clarifies three helpful issues regarding the interaction between 
the biblical narrative and world cultures: “First, that stance is most likely to be deeply Christian which 
attempts to integrate all the major biblically determined turning points in the history of redemption. . . . 
Second, that stance is most likely to be deeply Christian which attempts to balance the various turning 
points in the history of redemption. In other words, it is not merely a matter of including all the turning 
points, but of how they hang together. . . . Third, unavoidably the location of contemporary Christians 
within their corners of the world will have a shaping influence on which elements of the Bible’s story line 
they wish to emphasize.” D. A. Carson, Christ and Culture Revisited (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 
2008), 81–84. 
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narrative reshaped their own understanding of the gospel. For example, one participant 

conveys that prior to this segment of pre-field training, he understood his own salvation 

“in very legalistic, very guilt-oriented, very works-based terms.” Another participant 

references that this teaching approach highlighted “the centrality of the gospel” in an 

edifying way during his training. Finally, a third participant summarizes the redemptive-

historical component of teaching in pre-field training as crucial in the program and 

beyond. He continues his description to talk about the current life impact for himself and 

his wife.  

So that was talked about over and over again. And sometimes I think we don’t even 
realize how that impacted the way we read the Bible now, or the way we talk to God 
now. Coming from a place of not enoughness. And you know, so I think that that is 
the primary thing. That’s one very key thing. You know, all the others are much less 
significant than that. 

Second, in addition to a pre-field program emphasis on sound biblical-

theological foundations via the redemptive-historical narrative of the Bible for clarity in 

the gospel, the data also demonstrates that several of the pre-field programs emphasize 

continued New Testament narratival foundations in order to build a biblical-

ecclesiological framework for church maturing. Though not all the programs describe 

their ecclesiological frameworks in similar terms, one trainer explains that they seek to 

establish an overall perspective of the development of the church cross-culturally in 

specific courses following evangelism: “the infant and the developing church, would be 

the name of that class. And then followed by the maturing and mature church.” For 

purposes of contributing to the development of such a framework for church planting, 

one trainer in another program explains that subsequent to the metanarrative foundations 

for the gospel, they teach participants the narrative of the book of Acts for confirming 

“principles of practice” from the early church in order to solidify participant 

understanding of ecclesiology. They then use that foundational narrative of the early 

church to establish participants in their walk with Christ through teaching books like 
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Romans, 1 Corinthians, Thessalonians, and others. A trainer from yet another program 

explains similarly that after teaching the narrative of Acts, they continue to exposit books 

in the New Testament such that “a component of spiritual development is . . . hung on the 

backbone of Galatians and Ephesians.” In keeping with this statement, four of the five 

programs describe this overall approach to teaching the redemptive-historical narrative, 

narrative foundations in the New Testament in the book of Acts, and subsequent epistles 

as both opportunities for participant spiritual growth, as well as modeling for teaching 

series that participants might one day develop for pioneer church planting contexts as 

they take up ministry leadership roles in teaching cross-culturally. In the words of one 

participant:  

But basically working through building a clear picture right from the start through to 
seeing church maturity through the Scriptures. So you go through the same kind of 
material that you’d be hoping to teach in the future. But the point of it was not to be 
like this is what you’ll be teaching, but teaching us, so aimed at the level of and the 
situation that we’re in.  

Thus, this biblical-theological teaching progression contextualized in the redemptive-

historical narrative for cross-cultural church planting emphasizes for participants the 

priority identity of the local church and helps participants anticipate an evaluative 

framework for establishing similarly maturing churches according to the eternal purposes 

of God. 

In addition to the significant teaching category of instruction in evaluative 

wisdom through biblical-theological truth contextualized for pioneer church planting and 

church development, effective pre-field training programs also teach evaluative wisdom 

through language, culture, and worldview for cross-cultural church planting. The teaching 

of evaluative wisdom through language, culture, and worldview highlights pre-field 

program emphases on proficient intercultural communication for the clear preaching and 

teaching of biblical truth. As such, effective pre-field training programs incorporate 

instruction in participants (1) becoming relationally relevant communicators in a second 
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language and culture contexts, (2) learning language and culture with a worldview 

emphasis, (3) using the vernacular principle to resource healthily planted and developing 

local churches, and (4) anticipating ongoing post-allocation learning in multiple areas. 

For the sake of brevity, I will concisely recap each of these four points of pre-field 

teaching focus. 

First, in areas of language, culture, and worldview, multiple pre-field programs 

teach participants to become relationally relevant communicators in second language and 

culture contexts. This focus reinforces the significance of relational influence for 

providing ministry leadership through discipleship in a foreign setting. For example, as 

one participant reflects back on her pre-field training in the course of getting to know a 

new second language context after she allocated overseas, she describes the critical 

process of becoming a person of interpersonal influence through second language and 

culture acquisition.  

I remember an area of the culture training that stuck out to me and gave me a new 
perspective: the idea of “becoming.” That is, being open to change and develop who 
I am as a person as I fit into a new culture and learn a different—not necessarily 
wrong—way of life. 

With her comments, the participant describes how effective cross-cultural workers learn a 

willingness to personally accommodate another cultural viewpoint to become relevant 

communicators in that setting. Likewise, a trainer from a different program explains,  

We also look at the anthropological worldview issues, cultural issues of how to 
understand people, relate to people, and then the change that that brings into our life 
so that we are understandable and relatable to them. And really emphasizing to our 
candidates that that process is more about you adapting and changing who you are 
to actually communicate to them, than them changing to matching you. 

Similarly, a participant in a third program described his second culture and language 

acquisition as foundational “because the first thing you’ve got to be able to do is relate 

with people in their language.” Thus, multiple programs establish participants in a 
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perspective of becoming relationally relevant in a second language and culture for 

purposes of clear cross-cultural communication. 

Second, effective pre-field programs also reinforce the learning of language 

and culture with a worldview emphasis. In the words of one participant, in order to  

become a competent intercultural communicator, a learner must understand that “there 

are different cultural assumptions, different worldview beliefs, that inform how people 

make decisions or interpret truth.” Trainers and participants from all five programs 

express this worldview focus in one way or other. 

Third, multiple pre-field programs also highlight similar areas of resource 

development in the vernacular in order for participants to understand how to assist local 

believers in growing to maturity. In the words of one trainer,  

So you have these people that you are now in community with and those people 
need to be about the Great Commission themselves, making disciples. And so how 
do they do that? How are you going to get them to do that? What you’re going to do 
is you’re going to develop resources that help them to do that. And so the making of 
good resources so you can equip them to then make disciples, multiply, spread the 
gospel within their own context. 

Resources that trainers and participants list include vernacular Bible translation, Bible 

curriculum development for teaching the Scriptures cross-culturally and for helping 

churches grow to maturity, and literacy training for new believers who often come from 

primary oral backgrounds. 

Finally, effective pre-field training programs incorporate instruction in 

evaluative wisdom that anticipates ongoing post-allocation or post-deployment learning 

for pre-field training participants. For all five pre-field programs, trainers and participants 

describe the need for post-allocation equipping in virtually every area of cross-cultural 

church planting listed above: language and culture acquisition, linguistics, literacy, Bible 

translation, and Bible resource development for planted and growing churches. One 

trainer summarizes the reality of ongoing learning following pre-field training. 
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Like in the area of translation, we give an introduction, but we’re not giving the 
tools and the equipping, that they come out of here thinking that they can be a 
translator. They definitely need on the job training. Literacy, same thing. If they’re 
going to do a literacy program, they’ve been introduced to the basics here, but 
they’ll need ongoing training. Curriculum development would be the same way. . . . 
I don’t know of an area where we would with confidence say we’ve equipped them 
sufficiently for a life of ministry. 

As becomes evident, pre-field training programs humbly acknowledge that they do not 

have the ability to fully equip participants in evaluative wisdom for all future ministry 

realities. Furthermore, not all pre-field training programs have established pathways for 

providing ongoing resource help to participants once they leave the training program. 

Thus, while pre-field training programs can point participants toward additional 

resources, ultimately participants must assume a self-management posture of ongoing 

learning. In the words of one pre-field trainer, “So yes, we have consistently 

recommended further, and honestly, we recommend a posture of lifelong learning to plan 

on the desire never going away that you’ve got a lot to learn and to keep learning.” As 

with other areas of future participant ministry, the local sending church, more than the 

pre-field training program, serves as the stable and constant leadership influence and 

discipleship foundation for ongoing participant accountability in a lifetime of ministerial 

equipping. 

Competencies for teaching. As I previously explained in this section, 

effective pre-field training programs first teach evaluative wisdom through biblical-

theological truth contextualized for church planting and church development. Second, 

they also teach evaluative wisdom through participant engagement with language, 

culture, and worldview for cross-cultural church planting. Both areas point back toward 

local churches as disciplers into ministry leadership and long-term authorities for pioneer 

cross-cultural workers. Finally, in addition to these key teaching priority areas, effective 

pre-field training programs also reinforce evaluative wisdom through practicum 

opportunities that assist participants in developing teaching competencies in these same 
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cross-cultural church planting emphases. Specific to the interview data, then, all the pre-

field training programs in this study concur that participants who anticipate serving in 

pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development should have the 

competency to communicate biblical-theological truth cross-culturally. As one trainer 

remarks, “The real qualification for leadership in . . . church planting, is about Christian 

character and exemplary living and the ability to teach the Bible clearly and simply.” In 

the confirming words of a second trainer, not only must participants have a solid biblical-

theological foundation, but they must also “have a sound understanding of that and how 

to communicate that.” Most pre-field training programs configure opportunities for 

participant competency development for teaching cross-culturally in two ways: (1) 

offering participants practicum options in second language and culture acquisition in 

order for them to grow in practical awareness of the frames of reference for teaching 

cross-culturally, and (2) giving participants practice in communicating biblical truth in a 

ministry or simulated teaching context. I will briefly describe the first point and then will 

elaborate more extensively on the second. 

First, in order to reinforce evaluative wisdom for teaching in a cross-cultural 

setting, effective pre-field training programs promote participant growth in language, 

culture, and worldview competence through some kind of language learning simulation, 

cross-cultural exposure trip, and/or language learning practicum. This variety of practical 

options minimally gives participants and trainers an idea of participant aptitude and 

interest in learning a second language and culture. Maximally, these opportunities 

contribute to participants beginning to develop the competencies for learning language 

and culture that they can later apply in field settings. While this area of competency 

development relates to local sending churches indirectly, cross-cultural exposure trips,  
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simulations, and practicums represent one of the few areas of candidate development that 

requires limited local church involvement or oversight.12 

As one might imagine, the least effective and intensive option for competency 

development for language and culture acquisition involves cross-cultural exposure trips 

or outings. In acknowledgement of this point, one trainer describes cross-cultural outings 

like these as “baby steps”: “And so people could go on weekends or spend a short amount 

of time there, and actually put into practice some cross-cultural skills and do sort of 

deliberate practice, where they go out and they try things, they take baby steps into cross-

cultural witness.” While perhaps profitable for other significant purposes, trips such as 

this do not accomplish much in terms of participant competency development for cross-

cultural communication. As a second option, pre-field training programs create multi-

week language learning simulations in which participants engage speakers of second 

languages to practice early language learning activities. As the third and most profitable 

option for competency development, one pre-field program actually located their training 

program in a second language and culture environment in order to provide participants 

sustained opportunity to develop competency in acquiring a second language and culture 

while the participants uptake other formal training requirements. One trainer explains the 

expectations and benefits of the onsite cross-cultural practicum.  

Twenty hours a week minimum in following, actually implementing the approach to 
culture and language acquisition that we’re teaching them about. . . . So that’s going 
to be a very clearly systematized set of activities that they can perform that will 
work on their cultural understanding, their communicative language proficiency, and 
then the development of relationships cross-culturally.  

Here the trainer describes not only the competency development that occurs for the 

activities of language and culture learning through the practicum, but he also conveys the 

 
 

12 But that said, local churches can provide participants valuable opportunities like engaging 
ethnic group populations in the area of the church, conducting evangelistic cross-cultural Bible studies with 
seekers, or teaching ESL, among other options. 
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significance of the opportunity for participants to begin to develop competence in 

intercultural relational influence as well. A participant from that pre-field program now 

living in an overseas setting conveys his gratitude for the language and culture 

competence he acquired in this pre-field program context. 

So being in a different culture for everyday life—to eat food, to go to the grocery 
store, to live every day in a different culture—and then to have the opportunity to 
then apply culture acquisition, language learning, relationship building, public 
embarrassment skills—for lack of a better word—live [in a second language and 
culture context during pre-field training]. The type of environment that exists is 
pretty close to ideal for all of those happening. Because we have felt so 
prepared. . . . We were just very well prepared, and I think the context had a lot to do 
with that. 

Second, in addition to helping participants develop some level of intercultural 

communicative competency through language and culture acquisition simulations and 

practicums, in order to reinforce evaluative wisdom for teaching, the data confirms that 

most pre-field training programs also recommend that participants practice the 

communication of biblical truth in a ministry, parachurch, or simulated teaching context. 

Two interrelated dilemmas emerge in the data as relates to these opportunities for the 

reinforcement of biblical-theological teaching competencies for participants: (1) the 

extent to which pre-field training programs capably support teaching competency 

development, and (2) how that teaching competency development occurs in the most 

logical context, namely through a discipleship framework that includes teaching as a part 

of ministry leadership development in local sending churches under the supervision of 

other effective teachers and preachers. I will discuss both challenges concurrently. As the 

reader might anticipate, the data demonstrates very mixed results in how pre-field 

training programs address these dilemmas. 

As previously noted, the majority of the five pre-field training programs in this 

study do require or recommend church-based service opportunities for participants before  

or during their pre-field training. For example, one trainer confirms that everyone  
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enrolled in their program has “engaged in their local church to a level that they’re 

serving, for starters. There’s a history of service. I can’t think of anyone who’s connected 

in who’s not in some capacity serving in their local church.” Another trainer concurs that 

during their pre-field training, they “also highly, highly encourage them and push them 

out into the local church community and then encourage them to serve well.” For two 

pre-field programs, this participant service can occur either in a local church or in another 

parachurch ministry setting in the area. 

Furthermore, several of the pre-field training programs also promote teaching 

opportunities for participants in local churches, in parachurch ministries, or in the training 

program itself. For example, one female participant explains her teaching role in a 

parachurch setting: “I was also a leader both of a women’s group study and later a 

children’s study group for Bible Study Fellowship, not connected to my sending church 

but also viewed as part of the training by [the training organization].” Similarly, a 

participant in another pre-field program describes that he and other classmates had 

opportunities to teach inmates in a state penitentiary away from their sending church area. 

One other participant conveys that he taught Awana and Sunday school classes in a 

church local to the pre-field training center, while two more participants state that they 

had pulpit supply opportunities in local churches in the area. At least one of the pre-field 

training programs created simulated teaching opportunities among the students in the 

program itself. The trainer from that program elaborates on the profitability of this 

process of communicative competency development for program participants. 

Communicative competency is important to us. So there’s a number of things built 
in where students have the responsibility to represent a view, attend to questions 
from their peers in front of a classroom situation. . . . So they do book summaries, a 
number of things we’ve built in. So that’s one area, the communicative 
proficiency. . . . We ask for immediate peer review when they’ve spoken. And you’ll 
see a lot of people, fortunately it’s a high percentage of people, that take that 
feedback. And you’ll see them implement it the next time they’re speaking, they’ll 
get more feedback, they’ll find out that that was helpful: “But there’s still this and 
this and this.” And then they’ll implement these things. 
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While the overall emphasis of the pre-field programs on developing teaching competence 

proves commendable, several concerns manifest themselves in the data on this point. 

First, this teaching generally occurs only if and when such opportunities evolve as a 

natural part of the ministry service context. Second, the teaching opportunities do not fit 

into an evaluative framework for assessing ministry leadership development. Third and in 

a related way, the teaching opportunities do not depend on local sending church input, but 

rather exist as independent initiatives that pre-field training programs determine to 

emphasize, with varying degrees of success. 

Summary for Teaching 

In summary to the feature of teaching for RTCEE discipleship, in this section I 

highlighted the following three priority areas of teaching and applied teaching for 

evaluative wisdom and competencies: (1) teaching evaluative wisdom through biblical-

theological truth contextualized for church planting and church development, (2) teaching 

evaluative wisdom through language, culture, and worldview for cross-cultural church 

planting, and (3) reinforcing evaluative wisdom through practicum opportunities for 

competency development in cross-cultural church planting teaching emphases. Again, for 

these three priority areas of teaching for the leadership outcomes of evaluative wisdom 

and competencies, I also demonstrated various ways in which pre-field programs do not 

always focus attention on necessary ecclesiological considerations and linkages. Given 

the centrality of preaching and teaching for helping churches in cross-cultural contexts to 

grow to maturity, this feature of discipleship, like the others, factors significantly into 

ministry leadership development for pioneer church planters. Thus, the data implies that 

pre-field training programs should cooperate with local sending churches to integrate 

teaching competencies into intentional participant development through a mutually 

agreed upon leadership development framework. When pre-field training programs  
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Table 4. Leadership development outcomes for teaching  
 

Area Outcomes 

Teaching 
evaluative 
wisdom 

• Teaching evaluative wisdom through biblical-theological truth 
contextualized for church planting and church development 

• Teaching evaluative wisdom through language, culture, and 
worldview for cross-cultural church planting 

Teaching 
competencies 

• Reinforcing evaluative wisdom through practicum opportunities 
for competency development in cross-cultural church planting 
priority areas, including language-culture acquisition and the 
teaching of biblical-theological truth 

 
 
 
responsibly take up this challenge of coordinating participant training in teaching with  

local sending churches, they will invariably increase their appreciation for the role of the  

local church and will themselves operate more in harmony with the next feature of 

discipleship, namely co-laboring. 

Co-laboring 

I define this third feature of RTCEE discipleship as “discipleship in leadership 

through teamwork in ministry as co-followers of Christ.” In introduction, I will make 

several general comments regarding this feature. First, co-laboring emphasizes practical 

application in participant competency and therefore points backward and forward to 

certain leadership development outcomes shared with the discipleship features of 

relational influence, teaching, and evaluating. Specifically, the leadership development 

outcome areas that co-laboring shares with these other features of discipleship include 

character, values, and evaluative wisdom. Since those shared outcomes also prove 

foundational and critical for co-laboring, I will not repeat them for this feature. Instead, 

the discussion of co-laboring in this section centers on opportunities for competency 

development that pre-field training programs can attempt to provide for participants, 

albeit in less than fully effective ways without the active role of local churches in a 
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coordinated leadership development process. Second and in a related sense, the feature of 

co-laboring depends heavily on interpersonal relationships with leader-disciplers who 

model ministry competencies for participants as co-followers of Jesus Christ under the 

authority of the Scriptures. As Irving and Strauss convey on this point from the testimony 

of Paul the apostle,  

It is interesting that in the letters of the apostle Paul, he does not refer to those he 
works with as his “disciples” (mathētai) or “followers.” To be sure, he often calls on 
those to whom he is writing to follow his example or to imitate him (1 Cor 4:16; 
11:1; Phil 3:17; 4:9; 1 Thess 1:6). 

Instead of treating his co-workers as his own disciples,  

Modeling or teaching by example was Paul’s primary means of training others. But 
instead of “disciple” or “follower,” he uses terms like “brother/sister,” “co-worker,” 
“partner,” and “fellow soldier.” These are terms of partnership and teamwork, rather 
than authority and subordination.13  

In a similar vein, this study understands discipleship through leadership-as-followership 

based in the ministry definition of leadership from Jones and Wilder. This discipleship 

approach not only works in harmony with the ideal of Pauline modeling in co-laboring, 

but it also only functions effectively through the dynamics of plurality of leadership in 

mutual Christ-following in the local church, rather than in whatever leadership 

configurations exist in parachurch pre-field training programs. Third, on that basis and in 

light of the cumulative momentum building toward this juncture in the study through the 

discipleship progression, a related implication emerges with increasing force: namely that 

without a local church context, the remaining features of discipleship face significant 

implementational challenges in pre-field training programs. Co-laboring stands as a case 

in point, since co-laboring implies the opportunity to share church-based ministry tasks 

with competent co-leaders in order for those experienced leaders to apply the previous 

features of relational influence and teaching, as well as the subsequent features of 
 

 
13 Irving and Strauss, Leadership in Christian Perspective, 78. 
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evaluation and entrusting, in order to see participants grow toward maturity in 

competency in ministry leadership for the local church. Thus, without a local church 

context and shared partnership from pre-field programs for the intentional leadership 

development of each individual participant within a defined developmental framework, 

the discipleship process from this point forward in any pre-field training program moves 

into an insufficient simulation of the originally intended biblical design. 

Competencies for Co-laboring 

In this section, then, I describe the limited amount of support for co-laboring 

that emerges from the interview data in the context of pre-field training programs. 

Specifically, I explain what trainers and participants describe in competency development 

through pre-field co-laboring. The data demonstrates that pre-field participant co-laboring 

opportunities include (1) collaborating with trainers during pre-field training, (2) working 

with fellow training participants in shared teamwork experiences, and in the ideal 

scenario, (3) serving in local church ministry in partnership with experienced leader-

disciplers. 

First, one of the means of co-laboring that surfaces in the data occurs through 

the opportunities that participants have to share in some form of ministry leadership with 

trainers in pre-field programs as a simulation or a parallel to aspects of church and field-

based ministry leadership. Two of the residential pre-field programs intentionally 

cultivate such opportunities in their training. For example, one trainer describes how they 

organize the students into small group teams, each one under the oversight of a program 

trainer. As he explains this example from their pre-field training, the trainer demonstrates 

his own discipleship intuition regarding how this process functions as leadership 

modeling for purposes of co-laboring. 

We have small mentoring groups and training teams where the training team and 
staff disciplers are encouraged to model that kind of leadership. And then in the  
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process of [the time] that we have the students here, there’s a handing over of that 
leadership in that training team to the students. So by the second year they are 
leading their own team and the staff are participants. And so there is, I think, an 
attempt to model that leadership and see them functioning in that. 

The trainer goes on to explain that the activities that the staff mentors help the student  

teams to organize together include chore duties, group presentations, class materials, 

meal preparation, teaching events, and planned outings. While the outcomes do not prove 

universally positive and the trainer concedes that some have bad experiences from 

domineering voices in the small groups or due to poor oversight from trainers, the trainer 

describes positive student testimonies as well.  

But then coming out the back end going, “Wow, you know, this is amazing what 
God showed me about myself and how I interact with people and how we need to 
work together.” So I think definitely, we have seen that character development in the 
life of the students and listening to them talk about that experience and what they’ve 
learned. 

In this example, then, the positive leadership outcomes that contribute to student growth 

in co-laboring competence through this small group mentoring include teamwork, 

interpersonal communication, conflict management, self-awareness in self-management, 

and interdependence in team function. Additionally, the context variable of training time 

factors into the equation here, since the aforementioned competencies require adequate 

time for development over the course of the pre-field program. 

A second residential program implements a very similar process in terms of 

organizing the students into small group teams during their time in training. For each of 

the small groups, a staff trainer gives regular oversight to the implementation of group 

activities that include “different areas of responsibility, whether it’s teaching or leading, 

leading a small study. Or maybe it’s even in physical plant maintenance type roles and 

running the cleanup after a lunchtime or after dinner time, preparing meals, shopping.” 

Not only does the designated trainer for each small group manage the group throughout 

the pre-field training in these activity areas, but the trainer also gives opportunity for 

follow up meetings and questions with each participant individually and in the group. 
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[The] staff person then will make themselves available to the students to work it 
through, think it through, talk about implications, express struggle or confusion or 
disagreement and talk through that. So we’re counting on . . . helpful perspectives, 
views, to be presented well in a classroom, students wrestle with it, and then get 
further refinement in that through the community group breakdown. 

Based on the trainer’s description, productive competency outcomes include those listed 

in the first example of residential training above, as well as staff modeling of relational 

influence in helping students navigate questions and concerns. 

Still other of the pre-field programs provide more sporadic opportunities for 

students to collaborate with trainers in pre-field training through co-laboring. For 

example, in one program, a student who had expertise in a specialized area of training 

due to her academic background offered input into the ongoing development of training 

curriculum. In a second example, trainers assisted a group of students in implementing a 

teaching series in the community based on a multi-week presentation of the redemptive-

historical narrative. 

In addition to competency development for participants through pre-field co-

laboring with trainers, the data reveals that pre-field training programs also strengthen co-

laboring competencies as participants work with fellow students in shared teamwork 

experiences. One trainer discusses this co-laboring responsibility among students in 

language that very much mirrors co-followership under the authority of the Scriptures for 

promoting mutual growth toward godliness. The trainer also uses leadership language to 

describe this intentional pre-field program emphasis on accountability in these 

interpersonal participant relationships for co-laboring. 

And then there’s the [leadership] theme here . . . of the role that each believer has in 
other believers’ lives. And . . . that being a biblical, consistent theme. And then our 
urging the students to—even though it’s counter-cultural—to get practice in 
engaging each other in those ways. Be a brother, be a sister to another person, help 
each other uncover blind areas, bring comfort, bring reassurance, bring challenge or 
admonition. In that aspect of leadership, again, it’s designed here that people get 
some instruction and some experience in doing that. 
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The trainer goes on to describe a weekly event in which both students and staff have 

similarly constructive opportunities to reflect together.  

[They reflect on] anything they’d like to share, where God is teaching them or 
comforting them or rebuking them or stretching them. . . . It’s very encouraging 
student-to-student. But for the staff, too, . . . we get a chance to generally notice 
where people are being challenged, where they’re growing. It’s another chance for 
us to see, too, things that are off track that are happening.  

Thus, not only do these weekly residential opportunities reinforce collective and 

collaborative learning, but they also provide another point where trainers can observe and 

evaluate how students respond to co-laboring challenges. 

Third and finally, pre-field programs not only provide participants co-laboring 

opportunities as participants collaborate with trainers and work with fellow participants 

in shared teamwork experiences, they also support the idea of participants serving in local 

churches in partnership with experienced leader-disciplers. Unfortunately, these 

opportunities rarely emerge in the data and do not develop from pre-field 

recommendations or requirements. Furthermore, opportunities for service in local 

churches in partnership with experienced leader-disciplers only occur if and when 

participants themselves initiate the engagements for whatever reason. No evidence exists 

of an integrated and agreed upon plan between pre-field training programs and local 

churches to utilize a defined leadership development framework to equip individual 

participants for ministry leadership for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church 

development. In fact, of the fifteen individuals in the study, only four participants 

describe engaging in any significant co-laboring opportunities for ministry leadership 

development in their local sending churches during their pre-field experience. For all 

four, this ministry experience resulted from their occupying staff roles in churches that 

had nothing to do with pre-field training recommendations. In one case, a participant 

explains that after he became a believer in a local church, the church leaders determined 

to pull him into a co-laboring role: “Then our pastor there, you know—I was still 
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working. . . . But he put me on staff, right? So he’s investing in me, he’s coming 

alongside me. And then ultimately they sent us out to the mission field.” While this 

participant and one other participant describe their co-laboring experiences in local 

churches as very critical and formative aspects of their ministry leadership development 

for pioneer church planting, they give no indication that their pre-field training programs 

required, recommended, or coordinated such opportunities. 

Summary for Co-laboring 

In summary for the discipleship feature of co-laboring, in this section I 

described the limited amount of support that emerges from the interview data for 

competency development in co-laboring in the context of pre-field training programs. 

Specifically, I explained what the data revealed about co-laboring as participants (1) 

collaborate with trainers, (2) work with fellow participants in shared teamwork 

experiences, and in the ideal scenario, (3) serve in local churches in partnership with 

experienced leader-disciplers. The interview data reveals that while participants do 

benefit from the co-laboring opportunities that emerge in pre-field training, these 

opportunities do not substitute for needed co-laboring through participant discipleship 

into ministry leadership through local sending churches according to a leadership 

development framework that pre-field training programs and local churches share in 

common. As one thoughtful and successful church planter reflected back on his co-

laboring opportunities in pre-field training in light of over twenty years of field 

experience, he summarized the pre-field training discipleship deficit for co-laboring. 

You’re not being discipled in church planting. You’re being discipled, what? In like 
the work program. And so I think part of it is because it occurs outside of the 
context of the local church. . . . I want to be a discipler and discipling as a leader, 
discipling other leaders, and within the context of the church. And my discipleship, 
if you could call it that, was just occurring in [the pre-field training program]. And I 
guess you could kind of draw some principles from that, and then try to apply them 
to church planting. But I think sometimes the fact that it occurs outside of the local 
church, it’s just a little bit harder for me to then go, well, the reason I’m a leader like 
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this and I’m applying it within the church plant the way I am is because that’s the 
way I was discipled, the way I was in my church. 

This church planter then concludes with words that serve as a valuable learning point for 

both pre-field training programs and local churches.  

But I think the ministry, the church planting ministry and discipleship side of things, 
needs not to be taken from the church and . . . have the people equipped in the 
training program outside of the local church rather than have that done within the 
context [of the local church].  

 
 
 

Table 5. Leadership development outcomes for co-laboring  
 

Area Outcomes 

Co-laboring 
competencies 

• Collaborating with trainers during pre-field training: teamwork, 
interpersonal communication, conflict management, self-
awareness in self-management, interdependence in team function, 
modeling relational influence, helping students navigate questions 
and concerns 

• Working with fellow training participants in shared teamwork 
experiences 

• Serving in local church ministry in partnership with experienced 
leader-disciplers 

 
 
 
As with previous features of RTCEE discipleship, these comments point forward toward 

the next feature, which discusses how pre-field training programs launch from co-

laboring relationships to much-needed evaluation in order for participants to develop into 

ministry leaders for pioneer cross-cultural church planting. 

Evaluating 

I define the feature of evaluating as “discipleship in leadership  

through systems, procedures, and frameworks for assessing effectiveness for and in 

ministry.” In light of the interview data, several introductory considerations bear 

mentioning. First, the Scriptures offer plentiful evidence that evaluation serves as an 

important part of leadership development and leadership qualification (1 Tim 3:1-7, Titus 
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1:5-9, 1 Pet 5:1-4). In their discussion of servant leadership, Irving and Strauss agree that 

from a biblical perspective,  

Leadership . . . is not about power or control. It is about empowerment—equipping 
and enabling God’s people to be all that God has called them to be. And equipping 
and empowerment include not only positive encouragement and affirmation but also 
critique and correction.14  

Thus, as leader-disciplers invest in discipleship relationships, they consolidate leadership 

development outcomes from discipleship feature areas through useful systems, 

frameworks, and procedures for assessing participant growth and development toward the 

goals of pioneer church planting and church development. Second, as previously 

demonstrated in the feature of relational influence, to the degree that pre-field training 

facilitates the creation of authentic and trust-based relationships between trainers and 

participants, more intimate and well-rounded evaluative conversations can regularly 

occur. As Irving and Strauss convey, “Followers can sense inauthenticity in leadership. 

When leaders are quick to evaluate others before—or in the absence of—evaluating 

themselves, this provides a powerful negative message for followers.”15 To the extent that 

candidates fail to trust the relational influence of spiritual authorities, they hesitate to 

appreciate their evaluative perspectives. This also serves as a reminder that the local 

church establishes the most reliable environment where leader-disciplers can build such 

long-term trust relationships for evaluation. Finally, and in a related way, many 

discipleship outcomes for participant growth in leadership ministry for pioneer cross-

cultural church planting and development require holistic evidence of implementation in 

consistency and competency. Thus, without participants experiencing a local church 

ministry environment over a sustained period of time within which to function alongside 

leader-disciplers, these consolidated outcomes become difficult to effectively evaluate. 

 
 

14 Irving and Strauss, Leadership in Christian Perspective, 165. 
15 Irving and Strauss, Leadership in Christian Perspective, 51. 
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For that reason, the data shows that evaluation in pre-field training programs occurs in 

informal assessment but not based on the holistic demonstration of ministry competencies 

in practice per se. Thus, the data indicates that to some degree pre-field training programs 

can assess character, to a lesser extent evaluative wisdom, and in an even more limited 

fashion values and ministry competencies. 

Leadership Development Outcomes for 
Evaluating 

Based on the evidence from the interview data, then, pre-field training 

programs define a limited number of systems, procedures, and frameworks to evaluate 

certain leadership development outcomes as seen through the previously defined 

concentric circles of subsidiarity. In this section I discuss what the data indicates about 

how pre-field programs incorporate these processes to evaluate participant character, 

evaluative wisdom, and competencies in (1) self-management, (2) family leadership, and 

(3) church oversight for pioneer church planting. 

First, effective pre-field training programs define some kind of character 

evaluation for participants that the programs track over the course of student involvement 

in the program. One program in particular relates this character assessment process back 

to the church leadership qualifications previously mentioned: “We work off the 

characteristics of an elder from 1 and 2 Timothy and Titus. We try to mitigate that or 

manage that at a twenty-something year old, realizing that they’re not forty.” This trainer 

goes on to explain that while the program cannot expect the typically young participant to 

fully qualify as a church elder, and although the pre-field program obviously does not 

have a context for implementation of most eldership functions, nonetheless trainers want 

to see “a trajectory of growth towards the qualifications, towards being an elder.” In a 

second program, another trainer describes general assessment conversations that they 

regularly have with participants and other trainers.  
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We will set up half-hour slots and the participants will sit down face to face . . . and 
we will ask those same sorts of questions. How are you tracking? Talk about life 
stuff. Talk about their church. Talk about future directions. They occur at the 
quarterly workshops and at that end of year mini-conference.  

Additionally, this trainer also explains team-based assessment conversations that training 

staff have together in order to help participants address specific areas of life challenge.  

So, you know what, the assessment process is really team meetings. We just had a 
weekly team meeting yesterday morning and we spent forty-five minutes talking 
about one couple and talking about what we need to discuss with them when we talk 
with them next about things we want to see. And that is written down. It’s going to 
be clearly communicated and it’s going to be measurable.  

In a third program, trainers have defined a set of their own areas for assessment: “We’re 

currently using nine areas of character development that the community group leader uses 

as a touchstone, in all of their one-on-one, all their private time with students to keep 

going back to looking at those areas of life.” The assessment areas for this program 

include several of the character traits previously highlighted as significant in relational 

influence: humble servanthood, heart of a learner, and urgent endurance. Finally, in a 

fourth program, a trainer describes that the program created a set of specific “outcomes 

and are they meeting these outcomes. And so those are addressed on an ongoing basis.” 

Thus, while the character assessment measures from the various programs do not 

demonstrate standardization, effective pre-field training programs do consistently utilize 

some system for tracking character development for participants over the course of the 

programs. 

Second, some limited data evidence shows that effective pre-field programs 

also engage participants in evaluative conversations about marriage and family that point 

toward competency development in the areas of husband-wife relationships and 

parenting. For example, even in the training program that evidently has the least defined  

evaluative criteria for participant assessment, trainers do get together with participants on 

a regular basis to ask diagnostic questions based on various areas, including marriage 

relationships: “How do they relate—like if they are married, how do they relate to their 
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own family?” In two other training programs, one of the evaluative areas for both 

includes family and parenting relationships. In a fourth program, based on eldership 

qualifications, a trainer confirms that the program wants to use evaluative conversations 

throughout the training to ensure “that they’re ready to step into the role of elder, of 

leader, of modeling, you know, things within their very family, things within the husband 

and wife relationship, if they’re married. If they’re parents, things with their children.” 

Thus, while none of the programs defines clear criteria or outcomes for marriage and 

parenting assessment, multiple programs nonetheless describe the significance of 

including this area into the regular participant evaluation process. 

Finally, in addition to conducting leadership assessment in certain areas of 

character and family, several of the pre-field programs also promote evaluative wisdom 

in describing systems, procedures, and frameworks for both (1) language, culture, and 

worldview and (2) long-term ecclesiological outcomes in pioneer church planting and 

development. With regard to language, culture, and worldview, effective programs 

provide participants with both systems and procedures for acquiring second languages 

and cultures. For example, two of the programs teach a specific language and culture 

acquisition curriculum that incorporates systems, procedures, and linkages to an approach 

for proficiency-driving language and culture acquisition and assessment such that 

participants can improve and accurately gauge their language and culture progress.16 

Another program trainer confirms that they also provide a language and culture 

acquisition framework and assessment system: “Proficiency in acquiring and even 

 
 

16 For this language learning program specifically designed for pioneer church planting 
contexts, see Michael P. Griffis and Linda Mc, Becoming Equipped to Communicate: A Practical Guide for 
Learning a Language and a Culture (Baulkham Hills, Australia: AccessTruth, 2015). For proficiency 
evaluation recommendations, see the adapted ACTFL evaluation guidelines in Tom A. Steffen and Lois 
McKinney Douglas, Encountering Missionary Life and Work: Preparing for Intercultural Ministry, 
Encountering Mission (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008), 226. Also see the Culture Language 
Evaluation Handbook (2013) available through AccessTruth in Adobe PDF upon request: 
mike.griffis@accesstruth.com. 
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aptitude in acquiring a second language as an adult is another area that we can and do 

measure. So . . . we can find out and help them discover what kind of aptitude they have.” 

In these statements and others, program trainers acknowledge that systems and 

procedures for acquiring second languages and cultures prove critical for successful 

participant transitions to cross-cultural church planting scenarios: “So I’ve kind of moved 

the metric back to, do they make it to their field of allocation and do they land there 

prepared to engage that next step? Are they equipped to engage that well and move 

through that in a healthy way?” Here the trainer explains that the pre-field training 

program in fact evaluates their own effectiveness based on the degree to which the 

systems and procedures that the training process produces the outcome of a successful 

language and culture acquisition experience for graduates on the field side following pre-

field training. 

Second, effective pre-field training programs also support candidate evaluative 

wisdom in clarifying systems and frameworks for the assessment of long-term 

ecclesiological outcomes in pioneer church planting and development. Multiple pre-field 

programs attest to the need for such frameworks, especially in light of trends in 

missiology that promote rapid results in church planting in a dubious way. Participants 

from two of the five pre-field training programs describe such missiological trends as 

pervasive in their training experiences. For example, one participant explains that when 

he went through his pre-field training, the program unfortunately advocated for Church 

Planting Movement (CPM) methodology.  

But in terms of what I would describe as the ministry component or components of 
our training, it was heavily focused . . . on CPM type ideas. . . . I mean, of course 
everybody wants lots of people coming to faith very quickly. Who doesn’t? But just 
from the beginning, there were parts of that that just felt intuitively like there’s 
something missing here. And also like, detailed information seemed to be kind of 
sparse at times.  
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Thus, this participant attests to the need for pre-field programs to clarify key 

ecclesiological issues. He explains at length. 

You know, when does a little group of people become a church? . . . How do we live 
with this tension of wanting . . . people to come to faith? And there is an urgency to 
get the gospel out. But at the same time, Paul seemed also very much concerned 
about the health of the churches that he planted. He spent a lot of time writing letters 
back to them. You know, when we look at Paul and when Paul is used as an 
example, . . . it seems like he’s most often used as an example of this passionate 
evangelist who was just bound and determined to get to the edge as fast as he could 
and share the gospel with as many people as he can. But that’s not the full picture by 
any means. Paul hunkered down. He spent a lot of time writing back to churches. He 
felt like those things were very important and he obviously gave a lot of importance 
to the health of the churches that he planted. Great concern for them. And there are 
indications in Scripture that seemed that even he gave up opportunities to go to 
pioneer places because there was some concern he had for the health of the churches 
that he planted. So I don’t feel like I got that message in my pre-field training. And 
maybe it was there, maybe I missed it, but I don’t recall it. And so how we live with 
those tensions and what does that mean for how some of our people might spend 
their time and what they might spend their time doing and investing in. 

Fortunately, this participant and his wife allocated to a field team that supported their 

perspective. He explains that in that field context, 

One of the mantras was, “Success is measured by faithfulness.” And that was 
repeated a lot. And so success is not measured by how many CPMs we have . . . or 
whether we have a CPM. Success is measured by our faithfulness to the gospel, our 
faithfulness to Christ personally, our faithfulness to share the gospel, our 
faithfulness to make disciples of people. And there was talk of . . . a long-term 
vision for healthy churches.  

Thus, in spite of his pre-field training, the participant saw God sovereignly undertake 

after his allocation to the field to provide a church planting framework that aligned with a 

more biblical view of church planting and church development from his perspective. 

In contrast to an unproductive assessment of ecclesiological outcomes in pre-

field training like the one described by the previous participant, multiple of the other 

programs define systems and procedures that caused participants to healthily reframe 

their core understanding of long-term goals and objectives for cross-cultural church 

planting. For example, one participant explains the benefit of that framework of outcomes 

in cross-cultural church planting and development. 
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[The content] was incredibly clear cut and explicit stuff about what maturity looks 
like and what you’re aiming towards, maturity not being a goal that we sort of get to 
and then it’s like, “Okay, we’re mature now.” But like the ongoing process of that, 
but very explicit in so many different aspects of what that looks like. So I think 
having a very clear picture of the goal and of the process to get to that goal helps a 
lot.  

Likewise, two other program trainers reference the same system and framework for the 

assessment of outcomes in the planting and development of churches planted cross-

culturally.17 One participant and long-time church planter reflected on the value of that 

framework for his church planting. He stated that the framework for the assessment of the 

maturity of the church that they learned in pre-field training provided systems and 

procedures that they then applied in the field. According to the participant, those systems 

and procedures served as incredibly useful in “pointing out things that needed to change 

and giving us a path forward. So valuable.” 

Summary for Evaluating 

In conclusion, multiple pre-field training programs described systems, 

procedures, and frameworks for evaluation in participant (1) self-management, (2) family 

leadership, and (3) church oversight for pioneer church planting. In self-management, the 

data revealed that programs engage in some form of regular character evaluation 

according to a framework of criteria, including qualifications for elders and deacons in at 

least one case. Nonetheless, due to lack of local church context, pre-field programs lack 

the ability to assess participant growth and development over the long-term to assure 

their readiness for field work. As one long-time church planter explains, the local church 

provides the unique opportunity to give participants “whatever time it takes to get to a 

level of maturity in their Christian character, their Christian walk, whatever that takes as 

 
 

17 For access to the assessment resource for gauging the maturity of churches planted in 
unreached people group contexts, see WILD: Word. Identity. Life. Discipleship. (Baulkham Hills, AU: 
AccessTruth, 2014), accessed May 15, 2020, https://accesstruth.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/09/WILD_ebook.pdf, Adobe PDF. 
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far as the candidate selection process. And then whatever time it takes for them to go 

through something significant” by way of discipleship in the local church. Thus, this 

church planter expresses a particular concern that if local churches expect pre-field  

training programs to engage in determining candidate qualification in character and then 

prepare them adequately in those qualifications, pre-field training programs face a task 

that they cannot adequately manage. 

Second, the data demonstrated that pre-field training programs also provide 

some assessment for candidates in areas of family leadership, specifically marriage 

relationships and parenting input. However, I previously mentioned a clear set of 

examples in the discussion of family management under the area of relational influence 

in which a pre-field training program failed to adequately diagnose significant marital 

disfunction in the lives of several different couples in their program. Again, while pre-

field programs can assist candidates in gauging their development in areas like this, they 

cannot manage the burden of adequately cultivating needed growth without anticipating 

and promoting this shared responsibility with local sending churches through a clear 

leadership development framework. 

Finally, the data showed that pre-field programs also offered assessment for 

participants in matters of church oversight for cross-cultural church planting, including 

systems, procedures, and frameworks for both (1) language, culture, and worldview and 

(2) long-term ecclesiological outcomes in pioneer church planting and development. 

While candidates expressed appreciation for the evaluative wisdom gleaned from these 

systems, procedures, and frameworks, at no point does the data indicate that pre-field 

training programs can assist participants to practice and confirm the actual competencies 

of local church ministry leadership that function at the core of the ecclesiological 

procedures and frameworks.  
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Table 6. Leadership development outcomes for evaluating  
 

Area Outcomes 

Evaluating 

• Self-management: regular character evaluation according to a 
framework of criteria from the pre-field program 

• Family leadership: health of marriage and leadership in parenting 
• Church oversight: systems, procedures, and frameworks for both 

(1) language, culture, and worldview and (2) long-term 
ecclesiological outcomes in pioneer church planting and 
development 

 
 
 

These conclusions and clarifications for evaluating thus lead to the fifth and 

final feature of discipleship, entrusting. As with previous criteria, the discussion for 

entrusting confirms that pre-field programs can support entrusting but cannot create the  

experience of entrusting without sharing a leadership development framework with local 

sending churches. 

Entrusting 

I define this feature as “discipleship in leadership through delegating 

responsibility for and commending others to leader-discipler ministry.” Effective pre-field 

training programs acknowledge that entrusting requires that leader-disciplers have a 

holistic grasp of participant character, evaluative wisdom, values, and competencies such 

that these leader-disciplers can confidently commend participants to pioneer church 

planting ministry: “And what you have heard from me in the presence of many witnesses 

entrust to faithful men, who will be able to teach others also” (2 Tim 2:2 ESV). Multiple 

trainers and participants in fact understand and value the principle of 1 Timothy 2:2 that 

leader-disciplers entrust ministry leadership to others who will in turn do the same. For 

example, one participant rightly explains what he learned through pre-field training in 

this respect. 

I think that of course you would have to set up elders and deacons. There has to be 
some sort of structure to the church. . . . A church is made up of a structure as laid 
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out in the Epistles. But I would think that initially, yes, there will have to be some 
sort of leadership and direction based on the Word from me. . . . But then moving to 
the leadership of indigenous people working in their indigenous language and 
culture with Truth and God’s Word as their foundation. That . . . seems like a logical 
trajectory and a logical transition. 

However, while the participant well expresses the goal of entrusting, he gives no 

indication that he personally ever experienced the carrying of ministry responsibility in 

the context of a local church that would represent any aspect of this competency 

development for delegating and commending ministry to others. Likewise, one former 

church planter and participant who now serves as a trainer articulates the progression 

well in what his pre-field program seeks to instill in participants in evaluative wisdom 

and values for entrusting. 

But that we are sending them off confident that as they enter in as church planters, 
that they will be what we need them to be as far as actually once the church starts, 
and we actually are privileged to teach the folks about a relationship with the Lord 
Jesus Christ, that they’re ready to step into the role of elder, of leader, of modeling, 
you know, things within their very family, things within the husband and wife 
relationship, if they’re married. If they’re parents, things with their children. We’re 
looking for them modeling things within their coworkers. So that they can disciple 
through modeling in all areas. So that as they grow and God brings eventually the 
gifts to the church, the leaders––that there can be a natural transition from what the 
elders have been doing, not just what they’ve been teaching per Timothy/Titus, but 
what they’ve been doing and able to transition that off into the elders’ hands, the 
indigenous elders one day of the church. So yeah, modeling and then teaching and 
then trusting God to raise up leaders so that you can, so to speak, work your way out 
of a job as you pass the baton. 

But while this trainer stipulates the right progression and goal for entrusting, surely he 

overstates what a pre-field program can and should expect to achieve in discipleship with 

participants. In fact, within this same pre-field program context, another trainer with 

more years of training experience tempers the optimism of these statements in terms of 

what the program encounters through the results that participants actually achieve in the  

field after training. The trainer explains that as their training team explored metrics for 

determining their own success in their equipping programs, they had to scale back their 

expectations to something “not so discouraging, versus the long twenty year metric that 
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you’re like, ‘Man, nobody does this thing.’” While certainly multiple factors exist for 

why so few succeed in pioneer church planting endeavors, I recount the words of this  

very same trainer regarding connecting leadership opportunity back to sending churches: 

I’ve never done a scientific research project on it, but I wonder if you did that, if 
you would see correlation between missionaries who are successful in what they 
endeavor to do with how they are as leaders all the way back in their home church 
and in the process going through training. I think it’s pretty logical to see that there’s 
a correlation there for sure.  

In keeping with the trainer’s preoccupation with the question of why so few succeed, 

connected with his statements about sending church leadership experience, the data 

indicates that very few participants have the privilege of experiencing ministry entrusting 

through actual local church experience beyond the level of evaluative wisdom and values 

in pre-field training. Given that the biblical mandate for entrusting the work of ministry 

to faithful men presumes a local church context in which evaluation occurs for purposes 

of entrusting actual ministerial competencies, perhaps pre-field training programs and 

local churches should re-examine the extent to which they share a commitment to 

discipling participants through a leader-discipler framework like RTCEE that attributes 

primary responsibility to local churches to disciple future cross-cultural workers into 

ministry leadership and expects local churches to serve as long-term leadership authority 

for pioneer cross-cultural workers in the field. Per the data evaluated in this study, no 

such shared commitment and leadership development framework exists. 

In conclusion, a few trainers and participants point toward an ideal scenario in 

which local churches prioritize the discipling of aspiring pioneer cross-cultural church 

planters into ministry leadership through a defined leadership development framework. In 

the process, one experienced church planter affirms that pre-field training programs 

should exist to provide “the cross-cultural piece, which I think might require maybe more 

than the average church could provide.” With such a shared commitment in place, all 
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together could affirm the words of one trainer, when he states the vision that pre-field 

programs would only accept specific participants for training. 

[They should accept those who] are prepared, equipped, and discipled in the local 
church. . . . A really healthy church that is discipling people well––I think it’s a 
natural part of who the church is, that they’re about being on mission with God. And 
so there are people that are both affirmed and have some subjective sense that they 
should go work cross-culturally and they’re already doing that in their local church. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study described the pre-field training practices of five programs that train 

leaders for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. As such, the 

previous chapters introduced the primary problem of lack of adequate leadership training 

for pioneer church planting, reviewed the related literature, presented the study 

methodology, and analyzed findings from the study.  

The current and final chapter restates the research purpose and research 

questions, then explains research implications and study applications. The chapter also 

addresses limitations to the research and suggests additional research that others might 

undertake in this subject area. 

Research Purpose 

This qualitative study explored the pre-field training practices of five entities 

that equip leaders for pioneer church planting and church development: CrossView 

Connect, Ethnos360, the International Mission Board, Radius International, and Wycliffe 

Bible Translators. In exploring the training practices of the specified entities, this multi-

case study recommends model cross-cultural equipping principles for pioneer church 

planters. In terms of specific outcomes, the study proposes how training entities should 

relate the three church-based leadership dynamics from the Jones and Wilder leadership 

definition1 to the developing character (being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), 

 
 

1 Timothy Paul Jones and Michael Wilder, The God Who Goes before You: Pastoral 
Leadership as Christ-Centered Followership (Nashville: B&H, 2018), chap. 1, “Dynamics of Christian 
Leadership” para. 2, Kindle. 
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values (affections), and competencies (doing) of leaders who desire to plant and develop 

churches in pioneer contexts. 

Research Questions 

This multi-case study addressed the following primary research question with 

various sub-questions: 

Central Question 

Based on a purposive, case-study assessment of five cross-cultural equipping entities in 

light of the missiological literature, what principles emerge to establish model equipping 

practices for pioneer church planting leaders who will plant and develop churches cross-

culturally that will in turn equip others? 

Sub-questions 

1. What leadership dynamics do the equipping entities emphasize in training? 

2. What leadership development outcomes do the equipping entities expect in character 
(being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies 
(doing)? 

3. What timeframes for pre-field equipping do the entities establish?  

4. What cross-cultural training and experience do the entities require pre-field? 

5. How do the entities collaborate with the local church in pre-field training? 

6. What pre-field ministry training and experience do the entities prescribe? 

7. What biblical and theological foundations do the entities expect? 

8. What post-allocation equipping do the entities expect? 

9. What assessments of long-term ministry outcomes do the entities utilize as gauges of 
equipping efficacy? 
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Research Implications 

This section discusses the study findings and implications based on the 

research questions from the study listed above. Because the qualitative data analysis does 

not provide answers to the research sub-questions sequentially but rather interconnects 

and interrelates the responses, I will present the implications based on the research sub-

questions correlated with the organization of the data analysis from chapters 4 and 5. 

Thus, the following three sub-sections provide (1) an overall findings and implications 

summary, (2) a list of specific implications, and (3) a brief explanation of each of the 

specific implications. 

Findings and Implications Summary 

On the basis of synthesizing the data from the five cases of participant 

responses to the research questions, this study implies the priority of five features of 

discipleship that serve as a significant modification of the traditional MAWL categories2 

and promote holistic candidate development in four key areas: character (ontology), 

evaluative wisdom/understanding (epistemology), values/affections (axiology: ethics and 

aesthetics), and competencies (praxis). Furthermore, the study also implies that cross-

cultural equippers should utilize the five features of discipleship or some similar 

framework to prioritize leadership development for future pioneer church planters and 

church developers, regardless of the equipping environment or the individual stages for 

equipping. Thus, the data implies that the five discipleship features can serve effectively 

as a crucial interface between dynamics of leadership development and holistic equipping 

outcomes for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. 

In the process of synthesizing the five features of discipleship for leadership 

development for pioneer cross-cultural church planting, the study also implies that no 

 
 

2 J. D. Payne, Discovering Church Planting: An Introduction to the Whats, Whys, and Hows of 
Global Church Planting (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2015), 125.  
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ideal training sequence emerges from the data. Multiple effective scenarios exist for 

trainers to incorporate biblical-theological and cross-cultural elements into a foundation 

of discipleship for leadership development. More significant than an ideal sequencing of 

training components, the study implies that trainees should acquire their biblical-

theological competency, cross-cultural theory, and relevant technical skills while growing 

as Christ’s disciples in a leadership development framework. 

Finally, the data implies that although adequate cross-cultural training involves 

specialized areas of cross-cultural competency that might require expertise outside the 

scope of most local churches, (1) the most important aspect of effective pre-field training 

constitutes leadership development through RTCEE discipleship, and (2) the local church 

serves as the environment in which that discipleship for leadership development best 

occurs. 

List of Specific Implications 

Based on the above general findings and implications, the following list 

describes specific implications that emerge from the data for effective pre-field training 

programs for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. This list 

correlates the research sub-questions with the data analysis from chapters 4 and 5 that 

expose leader-discipler perspectives and the five features of discipleship. While all of the 

pre-field training programs in the study manifest deficiencies when evaluated according 

to this list, nonetheless these statements outline specific implications that emerge from 

the data overall. These implications thus serve as a set of positive collective responses 

from effective pre-field programs in light of the study research questions. 

1. Effective pre-field training programs emphasize an operational leader-discipler 
definition and set of leadership dynamics (1) based in Christian leadership (2) 
premised in mutual Christ-following (3) submitted to the authority of God’s Word 
(4) for the purpose of discipleship for effective service.  
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2. Effective pre-field training programs recognize that the local church serves as the 
crucial environment in which qualified leaders best establish leader-discipler 
foundations for leadership development for participants. 

3. Effective pre-field training programs coordinate with local churches and on-field 
entities in the utilization of a leader-discipler development framework such as 
RTCEE for any pre-field equipping environment where pioneer cross-cultural 
church planting and development serve as primary goals.  

4. Effective pre-field training programs encourage ministry training and experience 
in competencies such as teaching through a discipleship framework like RTCEE 
as a part of ministry leadership development in local sending churches under the 
supervision of other effective teachers and preachers. 

5. Effective pre-field training programs incorporate sufficient program time for 
adequate and holistic participant development, involving local sending churches 
in the process. 

6. Effective pre-field training programs recognize that adequate cross-cultural 
training involves specialized cross-cultural areas that might require expertise 
outside the scope of local sending churches.  

7. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize relational influence in their 
program design. 

8. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize teaching in their program design.  

9. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize co-laboring in their program 
design. 

10. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize evaluating in their program design. 

11. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize entrusting in their program design. 

12. Effective pre-field training programs understand and communicate the need for 
post-allocation equipping in virtually every area of cross-cultural church planting 
and development. 

13. Effective pre-field training programs evaluate program efficacy in light of 
adequate systems and procedures to assist participants to successfully and 
healthily transition to cross-cultural church planting scenarios under the authority 
of local sending churches. 
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Explanation of Specific Implications 

The following discussion offers brief explanation for each of the specific 

implications listed above. While full evidence for the implications appears in the data 

analysis in chapters 4 and 5, here I merely provide illustrative evidence to support the 

implications based on the study research questions and discipleship framework. 

Additionally, the discussion for each implication connects to the precedent literature and 

shows the contributions of this study to the literature base. 

Leader-discipler definition and dynamics. Effective pre-field training 

programs emphasize an operational leader-discipler definition and set of leadership 

dynamics (1) based in Christian leadership (2) premised in mutual Christ-following (3) 

submitted to the authority of God’s Word (4) for the purpose of discipleship for effective 

service. This statement implies that effective cross-cultural training programs prioritize 

leadership development for future pioneer church planters and church developers, 

regardless of the equipping environment or the individual stages for equipping. For 

example, one trainer describes Christian leadership as discipleship in support of the first 

and last parts of this definition and set of dynamics. 

So we’ll talk in terms of involvement of others, so influencing others. So that’s 
leadership, right? In fact, leadership is really influencing other people to be able to 
get a job done, right? . . . That’s really what leadership is, I think. . . . And the 
mission is to grow a mature church. So we don’t talk in terms of—we won’t call that 
leadership. But it is. It’s discipleship toward the goal, right? It’s discipleship. So 
influencing those around you. And quite often that’s just the people you were there 
to reach in the first place. 

Still another participant explains the middle two components of the definition, namely 

Christ-following discipleship under biblical authority.  

And then continued as we help them understand how to read a certain Book and 
how to understand it. And help them understand who their true Leader is, and who 
our true Leader is, in regards to that Book. And so obviously there’s a lot of 
teaching, a lot of guiding, a lot of leading, in the pulling them along sense. 
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Thus, in these illustrative comments, trainers and participants demonstrate awareness of 

all of the elements of the leader-discipler definition and dynamics above, even if they do 

not organize them into a cohesive definition. 

The data also implies that even though most trainers and participants have 

default terms for describing leadership based on experiences with non-Christian 

leadership models, they mitigate those by acknowledging the need for healthier leader-

discipler definitions. For example, one program participant reacts to the concept of 

leadership based on non-Christian defaults: “So not in the sense of like, how do I word 

this? I feel like there’s different kinds of leadership. So you can have the like overbearing 

dictator style of leadership. That’s not what I’m talking about at all.” In another example, 

a trainer promotes empowerment characteristics for church development as one view of 

leadership that contrasts with his parachurch organizational reality, as if he needed to 

reconcile leadership as discipleship with the parachurch paradigm: “Now where that 

[perspective of leadership] falls in the Byzantine hierarchy of [our organizational] 

leadership, that’s a different conversation. But in the local community engagement with 

local stakeholders, it very much is [leadership], yes.” As previously described, the term 

“Byzantine hierarchy” hearkens back to complicated, administratively burdensome and 

hierarchical parachurch leadership that this trainer sets at odds with his definition of 

productive leadership for church development that he desires to base in a paradigm of 

follower empowerment. 

Thus, with reference to a leader-discipler definition and set of dynamics for 

Christian leadership, the data implies that to the degree that leadership takes on a 

prototypical meaning founded reactively in institutional structures that lack the Jones and 

Wilder discipleship dynamics, training leaders and participants demonstrate an aversion 

to embracing a leadership label. By contrast, when trainers and participants proactively 
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define leadership in a discipleship-oriented perspective that harmonizes with the 

discipleship dynamics above, participant comfort with the leadership label increases. 

With regard to situating this operational leader-discipler definition within the 

precedent literature base, this study uniquely extends the literature by applying the 

definition to equipping for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and development. First, 

the study clarifies and reinforces a leader-discipler approach that could enable the West to 

genuinely affirm the historical mutuality of Christ-following in the global church for 

purposes of effective partnership with the global South. By affirming mutual Christ-

following leadership through pre-field equipping processes, the West can describe how 

trainees might more effectively serve the global South. As the study indicates, pre-field 

programs can achieve this service goal by discipling leaders toward an understanding of 

how to deliberately share with the global South both the heritage and the future giving of 

Christian leadership to the rapidly growing global church.3 As Jenkins reminds the West, 

much historical evidence from the first two thousand years of the faith demonstrates the 

“rich and ancient histories of African and Asian Christianity,” such that “at no point did 

the West have a monopoly on the Christian faith.”4 Thus, in basing their equipping efforts 

in an operational leader-discipler definition, pre-field training entities in the West can 

support a humble acknowledgement of the historical and vital contribution of the global 

South to the ongoing theological dialogue. Also, by graciously equipping the global 

 
 

3 As mentioned in the literature review, Lamin Sanneh elaborates: “With unflagging 
momentum, Christianity has become, or is fast becoming, the principal religion of the peoples of the world. 
Primal societies that once stood well outside the main orbit of the faith have become major centers of 
Christian impact, while Europe and North America, once considered the religion’s heartland, are in 
noticeable recession. We seem to be in the middle of massive cultural shifts and realignments whose 
implications are only now beginning to become clear.” Lamin Sanneh, Disciples of All Nations: Pillars of 
World Christianity (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), xix–xx. Likewise, Philip Jenkins asserts, 
“More confidently, we can predict that [by 2050] there should be around three billion Christians in the 
world, of whom only around one-fifth or fewer will be non-Hispanic whites.” Philip Jenkins, The New 
Faces of Christianity: Believing the Bible in the Global South (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 
9. 

4 Philip Jenkins, The Next Christendom: The Coming of Global Christianity, 3rd ed. (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 22. 
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South in and toward mutual leadership in Christ-following, the West and global South 

can encourage one another as co-leaders for the future global church. This process of 

striving toward mutuality in Christ-following leadership also can help to lay adequate 

groundwork for a sufficiently nuanced and inclusive collaborative leadership 

conversation that might address the dilemmas framed by Max Stackhouse, when he 

explains that in modern discussions about theology, “three themes constantly reappear: 

‘contextualization,’ ‘globalization,’ and ‘mission.’ . . . What does it mean to engage in 

theological education at a time when the world is shrinking and new voices are entering 

the dialogue?”5  

Furthermore, in describing how pre-field programs can equip church planters 

and developers through this kind of leader-discipler definition, the study furthers the 

literature in pointing toward how God might use this kind of partnership to bolster and 

revitalize the drifting, increasingly lifeless spirituality in the West, such “that these 

[global South] Christians will emerge as the new great hope for sustenance and 

transmission of the Christian faith in the twenty-first century.”6 Additionally, the study 

indicates that a leader-discipler emphasis could begin to address the sizable leadership 

training deficit in the global church.7 The study also extends the literature by forwarding 

a leader-discipler approach that could speak to the skepticism of the global South as to 

the value of past Western missionary investments, given that “the door is slowly but 

 
 

5 Max L. Stackhouse, Apologia: Contextualization, Globalization, and Mission in Theological 
Education (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1988), 7. 

6 Timothy C. Tennent, Theology in the Context of World Christianity: How the Global Church 
Is Influencing the Way We Think about and Discuss Theology (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2008), 15. 

7 Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary, “What Percentage of Pastors Worldwide Have 
Theological Training?”, Center for the Study of Global Christianity, accessed May 14, 2020, 
https://gordonconwell.edu/center-for-global-christianity/research/quick-facts/; The Gospel Coalition, 
“Theological Famine Relief for the Global Church,” accessed September 3, 2019, 
https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/tfr/; W. P. Wahl, “Towards Relevant Theological Education in Africa: 
Comparing the International Discourse with Contextual Challenges,” Acta Theologica 33, no. 1 (2013): 
267; Weymann Lee, “The Global Church is Starving: Support the 85%,” accessed September 3, 2019, 
https://trainingleadersinternational.org/85. 
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steadily swinging shut on North Americans who are reluctant to recognize that the Two-

Thirds World and its churches now lie at the very center of world missions influence and 

initiative.”8 In the process of engaging collaborative training opportunities via a leader-

discipler definition, the West could thus assiduously avoid the tendency for paternalism 

that all too often marked past relationships and interactions. In contrast, the “need now is 

to come alongside in a spirit of partnership and submission, participating where we can in 

an enabling and facilitating manner to help increase the impact of all that God is doing in 

this era.”9 As this study clarifies, all of this best begins through an operational leader-

discipler definition applied in pre-field equipping. 

Finally, and very importantly, the leader-discipler definitional emphasis of this 

study also adds to the precedent literature by underscoring that the careful interpretation 

and application of God’s Word must remain central in the ongoing theological dialogue 

for pre-field equipping, given that the global church requires discipleship into leadership 

for effective Christian service. As reiterated in the literature review, syncretism surfaces 

as an ever-present danger in the conversation about the cross-cultural contextualization of 

biblical truth for pioneer church planting.10 By insisting on the centrality of biblical truth 

in leadership development, pre-field programs can help to ensure that leader-disciplers 

stay faithful to the Scriptures while collaborating in equipping other leader-disciplers for  

 

 
 

8 James F. Engel and William A. Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions: Where Have We 
Gone Wrong? (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 21. 

9 Engel and Dyrness, Changing the Mind of Missions, 21. For an example of a facilitative 
training partnership relationship in a pioneering church planting context, see Michael P. Griffis and Kaikou 
Maisu, “Facilitating by Following in Papua New Guinea,” in The Facilitator Era: Beyond Pioneer Church 
Multiplication, ed. Tom Steffen (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2011), 238–46. 

10 Joshua Fishman, The Rise and Fall of the Ethnic Revival (New York: Mouton, 1985), 94; 
Jenkins, The Next Christendom, 149; David J. Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally: North 
America and Beyond, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 37. 
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the global church as bridge-persons “who stand between the worlds and help each other 

to understand the other.”11 

Local church emphasis. Effective pre-field training programs recognize that 

the local church serves as the crucial environment in which qualified leaders best 

establish discipleship foundations for leadership development for participants. The data 

implies that while pre-field cross-cultural training institutions serve as environments 

where discipleship often occurs, the local church provides the environment where leaders 

can best establish comprehensive discipleship for participants within a leadership 

development framework. As such, effective pre-field training programs promote the 

sending responsibility of local churches. These pre-field programs note that competent 

sending involves the church actively serving to disciple future cross-cultural workers into 

ministry leadership and the church assuming long-term leadership authority for pioneer 

cross-cultural workers in the field, even if the programs have not worked out the 

implications of what that might mean. For example, one trainer describes how their pre-

field training program communicates this clearly to participants: “But then we teach the 

authority of the local church. We’re very clear with them. We don’t have authority over 

them that supersedes any of that. Then in the specifics of what organization they might 

serve with long-term, what location they might go to—we will give perspective, but we 

will routinely and by default tell them that’s something you need your sending church 

leaders to sign off on, be in agreement with.” In concurrence with that point, a participant 

explains, “But I think that it [leadership] has to come from the church and from—yeah, 

the church primarily. So leadership and authority.” In a similar practical example related 

 
 

11 Paul G. Hiebert, The Gospel in Human Contexts: Anthropological Explorations for 
Contemporary Missions (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2009), 120. Tennent also explains the relevant application 
that because of the growth of the global church, “Indeed, to be prepared for ministry as a world Christian, 
we all need to grapple with issues that heretofore have been reserved for missionaries in preparation for a 
specific contextualized ministry.” Tennent, Theology in the Context of World Christianity, 258. 
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to local church discipleship, I asked a pre-field training participant, “What role did the 

engagement with your local church play in your development as a ministry leader and 

your pre-field training?” He responded, “Oh, huge.” This participant went on to describe 

a multitude of ways in which the local church served as a “solid foundation” for his 

understanding of leadership and discipleship for cross-cultural ministry. In contrast, 

another training participant lamented the fact that after he completed his pre-field 

training, he had to overcome a parachurch organizational identity in order to prioritize a 

church-based identity in the cross-cultural context.  

The trajectory of my training I don’t think helped me too much towards the local 
church. . . . Just because of when I look back and I think about corporate identity. 
And I don’t think corporate identity was the local church. It was the organization, 
and so I have to question whether the trajectory of the training was that way.  

In all of these illustrations, the data implies that effective pre-field training programs 

promote the church actively serving to disciple future cross-cultural workers into ministry 

leadership and the church assuming long-term leadership authority for pioneer cross-

cultural workers in the field. 

With regard to the precedent literature, then, this study contributes to a clearer 

emphasis on the centrality of the local church in pre-field equipping and as the ultimate 

goal of pioneer church planting. This emphasis confronts and challenges the Western 

missiological tendency to promote definitions of the church and methods for church 

planting that lack theological substance and biblical clarity. In support of this point, 

David Hesselgrave cautions: 

[The Western missiological] penchant for over-simplification and faddishness in 
embracing one method or partial strategy after another as an ‘end-all’ strategy . . . 
has caused church and mission leaders in the Third World to come to the place 
where they view American proposals and programs with a good deal of suspicion.12  

 
 

12 David J. Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy: The Use of the Bible in Postmodern Church 
and Mission, Evangelical Missiological Society Series, no. 1 (Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 
1994), 88–89. 
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For instance, one all-too-common definition of the church states, “The Church is a 

community of two or three individuals who affirm that Jesus is the Christ and gather 

together in His presence, under His lordship, to worship, and to study God’s Word.”13 By 

emphasizing the central role of the healthy local church in pre-field equipping, this study 

points back to the need for robust local churches in the West that can contribute 

effectively to candidate understanding and experience of the church as the key institution 

for God’s work in this age based in ecclesiological clarity. However, no definitive 

evidence emerges in the study findings to indicate that local churches sufficiently 

understand and embrace their central equipping role for pioneer cross-cultural church 

planters. As the study confirms and clarifies, then, local churches must grasp how to take 

up their foundational role in equipping and sending future church planters through (1) 

expecting to replicate themselves cross-culturally through pioneer church planters; (2) 

faithfully modeling biblical characteristics and functions for future church planters, 

including sound leadership dynamics; and (3) taking responsibility to select, qualify, 

confirm, and support those leaders who will continue forward into pioneer church 

planting ministry. Thus, this study contributes to the precedent literature by highlighting 

local church responsibility and forwarding a leader-discipler mechanism through which 

the local church might begin to grapple with this challenge for equipping future pioneer 

church planting leaders. 

Leader-discipler frameworks. Effective pre-field training programs 

coordinate with local churches and on-field entities in the utilization of a leader-discipler 

development framework. In the previously cited words of one trainer,  
 

 
13 Cited in Paul Gupta and Sherwood G Lingenfelter, Breaking Tradition to Accomplish 

Vision: Training Leaders for a Church-Planting Movement (Winona Lake, IN: BMH Books, 2006), 33–34. 
In Matthew 18:20, Jesus did not define the church as two or three gathered, but “merely promised his 
presence in such a setting” of two or three gathered. M. David Sills, Reaching and Teaching: A Call to 
Great Commission Obedience (Chicago: Moody Publishers, 2010), 139. From these sorts of weak 
definitions come many poor methodologies used in missions. 
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I’ve never done a scientific research project on it, but I wonder . . . if you would see 
correlation between missionaries who are successful in what they endeavor to do 
with how they are as leaders all the way back in their home church and in the 
process going through training. I think it’s pretty logical to see that there’s a 
correlation there for sure.  

Thus, as implied in the data, one leadership development framework consists of the five 

comprehensive and interrelated features of discipleship that emerge in the acronym 

RTCEE (Relational influence, Teaching, Co-laboring, Evaluating, Entrusting) for any 

pre-field equipping environment where pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 

development serve as primary goals. 

This study contributes to the literature base on this point by highlighting the 

lack of a shared leader-discipler framework among those environments where equipping 

for pioneer cross-cultural church planting occurs: Bible colleges and seminaries, local 

churches, and cross-cultural training programs. David Hesselgrave places this lack of a 

shared framework in current context by conveying that more than seven hundred 

confirmed US-based parachurch missionary agencies existed in 2005, with actual 

numbers likely much higher. In light of this, Hesselgrave urges that church and mission 

leaders work together to “address questions regarding the relative authority of churches 

and mission agencies.” Hesselgrave states the conviction that by working more closely, 

the two can benefit mutually from “extended vision, increased vitality, and heightened 

creativity.”14  

This study extends and clarifies Hesselgrave’s exhortation to include the need 

for a leader-discipler framework shared among all training partners that would establish a 

mechanism whereby pre-field training participants have the best opportunity to grow into 

ministry leadership via the priority of the local church start to finish, rather than through 

the priority of the mission agency or some other extra-biblical institution or environment. 

 
 

14 David J. Hesselgrave, Paradigms in Conflict: 10 Key Questions in Christian Missions Today 
(Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications, 2005), 227. 
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Furthermore, when configured in leader-discipler terms based in the local church via 

appropriate leadership dynamics, this study extends the literature in implying that pioneer 

church planters can utilize the RTCEE framework in their own ongoing intergenerational 

discipleship investments in future church planting and development endeavors. In this 

way, the study contributes a framework by which the churches that these cross-cultural 

workers plant and develop also can teach sound doctrine and receive the equipping 

necessary to carry out competent ministry within their own culture and language realities 

(1 Tim 4:6, 6:3; 2 Tim 1:13-14, 4:3; Titus 1:9). Additionally, the established churches can 

then demonstrate the growing capacity to plant and develop churches beyond their own 

culture and language realities (Acts 1:8; Matt 28:19-20), thus continuing the multi-

generational discipleship cycle.15 

Ministry training and experience that includes leadership in learning to 

teach. Effective pre-field training programs encourage ministry training and experience 

in competencies such as teaching through a discipleship framework like RTCEE as a part 

of ministry leadership development in local sending churches under the supervision of 

other effective teachers and preachers. Unfortunately, the data demonstrates that most 

pre-field training programs lack required or recommended ministerial experience 

components. For example, when I asked one participant whether his pre-field training 

required or recommended teaching and other ministry experience in his local sending 

church, he responded, “Not that I recall, unless I’m forgetting.” However, the data did  

 
 

15 As previously indicated, missiologists feel that adequate church planting models expect 
multiple generations of discipleship into leadership in order to confirm sufficient maturity. Ott and Wilson 
expect that four generations show sustainability in local church maturity, in Craig Ott and Gene Wilson, 
Global Church Planting: Biblical Principles and Best Practices for Multiplication (Grand Rapids: Baker, 
2011), 86. Steffen feels that maturity involves at least three generations of discipleship, in Steffen, The 
Facilitator Era, 358. 



   
 

242 
 

confirm the value of such local church-based ministerial experience. For example, one 

trainer emphasized teaching when he discussed the significance of local churches taking 

primary responsibility to disciple participants into ministry leadership: “So, as best I can 

tell from Scripture, the real qualification for leadership in the missionary task or church 

planting, is about Christian character and exemplary living and the ability to teach the 

Bible clearly and simply.” Thus, the data implies the priority of ministry training and 

experience within the local church context, including experience with teaching. 

In relationship to the precedent literature, various experts do describe the 

significance of ministerial proficiencies for the church planting process. For example, 

Eckhard Schnabel describes Paul as one “called by God to work as a pioneer missionary 

who ‘plants’ churches, who lays the foundation as an ‘expert master builder,’ that is, who 

establishes new communities of believers (1 Cor 3:6, 10; 9:10).”16 However, the data 

indicates a lack of a shared leader-discipler framework for building these ministerial 

proficiencies for cross-cultural pioneer church planters across the training environments. 

Thus, this study adds to the literature by proposing to integrate the various equipping 

environments through a shared leadership development framework like RTCEE that 

would seek to fill this gap in ministerial proficiency development for leader-disciplers. 

Pre-field training time. Effective pre-field training programs incorporate 

sufficient program time for adequate and holistic participant development, involving 

local sending churches in the process. While no ideal training sequence emerges from the 

data, the data implies that effective pre-field training programs incorporate sufficient time 

for adequate and holistic participant leadership development in areas of character 

(ontology), evaluative wisdom/understanding (epistemology), values/affections 

 
 

16 Eckhard J. Schnabel, Paul the Missionary: Realities, Strategies, and Methods (Grand 
Rapids: InterVarsity Press, 2008), 152. 
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(axiology: ethics and aesthetics), and competencies (praxis). In the words of one training 

participant and church planter, this process should prioritize local church involvement 

and should allow for “whatever time it takes. I mean, to me it’s like whatever time it 

takes to get people to a level of maturity in their Christian character, their Christian walk, 

whatever that takes as far as the candidate selection process. And then whatever time it 

takes for them to go through something significant” in the context of the local church. For 

the five cross-cultural training programs included in the study, pre-field training 

timeframes ranged from eight months to four years, with an average pre-field training 

time of eighteen to twenty-four months. 

While the precedent literature does describe at various points the need for time 

for various forms of equipping for pioneer church planting17 and bemoans the 

volunteerism heritage of cross-cultural ministry,18 the literature lacks a framework that 

would help to provide clear rationale for the implementation of that time investment in 

pre-field training. Thus, this study contributes to the precedent literature by clarifying the 

components of a leader-discipler framework that explain the necessary time investment 

for holistic training across the features of the framework in each of the key equipping 

environments. More specifically, the study forwards the concept that the local church 

assumes a central role in evaluating the necessary process and time for candidate 

development. In the words of David Hesselgrave, local churches must return to a more 

careful assessment like that of the New Testament, in which “leaders and laity alike 

 
 

17 Edward R. Dayton, “Recruiting and Training of Cross-Cultural Missionaries,” In Missions 
and Theological Education in World Perspective, ed. Harvie M. Conn and Samuel F. Rowen (Farmington, 
MI: Associates of Urbanus, 1984), 395–99; C. David Harley, Preparing to Serve: Training for Cross-
Cultural Mission (Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library, 1995), 31; William D. Taylor, ed. 
Internationalizing Missionary Training (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1991). 

18 In Hesselgrave’s words, “New Testament missions were not based on volunteerism—that is, 
a general call for, and the sending of, anyone who would offer to go. In overseas missions the result of our 
approach has been the sending of many relatively untrained missionaries to accomplish a task which is ill 
defined and in which they have not had experience.” Hesselgrave, Planting Churches Cross-Culturally, 99. 
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waited upon the Lord, took account of the quality of one another’s life and gifts, and then 

consecrated leaders who had already qualified on the basis of faith, faithfulness and 

fruitfulness.”19 

Specialized cross-cultural competency. Effective pre-field training programs 

recognize that adequate cross-cultural training involves specialized cross-cultural areas 

that might require expertise outside the scope of local sending churches. A participant 

explained the relationship between sending churches and pre-field training programs in 

this respect.  

The church sends people out to train people up to then send people out. Like it’s the 
job of the church, not the job of an organization. Like . . . that’s part of what the 
church is. Organizations in theory should be more about providing specialist 
equipping that maybe the individual church can’t. 

The data mentions components of specialized pre-field equipping that include language 

and culture acquisition, linguistics, literacy, Bible translation, and Bible resource 

development for planted and growing churches in pioneer cross-cultural contexts. 

The precedent literature does mention the complexity and scope of the 

remaining pioneer church planting task. In the words of one missiologist, “The challenges 

of discipling the nations are many: 12,000 languages and dialects, 70 percent of those to 

whom we go are oral culture peoples, syncretism from inadequate contextualization in 

prior years, and a gospel-hostile world.”20 However, this study extends the literature 

emphasis by underscoring the need for intensive and specialized cross-cultural equipping 

that may fall outside the expertise of local churches but that uniquely equips leader-

disciplers for the complexities of pioneer church planting. The specializations highlighted 

 
 

19 Hesselgrave, Scripture and Strategy, 152. 
20 M. David Sills, “Mission and Discipleship,” Theology and Practice of Mission: God, the 

Church, and the Nations, ed. Bruce Riley Ashford (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2011), 199. 
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in this study include culture and language acquisition, worldview, orthography and 

literacy, Bible translation, and curriculum development for teaching the Scriptures cross-

culturally. Furthermore, the specializations mentioned in the study imply needed 

collaboration from Bible colleges and seminaries in certain equipping areas, such as 

Bible translation or Bible curriculum development. 

Relational influence. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize 

relational influence in their program design. Based on the data implications, I define 

relational influence as “discipleship in leadership by establishing credible authority 

through modeling growth toward godliness and effectiveness in ministry as a co-bearer of 

God’s image.” Thus, the data implies that relational influence exists as leaders gain 

sufficient relational credibility to influence followers via a derived authority to which 

both leader and follower ultimately maintain accountability. Additionally, in terms of 

informal levels of authority, followers who come to faith also bear ongoing discipleship 

responsibility for one another through relational influence based on an interpersonal 

authority to exhort and encourage each other. In the words of one trainer, trainers should 

relate to participants formally and informally in ways that “put us as teachers in a place of 

being co-learners with our students. We are not people who have arrived, who are done 

learning, who are done maturing.” According to the Jones and Wilder leadership-as-

followership model described in this study, trainers and participants derive their 

positional and interpersonal authority for relational influence from co-followership of 

Christ under the authoritative truth of the Scriptures directed toward discipleship into a 

shared vision and mission greater than the leader’s. The shared vision and mission for 

pioneer cross-cultural work centers on the establishing and strengthening of the 

institution of the church among unreached language groups.  

In fact, leadership is really influencing other people to be able to get a job done, 
right? So if you’ve got a job to do, how do you get it done? And you can’t do it 
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yourself? Well you influence others to get it done, right? That’s really what 
leadership is, I think. . . . And the mission is to grow a mature church.  

Furthermore, the data implies that leader-disciplers who effectively establish 

relational influence intentionally model the character, evaluative wisdom, values, and 

competencies that they wish to use as means of influence for leadership development. 

When I asked one training participant to describe what most impacted his perspective of 

ministry leadership in pre-field training, he connected concepts of leadership and 

discipleship to modeling.  

Modeling, leading, and showing, through our lives and through the Word. There’s a 
massive amount of input that can be given through that. And then discipleship: a 
leader and a disciple or a discipler and a disciple is inherently a leader-follower sort 
of relationship. 

In contributing to and extending the precedent literature, this study shows how 

relational influence includes an intentional modeling of ministry and growth toward 

godliness through a framework that spans and unifies the pre-field equipping 

environments. As Scott Horrell expresses, even in cross-cultural contexts, “New 

congregations must work toward and remain within New Testament directives for 

presbyters/elders and deacons, the ordinances of baptism and communion, discipleship, 

and discipline in the congregation.”21 In particular, then, this study issues a renewed 

challenge to the local church to healthily and faithfully model biblical characteristics and 

functions that these future church planters can replicate cross-culturally, including sound 

leadership dynamics that base from relational influence. On the basis of the foundational 

work of local churches in modeling this ministry and growth toward godliness for their 

aspiring leaders, the other equipping environments can then extend and reinforce the 

work of the local church in the lives of those who would participate in pioneer church 

planting ministry. 

 
 

21 J. Scott Horrell, “Freeing Cross-Cultural Church Planting with New Testament Essentials,” 
Bibliotheca Sacra 174, no. 694 (April 2017), 219. 
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Teaching. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize teaching in their 

program design. In evaluation of the data, I define teaching as “discipleship in leadership 

through teaching others and instructing others to teach.” Thus, the data implies that 

effective pre-field programs prioritize three areas of teaching and applied teaching for 

evaluative wisdom and competencies: (1) teaching evaluative wisdom through biblical-

theological truth contextualized for church planting and church development, (2) teaching 

evaluative wisdom through language, culture, and worldview for cross-cultural church 

planting, and (3) reinforcing evaluative wisdom through practicum opportunities for 

competency development in cross-cultural teaching emphases for church planting. For 

example, while several programs require formal biblical-theological training for 

participants, effective pre-field programs contextualize that truth by teaching in light of 

the redemptive-historical narrative. In the words of one participant following his training, 

“I know that I have the tools available to interpret God’s Word as part of a greater 

narrative.” This contextualized teaching approach serves to assist participants in clearly 

presenting the gospel cross-culturally and helps them to build a biblical ecclesiological 

framework for pioneer church planting contexts. 

Furthermore, the data reports that all the pre-field training programs teach 

evaluative wisdom through language, culture, and worldview emphases. For example, 

one participant reflects back on her pre-field training in the course of getting to know a  

new second language context after she located overseas. She describes the critical process 

of becoming a person of interpersonal influence through second language and culture 

acquisition.  

I remember an area of the culture training that stuck out to me and gave me a new 
perspective: the idea of “becoming.” That is, being open to change and develop who 
I am as a person as I fit into a new culture and learn a different—not necessarily 
wrong—way of life.  

In addition to these teaching emphases, the data implies that effective pre-field training 
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programs also reinforce evaluative wisdom through practicum opportunities for 

competency development in cross-cultural teaching emphases for church planting. In the 

confirming words of one trainer, not only must participants have a solid biblical-

theological foundation for cross-cultural communication, but they must also “have a 

sound understanding of that and how to communicate that.” 

While the precedent literature does demonstrate an acknowledgement of the 

central role of teaching in the life of the church generally,22 the literature fails to forward 

a perspective of required training in teaching and preaching as an indispensable part of a 

ministry development framework for those pioneer leader-disciplers who would plant and 

develop churches cross-culturally. Thus, this study extends and clarifies the literature by 

emphasizing this needed equipping for cross-cultural church planters. As David Helm 

states in his helpful book on expositional preaching,  

A simple and clear explication of the Bible is what makes a church healthy and 
happy. Biblical exposition does the heavy lifting of building up a church. . . . Our 
world . . . desperately needs to know how deep humanity has fallen, how high Jesus 
Christ has ascended, and what God requires of his people. The best and only way to 
help this world is to speak God’s words in the power of the Spirit.23 

This study urges that Helm’s admonitions and encouragements apply just as 

foundationally in pioneer cross-cultural church planting as in any other church planting 

context, in spite of current missiological fads that might say otherwise.24 

 
 

22 Bruce Riley Ashford, “A Theologically Driven Missiology,” in Theology and Practice of 
Mission: God, the Church, and the Nations (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2011), 310; Horrell, “Freeing 
Cross-Cultural Church Planting,” 225. 

23 David R. Helm, Expositional Preaching: How We Speak God's Word Today (Wheaton, IL:  
Crossway, 2014), 12–13. 

24 For example, As one set of contrasting perspectives of the church and leadership 
development, Ted Esler argues that in contrast to the Church Planting Movements (CPM) model, advocates 
for the traditional, “Proclamation Model” have not provided “well-defined terms and methodologies” to 
explain an approach that contrasts with CPM. J. Ted Esler, “Two Church Planting Paradigms,” 
International Journal of Frontier Missiology 30, no. 2 (Sum 2013): 67. This study shows that CPM 
methods fail to provide consistent and comprehensive ecclesiological, biblical theological, and leadership 
development outcomes for cross-cultural work, which would require the articulation of a healthy model or 
paradigm. For examples of other CPM-based, popular cross-cultural discipleship methods and activities for 
rapid application and discipleship multiplication, see T4TOnline, “T4TOnline Trainer’s Manual,” accessed  
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Co-laboring. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize co-laboring in 

their program design. Based on the interview data, I define co-laboring as “discipleship 

in leadership through teamwork in ministry as co-followers of Christ.” The data 

demonstrates that pre-field participant co-laboring opportunities include (1) collaborating 

with trainers during pre-field training, (2) working with fellow training participants in 

shared teamwork experiences, and in the ideal scenario, (3) serving in local church 

ministry in partnership with experienced leader-disciplers. Unfortunately, of the fifteen 

individuals in the study, only four describe engaging in any significant co-laboring 

opportunities for ministry leadership development in their local sending churches during 

their pre-field experience. Furthermore, none of these local church co-laboring 

opportunities resulted from pre-field training requirements or recommendations. 

Nonetheless, the data implies that effective pre-field training programs prioritize co-

laboring opportunities in the context of training and through local sending churches. 

While the concept of co-laboring occurs in the precedent literature via “Assist” 

in the MAWL acronym (“Model, Assist, Watch, Leave”),25 the literature does not clarify 

the necessity of co-laboring as an integral aspect of ministry leadership development for 

equipping pioneer church planters through a comprehensive leader-discipler framework 
 

 
January 21, 2019, http://t4tonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/T4TOnline-Trainers-Manual.pdf; 
Global Frontier Missions, “Four Fields Training,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
https://globalfrontiermissions.org/church-planting/four-fields-training/; Global Frontier Missions, “Sprinkle 
Your Words with Salt: The Art of the Shema Statement,” accessed January 21, 2019, 
http://globalfrontiermissions.org/shema-statement/. Also, for a brief explanation of the relationship between 
other rapid discipleship multiplication strategies such as Discovery Bible Studies, Person of Peace, and 
Disciple-Making Movements, see Mission Frontiers, “Beyond the Person of Peace,” accessed January 21, 
2019, http://www.missionfrontiers.org/pdfs/ 26_Masih_39.6_1112-2017-6.pdf. John Terry and J. D. Payne 
highlight multiple weaknesses of CPM strategies, including lack of adequate discipleship and leadership 
development, poor ecclesiology, novices serving as pastors, and a rapid approach not producing lasting 
results of maturity. John M. Terry and J. D. Payne, Developing a Strategy for Missions: A Biblical, 
Historical, and Cultural Introduction, Encountering Mission (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2013), 133. 

25 Robert E. Logan and Tara Miller, From Followers to Leaders (St. Charles, IL: ChurchSmart 
Resources, 2007), 38; Payne, Discovering Church Planting, 125; Tom Steffen, Passing the Baton: Church 
Planting that Empowers, 2nd ed. (La Habra, CA: Center for Organizational & Ministry Development, 
1997), 17. See also the equivalent concept of the “leadership square” in Justin A. Irving and Mark L. 
Strauss, Leadership in Christian Perspective: Biblical Foundations and Contemporary Practices for 
Servant Leaders (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2019), 24–25. 
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that spans the training environments. Thus, this study expands the literature base by 

engaging the concept of co-laboring as a specific process of ministerial development that 

finds a basis in the local church and extends into the other equipping environments. 

Evaluating. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize evaluating in their 

program design. In keeping with the data, I define evaluating as “discipleship in 

leadership through systems, procedures, and frameworks for assessing effectiveness for 

and in ministry.” Based on the principle of subsidiarity, the data implies that effective 

programs evaluate participants in areas of (1) self-management, (2) family leadership, 

and (3) church oversight for pioneer church planting. In the area of self-management, one 

program in particular relates this character assessment process back to the church 

leadership qualifications previously mentioned: “We work off the characteristics of an 

elder from 1 and 2 Timothy and Titus. We try to mitigate that or manage that at a twenty-

something year old, realizing that they’re not forty.” This trainer goes on to explain that 

while the program cannot expect the typically young participant to fully qualify as a 

church elder, and although the pre-field program obviously does not have a context for 

implementation of most eldership functions, nonetheless trainers want to see “a trajectory 

of growth towards the qualifications, towards being an elder.” With regarding to family 

leadership, even in the training program that evidently has the least defined evaluative 

criteria for participant assessment overall, trainers do get together with participants on a 

regular basis to ask diagnostic questions based on various areas, including marriage 

relationships: “How do they relate—like if they are married, how do they relate to their 

own family?” Finally, as relates to church oversight for pioneer church planting, effective 

programs incorporate language and culture acquisition frameworks and assessment 

systems, as well as frameworks for the assessment of long-term ecclesiological outcomes 

in pioneer church planting and development. 
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Again, while the precedent literature alludes to the notion of participant 

evaluation through “Watch” in the MAWL acronym, this study contributes the concept of 

subsidiarity in evaluation on multiple levels of candidate development per a leader-

discipler definition and dynamics integrated across training environments. Furthermore, 

the study expands the notion of discipleship evaluation through RTCEE to not only 

include ministry competencies (praxis), but also holistically to incorporate assessment in 

character (ontology), evaluative wisdom/understanding (epistemology), and 

values/affections (axiology: ethics and aesthetics). As previously indicated, this study 

focus interconnects with biblical principles of evaluation in describing leadership 

qualification for church elders and deacons (1 Tim 3:1-8). While 1 Timothy 3:1-8 does 

not organize the ideas in terms of subsidiarity, this study clarifies that the Scriptures 

nonetheless agree that an aspiring leader of the church must sustain a testimony “above 

reproach” that (1) entails qualities of self-management that (2) manifest themselves in his 

“managing his own household” that (3) qualify him for “the office of overseer” in the 

church. Additionally, given the fact that the qualifications in these verses have to do with 

providing oversight to the household of God, this study reinforces the fact that the 

telescoping reality of subsidiarity in Christian leadership functions as thoroughly 

communal: communion with God, family, and church. After all, the elders oversee 

“God’s church,” implying that through God’s personal nature, he relates and delegates 

authority to leaders to function through credible relational influence in order to shepherd 

God’s family by all following together after the God who leads and guides them. This 

study thus uniquely reframes and integrates the holistic picture of candidate evaluation 

for ministry leadership development based on the relational nature of God manifest in 

leader-discipler dynamics. 
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Entrusting. Effective pre-field training programs prioritize entrusting in their 

program design. Based on the data, I define entrusting as “discipleship in leadership 

through delegating responsibility for and commending others to leader-discipler 

ministry.” The data implies that effective programs acknowledge that entrusting requires 

that leader-disciplers have a holistic grasp of participant character, evaluative wisdom, 

values, and competencies such that these leader-disciplers can confidently commend 

participants to pioneer church planting ministry. 

But that we are sending them off confident that as they enter in as church planters, 
that they will be what we need them to be as far as actually once the church starts, 
and we actually are privileged to teach the folks about a relationship with the Lord 
Jesus Christ, that they’re ready to step into the role of elder, of leader, of modeling, 
you know, things within their very family, things within the husband and wife 
relationship, if they’re married. If they’re parents, things with their children. We’re 
looking for them modeling things within their coworkers. So that they can disciple 
through modeling in all areas. So that as they grow and God brings eventually the 
gifts to the church, the leaders––that there can be a natural transition from what the 
elders have been doing, not just what they’ve been teaching per Timothy/Titus, but 
what they’ve been doing and able to transition that off into the elders’ hands, the 
indigenous elders one day of the church. So yeah, modeling and then teaching and 
then trusting God to raise up leaders so that you can, so to speak, work your way out 
of a job as you pass the baton. 

The data implies that achieving this level of entrusting only occurs when local sending 

churches actively participate in the discipleship process. 

In the MAWL discipleship paradigm from the precedent literature, “Leaving” 

constitutes the final step in the discipleship cycle. However, this study reframes and 

substantially deepens that concept by describing entrusting as an act of delegating and 

commending to similar leader-discipler ministry based on careful, holistic evaluation. 

Thus, this study contributes a specific emphasis on the completing of the partnership 

focus in discipleship ministry that underscores the local church context for ministerial 

equipping in order to cultivate trustworthy co-laborers for the arduous task of planting 

and developing churches in pioneer contexts. 
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Need for post-allocation equipping. Effective pre-field training programs 

understand and communicate the need for post-allocation equipping in virtually every 

area of cross-cultural church planting and development. The data implies that 

participants need post-allocation equipping in virtually every area of cross-cultural 

church planting: language and culture acquisition, linguistics, literacy, Bible translation, 

and Bible resource development for planted and growing churches. After one trainer lists 

the above areas, he concludes, “I don’t know of an area where we would with confidence 

say we’ve equipped them sufficiently for a life of ministry” in pre-field training. 

In the precedent literature, multiple authors likewise advocate for ongoing, 

post-allocation training for full-time cross-cultural workers.26 However, this study 

expands that advocacy by urging that an integrated discipleship framework like RTCEE 

can provide training environments with a common set of reference points for assessing 

and troubleshooting needed areas of ongoing equipping for cross-cultural workers, if 

indeed those training environments intentionally collaborate, educate, and inform one 

another in the process of church planter management through the cycle of the equipping 

process and church planting work. 

Evaluation of program efficacy. Effective pre-field training programs 

evaluate program efficacy in light of adequate systems and procedures to assist 

participants to successfully transition to cross-cultural church planting scenarios under 

the authority of local sending churches. The data implies that program trainers 

 
 

26 C. Peter Wagner, “Seminaries Ought to Be Asking Who as Well as How,” Theological 
Education 10, no. 4 (1974): 273. Likewise, Tan and Brooks state, “In more ways than one, missionaries 
must be lifelong learners. This truth certainly applies to the missionary’s need to study language and 
culture. It also applies to missionaries’ commitment to theology.” Sunny Tan and Will Brooks, 
“Theological Education as Integral Component of World Mission Strategy,” in World Mission: Theology, 
Strategy, and Current Issues, eds. Scott N. Callaham and Will Brooks (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 
2019), chap. 7, “How Understanding Theological Education Shapes the Missionary,” para. 6, Kindle. In 
light of cross-cultural complexities and holistic candidate development, Dayton recommends a training 
model that includes undergraduate, graduate, internship, on-field, and ongoing training. Dayton, 
“Recruiting and Training,” 395–99. 
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acknowledge that systems and procedures for acquiring second languages and cultures 

prove critical for successful participant transitions to cross-cultural church planting 

scenarios: “So I’ve kind of moved the metric back to, do they make it to their field of 

allocation and do they land there prepared to engage that next step? Are they equipped to 

engage that well and move through that in a healthy way?” Here the trainer explains that 

the pre-field training program in fact evaluates their own effectiveness based on the 

degree to which the systems and procedures that the training process produces the 

outcome of a successful language and culture acquisition experience for graduates on the 

field side following pre-field training.  

Furthermore, the authority for participant oversight after this transition to the 

field should rest in the hands of local sending churches. As one trainer confirms, local 

sending churches maintain this long-term authority role.  

They graduate from here and they remain friends, we’re very invested in them. But 
we can’t have an ongoing authority, that kind of relationship to them. . . . Their 
sending church is the authority that God has placed in their lives. And that we as a 
training program are trying to serve the church who has sent them to us to add one 
particular element only. 

In sum, while the precedent literature does not specify a process of evaluating 

pre-field program efficacy, this study forwards a foundation and framework upon which 

the three training environments could coordinate an evaluative system for assessing 

leader-discipler ministry development on the basis of shared discipleship priorities and 

desired long-term church planting outcomes. Thus, this study expands the literature base 

by forwarding a mechanism for the collaborative dialogue between training 

environments, namely a leader-discipler definition and dynamics integrated with RTCEE 

discipleship. 
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Research Applications 

This study explored the pre-field training practices of five Western entities that 

equip leaders for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and church development. As 

described in the literature review, pre-field training programs exist as one of three key 

environments that contribute to training outcomes for pioneer church planting. The other 

two environments include local churches and formal Bible training institutions such as  

Bible colleges, Bible schools, and seminaries. Sending agencies serve as another critical 

entity in the overall conversation, since they also regularly make decisions regarding 

participant qualification, acceptance, and field allocation. Thus, while I describe the 

following applications in relationship to the five pre-field training programs that make up 

the study, the applications also indirectly apply to the other environments where 

participants receive equipping for pioneer church planting and development. 

As a first application, the five pre-field training programs included in this study 

could perform a comprehensive training program audit in light of the above implications. 

In the process, each program could create a set of diagnostic questions that begin, “Do we 

agree with this implication? Why or why not? To what extent does our pre-field training 

prove effective and ineffective in this area of implication? What evidences of breakdown 

or ineffectiveness exist? What potential causes exist for our ineffectiveness?” The 

programs could then look back into the literature review and data analysis of chapter 4 to 

generate potential additional diagnostic evidence and rationale for gaps in training 

program effectiveness per the implications. 

Second, and in parallel, the pre-field training programs could apply the study  

results by reviewing their operational definition of a local sending church. To what extent 

do they agree with the sending church priorities outlined in this study? How might they 

clearly capture the expectations that they wish to promote for effective local sending 

churches? To what extent do they actually implement their own sending church ideals?  
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The programs could proceed to modify the definitional components of a sending church 

in this study to draft a working definition of their own based on what they outline as 

sending church priorities from their perspective. They could then offer this definition for 

review and modification to a small group of trusted sending churches who serve as key 

training partners. 

Third, on the basis of this self-diagnostic process, the pre-field training 

programs could apply this study by crafting a tentative plan for organizational change. 

They may well want to consult with other experts and resources for how to systematically 

implement that kind of change. 

Fourth, pre-field programs could apply this study by subsequently developing 

and implementing a plan to communicate their findings and change commitments with a 

core group of key stakeholders that serve as their most crucial training partners. These 

key stakeholders should minimally represent local sending churches and sending 

agencies. Together, a working group could collaborate to devise shared commitments, 

principles, values, and practices for crafting a leadership development framework that 

requires collective investment and that provides discipleship resources for local sending 

churches and other stakeholders. Based on the self-diagnostics from earlier steps, the 

working group could use this shared framework to modify training program directions 

and decisions for change in order to develop key training targets based on RTCEE 

discipleship areas in holistic leadership development outcome statements for character 

(being), evaluative wisdom (understanding), values (affections), and competencies 

(doing) for leaders who desire to plant and develop churches in pioneer contexts. 

Finally, the working group could apply the study results by then devising a 

plan for change implementation, beginning with the core group of committed pre-field 

training programs, local churches, and sending agencies. The core group could implement 

the plan for change using the study findings and implications as an ongoing resource. By 
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implementing these applications, pre-field programs could affirm and model a critical 

shared commitment.  

We can only send candidates that are prepared, equipped, and discipled in the local 
church. . . . It is not our job to disciple church members. . . . If the church is doing a 
good job, then we’re delighted. Where churches have not done a good job, it can be 
difficult.  

Ultimately, the desired results of the application of the study would entail influencing the 

healthy planting and development of churches in both the West and the global South, 

which returns the study to its starting point.  

Research Limitations 

In keeping with qualitative case study analysis and due to the purposive 

sampling procedures required for a study of this type, the findings from this research are 

not generalizable beyond the sample studied. Some aspects of the findings may, however, 

be useful for other Western training entities that equip individuals for pioneer cross-

cultural church planting and church development. Furthermore, local churches and 

sending agencies might find the study useful for understanding potential shared 

commitments and perspectives for pre-field training and on-field member support. 

Further Research 

The findings, implications, and applications from this chapter prompt 

recommendations for other follow up studies that could replicate, simulate, or extend this 

current multi-case study research. 

1. Researchers could replicate the current study in ten years to re-evaluate the state of 
leader-discipler outcomes in pre-field training for the programs included in this study. 

2. Researchers could replicate the current study for a group of pre-field training 
programs that represent another shared sociolinguistic, socioreligious, and 
sociocultural heritage, such as a set of pre-field training programs from a region in the 
global South. 
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3. Researchers could replicate the current study for another group of pre-field training 
programs in the West who prioritize pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 
development by reducing the purposive criterion of required time for training to 
something less than two semesters. 

4. Using a similar design and research method, researchers could conduct studies among 
sending agencies who prioritize pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 
development. 

5. Using a similar design and research method, researchers could conduct studies among 
local sending churches who prioritize pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 
development.  

6. Extending from the current research, researchers could design a study to conduct 
more extensive investigation within single pre-field training program contexts to 
provide a richer and deeper insider perspective of these programs. 

7. Extending from the current research, researchers could design a study to more fully 
investigate each of the five features of discipleship in the pre-field training 
environments in this study: Relational influence, Teaching, Co-laboring, Evaluating, 
and Entrusting. They then could use this analysis to develop targets for the four areas 
of leadership development outcomes. 

8. Extending from the current research, researchers could design a study to more fully 
investigate operational definitions of sending churches in the pre-field training 
environments in this study.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the effective pre-field training of future church planting leaders 

for pioneer church planting and development requires a concentrated collaborative effort 

from local churches, pre-field training programs, and Bible colleges and seminaries in 

order to prioritize healthy local churches around the world as both the context and the 

goal of equipping efforts. In Paul’s words of encouragement to the Ephesians to love their 

wives, he reminds them of their example and purpose.  

Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her, that he might sanctify her, 
having cleansed her by the washing of water with the word, so that he might present 
the church to himself in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or any such thing, that she 
might be holy and without blemish (Eph 5:25-27 ESV).  
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Likewise, one former training participant and church planter laments the fact that he did 

not learn to savor the church as valuable through his experience in pre-field training. 

Nonetheless, over time God reaffirmed the worth of the local church as God led this 

church planter through deep waters in the course of his field ministry. As the church 

planter reflected back on those experiences of hardship in the field and his required 

dependence on the church as his discipler into ministry leadership and long-term 

leadership authority through those critical days, he emphasized with great emotion, 

I don't know that I valued the church as much as I came to value the church. In large 
part because of our interaction with the [local] church. I think that process that God 
took us through was a good process. It’s not a very tangible thing. . . . But just your 
value of the church. I mean, I think that you can almost set out as a church planter 
just kind of doing a job or trying to fulfill a goal, you know. But valuing the church 
as the bride of Christ, I think it changes the way you interact with her. The way you 
have come to value her for who she is, and not just as the ability to achieve a goal. 
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APPENDIX 1 

DISCLOSURES OF CASE STUDY 

 
Background. Many mission entities from the West describe that they equip workers for 
pioneer church planting and church development among unreached people groups. 
However, several dilemmas confront the Western church in light of training entities who 
make that claim. First, the Western church faces the reality of the rapid rate of growth 
and shift in center of gravity to the churches of the global South. Second, the Western 
church deals with the fact that while much pioneering church planting work remains, the 
shrinking of the church in the West means that the West will provide less input into 
future pioneer church planting work. Third, the heritage of Western missions leaves the 
leaders of the churches of the global South woefully undertrained. Fourth, in spite of the 
lack of leadership development in the churches of the global South, the churches of the 
South will increasingly send out future leaders for pioneer church planting work.  
 
Therefore, while the window of opportunity remains the Western church should carefully 
assess training efforts for pioneer church planting so as to identity model practices and 
principles that can benefit and ultimately help to equip the churches of the global South. 
Western training entities should particularly understand how holistic training for pioneer 
church planting reflects appropriate leadership dynamics in moral practice, use of 
authority, and proclamation of truth. With these dynamics at the base of training, pioneer 
church planting leaders can redeem past efforts by implementing healthier leadership 
dynamics in future church planting and church development. The implementation of 
healthier leadership dynamics can thus produce better models of ecclesiology in pioneer 
church planting and can serve to renew partnership foundations between the West and the 
churches of the global South. 
 
Research Question: Many pre-field training entities describe pioneer church planting 
and church development as primary outcomes for their cross-cultural training efforts. 
Nonetheless, entity approaches to pre-field training vary greatly. After applying a set of 
qualifying criteria to determine the equipping entities to include in the study, this study 
then analyzes the equipping approaches of the entities according to the leadership-as-
followership paradigm for leader development as articulated through three leadership 
dynamics. The study specifically evaluates these equipping entities with regard to their 
expectations for candidate involvement in local churches, their assumed cross-cultural 
training objectives, and their prerequisite biblical and theological foundations. The 
central research question seeks to identify the principles that generate model equipping 
practices for pioneer church planting. As such, the research project approaches the five 
entities by asking questions that probe equipping practices in order to expose underlying 
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principles. Thus, the sub-questions explore how training entities relate the three church-
based leadership dynamics to the developing character (being), evaluative wisdom 
(understanding), values (affections), and competencies (doing) of leaders who desire to 
plant and develop churches in pioneer contexts. The study seeks to answer one central 
research question: Based on a purposive, case-study assessment of five cross-cultural 
equipping entities in light of the missiological literature, what principles emerge to 
establish model equipping practices for pioneer church planting leaders who will plant 
and develop churches cross-culturally that will in turn equip others? 

Pre-study 
 
The Pre-study stage took place in the spring of 2020. In this stage, the researcher 
confirmed the training entities to include in the study and prepared and completed 
multiple forms for the thesis supervisor and ethics committee approval. 

Stage 1 – Data Collection 
 
Data Collection occurred in four phases in the spring and summer of 2020. 
 
Phase 1. Conducted a one-hour, semi-structured interview with each training leader from 
each training institution as a representative. This training institution leader knew the 
program well and participated in the equipping of candidates in the program. 
 
Phase 2. Conducted two one-hour, semi-structured interviews with church planters or 
church developers from each institution who represented successful implementation of 
training objectives per the opinion of entity equipping leadership.  
 
Phase 3. Reviewed the digital, audio visual, and written materials that the training 
entities provided to the researcher to correlate and corroborate interview data. 

Stage 2 – Data Analysis 
 
Analyzed the data by transcribing the semi-structured interviews and formalizing any 
other data content in writing as necessary. Manually coded the transcribed content and 
the interviews based on recurring themes and patterns using ATLAS.ti. Used the 
precedent literature, content review, and semi-structured interviews to correlate data with 
the delimiting criteria and other themes previously identified regarding effective cross-
cultural equipping. Sent the coded interviews to the thesis supervisor and two 
independent outside experts for review. 

Stage 3 – Reporting 
 
Reported findings by creating rich, working descriptions of the cases, specifying the 
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themes from each case and correlating the themes with the precedent literature (within-
case analysis). Produced a written, cross-case analysis, describing the interpreted 
interrelationships between thematic outcomes across the diversity of cases. 
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APPENDIX 2 

INITIAL CONTACT EMAIL 

 
Greetings Mr. or Ms. ________________, 
 
My name is Mike Griffis and I serve as an international director in a church planting and 
church development organization working in hard-to-access contexts around the world. 
My wife and I previously served as cross-cultural church planters in unreached people 
group contexts for thirteen years, after which I worked as a missions pastor in a local 
church in Texas for six years.  
 
I am also currently a doctoral student at The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. In 
my dissertation project, I plan to describe cross-cultural training practices and principles 
that Western training entities use to equip church planters and church developers working 
with unreached people groups.  
 
While conducting my pre-study research, I identified a number of Western training 
programs that fit the criteria for the study. From what I understand, your program equips 
candidates for church planting or church development work in unreached people groups. 
Would your organization be interested in participating in the study? If you have interest, I 
would gladly provide further information regarding the study description, time, and 
commitment. 
 
Thank you for considering my request. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
By grace, 
Mike Griffis 
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APPENDIX 3 

AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE 

 
Instructions: Please read the following statement and note your agreement to 
participate. 
 
The research in which you are about to participate is a study to assess the training 
practices and principles of entities equipping leaders for pioneer church planting and 
church development. Michael Griffis is conducting this study for purposes of thesis 
research. By completing the form below, you agree to participate in the study. You also 
agree to a personal interview by telephone, video conference, or in person lasting about 
an hour. Any information you provide will be held strictly confidential, and at no time 
will your name be reported, your name identified with your responses, nor the name of 
your organization be reported. Participation in this study is totally voluntary and you are 
free to withdraw from the study at any time. 
 
By your completion of this form and the subsequent personal interview, and by checking 
the appropriate box and signing your name below, you are giving informed consent for 
the use of your responses in this research. 
 
� I agree to participate.  
� I do not agree to participate.  
 
Name:  
 
Signature:  
 
 
Date: 
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APPENDIX 4 

LEADER INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 

 
Questions about equipping for cross-cultural leadership (Sub-questions 3, 4, 6) 
Describe the ideal pre-field equipping format and process from your perspective. 
How do you require and incorporate cross-cultural pre-field experience for students? 
 
Questions about equipping for ministry leadership (Sub-questions 1, 2) 
How does a student’s capacity to lead well shape their capacities for church planting and 
development? 
How is leadership modeled for your students during training? 
What leadership-related learning do you expect from your students in training? How does 
your training impact their evaluative wisdom (understanding) as leaders? How does your 
training impact their values (affections) as leaders? How does your training impact their 
competencies (doing) as leaders? (Probes: How does your training impact their _______ 
as leaders? Can you give an example of the kind of change you are seeking?) 
 
Questions about foundations and supporting structures for leadership (Sub-
questions 5, 7, 8, 9) 
How do you include the local church in pre-allocation? What pre-field ministry 
experience do you require in the local church? 
What biblical and theological foundations do you expect in students pre-field? 
In what forms of post-allocation equipping do you expect students to participate? 
What assessments do you utilize as gauges of long-term effectiveness? 
 
Could you provide an example of a church planter or church developer who models the 
application of your training? 
Would you recommend this person for a follow up interview with me? 
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APPENDIX 5 

CHURCH PLANTER/DEVELOPER INTERVIEW 
INSTRUMENT 

 
Questions about equipping for cross-cultural leadership (Sub-questions 3, 4, 6) 
Describe the ideal pre-field equipping format and process from your perspective of your 
experience with pre-field training. 
How did your organization require and incorporate pre-field cross-cultural experience? 
 
Questions about equipping for ministry leadership (Sub-questions 1, 2) 
How do pioneer church planting and development constitute leadership tasks? 
How did your training staff model leadership for you during your pre-field training? 
What leadership-related learning did you receive in training? How did your training 
impact your evaluative wisdom (understanding) as a leader? How did your training 
impact your values (affections) as a leader? How did your training impact your 
competencies (doing) as a leader? (Probes: How did your training impact your _______ 
as a leader? Can you give an example of the kind of change or impact that you are 
describing?) 
 
Questions about foundations and supporting structures for leadership (Sub-
questions 5, 7, 8, 9) 
How did you engage with your local church prior to allocation to the field? (Probes: 
What role did this have in your development as a leader? What portion of this 
engagement was required or recommended by your training program?) 
What biblical and theological foundations for leadership did your organization establish 
as part of your recommended or required pre-field training? 
In what post-allocation leadership equipping did or will you participate? 
How does your success in field ministry relate to your pre-field equipping? 
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ABSTRACT 

EQUIPPING PIONEER CHURCH PLANTERS TO EQUIP 
OTHERS: A MULTI-CASE STUDY  

Michael Paul Griffis, EdD 
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2020 
Chair: Dr. Timothy Paul Jones 

This qualitative, multi-case study introduces and engages a two-pronged 

dilemma facing pioneer cross-cultural church planting pre-field training programs in the 

West, namely (1) the continued existence of thousands of unreached people groups in 

pioneer church planting contexts around the world and (2) the reality of lack of leadership 

training for pioneer church planting in the global church. 

Thus, in the literature review, the study investigates and describes the need in 

the global church for leadership training for pioneer church planting and church 

development. The review also examines the cross-cultural leadership training alternatives 

for pioneer church planting and church development that emerge from the literature. 

Additionally, the literature review points toward criteria for evaluating the training and 

qualification of leaders who serve in pioneer church planting based on the three training 

environments of the local church, cross-cultural training programs, and theological 

institutions. In the process, the review interacts with key terms and critical topics that 

contribute to cross-cultural leadership development for pioneer church planting. 

Following the literature review, the study describes the qualitative, multi-case 

methodology for exploring the pre-field training practices of the five training programs. 

The study methodology includes the research purpose, research questions, design 

overview, population, samples, delimitations, limits of generalization, instrumentation, 

and procedures. 



   

  

Subsequent to explaining the multi-case methodological approach for the 

research, the study discusses the analysis of the data from fifteen semi-structured 

interviews from the five pre-field training programs: CrossView Connect, Ethnos 360, the 

International Mission Board, Radius International, and Wycliffe Bible Translators. The 

discussion relates a leadership definition and three dynamics of Christian leadership to 

five comprehensive features of discipleship that emerge in the acronym RTCEE 

(Relational influence, Teaching, Co-laboring, Evaluating, Entrusting) for any equipping 

environment where pioneer cross-cultural church planting and development serve as 

primary goals. These five features of discipleship modify traditional discipleship 

categories and promote holistic candidate development in four key areas: character 

(ontology), evaluative wisdom/understanding (epistemology), values/affections 

(axiology: ethics and aesthetics), and competencies (praxis). Furthermore, the five 

features of discipleship highlight the central principle that cross-cultural equippers must 

prioritize leadership development for future pioneer church planters and church 

developers, regardless of the equipping environment or the individual stages for 

equipping. In the process of synthesizing the five features of discipleship for leadership 

development for pioneer cross-cultural church planting, the study also acknowledges that 

no ideal training sequence emerges from the data. Multiple effective scenarios exist for 

trainers to incorporate biblical-theological and cross-cultural elements into a foundation 

of discipleship for leadership development. More significant than an ideal sequencing of 

training components, the data reveals that trainees should acquire their biblical-

theological competency, cross-cultural expertise, and relevant technical skills while 

growing as Christ’s disciples in a leadership development framework. Additionally, the 

data demonstrates the key findings that although adequate cross-cultural training involves 

specialized areas of cross-cultural competency that might require expertise outside the 

scope of local churches, (1) the most important aspect of effective pre-field training 

constitutes leadership development through RTCEE discipleship, and (2) the local church 



   

  

serves as the environment in which leaders best establish that discipleship for leadership 

development. 

Finally, the study restates the research purpose and research questions, then 

explains research implications and project applications. The study also addresses 

limitations to the research and suggests additional research that others might complete in 

the subject area of leadership training for pioneer cross-cultural church planting and 

church development. 
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