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Since the formation of NAMB in June, 1997, the Church Planting Group has focused all strategies on the Church Planting Process to work with our partners to plant healthy, reproducing churches.  Under the HMB and Dr. Charles Chaney’s leadership, work was begun on what was called the “Church Planting System.”  This was a very significant step forward for church planting in the SBC.

 

Our staff continued with much of the strategic direction, choosing to refine the components, sharpen the focus, staff the Group to insure our form matched our function, and changed the name to Church Planting Process.  The name change was an attempt to make our strategy and methodology more user friendly to church planters.  Almost five years later, the question arises “Is the CPP working?”

 

Dr. Ed Stetzer, Partner Enlistment Unit Manager of the Recruitment Team, serves on our staff and has just completed his Ph D dissertation at Southern Seminary.  We partnered with Ed to study the effectiveness and success of the Church Planting Process.  We will be releasing an extensive executive summary of the study in the near future.

 

Overall, the study looked at the first four years of church plants and confirmed strong affirmation the Church Planting Process is working well.  While there is always some room for improvement, our partners and our staff appear to be headed in the right direction to assist church planters in planting healthy churches.  Here are some of the highlights of the study.

 

1)      Assessment – planters assessed had approximately 20 percent average increase in attendance in the first four years, with 27 percent in the third year, compared to those who were not assessed.

 

2)      Basic Training – planters who participated in the training actually had less growth in the first year.  It is noteworthy that most of those attending Basic Training are a few months up to one year into the plant.  In year two, their growth was 6 percent ahead of those not participating in Basic Training.  In year 3, their attendance growth was up 30 percent and year 4 it was up 27 percent over those not receiving the training.

 

3)      Mentor or supervisor – about 60 percent of planters met with a mentor or supervisor.  Those who met weekly did much better than those who met monthly or quarterly.  Here are the increases in attendance for those who met with a mentor or supervisor compared to the attendance growth of those who did not meet.  (One of the most interesting facts we found was those who meet weekly with a mentor lead churches that average twice the size of those with no mentor.)

Year 1 = + 12%

Year 2 = + 16%

Year 3 = + 13%

Year 4 = + 25%

 


4)      Model of Planting – the study primarily looked at the growth of church plants relative to self-identification of their church planting model.  The two most effective models were programmatic and purpose-driven, with little noticeable difference in the growth of these two models of plants over the first four years.  The seeker-targeted model was a close third, followed by the relational model.  In fifth place was the affinity-based church plants which showed little growth after year one.

 

5)  Employment of the spouse – when the spouse did not work, the growth in the first 
year was about one-fourth more, almost double the second year, two and one-
fourth times in the third year and almost triple the growth in the fourth year for 
church plants.  This affirms the importance of all relationships of the planter and 
his spouse in the early years of a plant and how they must be maximized.

 

6)  Mother church/Sponsor church – There was only a slight positive impact when the 
mother church was just involved in the plant.  When the mother or sponsor church 
sends a core group, the impact of growth is very significant.

 

The study looked at numerous other factors such as tithing, signing a membership

covenant, new members class, evangelistic methods, prayer, ethnicity, church setting,

worship style and leadership style.  

 

Dr. Stetzer noted in his study several things which need addressing based on the

comments from the church planters (601 responded).  They include:

 


1)  Planters desire for more church planting teams


2)  Financial challenges are frequently overwhelming.


3)  Planters want more networking opportunities with other planters.


4)  Mother/sponsor churches need more training for intentional and significant 
involvement in the plants.


5)  Church planters need more sustained contact and interaction in their transition to 
as well as early days of implementation.


6)  More demographic and funding support work needs to be done before planters 



arrive on the field.


7)  Church planters need more intentional prayer support, especially before they go to 
the plant.

 

We are seriously evaluating the findings of this study relative to our Church Planting

Process.  We will continually strive to improve our methodologies.  I would encourage

any of our partners not using the CPP to prayerfully consider using the CPP in their

planting efforts.



