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PREFACE
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have fought and will fight for you every day of my life, in the seen and the unseen places.
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than I can describe.

To my instructors here at Southern Seminary, I cannot thank you adequately
for your investment in me. [ am a different man, husband, father, minister, counselor,
and friend because of each of you. Your grace, your intellects, your passionate service,
and your care have been tangible expressions of God’s work in my life in these years. To
Drs. Timothy Paul Jones, John David Trentham, Danny Bowen, and Eric Johnson
particularly, you have mentored me sometimes from afar, and sometimes very directly.
Your encouragement, your standards, and your Gospel drivenness permeate everything |

have learned from you at all points. Thank you.
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To Betsy Fredrick and Marsha Omanson, your precision and expertise were
invaluable in bringing this work to its rightful close, and I am grateful.

To our church families in Oklahoma, your patient encouragement and support
in these years in every conceivable way leaves us overwhelmed still. May this work bless
you in some small way compared to all God has done through you.

And to the dear original and later members of Cohort 7—Ben, Lou, Micah,
Danny, Mark, Hans, Jamus, Steve and Neal, I want to thank you for the encouragement,
support, care, and delight you have brought into my life as we have gone along this way.
Thank you from the most grateful parts of a full heart and a spent-though-contented mind.

May our God be glorified in everything that follows from here.

Shawn Crawley
Shawnee, Oklahoma

December 2017



CHAPTER 1
RESEARCH CONCERN

Introduction to the Research Problem

A clear, one-size fits all definition and articulation of family ministry does not
exist.! The programmatic history of family ministry, going back twenty years or more,
reveals a variety of approaches, emphases, and resources, but little consensus on what it
is. The diversity of the discipline has yielded much discussion in the church, many new
materials and resources for the church, and numerous opportunities for equipping of the
church. Questions of what family ministry is, why to consider its viability, and how best
to do it are increasingly finding voice in journal articles, conferences, and formal
textbooks. Despite that, there is still no clear articulation of distinguishing principles or
desired outcomes common to these varied approaches. Subsequently, there is also no
clear articulation of best intentional practices that can inform the church on particular
desired ministry outcomes. “Because of [this] lack of a common perception of family
ministry, people responsible for family ministry in churches are often confused and
frustrated,” explains Timothy Paul Jones.?> Family ministry can mean construction of a

“family life center,” classes, conferences, relationship-themed Bible studies,

ISee Chap Clark, Youth Worker’s Handbook to Family Ministry (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1997), 13. This observation is stated most strongly by Clark, but is addressed by others elsewhere. Mark
DeVries, for example, discusses family-based youth ministry as an approach or implementation strategy,
and characterizes the emphasis on family-based ministry as a strategy rooted largely in trial and error. See
Mark DeVries, “Focusing Youth Ministry through the Family,” in Starting Right: Thinking Theologically
about Youth Ministry, ed. Kendra Creasy Dean, Chap Clark, and Dave Rahm (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
2001), 152. Others have commented similarly, some of which appear in chap. 2 of this dissertation.

2Timothy Paul Jones, ed., Perspectives on Family Ministry: Three Views (Nashville: B & H,
2009), 38.



accountability groups, church-sponsored “date nights,” counseling services, crisis
intervention or anything else a “congregation does that has an impact on the formation,
development and ministry of families.”

Family ministry has complex roots in the American church. Early iterations of
family ministry included efforts to coordinate home and church ministries for the purpose
of equipping parents to lead in spiritual formation at home.* Over time, however, as age
segregation became more commonplace within American churches, family ministry
followed suit. An emphasis on age segregation lent itself well to family life education
programs such that by the late twentieth century, most of the work of family ministry
focused on healthier relationships rather than collaboration between church and home.”
More recently, there is both renewed focus on discipleship as well as a call to pursue
intentional cultivation of intergenerational community as the church ministers to
families.

This evolution from numerous streams meant that many perspectives and
practices are and were pragmatic in nature more than philosophical or theological; very

little was changed based on strong doctrinal conviction.” According to Andreas

3Diana R. Garland, Family Ministry: A Comprehensive Guide, 2" ed. (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 2012), 113.

4Bryan Nelson and Timothy Paul Jones, “The Problem with Family Ministry,” in Trained in
the Fear of God: Family Ministry in Theological, Historical and Practical Perspective (Grand Rapids:
Kregel, 2011), 19.

SIbid., 21.

®Timothy Paul Jones, “Family Ministry: A New Definition for Family Ministry,” accessed
May 17, 2017, http://www.timothypauljones.com/family-ministry-a-new-definition-for-family-ministry-
part-3/. Jones’ work explores the fluidity of defining family ministry within its correct theological and
historical context, offering an update of his previous work incorporating this broader theme of
intergenerational community as a necessary element.

"Nelson and J ones, “The Problem with Family Ministry,” 18. Nelson and Jones offer an
example of the renewed focus on family ministry in response to a number of trends, as well as chronicling
the early roots of family ministry dating back to 1880s New England. This historical survey offers much in
understanding the complex history that shapes the contemporary environment.



Kostenberger, one of the core problems in family ministry is that it has not been
understood within the metanarrative of Scripture. The problem is a “spiritual crisis” not a
cultural one, likewise requiring a spiritual solution rather than a cultural one.® Often,
biblical considerations of family life appear weighted towards specific concerns or topics
such as divorce or parenting and do little to point to the fuller purpose of families as
revealed in Scripture doctrinally.” Focus on these issues from a topical perspective, while
desirable and helpful, often suffers from a lack of hermeneutical rigor.' Dennis Rainey
has echoed this deficit in calling for a “family reformation,” urging Christian families to
“know, apply, experience, embrace, and proclaim God’s truth about marriage and
family.”!!

To be sure, some of the lack of clarity can be understood as growing pains.
Since the mid 1990’s, there has been a significant renewal of interest in and attention to
family ministry. Bryan Nelson and Timothy Paul Jones assert that the early twenty-first
century is witnessing a return to an emphasis on parents as disciple-makers, but only after
the field saw forays into numerous ways of trying to retain youth in the church in the face
of “dismal retention statistics” once those youth graduate high school.!? Conversely, the
return to considerations of home discipleship reflects a desire to recapture a biblically
grounded approach for families moving forward, not just reactively. In this sense, family

ministry as a field is also trying to find proactive impact.

8 Andreas Kostenberger and David W. Jones, God, Marriage, and Family: Rebuilding the
Biblical Foundation, 2™ ed. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2010), 15-16.

%Ibid., 18.
bid.
"Dennis Rainey, One Home at a Time (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale, 1997), 45.

2Nelson and J ones, “The Problem with Family Ministry,” 18.



While this return to the biblical theme of multigenerational discipleship has
added some focus to family ministry conceptually, this varied history still suggests an
overall lack of cohesiveness to family ministry as a whole. The burgeoning “faith at
home movement” has arisen largely as a response to the challenges wrought by age
segregation in youth and children’s ministries.!* This movement, arising largely from
within the church, emphasizes equipping of families for discipleship over other aspects
while recognizing that the necessary context in which that occurs depends largely on
healthy families and homes.'# There are approaches, models and resources geared to
achieve those ends, but all of those still represent only some avenues of expression of
family ministry as understood in the wider conversation.

While the spectrum of theological foundations is not as broad as that of the
programmatic responses, a clear theological focus also still requires a larger conversation.
All ministry programs and practices are rooted in some type of theological stream, but, as
many would rightly point out, it is the gospel that changes people. It is necessary to keep
that truth central as churches look to equip, encourage and promote healthy family
relationships.!®> Voices such as Jones, Kostenberger, and Rainey have consistently
sounded the call to ground ministry to families in biblical rather than pragmatic
principles. To do so requires refinement across these broad approaches, as each of them
function as expressions of theological principles. Given this, how does one decide which
biblical principle or principles is or are most helpful in serving families? This renewed
programmatic and theological focus has also spread beyond the church to the university

and seminary communities; many are looking at these same questions. At the same time,

13Timothy Paul Jones, “The Faith-at-Home Movement, What Makes It Distinct and What
Gaps Still Remain,” in Practical Family Ministry: A Collection of Ideas for Your Church, ed. Timothy Paul
Jones and John David Trentham (Nashville: Randall House, 2015), 8-9.

MIbid., 9.

SNelson and J ones, “The Problem with Family Ministry,” 28.



the demographics of families have undergone a seismic shift. Because of that, some of
the uncertainty about what family ministry is and how best to do it has also developed as
the roles of both the family and the church have changed. For all of these reasons, an
articulation of a broadly helpful definition and of best practices of family ministry would
have to be rooted firmly in the Scriptures on the one hand while being adaptable enough

to encompass such a diverse conversation on the other.

The Research Problem

Churches engage in family ministry in more and more diverse ways all the
time. Divorce Care, a “Bringing Up Girls” discipleship study, AWANA, and a youth
choir rehearsal may all happen concurrently in the same church at any given time, for
example. Churches may have a Family Life Center on the premises, offer counseling or
relationship classes within their ministry programming, and may choose other activities
and strategies that position that church as a family of families within its local
community.' Meanwhile, the creation of vibrant disciples within a healthy family
context requires the presence of those healthy families in the first place. Family ministry
efforts may have opportunity to cultivate and strengthen families via counseling,
enrichment, and family educational offerings as part of their aim.

The role of the church itself within that process also merits consideration. This
question of who does this thing called “family ministry” has varied answers.
Subsequently, there may be numerous activities happening under the larger banner of
family ministry that are significantly diverse regarding their desired outcome, tasks of
ministry, and responsibility for them. Given that, the question of the fruit of such diverse

efforts remains open.

16Timothy Paul Jones, Family Ministry Field Guide (Indianapolis: Wesleyan Publishing
House, 2011), 32-33. Jones here, and in numerous other places, summarizes the broad scope of activities
considered to be “family ministry.”



Three Broad Approaches

Chap Clark describes three general categories of approaches to family
ministry. Clark describes approaches focusing on relational health, authentic community,
and discipleship.!” These varying approaches exhibit different emphases. In one
approach, individuals, sometimes Christian, sometimes not, come needing help and
growth due to pain in their marriage, their parenting or in other relationships because of
addiction; they come based on perceived need. Often, that need is what brings them to the
church. A church offering help for such needs will emphasize the care and
compassionate ministries designed to address them. People who come for counseling, for
addiction help, or for some need-driven reason often provide an acute evangelistic

opportunity. Klyne Snodgrass explains,
Scripture tells us who we are and how we should live because of our identity... A
hermeneutics of identity will be aware that the text is about identity, will keep
seeking from specific texts in Scripture insight into the identity God desires and
gives, and will both seek and allow transformation of identity with every
reading...A person's identity is not merely about him or her; it is about that person
in relation with and for people and with and for God. In fact this reorientation is
precisely what conversion is about. (Italics mine)'®

This suggests that family ministry in some way has the opportunity to address salvation

in Christ and the identity it creates in relational contexts.

A second approach emphasizes people and families becoming part of a larger
community. Churches using this approach engage family ministry by teaching
relationship skills, offering small groups based on common life stage, and forming family
care groups. Such an approach can be quite effective in helping people find a way to
integrate into church body life via family connections. This approach emphasizes the

importance of integration into the body and the need for community based around a

shared faith. The distinct nature of such community is intentionally formative more than

17Clark, Youth Worker’s Handbook, 18.

18Klyne R. Snodgrass, “Jesus and a Hermeneutics of Identity,” Bibliotheca Sacra 168, no. 670
(June 2011): 131-32.



merely social. Family ministry is not just a way to generically connect, it is a way to
participate in the life of God’s people and find one’s place within it. Thus, the issue of
community also merits attention in describing and deciding how to “do” family ministry.
A third approach emphasizes faith transmission. The stated goal here is to
formulate or realign family structure and the church-family relationship to position
parents or parent figures in a way as to equip and empower them to fulfill the biblical
mandate to “teach your children.” Proponents of this approach appeal to the history of
God’s people as evidenced in Scripture and to the history of the church to illustrate what
happens when this is done faithfully, and when it is not. The process of discipleship
drives this approach, with the impetus for the partnership between church and family
being to cultivate lasting spiritual fruit across the generations. How discipleship happens,
and the role of the balance between church and home in faith formation must also receive

attention.

The Primary Concern

It is quickly apparent that these different emphases are manifestations of
differing thought sometimes complementary priorities or values regarding what these
desired outcomes are or ought to be. Subsequently, the activities intended to produce
those outcomes are a key entry point for the evaluation of both practice and perspective
across family ministry approaches. In considering the role of ministry values, Aubrey
Malphurs states that ministry values are crucial in distinguishing one ministry from
another, they “beget attitudes that dictate behavior,” and they provide the basis for “all
policies and actions.”!® These values shape the mission and vision of a ministry, which

in turn shape the strategy of the ministry, including what it ought to be doing.?’ By

19Aubrey Malphurs, Advanced Strategic Planning: A New Model for Church and Ministry
Leaders, 2" ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005), 97-100.

2OIbid., 100, 122, 169.



implication then, observing the activities of a ministry or approach to ministry can yield a
helpful understanding of the underlying values or priorities that define that approach.?!
Such observations can then help clarify the link between definition and practice across
such a potentially wide spectrum.

At a critical intersection of abundant resources, curricula, and models in a
marketplace experiencing significant shifts in perspective, definition, and composition of
the idea of family, how does a church “do” family ministry? Because each of these
approaches has its own advantages, tasks, and aims, how does a church select which one
to use? In light of the critiques offered by observers, practitioners, and families
themselves, what if any guiding principle(s) is or are there by which a church can
intentionally serve families that they reach towards any or all of these ends? Defining a
given approach to family ministry can reflect something significant about its
philosophical distinctives. Understanding particular components of that approach, such as
desired outcome or locus of responsibility, can similarly help project the likely fruit of
such ministry.

While there is an increasingly helpful body of theological exploration in the
family ministry literature, and many practical resources available to the church, a
consensus regarding such guiding principles or best practices across this spectrum is
presently still absent in the literature. Consensus on these elements of presupposition,
desired outcome, necessary activities, and responsible parties, if described, could add
needed clarity for both church and home in ministering to the family across approaches,

circumstances and contexts.

21Malphurs, Advanced Strategic Planning, 119ff. This particular section in Malphurs’ book
explores in depth a strategic process for discovering mission and vision in light of core values in ministry.
It is used here as an exemplar of the larger principle of how priorities inform action, whether in
organizational theory, human behavior or anything else. Understanding that presuppositions form action
allows a “reverse engineering” of a kind when considering the link between the perceived definition of an
approach to family ministry and its activities and desired outcomes.



Research Purpose

The purpose of this study was to seek and describe a consensus definition of
family ministry, including the aspects of desired outcome, necessary activities, and
perceived locus of responsibility. This consensus can help clarify best practices and
desired outcomes for this field, and help describe the appropriate relationship between

varying approaches to family ministry.

Delimitations of the Proposed Research

Four preliminary delimitations are noted here. First, primary and secondary
sources dated prior to 1994 were excluded from consideration of the proposed topic. The
nature of a contemporary survey of meta-approaches in the literature will by necessity
deal with thoughts and models in practice at present. Subsequently, while some aspects
of different approaches certainly have roots farther back in history, those were not
specifically included in the literature review here. This date was selected as a starting
point for the contemporary conversation about the role of family within youth ministry as
articulated by Mark DeVries in a seminal text on this issue.?

Secondly, the literature base and prospective study population was delimited to
works from Protestant evangelical models and entities, while works from Roman
Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, and other religious sects or denominations were not included
in this study. For research purposes, evangelicalism was demarcated by four tenets,
which were affirmed by research participants (see appendix 6)

Thirdly, considerations regarding family and church dynamics were delimited
to those from English-speaking churches in the United States as they exist in the
literature. An exploration of gender, particular cultural characteristics or concerns, or
other particular demographic markers either within the church or regarding family

dynamics is beyond the scope of the study. For example, considerations such as the

22Timothy Paul Jones, “Family Based Youth Ministry: Twenty Years Later,” The Journal of
Discipleship and Family Ministry 4, no. 2 (Fall 2014): 5.



differing roles of the church within predominantly Latino or African-American
communities, or patriarchal/matriarchal values impacting views on headship across
varying cultural groups all lie outside of the focus of the study.?® These instances are,
however, acknowledged as an important focus of future potential study.

Finally, it is also important to note that existing scholarly literature on the
approaches to family ministry seems largely limited to consideration of culturally and
economically homogeneous populations.?* Consideration of non-traditional family
structures is present in some literature but is a secondary theme in most of the present
family ministry literature. As the literature presently exists, these limitations of cultural
and economic homogeneity and traditional family structures form the closest boundaries
on generalizability. These limitations presented a serious consideration for the research
in that it underscores the need for evaluation of desired outcomes of the different
approaches that could eventually be adapted in an effort to address cultural, economic,
and family formation variations to some degree. This study considered to what degree
the existing approaches in the literature, rightly understood, planned, and practiced, could
accomplish a greater degree of generalizability based on the ministry approaches

themselves rather than differing distinguishing characteristics of a given population.

Research Questions

These questions guided this study:

1.  What are the necessary components of a definition of family ministry?

BKevin L. Smith, “The Challenge of Matriarchy: Family Discipleship and the African
American Experience,” in Trained in the Fear of God, 131-42, is one example of one such treatment.

24Jones, “The Faith-at-Home Movement,” 10. In this article, Jones discusses how the faith-at-
home movement has “flourished in contexts far whiter and wealthier than the rest of the world.” He also
points to doctoral work underway seeking to adapt what is known about family ministry to more specific
ethnic contexts as a call to gain understanding of what “faith at home ministries might look like in the
inner-city congregations, in rural family chapels, in African American churches, among Native American
peoples, and with first- and second-generation Hispanic believers.” Ibid. The need, Jones asserts, stems
from the dearth of any such work done up to the present time.

10



2. What is or are the desired outcome(s) of family ministry?
3. What s or are the necessary activity or activities of family ministry?

4. Where is the locus of responsibility for family ministry?

Terminology

Activities of family ministry. To be understood here as the proclamation and
practices of a congregation related to the spiritual formation of families.?* Survey
respondents were asked to define these as distinctives of family ministry according to
their perspective and experience.

Consensus. An agreement of 75 percent or a corresponding group stability
measure across successive iterations on a given item was deemed to demonstrate
consensus by the group within the results of the study. This mark is set based on existing
literature of varying ways to measure consensus utilizing the Delphi method.?¢

Family. For this study, the term “family” was considered synonymous with
“household.” This study sought definitional consensus that will address at least one
approach where household is understood as a subset within the family of God. Thus, the
general term of household will be utilized here: oixelog (oikeios)—belonging or standing
in relation to the household; “Christians are members of the household, the familia

Dei.”?’

25Adapted from Jones, Perspectives on Family Ministry, 40. In an effort to allow survey
respondents to define family ministry in their own terms, this adaptation focuses on the activities as
described by Jones as a baseline.

26Chia-Chien Hsu and Brian Sandford, “The Delphi Technique: Making Sense of Consensus,”
Practical Assessment, Research, and Evaluation 12, no. 10 (2007): 4. This article surveys the small body of
research on consensus measurement utilizing the Delphi method. The 75 percent figure is set as a median
measurement in an effort to set a rigorous though not prohibitive threshold of consensus within the
construct of the proposed study. This is discussed in greater detail in chap. 3 of this report.

7 Gerhard Kittel and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., “oikeiog,” trans. G. W. Bromiley, in Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: W. B. Eerdmans, 1991), 134. This term was selected as
the broadest appropriate form that permits inclusion of multiple family members within a kinship
household. It should not be understood as including all members of that kinship household as Christian
believers just by virtue of their presence in it. This term is intended as a sociological appropriation rather
than a theological one.

11



Perceived locus of responsibility. The participant(s) in family ministry

perceived as responsible for arriving at the desired outcome(s).

Procedural Overview

This project utilized a three-round Delphi methodology, with the initial round
of questions centering on the four constructs of definitional components, intended
outcome, activities, and locus of ministry. Questions were drafted then pilot tested by
five respondents in the field of family ministry itself, or in closely related ministry fields
(youth and student ministries, for example). Pilot testing was administered in the same
fashion as administration of the survey questionnaire in the formal study. The purpose of
the pilot test was to clarify any questions that appeared ambiguous or too broadly or
narrowly defined.

Responses to the initial round of open-ended questions were requested from
members of the expert panel both directly to the questions as written, but also by inviting
additional open-form feedback. Upon obtaining the initial responses they were analyzed
for thematic content. Responses were organized around the initial aspect of family
ministry upon which the question was based. Emerging themes then informed the survey
questions administered to the expert panel in the second of the three rounds. Second
round items were four-point Likert-type scale, providing a quantitative measurement of
thematic similarity and consensus as it emerged from the initial round of feedback.
Responses to these questions were evaluated by percentage agreement and weighted
average in order to determine preliminary levels of commonality and consensus.

Finally, the third round of questions, based on those items in the second round
that showed a consensus of opinion, was administered using a dichotomous
(“agree/disagree”) scale. These responses were collated and disseminated to all
respondents who completed the questionnaire for potential revision. A factor analysis
was performed on the consensus items, seeking identification of potential latent themes.

This report represented a final description of consensus, and informed a final articulation
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of definitional distinctives and best practices of family ministry, based on the multi-
leveled feedback from the expert panel. Results of this process are reported in chapter 4

of the study report.

Research Assumptions

1. The field of family ministry has been sufficiently defined, documented, and
practiced so as to yield a definitional consensus and best practices.

2. The three themes of desired outcome, activity or intervention, and locus of ministry
present helpful potential channels of inquiry to that end, and that such exploration
does not already exist in the family ministry literature.

3. Participants in this proposed study are willing and able to answer the research
questions and sub-questions as they are presented within this study.

13



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The overall lack of a comprehensively articulated theology of marriage and
family was not the central concern of this study. Rather, this study focused on praxis
stemming from an exploration of the relationship between families and the New
Testament church. The purpose of this study was to seek an expert consensus on the
definition of family ministry, including the aspects of: desired outcome, necessary
activities, and perceived locus of responsibility. This chapter will undertake two primary
tasks. First, it will broadly review some New Testament exegetical considerations related
to the interaction of church and home.! This review serves as background for the second
task, a review of three contemporary approaches to family ministry. These explorations

will frame the questions that were addressed by this study.

Church and Home in the New Testament

The right relationship between church and home is the necessary foundation to
an exploration of the distinctives of contemporary approaches to family ministry. A
framing consideration of jurisdiction will precede a brief survey of commentary on the

balance between the two spheres. This commentary on the roles of church and home

"Michael J. Anthony and Michelle D. Anthony, eds., 4 Theology for Family Ministries
(Nashville: B & H, 2011); Andreas Kostenberger and David W. Jones, God, Marriage, and Family:
Rebuilding the Biblical Foundation, 2™ ed. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2010); and Randy Stinson and
Timothy Paul Jones, eds., Trained in the Fear of God: Family Ministry in Theological, Historical, and
Practical Perspective (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2011), are among recent works that develop thorough
treatments of both OT and NT theological concerns, including extensive work on the OT foundation for
family discipleship. Those works are assumed in this study as background that informs interactions
between the NT church and the home as the focus of the exegetical concerns of this study.
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helps inform the biblical foundation for the three broad approaches considered after this

introductory survey.

The Doctrine of Jurisdiction

The biblical doctrine of jurisdiction can address some of the lack of clarity in a
consensual definition of family ministry. According to this doctrine, God has created
specific spheres of responsibility within nations, churches and families for the sake of
advancing the Gospel.? These different God-ordained jurisdictions have different
responsibilities within the larger kingdom purpose. However, these lines can be blurred,
such that “when larger jurisdictions overstep their bounds, lesser jurisdictions suffer a
loss of resources, time, and motivation to do what God created them to do.”* Thus, when
one sphere does not faithfully execute its God-given responsibilities while at the same
time trying to perform those assigned to another, none involved can fully realize God’s
design for their purpose. Clear definition and demarcation of these spheres is necessary
to facilitate correct fulfillment of jurisdictional responsibilities according to God’s

design. According to Martin Luther,

The first government is that of the home, from which the people come; the second is
that of the city, meaning the country, the people, princes and lords, which we call
the secular government. . . . Then follows the third, God’s own home and
protection, that is, the church, which must obtain people from the home and
protection and defense from the city. These are the three hierarchies ordained by
God, and we need no more.*

Right definition precedes right function according to Luther. Thus a very careful biblical

understanding of the community, the church, and the family, and how they relate to one

2Rob Rienow, Limited Church: Unlimited Kingdom: Uniting Church and Family in the Great
Commission (Nashville: Randall House, 2013), 61.

*Ibid., 77.

“Martin Luther, “On the Councils and the Church,” in Church and Ministry I1I, ed. Eric W.
Gritsch, Luther’s Works, vol. 41 (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1966), 177.
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another according to Scripture, is a necessary precedent for arriving at a definitional
consensus of family ministry.

Theologian Louis Berkhof provides a traditional articulation of the purposes or
“marks” of the church. Berkhof says that these are to be the “true preaching of the Word
.. . the right administration of the sacraments . . . and the faithful exercise of discipline.”’
More contemporarily, Mark Dever affirms two of Berkhof’s three, including the practice
of church discipline under his expansion of church administration.® Kostenberger sets up
a closer consideration of the jurisdiction question in his examination of the purposes of
the church. Echoing these other voices, according to Kostenberger these are “being a
‘pillar and buttress of the truth’ (1 Tim 3:15), worshipping God and evangelizing the
nations (Matt 28:16-20), and administering the ordinances of baptism and the Lord’s
Supper (Matt 28:19, Luke 22:19, Acts 2:42).” The jurisdiction of the family, meanwhile,
extends to the physical, social, and spiritual provision, protection, and care of its
members.® Thus,

the family is not the church, nor are the two to be ‘united’ in the normal sense of the
word of two—the family and the church—becoming one. The family of God is not
a family of nuclear families but a gathering of or body of true regenerate believers
organized in a given locale as a local congregation under duly constituted leadership
regardless of their family status. The family and the church each have distinct roles

and serve distinct purposes in God’s plan. . . . While there is a certain amount of
over91ap, these two entities should therefore not be confused or unduly collapsed into
one.

The degree to which Scripture speaks on the overlap of these sovereign spheres is the

degree to which this doctrine can help describe the right place of each within family

SLouis Berkhof, Systematic Theology, 4™ ed. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1941), 577-78.

®Mark E. Dever, “The Church,” in 4 Theology for the Church, ed. Daniel L. Akin (Nashville:
B & H, 2007), 778-815.

"Kostenberger and Jones, God, Marriage, and Family, 254-55.
8Ibid., 255.

°Ibid., 256.
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ministry philosophy and practice. As will be considered below, there are different views
on that question that form the foundation of different approaches to family ministry in
practical terms. Attention will now turn to a brief exploration of New Testament

commentary to that end.

Church and Home in Acts

While the Gospels discuss the changing understanding of the identity of the
family of God, it is not until Peter’s sermon on Pentecost that the issue of jurisdiction
becomes pertinent. Though the church proper was not yet organized, Luke records
something significant about the people of God in this new age.!® Those that heard Peter’s
words should “repent, and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ, for
the forgiveness of sins and . . . receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.” (Acts 2:38). This
invitation defines participation in God’s covenant promise to make a people for Himself
through their salvation, and tellingly, includes both hearers and their children.!' F. F.
Bruce suggests that this is analogous to the languaging of Old Testament covenants made
with Noah, Abraham, and David regarding future generations. 2

To be sure, this initial call required individual response to God, but notably
also included both the call to participation in the ordinances of the early New Testament
church and its extension to multiple generations.'®> David Peterson suggests that this

hearkens back to Joel’s foretelling of the inclusion of the generations in the pouring out

"Darrell L. Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996), 146.

""David G. Peterson, The Acts of the Apostles, Pillar New Testament Commentary (Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2009), 156.

12F. F. Bruce, Commentary on the Book of Acts, New International Commentary on the New
Testament (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1954), 78.

BIbid.
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of the Spirit.'"* As the community of believers grew in number and presence, its purpose
became clearer as well. “And they devoted themselves to the apostles’ teaching and the
fellowship, to the breaking of bread and the prayers” (Acts 2:42). Understood as both
expressions of worship and the ongoing formation of God’s covenant people, Darrell
Bock notes that all of this unfolded in homes.!> These scholars rightly observe that the
households of those who responded to the early proclamation of the gospel were being
formed into a new community whose locus was the family unit.

The significance of this can be easily lost in a contemporary reading of Acts.
However, it was likely assumed within an early reading of Luke’s account. First-century
Mediterranean people understood themselves as individuals embedded within a strong
group including, very prominently, the family or clan.!® Luke’s Gospel illustrates this
subtly, often describing a person in this manner; the “sons of Zebedee” (5:10), “James,
the son of Alphaeus” and Judas, the “son of James” (6:15-16). In Acts, this formula
persists, most notably introducing “Saul the son of Kish” (Acts 13:21) and “David the
son of Jesse” (Acts 13:22).!7 Participation in the life of the people of God was seemingly
linked to the life of the family from the outset in this way.

This adds force to the other places in Acts where this household locus appears:
in the accounts of Cornelius, of Lydia, and finally in that of a Philippian jailer. The
coming of the Holy Spirit to the Gentiles opened the prospect of salvation for Cornelius
and his entire household (Acts 11:14). The entire household of Lydia of Samothrace was

likewise baptized into the community being gathered by the Holy Spirit, after Lydia’s

14Peterson, The Acts of the Apostles, 156.

5Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 155.

'5Bruce J. Malina and Jerome H. Neyrey, “First-Century Personality: Dyadic, Not
Individualistic,” in The Social World of Luke-Acts: Models for Interpretation, ed. Jerome H. Neyrey
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991), 74.

Ibid., 85.
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conversion (Acts 16:15).'® The third instance of this is the account of the conversion of
Paul and Silas’ jailer. The message of salvation in Christ alone was given first to the
jailer, but then to his household (16:31). The baptism of the jailer followed by that of his
family again demonstrate the themes of individual response to the Holy Spirit, prompting
inclusion in the community of God’s people, and of the familial impact of that inclusion.
“Salvation came to this house because of the conversion of the head,” according to David
Peterson.!” Both the baptism of “all his family” (16:33), and the rejoicing of all the
family into the night over the change wrought by his and their belief in God affirmed this

conversion experience (16:34).2° John Elliott describes the significance of this theme:

In Luke-Acts, the household plays a paramount role in the ministry, teaching, and
mission of Jesus and his followers.... Here among the households of the holy and
unholy, the wealthy and the poor, Jews and Gentiles of high and low degree, the
good news of a holiness and wholeness available to all made its initial and sustained
advance. Household organization was determined by the structure and roles of the
family and regulated by the traditional customs and codes of family life and kinship
relations . . . (which) in turn supplied Jesus and his company with the basic models
and metaphors for illustrating the relations and conditions of life in the kingdom of
God.... The household thus serves in Luke-Acts as both a historical and a
metaphorical reality. The church which grows through household conversions
becomes at the same time a worldwide household of faith.?!

In this way, while the accounts themselves hold a relatively small place in the overall
narrative of Acts, they provide accounts showing the household as the “prominent, if not
dominant role” as a means for the spread of the gospel in Acts.?

In light of the question of jurisdiction, some observations regarding the

relationship between the new community of believers and the home under Christ appear

8Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 540.
Peterson, The Acts of the Apostles, 470.
21bid.

21John H. Elliott, “Temple versus Household in Luke-Acts: A Contrast in Social Institutions,”
in The Social World of Luke-Acts, 229.

2John H. Elliott, “Temple versus Household in Luke-Acts: A Contrast in Social Institutions,”
HTS Theological Studies 47, no. 1 (1991): 102. Elliott’s earlier article contains this direct assessment.
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useful. First, God’s covenant promise remains extended to all generations, as was seen in
the Old Testament. Secondly, the home and the community of believers were
intentionally linked, though not synonymous. Thirdly, there is a particular significance to
the impact of the head of a home on the faith formation of those under their care
regarding faith in Christ. Fourthly, each individual, though responding personally to the
work of the Holy Spirit in salvation, obtains a corporate identity by participation in the
disciplines of the faith, including baptism. These broad principles form a preliminary
biblical foundation for some of the key elements found in contemporary approaches to
family ministry. Consideration of additional teaching from the epistles will help develop

the biblical foundation of the relationship between church and home.

Church and Home in the Epistles

The Acts narrative is a helpful starting point in beginning to sketch out the
jurisdictions of the people of God (the church), and the home. The New Testament has
more to say about the proper relationship between these, however. Specifically,
consideration of the household codes (including some embedded commentary on
qualifications for elders in the church) helps to describe in finer strokes how these two

spheres interact.

The Household Codes

A starting point for this is the understanding of the seating of the family, and
the family of God, within the larger historical context at the time of the writing of the
epistles. The family served to stabilize society, and codes or treaties governing its
administration were common at the time of the epistolary writing.?*> As the infiltration of
the Gospel transformed families, the nature of the social function that families served also

began to change. A family living according to reordered values, priorities, and

23F. F. Bruce, [ & 2 Thessalonians, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 45 (Dallas: Word, 1982),
161.
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allegiances sought to “live and witness within that society by combining that society’s
proven wisdom and commitment to its own Lord and the transforming power of the love
which he had embodied.”?* Thus, when New Testament writings, and Pauline ones in
particular, describe proper conduct in the Christian family, an overarching aim appears to
be the promotion of exemplary living within as well as outside of the church.?® The
source of this differently ordered life was the “filling of the Spirit” and the ‘Word of
Christ dwelling richly within’. Thus, proper family relationships express, in part, a
vibrant relationship with God.”?® Relationship with God was the “indispensable
foundation for the community [shared] with fellow believers.”?” Where Paul writes on
these relationships in the New Testament, his “use of the household concept and his
choice to use what have been termed ‘household’ codes to encourage appropriate
behavior within the church are almost certainly related.”?

These household codes suggest several functions. As just mentioned, there is
the broad example of family life transformed by Christ that is apparent. More
specifically, the New Testament identifies a number of aspects of family life to be
affected by the Gospel. That is, identity in Christ impacts all of life, and family life,

while also serving as an exemplar to those outside of the church.

24James D. G. Dunn, Romans 9-16, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38 (Dallas: Word, 1988),
246.

25p. H. Towner, “Households and Household Codes,” in Dictionary of Paul and His Letters,
ed. Gerald F. Hawthorne and Ralph P. Martin (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1993), 419.

26Richard R. Mellick, Jr., Philippians, Colossians and Philemon, The New American
Commentary, vol. 32 (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1991), 99.

Y Joseph H. Hellerman, When the Church Was a Family (Nashville: B & H, 2009), 121.

2Towner, “Households and Household Codes,” 418.
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Submission to Authority

One significant impact of family life is in cultivating and exemplifying

submission to authority. Believers were exhorted to
“put oneself under” the authority or direction of someone or something else; all
believers to God, or to His law; the church to Christ; Jews to God’s righteousness
humans to governing authorities; Christians to their leaders; slaves to masters;
young men to older men; children to their parents; wives to their husbands.?’
This submission was not the compulsory kind rendered to the emperor, as would be
understood by many readers of the time. Rather, this would be an act of devotion to an
unchanging Christ, which would yield order and structure in an otherwise often unstable
climate of man’s rule.?® That this order finds its template in family life underscores the
linkage between these relationships and a believer’s relationship with God. In
prescribing human relationships that observe a certain order (“in the Lord”), both the
value of family life and its purpose of instilling reverence for the Lord are shown and
“elevated.”®! At stake is the witness of Christ in public, in personal relationships, and
ultimately in the church itself. For the Christian family to be led well, and to follow well,
signifies both right submission to and right exercise of loving authority. Such leadership
in the home then informs the reputation of the leaders of the church in the eyes of

society.>? One’s fitness for leadership in the church—God’s household—is evidenced in

the leadership of his family.*?

¥Douglas J. Moo, The Letter to the Colossians and to Philemon, Pillar New Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2008), 299.

30A. Skevington Wood, Ephesians, in vol. 10 of The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank
E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1976), 75.

3ICurtis Vaughan, Colossians, in vol. 10 of The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E.
Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1976), 218-19.

32Philip H. Towner, The Letters to Timothy and Titus, The New International Commentary on
the New Testament, vol. 16 (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2006), 257.

3William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 46 (Dallas: Word,
2000), 177.
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Ethical Expression

This intentional submission to Christ’s authority will inevitably have an ethical
expression in the family of God. According to F. F. Bruce, “The church was God’s new
creation, and provided a setting in which the principles of the new creation could be put
into practice.”** The home was not to merely provide instruction in principles, but be the
location where this responsibility to the Lord and each other were tested.’® Because the
earliest churches were ‘house churches’, the well-run household anticipated the well-run
church.?® Paul reminds Titus of the necessity for finding and “appointing elders in every
town, as I directed you” (Titus 1:6-9). He underscores the necessity that the household of
one so called “present an opposing picture in society and counteract the effects of

rebellious Christian teachers who were reluctant to separate from Cretan values.”>’

Value of All People

Given this, what was it that these ethical principles revealed to society about
Christ? Was there something beyond pragmatic concerns that was to be understood in
prescribing healthy family conduct within the first Christian homes, many of which also
often served as the first Christian churches? One answer is that this responsibility to
submit to one another “as to the Lord” was to demonstrate the inherent value of all
members of society, not just the privileged. Expounding on the household code in
Ephesians 5:22-6:9, Peter O’Brien remarks that the conduct of the Christian father should

juxtapose that of fathers in the culture around him in that they should “care for their

34F. F. Bruce, The Epistles to the Colossians, to Philemon, and to the Ephesians, The New
International Commentary on the New Testament, vol. 11 (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1984),
163.

3Dunn, Romans 9-16, 245.

36Tbid.

3Towner, The Letters to Timothy and Titus, 684.
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families as God the Father cares for His.”3® This juxtaposition is a direct implication of
the fact that Christ’s redemption was extended to all relationships in the household
because it was extended to all members of the household.** Each member of the
Christian household possessed both stature and responsibility, a combination that implies
great and equivalent value in the family of God.*

Such relationships were not directed at revolution, but instead a new
understanding of the inherent value and dignity of all people. Every person in Christ had
“their own calling before the Lord, which is responsible, honourable, and important as
that of husband, parent, or master...the value, dignity or worth of the members of the
Christian household in a subordinate position is no less than that of those in authority.”*!
The practical reality of household order was not merely an exercise in authority, but a
clear proclamation of the love shown by the God who had both redeemed and
commissioned a people for Himself. That wives, children, and slaves were addressed on

equal footing with husbands, fathers, and masters signifies that value is not determined

by power or authority, but by the loving will of God.

Identity in the Household of God

Of the instruction to children to obey their parents in the Lord (Eph 6:1),
Andrew Lincoln notes that “these children are seen as fully part of the Christian
community, able to exercise their Christian obedience in this way and to view their

conduct as determined not just by social convention but in the light of their Lord’s

3peter O’Brien, The Letter to the Ephesians, Pillar New Testament Commentary (Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1999), 447.

*1bid., 408.

40peter O’Brien, Colossians-Philemon, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 44 (Dallas: Word,
2014), 220.

410’ Brien, The Letter to the Ephesians, 407-8.

24



will.”#* Paul echoes this in 1 Timothy 3 and again in 2 Timothy 2. The obedience
required of children was a two-sided coin. On the one hand, to obey reverentially was a
serious responsibility. On the other, however, this was not to be out of fear, but out of the
recognition that in their faithfulness to this calling, they were claiming the stature God
said that they have because of Christ. “To be a member of a household meant refuge and
protection, at least as much as the master was able to provide. It also meant identity and
gave the security that comes with a sense of belonging.”* The Christian household was
to serve as an exemplar of conduct and authority, but also of the value of those whose

identity was defined by Christ, not society.

Unity

When this new order finds its fullest expression, the impact is notable in both
practice and meaning. Relationships lived in this way serve to illustrate God’s greater
purpose in creation: the bringing together of all things under Christ (Eph 1:9-10).4
Paul’s articulation of unity in the Christian home ultimately expresses the ultimate
destiny of Creation, unity in Christ. “An essential aspect of unity in the Church is
harmony in the Christian household.”* Ephesians 5:22-33, argues Frank Thielman,
makes clear God’s desire that His people understand that the relationship between

husband and wife mentioned there is an illustration of the deeper unity between Christ

and His church described in the first chapter of the same letter.*®

“Andrew T. Lincoln, Ephesians, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 42 (Dallas: Word, 1990),
403.

BTowner, The Letters to Timothy and Titus, 418.
40’ Brien, The Letter to the Ephesians, 405.
“Lincoln, Ephesians, 364.

46Frank Thielman, Ephesians, Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament, vol. 8
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2010), 368.

25



Summary

This broad survey of Acts and selected elements of some Pauline epistles
suggests some important principles. First, inclusion in the family of God has both
individual and corporate aspects, based on identity in and affiliation with Christ. Loyalty
to God finds its tangible expression in loyalty to “God’s group, the . . . surrogate siblings
who called Him ‘Father.””*” Secondly, such identity and affiliation exist based on the
worth of humanity as image bearers rather than in social status or role. Thirdly, this
identity-based inclusion often comes within an intentional relationship or in response to a
significant example, such as is found in family relationships. Fourthly, there is a
significant impact when the head of a household yields to Christ. This impact is internal
to the household, in the example of obedience, submission to Christ’s authority, and
loving discipline within the household. It is also external in its example of submission to
authority and unity among other believers across social, economic, or gender lines in the
larger society.

Each of these principles anticipates an entry point to the practice of family
ministry as it has developed since the mid-twentieth century. Individual and corporate
identity is a key consideration in the “church-as-family” approach. Concerns of identity
formation and wholeness, and the “Christlikeness of relationships” especially as
addressed by family life, undergird the “therapeutic-counseling” approach. The
significance of the head of the household in faith formation is key in the “nuclear family”
approach to family ministry. Each of these approaches will now be examined further in
an effort to show the impact of these theological principles on the practical and

programmatic development of family ministry since the mid-twentieth century.

YTHellerman, When the Church Was a Family, 74.
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Contemporary Approaches to Family Ministry

Different permutations of these principles of family life begin to appear in the
contemporary approaches described by Clark. The need for a greater articulation of

definition and best practices should emerge in light of the review below

Family Ministry in Recent History

The recent history of family ministry reveals a fairly wide disparity of
definition and practice. While the desire for a theology of family has borne good fruit,
the context into which that understanding has grown still yields little consensus on other
important matters. An exploration of some of the origins of twentieth century family
ministry will illuminate some of the reasons for this. A summary of the prevailing
approaches to family ministry arising from that historical context further illustrates the

need for some measure of consensus.

Youth Ministry Roots

From the latter half of the twentieth century forward, it has been difficult in
many circles to separate family ministry from youth ministry. Mark Senter examines
how four separate “movements” or eras since the 1820’s have been attempts by the
(prominently evangelical) church to put young people in a context within which they
would “experience God.”*® As the surrounding society changed, church culture
endeavored to remain relevant with the young people of the age. Political, sociological
and economic changes, geopolitical crises, revivals and urbanization all contributed to a

tumultuous milieu out of which grew today’s notion and culture of the adolescent.*’

“Mark H. Senter 111, When God Shows Up: A History of Protestant Youth Ministry in America
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2010), 1.

“This is the point of Senter, When God Shows Up, and is expounded upon throughout the
book. The rise of parachurch youth societies, the Sunday School movement, Youth Mission Endeavors, and
other entities are all discussed by Senter. Timothy Paul Jones, ed., Perspectives in Family Ministry: Three
Views (Nashville, Crossway, 2009), builds on Senter’s historical overview of adolescence by examining
forces such as urbanization, mandatory public education and its impact on the workforce, and the economic
resurgence of the US post WWIIL.
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Commonly, “family ministry” would center on these youth as events and activities
reflected efforts to preserve their involvement in the life of the congregation. This
attractional approach exhibited at least one unintended consequence however. The
responsibility to evangelize and disciple these youth defaulted to those overseeing these
activities, while parents were involved peripherally, if at all.

Thomas Bergler chronicles similar dynamics in the modern era (post World
War II) throughout mainstream and liberal Protestantism, Catholicism, segments of
Pentecostalism and within ethnic communities in another contemporary critique.>® Such
efforts helped shape today’s “youth group culture,” within which recreation, retreats or
camps, and age segregation have all become components of church involvement during
the adolescent years for most young people passing through the contemporary church.
While these often provide entry points into church life, the desired spiritual formation is
far from guaranteed. By the 1990’s, the best, and best intended, efforts of the church to
keep the vibrancy brought by those youth engaged in the church included a proliferation
of resources and parachurch ministries devoted to youth-centric ministry. For some, this

proliferation was simply nothing more than evidence that the tail was wagging the dog.”"

Reconsidering Youth Ministry

One call to correction was sounded in 1994 when Mark DeVries observed that

the “contemporary crisis in youth ministry has little to do with programming and

Thomas E. Bergler, The Juvenilization of American Christianity (Grand Rapids: William B.
Eerdmans, 2012), 208-29. Chief among Bergler’s central ideas is the notion that the contemporary church
is watered down theologically, and overly concerned with relevance and vibrancy at the expense of
authentic Christian maturity

31Brian H. Cosby, Giving Up Gimmicks: Reclaiming Youth Ministry from an Entertainment
Culture (Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2012); and Bergler, The Juvenilization of American Christianity, both
address this theme in these recent titles. A comment on the jacket of Cosby’s book actually uses the “wag
the dog” language to describe the basis for Cosby’s thesis.
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everything to do with families.”>? The emphasis on engaging the teen generation as their
own demographic had borne previously unforeseen and unintended consequences. Youth
ministry was not producing mature and maturing Christian adults.>® Decades of
separating families had not accomplished the objective of greater discipleship. Family
fragmentation was increasingly understood as part of the problem, not the solution.
Attention turned to the potential benefits of reunifying the family when thinking about
ministry.>* This prompted a turn in the conversation, which yielded new programs,
curricula, and conferences in response to this new awareness of such a trend.

Much good would come from this renewed impulse to connect church and
home, as the call for the church to partner with the family, not replace it, resounded.>’
However, while the issue of a lack of maturity amongst youth provided a helpful rallying
cry, there was still no central set of principles, ideas, or practices to guide the church.
Family ministry would have to be different because families are different.’® The two-
edged sword was one of recognizing the uniqueness of families and individuals within
families on the one hand, and the resulting programmatic lack of clarity because of it on
the other. Even parachurch ministries dedicated to the family concluded that many if not
most in this realm of ministry were uncertain of what it should look like or do.’” A
common refrain began to emerge in the voices of student ministries throughout

evangelicalism; “What used to work ten years ago with teenagers is just not working

2Mark DeVries, Family-Based Youth Ministry (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2004), 17.
31bid., 26.
*Marv Penner, Youth Worker’s Guide to Parent Ministry (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2003), 1.

3Dennis Rainey, Ministering to Twenty-First Century Families: Eight Big Ideas for Church
Leaders (Nashville: W Publishing, 2001), 4.

¢Tbid., 5.

bid.
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anymore. . . . But the real shock for me (was) that the things I did ten months ago
weren’t working either.”>® Holly Allen and Christine Lawton Ross describe how the rise
of youth culture, attention to and application of age or developmentally graded education,
and the continued rise of individualism gave rise to a whole new generation of growth
strategies for the church-at-large, all of which had an impact on the family and
subsequently on the context of family ministry.>® The net effect of these developments
was admittedly mixed. Greater attention to the family context yielded stronger focus on
discipleship practiced on a more biblical foundation on the one hand, but still with
precious little consensus on how best to do that in the face of changing cultural,

demographic, and theological dynamics on the other.

Shaping the Conversation

Changes in the meaning of “family” have also shaped the need for more
understanding. By the opening of the twenty-first century, numerous family
configurations including married parent households (same and opposite sex), single
parent families, blended families, adoptive families, multi-generational (3 or more)
families, single adults, single minor adult households and more have all been identified in
various surveys and sociological studies as well as within census data.®® Increases in
cohabitation, same-sex unions, single parent homes and other similar trends have not only
changed families, but also the ministry needs within them significantly.®'

Family ministry has also become an area of interest in the realm of higher

education. Degree programs emphasizing family ministry have emerged as varied

BDeVries, Family-Based Youth Ministry, 22.

*Holly Catterton Allen and Christine Lawton Ross, Intergenerational Christian Formation:
Bringing the Whole Church Together in Ministry, Community and Worship (Downers Grove, IL: IVP,
2012), 37-45.

®Michael J. Anthony, “The Morphing of the Family,” in A Theology for Family Ministries, 2.
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approaches to family ministry have been defined, taken root, and spread. Presently,
degree programs in family ministry can be found at Baptist, Nazarene, Lutheran (ELCA),
evangelical non-denomination, Church of Christ, and Assemblies of God colleges and
seminaries. These programs provide many different emphases, including counseling
skills, social work perspectives, youth and children’s ministries and others. The
theological and programmatic differences across these programs both reveal the renewed
attention to and the importance of family ministry in academic circles, and underscore the
absence of clear uniformity in training or practice. These different orientations—a social
work orientation in a secular or Christian setting vs. a discipleship focus in a seminary,
for example—belie how these similar starting points can yield such different outcomes
across such a broad spectrum of theory and practice.

The conversation regarding family ministry has been shaped by a number of
forces. A desire to evangelize youth and children, a struggle with retention and depth
discipleship within the church, and changes in culture and demographics have all directly
impacted the contemporary environment within which the church ministers to families.
For all of these reasons, knowing how best to reach people with the gospel within the
family context requires careful consideration. Attention will now turn to potential
responses to this need that appear in contemporary family ministry literature, theory and

practice.

Contemporary Approaches to Family Ministry

All of this is not to say that there has been no attempt to define a family
ministry baseline. Efforts to discuss and even define “family-based ministry” appear in
both academic and practical treatments dating back to the late 1970’s, according to

Timothy Paul Jones.®* Chap Clark articulated a brief overview of family ministry

©2Timothy Paul Jones, review of God, Marriage, and Family: Rebuilding the Biblical
Foundation, 2™ ed., Journal of Family Ministry 1, no. 1 (2010): 64. Jones’ brief historical survey includes
mention of academic efforts, a significant early work related to “family-based Christian education.” See
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approaches to help youth workers begin to see the importance of the family in student
ministry.®> While brief and not widely recognized, Clark’s classification helped to add
some focus to the wide and disparate field. Such descriptions could help churches better
minister to those same youth that had been the focus of so much attention and thought in
the generations before.

Three identifiable categories or general approaches to family ministry in the
church had emerged, according to Clark. Therapeutic-counseling family ministry
emphasized the emotional and relational needs of individuals and congregations.
Preventive and “guardrail” kinds of programs were notable components of this approach
to ministry.** Counseling ministries, divorce recovery workshops, and other kinds of
interventions, often conducted by licensed clinicians, were the most common expressions
of this ministry philosophy.®> A second category, “church-as-family,” concerned itself
with building a close-knit faith community within which individuals and families would
feel encouraged to draw together as the unified family of God and grow relationally and

spiritually within that context.®

Lastly, the “nuclear family” approach emphasized
equipping and strengthening individual family units in a congregation for the purpose of
discipleship and spiritual instruction in the home.®’ Clark’s brief but helpful taxonomy

added some helpful definition to the field. Practitioners could begin to look at different

approaches to family ministry in light of their distinct emphases.

Charles Sell, Family Ministry, 2" ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1995). Lutheran conference
presentations, and work originating in South Africa in the mid-1980s also serve as early examples of these
efforts, according to Jones.

83Chap Clark, Youth Worker’s Handbook to Family Ministry (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1997), 14-21.
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Therapeutic-Counseling Family Ministry

This approach traces its roots back to a change in assumptions in the treatment
of mental health needs in the 1960’s. New treatment paradigms arose in response to the
inclusion of more vigorous understanding of family dynamics in counseling theory. As
families were increasingly understood as the source of both help and difficulty, the
community mental health approach developed as a public-private partnership intended to
meet the mental health needs of communities via local agencies and resources. Clinicians
that also happened to be in the church took increasing notice of both the promise of and
problems with this approach. Soon both enrichment and education oriented programs
centered on relationships (marriage and parenting notably), and dedicated training for
pastoral care and counseling to deal with these issues in the church became prevalent. *®
“As a consequence,” says Diana Garland, “family ministry programs have focused
primarily on preventing family dysfunction through education...strengthening families
through enjoyment of shared activities, and counseling.”®® This approach has also been
utilized as an outreach ministry, attempting to connect with those who would not attend a

regular worship service but are seeking support in their family life.”

Desired Outcomes of Therapeutic-
Counseling Family Ministry

Family ministry undertaken with this orientation cultivates both redemption
and enrichment. The approach strives to provide the “godly assistance needed to be and

do, believe and live, worship and work—’as being heirs of the grace of life (1 Peter

%Diana R. Garland, Family Ministry: A Comprehensive Guide, 2™ ed. (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 2012), 117-20, presents this overview in much greater detail. Garland’s 2" ed. includes
reference to several works in the pastoral care field in particular, including Clinebell (1966), Holifield
(1983), and Oates (1959) as examples of the increased intentionality of this kind of ministry.

®Ibid., 371.
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3:7).”"! The emphasis is on family life as a crucible for “honest relationship, marital
submission, and allegiance to God over family” where there is conflict between the two.

When church and family interact in this way, three primary outcomes are
apparent. First, there is an increased commitment to discipleship that impacts family
life.”” The cultivation of healthy relationships is ultimately evidence of the work of God
in the lives of individuals within relationships, as discussed above. Secondly, there will
be a strong allegiance to God that is evidenced, even to the point of altering or
interrupting dysfunctional family relational patterns where the two allegiances conflict.
Family life has in part as its purpose to live out the will of the Father. In considering the
significance of Jesus’ identification of his disciples as his family (Matt 12:46-50), Alfred
Edersheim posits “had Christ not entered into earthly kinship solely for the sake of higher
spiritual relationship which He was about to found...? Thus, it was not that Christ set
lightly by His mother, but that He confounded not the means with the end.””® Doing the
will of the Lord confirms, not establishes, His followers as His family, and in doing so
“also establish(es) the basic importance of the community now beginning to form around
him, God’s chosen servant.”’* Family life is not the end unto itself; doing God’s will is,
and all the more so within family relationships.”

The third impact of this approach to family ministry is that family life becomes

an extension of the mission of the church. Commenting on Jesus admonition to His

""Walter F. Wolbrecht, foreword to Helping Families through the Church, ed. Oscar E. Feucht,
4™ ed. (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1971), i-ii.

"Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 397.

3Alfred Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, 3" ed. (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 1993), 377.

7D. A. Carson, Matthew, in vol. 9 of The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Tremper
Longman III and David E. Garland, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2010), 345.

SLeon Morris, The Gospel according to Matthew, Pillar New Testament Commentary (Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1992), 332.

34



disciples about their good works to those who were hungry, thirsty, naked and
imprisoned, Craig Blomberg notes that “the sheep are people whose works demonstrate
that they have responded properly to Christ’s messengers and therefore to his message.””®
Reflecting on the anointing of Jesus feet by a woman at Bethany, and his disciples
subsequent criticism thereof (Matt 26:10-11), Garland suggests that this focus on the
“costly ointment points us again to why we serve. We serve not just because the need is
there, but because we love Jesus and want to communicate that love. Our service is to be
motivated by our love of Christ, not just the needs of our communities.””’ Summarized,
we are reminded that God designed families (Gen 1:26-28, 2:18, 23-24; Matt 5:27-28, 31-
32); that the family gives and sustains physical life (Gen 2:18-24), and that it should give
and sustain spiritual life as well (John 3:1-16, John 10:10, 2 Cor. 5:14-21 in conjunction
with Eph 5:22-6:4).7
Activities of Therapeutic-Counseling
Family Ministry

While the overarching goal of family ministry is in some sense the larger aim
of forming the family of God, the mechanics of how that happens practically has much to
do with the needs-based, education or enrichment focused methodology similar to that of
counseling. Charles Sell suggests that family ministry is rightly the work of both training
for the “instrumental” part of family life (life skills, relational skills, and so on) but more
importantly, helping people grow in their “expressive” skills. As important as budgeting,

parenting skills, and rehabilitation are, the greater weight should be placed on cultivating

"$Craig L. Blomberg, Matthew, The New American Commentary, vol. 22 (Nashville:
Broadman & Holman, 1992), 378.

"Diana R. Garland, Family Ministry: A Comprehensive Guide (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 1999), 301.

"8Richard R. Cammerer, “The Human Family in God’s Design,” in Helping Families through
the Church, 4-5.
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“love, affirmation, companionship and intimacy—these are what people want out of
family.””® This approach can also be known as Family Life Education (FLE) because of
this emphasis on equipping.®’ “Family ministry tries to prepare people for the
developmental crises and assist them through the situational crises.”®! Defining family
relationships, equipping individuals to form healthy ones, and helping those who may be
spiritual “orphans” find healthy, maturing Christian “family” relationships all fall under
this approach.®? Doing so requires identifying essential Christian characteristics of
family relationships and cultivating those in the life of families.*

A critical guide for these activities is what Garland calls “increasing the
Christlikeness of family relationships.”* Just forming a healthy sense of self or healthy
relationships does not fully accomplish this. There is a necessary funneling from the
larger community, through particular relationships, down to the individual or individuals
that requires attention. That funneling happens by intentionally cultivating both deeper
personal discipleship and healthy family relationships. The church provides the
educational programs and resources, including support groups and where necessary
counseling services to assist with those processes.®> These processes ultimately have an
element that is both theologically and practically formative. The “functional side of

sound Biblical theology . . . is not primarily interested in developing the morally good

Sell, Family Ministry, 132.
8Garland, Family Ministry (1999), 314-15.

81Don W. Hebbard, The Complete Handbook for Family Life Ministry in the Church
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1995), 8.

82Garland, Family Ministry (2012), 121-32. Garland summarizes these functions in this
section.

8Feucht, Helping Families through the Church, 11.
84Garland, Family Ministry (1999), 133.

8Garland, Family Ministry (2012), 133.
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family, but, by the grace of God, in making the Christian family.”¢ Marriage and family

relationships “become the place where kingdom values, ethics, and virtues are to be

practiced and displayed . . . they are temporary institutions that embody eternal ideals.”®’

According to Oscar Feucht, therapeutic-counseling family ministry should:

1. Enrich the spiritual life of the whole family, thus “lifting the entire spirit
and purpose of the home;

2. Help parents understand and appreciate their children, and equip parents

with the necessary skills for spiritual formation of their children;

Prepare children and youth for Christian family and domestic life;

Provide strong premarital guidance and support or enrichment;

Serve all families with a Christ-centered church-family to which they

belong.®

nhw

Garland summarizes therapeutic-counseling family ministry this way. First,
The Christian family is an adoptive family (Matt 12:46-50). “Jesus is saying that those
with whom he is closely associated in the service of God have become ‘family’ to
Him.”¥ The nurture of healthy relationships is a necessity within the adopted family of
God the Father, who were “predestined . . . for adoption to Himself as sons through Jesus
Christ” and “from whom every family in heaven and on earth is named” (Eph 1:5a, 3:15).
The standard for believers in Christ is to care for each other as if they are actually
family.”® Secondly, faithful living as a Christian family is a calling and a vocation.
Family life is “just as much a response to the call of God as the response to the call of
God to leave everything behind to take up Jesus’ cross.”! Thirdly, family relationships

occur within the larger context of kingdom relationships, not the other way around (Matt

8Feucht, Helping Families through the Church, 11.
8Sell, Family Ministry, 73.

8Feucht, Helping Families through the Church, 34-35.
8Morris, The Gospel according to Matthew, 331.
Blomberg, Matthew, 209.
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10:34-37, Luke 12:51-53, 14:26). “In a way consistent with other teaching in Luke . . .
Jesus underscores how discipleship revitalizes one’s normal and highly valued loyalties
to normal family and other social ties.”®? Lastly, the family of God is an extended
family, but within which intimate family relationships are deeply important.”> The
significance of this approach, both theologically and practically is that “Church families
are in desperate need of teaching, training, discussion, classification, analysis, reading,

demonstration, argumentation, and confrontation on the family issues of the day.”**

Summary

This approach to family ministry is arguably the oldest amongst the
contemporary ones. Feucht’s work in the 1950’s foreshadows this perspective, pointing
back to the time when youth culture started to emerge in the culture at large. The
relational needs of people are the primary entry point in this approach. Through the
cultivation of relational and emotional health, relationships increasingly become
submitted to Christ. To redeem and enrich these relationships as a vehicle for
transformation into Christlikeness is a primary focus of the approach. This notion of the
home as crucible for Christlikeness embodies well the interconnectedness of church and
home that is sketched out in the NT. This dynamic in particular illustrates well the
principle of relationships as exemplary mentioned in the epistolary survey above. It also
gives expression to the potential for change when one member of a household finds
redemption, and thus begins relating to his or her family differently. Personal conversion
anticipates a growing allegiance to God as familial relationships transform. This

approach has less to say about building large-scale community, as the church seems more

2Joel B. Green, The Gospel of Luke, The New International Commentary on the New
Testament, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1997), 565.

3Garland, Family Ministry (2012), 111.
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to hold the role of mapdxkAintog (parakletos) than that of locus for kowovia (koinonia).

The following approach, conversely, has that exact emphasis on community.

Church-as-Family Family Ministry

The church-as-family approach has some overlapping roots with the needs-
focused approach emblematic of the therapeutic-counseling approach. As people find
healing in their lives and relationships, the desire exists to participate in a larger group; to
be a part of a faith family. This approach looks broadly at family ministry, considering

all that the local church is as the model for God’s family.*>

The heart of family ministry is the nature of the church, not merely its work. For
this reason, we must not think we can only help families through church-sponsored
programs, conducting a seminar from time to time to putting family life topics into
the Sunday School curriculum. The greater influence is embodied in the life of the
congregation as a whole; the atmosphere that is felt, the way people relate, the kind
of example the leaders show. This is summed up in this final principle: Family
ministry is best done in a church that is family-like.”®
While such churches certainly invest in the meeting of needs both inside and outside of
the congregation, the defining characteristic of family ministry in congregations utilizing
this framework is community. The work of family ministry in this approach is to do all
that a church does so that its members “live as a community with one another.”®” The
work of healing and strengthening of families points naturally to the formation of
community with others like them. Our example of this is Jesus Himself, who

purposefully cultivated “supportive community beyond blood family” in one recent

view.”®

%Clark, Youth Worker’s Handbook to Family Ministry, 17.
%Sell, Family Ministry, 157.
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Biblical Foundations of Church-as-Family

The biblical foundation for this approach is found primarily in the gospels.
Jesus significantly alters the understanding of the family in his newly inaugurated
kingdom, in anticipation of the formation of His church as documented starting in Acts.
The central concept is the primacy of the family of God. In commissioning his twelve
disciples to go out to “the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matt 10:6), Jesus reminds
them that following Him could prove more difficult and lonely than they might think.*’
The promised peace ushered in by the Messiah would be the fruit of war on evil and
those who support wrong. “So it is that Jesus says that, far from peace, he comes to bring
a sword.... A sword divides; so does the truth, which Jesus came to bring. It is more
important than family unity.”!°’ Such loyalty to Christ and the truth of the reason for His
coming and His rule would surely bring at best new affiliation and at worst, even
rejection.

Jesus redefines the very nature of family, asserting that blood kinship is no
longer the primary identifier of familial allegiance, but a willingness to do His Father’s
will.'! Jesus’ stark proclamation seats all earthly relationships in the light of His
spiritual family. The rejection Jesus experienced from His people is the catalyst for His
defining “true spiritual relationships in the kingdom of God.”!*? Such a revolutionary
stance in a previously patricentric culture was necessary because of the need to foster a

fellowship centered on nothing less than the pursuit of the will of God as a marker of

PMorris, The Gospel according to Matthew, 267.
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familial affiliation.!®> Such reorientation is an exchange of good for best, in a sense.
Vocations and family loyalties are from God, “but even these must be abandoned if they
become encumbrances that prevent one from heeding the call to the venture of
discipleship with Jesus.”!%* Jesus fundamentally remakes His disciples’ identity for a
new community oriented towards God’s purpose and message.'%

Yielding to this reorientation of one’s allegiance was obviously not to be taken
lightly. Commitment to Christ of this type was neither temporary nor free. Choosing
discipleship was not a casual undertaking, and always carried a cost.!® However, this
allegiance was not best understood temporally. Jesus’ encounter with the rich ruler (Luke
18:18-30) presented an opportunity for teaching the true value of life in the new
kingdom. A faithful disciple, who follows Jesus above his or her earthly family, is
promised the blessing of God in eternity. The loss of family relationships for the case of
Christ is replaced with a much larger family, the family of God. “What a person gives to
God is returned many times over not just in the age to come, but even in this life.”!%’
Belonging to the family of God permits eternal life, in the age to come, but also “access
to the material support of the family—just like siblings in a Mediterranean kinship
group.”!%® The significant outcome of this approach, then, is to help the believer find a
true spiritual family; a place to belong according to his or her affiliation with Christ more

than with anyone else.

103William L. Lane, The Gospel of Mark, The New International Commentary on the New
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Such a community will espouse certain values such as priority of the group
over the individual, the primacy of blood family, and the primacy of the sibling bond
even over the marital one.!” These priorities will be expressed in the sharing of
possessions and in the close details of everyday life, as well as forbearing interpersonal
difficulties for the sake of growing up together and having a family that ultimately
extends beyond “me, the wife, and the kids.”!'® Four specific virtues--affective
solidarity, family unity, material solidarity, and family loyalty—emerge from community

cultivated this way.!!!

Cultivating Redemptive Community

It is important to note, however, that community is not the end unto itself in
this approach. Dennis Guernsey suggests that families understand the church as a system
of interrelated and interdependent family units. “I am suggesting that the Church
redefine itself in system terms as the whole, but with the parts being its families rather
than its individuals in those families. . . . The Church according to this redefinition
becomes a family of families.”!'? This approach incorporates both the meeting of needs
and the formation of families as intentional aims, but the intention behind those aims runs
far deeper than just giving individuals or family units of any kind generic fellowship. It is
the formation of community itself that facilitates discipleship. Churches had bought a lie;
that church programs were the answer to spiritual formation in children and youth. The

church-as-family approach suggests quite the opposite. “A church program can’t

1®Hellerman, When the Church Was a Family, 50.
10Thid., 162.
Thid., 95.

"2Dennis B. Guernsey, 4 New Design for Family Ministry, 2" ed. (Elgin, IL: David C. Cook,
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spiritually form a child, but a family living in an intergenerational community of faith
can.”!'!3

Philosophical foundation for this approach stems from principles that regulate
relationships within the church as found in Scripture. Individual faith and repentance
yielded individual justification, but it also brought affiliation to a community that had
done likewise. “It is time to inform our people that conversion to Christ involves both
our justification and our famlification, that we gain a new Father and a new set of
brothers and sisters when we respond to the gospel.”!!'* Relational growth as a disciple
within the context of an intentional community is center here. This growth will be
evidenced in the formation of and maturation in virtues such as speaking truthfully (Eph
4:25), confessing sins to each other (Jas 5:16), and the bearing of burdens (Gal 6:2), for
example.'’> Discipleship happens as people are shaped by life in direct, intentional
relation to one another in everyday life as well as in times of corporate spiritual pursuits.

Another current impulse for this community-driven approach comes from the

emergent movement. Eddie Gibbs and Ryan Bolger describe elements of the “emerging
church,” among them a renewed emphasis on living as an intentional community.
“Emerging churches pursue the ‘new family’ practices as modeled by Jesus and his
followers, and their embodied way of life operates similarly to the life of an extended
family.... Church as family is primarily about relationships. It is not about meetings,
events, or structures.”!'® This emphasis on community in the emerging church is largely

a response to the perception of the contemporary Western church as materialistic, or more

"31vy Beckwith, Postmodern Children’s Ministry: Ministry to Children in the 21st Century
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2004), 14.
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specifically consumeristic and individualistic. Such cultural values have impacted the
church, it is thought, to the detriment to the solidarity of strong families such as were

found in the early church.

The spiritual bankruptcy of consumer Christianity has become quite clear in
retrospect. Indeed, it has completely backfired where the cultivation of community
is concerned. The ‘let us meet your needs’ approach to marketing the church, which
became so popular among baby boomers in the 1980°s and 1990°s, has only served
further to socialize our people to ‘prefer a variety of church experiences, rather than
getting the most out of all that a single church has to offer.” This hardly encourages
lasting Christian community, so we continue to long for genuine renewal.!!”
Joseph Hellerman'’s thesis is that the early church was a “strong-group, surrogate family,”
and the contemporary church would do well to reexamine and reincorporate such an
expectation.!!8
Guernsey, Hellerman and others like them illustrate the depth of the
relationship between church and family and the formative element inherent to the
approach. This approach has not only formative, but transformative aims, however. The
church-as-family approach is thought to be nothing less than a potentially corrective
response to the “spiritual and relational poverty of American individualism” that yields so
much spiritual dysfunction, according to Hellerman.!''” The corporate emphasis
underscores the significance of the biblical teaching on the primacy of the family of God
over the primacy of the individual. By implication, those who have no other family—
who would otherwise be outcast as Christ-followers—have a family to whom they would

belong in joining in the life of the local church. Even if other family ties are harmed, the

believer can find a home in the family of God.
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Summary

In the church-as-family approach, this intentional cultivation of large-group
redemptive community as family is the focus of ministry to families. Rather than
emphasizing healthy households and family relationships, this approach invites anyone,
irrespective of family status, to come and belong in a surrogate family under the loving,
protective, nurturing headship of Christ. Members of this family learn sacrifice, self-
denial, submission to authority and the like within the context of the larger body of
Christ, not just the home. This community reflects a priority on being the family of God
and living according to allegiance to Him and each other in that manner. The formation
of this kind of community is the work of discipleship; virtue and Christlikeness forms as
family life is lived alongside each other and within the community. Christians relating to
each other in this manner will sharpen each other, but will also impact the greater culture
for Christ, providing an impetus towards transformation of the church as its priorities
realign, and of the culture as a rightly aimed church witnesses to a transformative God.

Like the therapeutic-counseling view, identity here also rests as a part of the
family of God. The emphasis here, however, is the unity of the body more than the
potential for division from those outside of it, which differs from the therapeutic-
counseling approach. Thus, the transformative primacy of the family of God can be
understood as the ultimate goal of the church-as-family approach. A true change in
identity—conversion—will inevitably find expression in the relational life of the
believer.'?° While, as mentioned, community for its own sake is not the point, but rather
on incorporation into and growth within intentional community. The approach values
identity in Christ, so key in the therapeutic-counseling approach, and seeks to build upon

it by particularly forming and transforming the family of God as the context therefore.
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Nuclear-Family Family Ministry

The third approach, while perhaps the most recent regarding new thinking and
communication is the one that probably has the longest historical roots. Clark’s nuclear-
family approach (also called here, more generically, the family discipleship approach, to
encompass a wider spectrum of specific applications) has become particularly and more
widely influential over the past decade or so. As evangelicalism has looked for ways to
make sense of the seeming disappearance of its young people once they leave home, this
approach has gained increasing traction in both theory and practice. Part of the appeal of
the approach is that is seeks to be as rigorously biblical as it can be in understanding and
living family life. Drawing from the Scriptures, the early church fathers, Reformation-
era doctrine of family, and the writings of the Puritans, proponents of the family-
discipleship approach focus on equipping parents or parent figures to take the lead in
discipling the next generation of the church.!?! Thus, family ministry is seen as the
affirming, equipping, and calling of parents to accountability in the discipleship of their
children.'??

Jones provides a definition of family ministry that typifies this approach.
Family ministry is “the process of intentionally and persistently realigning a
congregation’s proclamation and practices so that parents are acknowledged, trained, and
held accountable as the persons primarily responsible for the discipleship of their
children.”'?® Such priorities can address the balance of church and home in several ways,

with at least three paradigms for the balance appearing in recent writings on the

12IMichael J. Anthony and Michelle D. Anthony, eds., 4 Theology for Family Ministries
(Nashville: B & H, 2011), is one recent title addressing this. Stinson and Jones, Trained in the Fear of God
is another. Both volumes lay solid historical foundations for the family discipleship approach.
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approach.'?* The needed change, proponents argue, is to re-involve the family in the
disciple-making process, as is commanded in Scripture and as was practiced by the early
church. The church must create and nurture a right understanding of the jurisdiction of
the church and the family, and to operationalize both institutions for the purpose of

making lasting, active, vibrant, authentic, replicating disciples of Christ. !

Outcomes of the Nuclear-Family Approach

As discussed previously, numerous sociocultural influences on the church have
promoted a culture of spiritual formation in the young that is more and more program-
rather than relationship-driven. That same culture is also more segregated with respect to
generations that used to be more jointly responsible for the discipleship of the children in
a family, and more shallow in the content of its teaching. Subsequently, the notion of
intentional discipleship occurring within the context of the family has become more and
more the exception, and less and less the rule in this view. Citing both OT and NT
passages, Michelle Anthony asserts that “throughout His Word, God provides His idea of
the family structure and the role of family for the spiritual formation of the next
generation. The role of the family is to provide spiritual nurturing and training, to
evangelize, disciple and raise godly children.”'?® According to Merton Strommen and
Richard Hardel, the Scriptures speak strongly of how one generation calls the next to a

relationship with God.

According to the Scriptures, a strong, life-shaping family needs to build and
maintain two key relationships—a strong family relationship and a strong
relationship with God. . .. An important question to ask is, How can the
congregation most faithfully and effectively encourage and support faith formation

124 Anthony and Anthony, 4 Theology for Family Ministry.
125Rienow, Limited Church, 230.

126Michelle D. Anthony, “Children’s Ministry in the Context of the Family for Spiritual
Formation,” in 4 Theology for Family Ministries, 207.
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in the home, intentionally attending to its critical role in the family-congregation
partnership?'?’

The approach roots itself in a broadly understood biblical theology of marriage
and family. Center to this is focus on the purpose of the family in Creation (Gen 1:26-
28), multigenerational faith transmission (Deut 6:4-9, Ps 78) parental discipline intended
to teach children reverence for God (Prov 22:6, Eph 6:1, Col 3:20) and an emphasis on
the husband as the shepherd of his family (Eph 5:22-6:4).'?® As members of God’s
family (Matt 12:48-50; Gal 6:10, Eph. 2:19, 1 Tim 3:15), we are called to train up the
next generation of our family (Rom 8:15-23, Gal 4:5, Eph. 1:5, 1 John 3:2).

The Work of and Responsibility for
Nuclear-Family Family Ministry

Historically, the approach broadly emphasizes catechesis, discipline and
reverence. “Parents are called to train their children in the fear of God.”'?° Spiritual
nurture in the home is the key aspect of this approach, differentiating it from the other
two with respect to its focus, while at the same time addressing some of the recent history
of the family ministry movement. Related to that priority, the approach emphasizes the
presence, role, and responsibility of the father of the home. Scriptural directions to
fathers emphasize instructing them to manage their household well spiritually (1 Tim 3:2-

5, Titus 1:6ff), and to discipline and train children spiritually (Eph. 6:4, Col 3:18) in a

127Strommen and Hardel, Passing on the Faith, 18-19.

12Wesley Ryan Steenburg, “Effective Practices for Training Parents in Family Discipleship:
A Mixed Methods Study” (Ph.D. diss., Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2010), 18-31, summarizes
these in concise form. Steenburg’s dissertation includes an early example of a theological articulation of
this approach. Kostenberger and Jones, God, Marriage, and Family, is arguably the first such theology, but
was not particularly intended to address the issue of family discipleship. More recently, see Anthony and
Anthony, A Theology for Family Ministries; and Stinson and Jones, Trained in the Fear of God.

129Nelson and Jones, “The Problem with Family Ministry,” 16.
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way that transforms them to Christlikeness rather than engenders rebellion or
exasperation. '

In generations past the church often allowed parents to abdicate this role by
creating structures for and delegating spiritual training to ‘professionals’. Yet the church
was designed by God to be a place of community and worship and an environment where
gifts would be used to equip the saints for the work of the Lord (Eph 4). Because
Scripture makes it clear that God intends the family to be the primary place where faith is
nurtured in children, it is fitting that the role of the church becomes one of equipping
parents for this responsibility.'*!

The clear role of the church is to encourage, equip, and engage the family in
making disciples through family, and then local community, relationships. This view in
fact reflects an ongoing dialogue amongst some proponents, suggesting that the
community building function of the church is a necessary seedbed within which such
equipping must occur for this approach to be fruitful. While still maintaining a position
that is demonstrably different from that of church-as-family, some proponents of this
view argue that the need for multi-generational connectedness within which family
ministry best occurs does not happen in family homes by and large.!** There is a need to
have “both sides of the coin” present in order to best achieve the aims of family
ministry.'** Such a fluid balance illustrates the complexity of addressing the
jurisdictional question while showing how identifying common principles can be useful

in the larger discussion.

139Robert L. Plummer, “Bring Them Up in the Discipline and Instruction of the Lord: Family
Discipleship among the First Christians,” in Trained in the Fear of God, 51-53.

3!Michelle D. Anthony, “Equipping Parents to Be the Spiritual Leaders in the Home,” in 4
Theology for Family Ministries, 182-83.

132Jones, “The Faith-at-Home Movement,” 13.

133[bid.
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Summary

The family discipleship approach offers perhaps the clearest demarcation
between the roles of church and home; the church equips parents and parent figures to
disciple at home and works in support of the family, not within it or in place of it.
Parental influence is affirmed and in fact essential to the nurture of Christian disciples.
The approach has some similarity to the therapeutic-counseling approach, in that there is
an emphasis on the parent-child relationship. However, where that approach might focus
on building parenting skills, this approach is more likely to see the nurture of children in
theological rather than in developmental terms. The role of community in this approach
is also different than in that of the other approaches. Here, the body of Christ is indeed
the largest community, but the locus of transformation is seated as firmly as possible in
the home while supported and equipped by the church. Where the church-as-family view
emphasizes the church perhaps to the exclusion of the home in this sense, and the
therapeutic-counseling approach seems to have a mutuality of roles in view, the family
discipleship view has clear, differing and complementary roles in mind for this
partnership. Lastly, this view also emphasizes the role of the father in a way that the

other two views do not seem to.

Conclusion

Key biblical texts help God’s people understand the roles intended for
institutions God has established; specifically here the church and the home. The early
NT church understood families as the seat of participation in the life of God’s people. As
time unfolded, the role of the Christian home in the larger society took on the role of both
former of faith and agent of cultural change as God’s people lived in relation to others
with differing beliefs. By the mid-twentieth century, how these things played out, and
how the church interacted with the home so that the missions of both were accomplished

had begun to diverge. As some in the church realized this, they began looking for a
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corrective. From this desire emerged a broad spectrum of ways with which to minister to
families in the context of church ministry. These were surveyed in this chapter.

This brief survey illustrates key issues that prompted this study. First, there is
the question of intended outcome. Each of the three approaches, as outlined by Clark and
as summarized here, has a different and distinct outcome. All three approaches seek to
produce Christlikeness, but how that is understood, on what scale the approach views
that, and how it occurs all differ. Therapeutic-counseling family ministry seeks to create
healthy, and ultimately Christlike relationships as a means by which to stimulate
discipleship. The Church-as-Family approach seeks to establish and nurture redemptive
community for all connected to it as a context for transformation lived out in every day
life. Nuclear-family family ministry places an emphasis on making disciples in and
through households. These outcomes certainly seem complementary to one another.
Given that each approach has an articulated outcome, each of which differs in some
meaningful way from that of the other two approaches, is it best to understand family
ministry as an approach, a program, a perspective, a spectrum, or something else
entirely?

Secondly, and stemming from this issue, each of these approaches clearly
“does” family ministry differently. The pastoral counselor is performing a substantially
different function than that performed by the lay couple leading a discipleship class
through a video series on Grace-Based Parenting. However, both efforts are very clearly
in support of family relationships and both are positioned and perceived as intentional
ministry to families. What definition of family ministry allows for both therapy and
enrichment, as well as parent training, small group ministry, recovery ministries and a
host of others to all fit under the same banner?

Finally, there is the question of who is responsible for achieving the intended
outcome of this kind of ministry. Does the health of the family ride on the shoulders of

the overworked pastor asked to do last-ditch marriage counseling? How does a
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congregation make a widowed father and his two small children feel like they have a
larger family than just those under their roof, by showing them love and support not just
in a time of grief but perpetually? Moreover, what about non-need based, proactive
aspects of life in the Body of Christ? What’s the difference between Catechism class on
Wednesday nights, and sending home a family resource kit full of memory verses, church
creeds, current resources and tips for leading one’s family in devotions if both are

intended to produce growing, maturing Christians?

Therapeutic-
Counseling
(FLE) Family
Ministry

Church-as- Family
Family (Family
Family Discipleship)

Ministry Family

Ministry

Figure 1. Clark’s approaches to family ministry

It seemed helpful to ask how a consensus on these outcomes, practices, and
leadership questions with respect to faith formation could be identified. This study
investigated that question by considering the various approaches to family ministry in the
light of those constructs. Where a consensus can be shown to exist regarding these
elements, the area of overlap across the approaches can be described (see Figure 1
above). That description should provide a basis by which practitioners can engage with
families for the purpose of evangelism and discipleship via any of the approaches but
with a much stronger sense of how to cultivate their desired impact. The potential

consequence of such a refined focus can be to both expand the potential contexts where
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family ministry can be useful and to focus the work of family ministry towards those
better defined ends at the same time.

This study sought to describe a definitional consensus and articulation of best
practices as seen from those who have been serving in, studying, and writing on family
ministry since the late twentieth century can offer a significant opportunity to add some
clarity to that end. Chapter 3 of this study report will now describe the methodology

utilized in this inquiry.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

A survey of contemporary literature describes three broad categories of
approaches to family ministry, each with different objectives, underlying philosophies,
and practices. Because each approach stems from these influences and has differing
impacts across programmatic and local church contexts, it will never be possible to arrive
at one definitive model of family ministry. Despite this disparity, it is still helpful to seek
a consensus of definition and best practices in the field to ameliorate the frustration and
confusion often experienced by practitioners and to help the church find a more
systematic way to minister to families. Because no single work or even set of works
appear in the literature to provide this with respect to these approaches, the purpose of
this study was to describe a preliminary definitional consensus of family ministry and its
best practices. This consensus can serve as the basis for a baseline model; the factors
have been implemented in some congregation(s), that it can be identified by specific
properties, and that it is transferrable to other contexts.!

In this Delphi study, these approaches were considered with four factors in
mind. First, inquiry sought essential components of a definition of family ministry.
Secondly, approaches were surveyed with respect to intended outcome. Foundational
articulations of family ministry models commonly identify the goals or desired outcome

of the given approach. Thirdly, the activities or interventions that yield the desired

'Timothy Paul Jones and Randy Stinson, “Family Ministry Models,” in A Theology for Family
Ministries, ed. Michael J. Anthony and Michelle D. Anthony (Nashville: B & H, 2011), 156. Jones and
Stinson’s chapter gives a historical and programmatic survey of family ministry models, and is helpful here
in providing parameters for the utility of the findings of this proposed study
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outcome were surveyed. Lastly, the perceived locus of responsibility for family ministry
across approaches was examined. The intent of this study was to be able to identify
agreement on these factors in particular by surveying proponents of all three approaches.
This chapter will describe the research methodology used in soliciting, analyzing, and
synthesizing the input of the experts in the field in those four areas. The findings from
that inquiry offer the basis for a consensus definition of and best practices for family

ministry as documented in chapter 4 of this report.

Research Design Overview

Overview of the Delphi Method

The study followed an exploratory sequential mixed-methods design,
specifically the Delphi method, for inquiry. This exploratory sequential design allows for
quantitative elaboration on or exploration of qualitative data.> The qualitative data
derived from expert opinions on definitional and practical aspects of family ministry
informed a quantitative analysis of trends or patterns therein, by which a consensus can
be understood and proposed.

The Delphi method is appropriate when systematic solicitation and collation of
expert opinions is needed.® It is recognized and utilized in topics of study as varying as
business and industry, healthcare, education, information technology, transportation, and
engineering.* Four components distinguish the methodology:

1.  Anonymity (freedom from potential psychological effects of group dynamics)

2.  Iteration (the ability to refine views across the rounds of the study)

2John W. Creswell and Vicki L. Plano Clark, Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods
Research (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2007), 75.

30laf Helmer, “The Use of the Delphi Technique in Problems of Educational Innovations,”
Rand Corporation, December 1966, accessed February 14, 2016, https://www.rand.org/content/dam/
rand/pubs/papers/2006/P3499.pdf, 1.

4Gregory J. Skulmoski, Francis T. Hartman, and Jennifer Krahn, “The Delphi Method for
Graduate Research,” Journal of Information Technology Education 6 (2007): 2.
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3. Controlled Feedback (sharing feedback of the group as the basis for refinement of
individual views); and,

4.  Statistical aggregation (quantitative analysis of the feedback within the confines of
the group process).’

These four particular aspects of a study characterize the approach, and applications and
adaptations across disciplines have been made using the same basic methodology.® This
method is recognized for its qualitative rigor, as well as its relatively flexible structure. It
can thus be especially helpful in graduate-level educational contexts.’

The Delphi methodology can be adapted to take into consideration the degree
of consensus sought,® the aim of the research, and the nature of the group of participants.’
The Delphi method is especially helpful when exploring a question that does not lend
itself well to “precise analytical techniques but can benefit from subjective collective
judgments.”!® Subsequently, the goals of determination of issues and guidelines,
including best practices, are well suited for this methodological approach, since it utilizes
the expert panel.!! Given the literature review above, the range of prospective experts
suited to this kind of exploration appears commensurate with this research guideline as
documented here. This study utilized the Delphi approach based on its suitability as

outlined here, and as described in further detail below.

3Gene Rowe and George Wright, “The Delphi Technique as a Forecasting Tool: Issues and
Analysis,” International Journal of Forecasting 15, no. 4 (1999): 354.

%Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn, “The Delphi Method for Graduate Research,” 2.
Ibid., 9.

8Chia-Chien Hsu and Brian Sandford, “The Delphi Technique: Making Sense of Consensus,”
Practical Assessment, Research, and Evaluation 12, no. 10 (2007): 3.

9Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn, “The Delphi Method for Graduate Research,” 10.

""Harold Linstone and Murray Turoff, eds., The Delphi Method: Techniques and Applications
(London: Addison-Wesley, 1975), 4.

""Ravonne A. Green, “The Delphi Technique in Educational Research,” SAGE Open 4, no. 2
(April 2014): 2.
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Population and Sample

The population for this study included practitioners and scholars that have
published at least one major work on family ministry in the form of a book published by
a recognized publishing house, at least one article on family ministry appearing in a peer-
reviewed journal, or a presentation at a professional family ministry conference. Any
such work was to include either a definition of family ministry or a description of family
ministry practices in those qualifying publications or venues. Participants were selected
based on similarity of background, experience, and practice within the field, and
credentials and competence in the particular area of “the target issue,” in this case, family
ministry.!2

The size of Delphi panels can vary, depending on the relative homo- or
heterogeneity of the group. A relatively homogeneous sample of ten to fifteen participants
may be appropriate, and all the more so depending on the degrees and kinds of

homogeneous descriptors of each participant. '

On the whole, most Delphi studies utilize
between 15 and 20 respondents.'* Based on those parameters, the goal for participation
and completion of the study was 15 respondents that complete all three rounds of
questioning.!> Thirteen respondents completed the study. This study utilized
nonprobability purposive sampling as the means to recruit from potential panelists.
Sampling was based on the above criteria, with the initial definition of the specific
population based on the literature surveyed in chapter 2. That is, panelists have contributed

to the overall body of knowledge and/or the literature reviewed above via a published

book, peer-reviewed journal article and/or professional conference presentation.

?Hsu and Sandford, “The Delphi Technique,” 3.
13Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn, “The Delphi Method for Graduate Research,” 10.

“Barbara Ludwig, “Predicting the Future: Have You Considered the Delphi Methodology?”
Journal of Extension 35, no. 5 (October 1997): 2.

15Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn, “The Delphi Method for Graduate Research,” 10.

57



Sampling Procedure

A purposive sample was selected for the study. Purposive sampling is
appropriate when a researcher needs information from subjects with particular knowledge
or experience.'® A subset of purposive sampling methods, expert sampling, was
particularly suitable for the study, due to its utility when there is a “lack of observational
evidence.”!” Potential panelists were identified first through a bibliographic search of
key texts in the area of family ministry. Academic credentials or responsibilities, as
found in published biographical data of authors of generally significant textbooks or
articles were then considered. Finally, professional or vocational standing, including past
or pending professional conference presentation was assessed in selecting candidates for
the research panel. Potential panelists were recruited with an initial email explaining the
proposed study regarding its purpose and research questions, and follow-up emails to
thank participants for agreeing to participate. This procedure was yielded a sufficient
number of participants to meet sampling targets as described above at the outset of the

study.

Delimitations of Proposed Research

Four preliminary delimitations are noted here. First, primary and secondary
sources dated before 1994 were excluded from consideration of the proposed topic. The
nature of a contemporary survey of approaches in the literature will by necessity deal
with thoughts and models in practice at present. Subsequently, while some aspects of
different approaches have origins farther back in history, those were not specifically

included in the literature review here. This date is selected in reference to the

15]1ker Etikan, Sulaiman Abubakar Musa, and Rukayya Sunusi Alkassim, “Comparison of
Convenience Sampling and Purposive Sampling,” American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Statistics
5,no0. 1 (2016): 3.

Ibid.
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contemporary conversation about the role of the family within youth ministry as
articulated by Mark DeVries in a seminal text on this issue.'®

Second, the literature base and prospective study population were delimited to
works from Protestant evangelical models and entities, while works from Eastern
Orthodox, Catholic or other religious sects do not appear in this study. For research
purposes, evangelicalism was demarcated by four tenets, which were affirmed by
research participants (see appendix 6)

Third, considerations regarding family and church dynamics were delimited to
those from English-speaking churches in the United States as they exist in the literature.
An exploration of gender, particular socio-cultural characteristics or dynamics, or other
particular demographic markers within church and family dynamics is beyond the scope
of this study. For example, considerations such as the differing roles of the church within
predominantly Latino or African American communities, or patriarchal/ matriarchal
values impacting headship in the home across varying cultural groups all lie outside of
the focus of this study, though each such instance represents an important focus of future
potential study.

Last, existing scholarly literature on the approaches to family ministry seems
largely limited to consideration of culturally and economically homogeneous populations. '’
Consideration of non-traditional family structures is present in some literature but is a
secondary theme in most of the present family ministry literature. As the literature
presently exists, these limitations of cultural and economic homogeneity and traditional
family structures form the closest boundaries on generalizability. These limitations

presented a serious consideration for the research in that it underscores the need for

3Timothy Paul Jones, “Family Based Youth Ministry: Twenty Years Later,” The Journal of
Discipleship and Family Ministry 4, no. 2 (Fall 2014): 5.

Timothy Paul Jones, “The Faith-at-Home Movement, What Makes It Distinct and What Gaps

Still Remain,” in Practical Family Ministry: A Collection of Ideas for Your Church, ed. Timothy Paul
Jones and John David Trentham (Nashville: Randall House, 2015), 10.
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evaluation of desired outcomes of the different approaches that could eventually be
adapted in an effort to address cultural, economic, and family formation variations to
some degree. This study considered to what degree the existing approaches in the
literature, rightly understood, planned, and practiced, could accomplish a greater degree
of generalizability based on the ministry approaches themselves rather than differing

distinguishing characteristics of a given population.

Delphi Method Description for this Research

This project followed a three-round Delphi study design, with the initial round
of questions centering on the four constructs of definitional components, desired
outcome, activities, and perceived locus of responsibility for ministry.?’ Questions were
drafted then pilot tested by five respondents in the field of family ministry itself, or in
closely related ministry fields (youth and student ministries, for example). Pilot testing
occurred in the same fashion as administration of the survey questionnaire in the formal
study. The purpose of the pilot test was to clarify any questions that appeared
ambiguous, too broadly or too narrowly defined, and to amend any procedural or
administration issues related to the survey itself.?!

Responses to the initial round of questions were requested from members of
the expert panel in two forms; both directly to the open-ended questions as written, and
also by inviting additional input, direction, or thought at their discretion??. Those responses
were collected in to reports by category upon completion of this initial round of

responsces.

20All 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

21Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn, “The Delphi Method for Graduate Research,” 4.

22Hsu and Sandford, “The Delphi Technique,” 2.
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Upon completion of this initial cycle, responses were evaluated for thematic
content. Responses were organized around the initial aspect of family ministry upon
which the question was based. Emerging themes informed the questions administered to
the expert panel in the second of the three rounds.?? Questions were four-point Likert
type, providing a quantitative measurement of thematic similarity and consensus as it
emerged from the initial round of feedback.?* Responses to these questions were
evaluated by weighted mean to determine relative levels of commonality and
consensus.” Items of consensus were preliminarily identified after round 2 by their
weighted average, requiring a weighted average of 3.0 or higher.

Finally, the third round of statements, based on those items in the second round
that showed a consensus of opinion, was administered using a dichotomous
(“agree/disagree”) scale. These responses were similarly collated, disseminated for
potential revision, and finally analyzed statistically. Respondents who did not indicate
initial approval of a given item as essential in one of the four categories were invited to
evaluate their responses in light of group feedback. Each respondent had the opportunity
to join the consensus position on any such item, or affirm his or her position outside of
consensus. This feedback loop established a final measure of consensus, and informed a
final description of definitional distinctives and best practices of family ministry, based
on the multi-leveled feedback from the expert panel as members evaluated and
reevaluated positions in light of the feedback of other panelists. Results of this process

appear in chapter 4 of the study report.

Z’Hsu and Sandford, “The Delphi Technique,” 2.

24K. Q. Hill and J. Fowles, “The Methodological Worth of the Delphi Forecasting Technique,”
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 7 (December 1975): 179-92.

ZHsu and Sandford, “The Delphi Technique,” 4.
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Research Questions

Four questions guided this study:
1.  What are the essential components of a definition of family ministry?
2. What is the desired outcome of family ministry?
3. What are the necessary activities of family ministry?

4.  Where is the locus of responsibility for family ministry?

Instrumentation

The study followed a three-round Delphi approach.?® Round 1 consisted of a
four-item questionnaire, with additional opportunity for broad comments beyond specific
answers to each question. This questionnaire was generated at
http://www.surveymonkey.com and accessed by each respondent via an online link
emailed to them. This initial survey was pilot-tested by five doctoral level students and
practitioners via email link to the online survey. This process allowed adjustment to any
individual questions for clarity sake based on the feedback from these pilot respondents.
Round 1 questions of this type focused in these four initial areas:

1. What are the necessary components of a definition of family ministry? (Up to five
responses)

2. What is/are the desired outcome(s) of family ministry? (Up to five responses)

3. What is or are the necessary activity or activities of family ministry? (Up to ten
responses)

4.  Where is the locus of responsibility for family ministry? (Up to three responses)

Responses to these initial questions were collected and addressed one of the
four components of definition, desired outcome, action or intervention, or locus of
ministry responsibility. All responses were sorted thematically after round 1 closed. The
themes arising from these responses informed the questions for round 2.

Round 2 questions were organized around the themes emerging from round 1

feedback. Round 2 feedback began to develop an initial picture of consensus using Likert-

26Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn, “The Delphi Method for Graduate Research,” 11.
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type items, allowing respondents to rate thematic elements from round 1 by relative
importance. The issue of consensus in Delphi studies is not without discussion in the
literature. Issues of individual response stability versus group response stability between
rounds and statistical measures are prominent themes in this discussion.?’” Consensus levels
between 51 percent and 80 percent of respondents appear in the literature on the Delphi
methodology.?® A survey of the reasons behind the variance in these levels seems to
suggest that the number of respondents and the relative homo-or heterogeneity of the panel
will best determine the optimal consensus measurement. A consensus level of 80 percent
is suggested in one study but requires two responses within one category of each other on
a seven-point scale.”’ Because this study only utilized four-point Likert items, this
threshold was deemed as too high for the objective sought. Similarly, the 51 percent low-
end findings in the literature were deemed too low, as that measurement tends to appear
in studies involving large sampling populations, which was not applicable here. Hsu and
Sandford cite one study that establishes a guideline of 70 percent of ratings being three or
higher on a four point Likert-type response with a median of 3.25 or higher.*° In light of
all this, a threshold of 75 percent agreement, with a weighted mean of 3.0 or higher on a
four point Likert-type response was used as the descriptor of consensus. The agreement

percentage was slightly higher than Green’s recommended level, but the lower mean

Y"Heiko A. von der Gracht, “Consensus Measurement in Delphi Studies: Review and
Implications for Future Quality Assurance,” Technological Forecasting and Social Change 79, no. 8
(2012): 1527-29.

21bid., 1529.

Francis L. Ulschak, Human Resource Development: The Theory and Practice of Needs
Assessment (Reston, VA: Reston, 1983). Hsu and Sandford cite this work as the original source of the 80
percent threshold, though a more specific citation, including specific page reference, is still elusive at this
writing.

30Hsu and Sandford, “The Delphi Technique,” 4. The statistic referenced here comes from a
1982 conference paper about which little else appears in the literature. See P. J. Green, “The Content of a
College-Level Outdoor Leadership Course” (Conference of the Northwest District Association for the
American 6 Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation, and Dance, Spokane, WA, 1982),
https://eric.ed.gov/?1d=ED276546.
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score allowed for a few items to be filtered through one additional round of evaluation by
the study group. Those instances are noted in chapter 4 of this report where they occur.

Similarly to round 1, round 2 questions were pilot-tested for accuracy and
clarity. After appropriate adjustments to questions as indicated by the pilot test evaluation,
the round 2 questionnaire link was distributed to respondents via email. Responses were
again collected via http://www.surveymonkey.com. Response items were analyzed for
consensus and stability by a weighted average of 3.0 or higher, and by percentage of
respondents in agreement equal to or greater than 75 percent. As mentioned, a small
number of individual response items achieved less than a 75 percent agreement but did
receive a weighted average of 3.0 or higher, suggesting a strong overall pattern of
agreement. In these cases, the item appeared in round 3 for further consideration. Those
items are specifically identified in the discussion of results in chapter 4.

For round 3, respondents utilized a dichotomous (“agree/disagree”) scale to
evaluate round 2 questions achieving consensus level agreement. Responses were again
collected, analyzed for consensus, and results were shared with all respondents, inviting
revision, clarification, and explanation of position outside of consensus. Results of this
round of questioning represent the final report of consensus that is presented in chapters 4

and 5 of this study.

Procedures

This study followed the classical Delphi approach as defined in the literature.
The Delphi method requires preservation of anonymity of expert panel members, an
iterative process of response, the collection of controlled feedback, and a statistical—

analysis of aggregated data.>! This procedural outline was informed by these parameters

31Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn, “The Delphi Method for Graduate Research,” 2.
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and was commended by SBTS faculty for use as a template here.3?> These procedural
steps provided the structure for the study:

First, it was necessary to recruit an expert panel. Potential panelists were
considered based on a number of published academic works (with emphasis given to
works thought to be “seminal”), placement in a formal academic role, and years of formal
work in the area of family ministry as identified in publication, teaching biographical
data, and professional conference presentation. An overview of the proposed study was
presented to prospective panelists via email initially, with follow up done by phone or
email as needed. Informed consent for participation in the study was also obtained as a
preliminary to completion of any survey questions, including affirmation of a statement
of “like faith” (protestant, evangelical, etc.) as a part of preliminary data collection.

The round 1 questionnaire link was distributed to consenting participants via
email. This questionnaire was open for response from February 21, 2017 to March 8§,
2017. Responses were collected and sorted thematically to act as the basis for round 2
Likert-scale questions. As with round 1, the second round of items was constructed and
submitted to respondents via email. These items were four-point Likert-type and
reflected the themes reflected in round 1 feedback. This round of the survey was open for
response from March 13 to April 6. The longer window was to ensure collection of
responses commensurate with the target sample size as documented above.

Responses to round 2 items were collected and analyzed for thematic
consensus utilizing statistics reported by http://www.surveymonkey.com and SPSS
software to identify measures of central tendency and correlation.®® Procedures for
statistical analysis used here appear in chapter 4 of this report. Round 2 responses were

analyzed for initial consensus of 75 percent or more agreement, as indicated by a

32 Anthony W. Foster, “Student Project Review” (class lecture, 96850—Analysis of Empirical
Research, The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, December 2015).

3bid.
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response of 3 or 4 on the Likert-type on any given item and a weighted average of 3.0 or
higher across all responses. A dichotomous questionnaire (“Agree/Disagree”) was
developed based on those questions meeting the consensus threshold in round 2.

The questionnaire containing these items carrying over from round 2 was
distributed to all respondents from round 2 on April 17, and closing May 1, 2017. Early
responses were incentivized by placing the names of all respondents providing a
completed survey by April 26 in a drawing for one of four Amazon $25 gift cards.
Responses to this “agree/disagree” questionnaire were analyzed for consensus, as
reflected in a group agreement of 75 percent or higher. Response items remaining
reflected the report of group consensus for the survey. Responses from round 3 were
collected and distributed to all participants one last time to invite confirmation of
consensus, move to consensus position, or rationale for remaining outside of consensus
position on any such question. Upon final disposition of the response items, a factor
analysis was then performed on these items to identify larger thematic consensus.

Findings from this process are reported and discussed in chapter 4 of this study
report, and implications for further study, contribution to the literature regarding the

question, and recommendations for application appear in chapter 5.

Research Assumptions

1.  The field of family ministry is sufficiently defined, documented, and practiced so as
to yield a definitional consensus and best practices.

2. The themes of definitional components, desired outcome, activity or intervention,
and locus of ministry present helpful potential channels of inquiry to that end, and
that such exploration does not already exist in the family ministry literature.

3. Participants in this study are willing and able to answer the research questions and
sub-questions as they appear within this study.

Research Competencies to Conduct This Study

The primary focus of this study is to identify and articulate a definitional

consensus of and best practices within family ministry. Achieving this outcome is built
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upon basic competencies in scholarly research and writing, empirical and literature-based
research, and an understanding of the specific field of family ministry on a synthesis
level. These basic competencies have been acquired at a baseline level via the present
doctoral level course of study, through vocational ministry experience, and through
teaching on the field at the undergraduate level.

Technical competencies in theory and methods of content analysis and formal
reporting of the results of that analysis are also required for this study. Consultation with
supervisors and other academic contacts that have performed similar analyses have
yielded some preliminary insight into how to go about this. Danny Bowen and Anthony
Foster of SBTS, Steve Wright of Family Church of West Palm Beach, John Nichols of
Oklahoma Baptist University, and John B. Cartwright of Liberty University School of
Divinity specifically have offered input on these points.

Praxis-based considerations also factor into the study, as the desired result is an
understanding as to how the church can better minister to families based on specific
desired outcomes. Previous formal education and vocational experience in counseling,
chaplaincy, and family relationships and dynamics will all be of use in understanding,
interpreting, and communicating the findings of the inquiry emerging from the proposed

study.

Conclusion

This chapter has outlined the methodological aspect of this study. A brief
overview of the Delphi methodology and its particular suitability for this study was
provided. This mixed-method exploratory sequential design allowed for multiple rounds
of iterative feedback that helps build consensus on a research question or questions. The
application of this approach elicited feedback from a panel of practitioner scholars for the
purpose of describing a definitional consensus of family ministry and best practices

flowing therefrom as revealed by the data collected utilizing this study design.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

This study was completed in three basic steps; recruitment of experts, survey
data collection, and data compilation and analysis. The outcome of that process is

reported in this section.

Compilation Protocol

Participants

Based on the criteria previously listed, 23 participants were targeted for
recruitment into the three-round survey process. Criteria for recruitment into the study
are outlined in chapter 3 of this report, above. Potential participants were contacted via
email describing the goal of the study, and inviting their participation. Sixteen
participants completed round 1 of the study, 14 completed round 2, and 13 completed
round 3. As part of the round 1 survey, participants were asked to affirm their
willingness to participate in the study. They were also asked to affirm four basic tenets
of evangelical Christianity to identify a baseline of like faith:

1.  That the Bible is central and authoritative for Christian faith and life,

2. That the death of Jesus on the cross is sufficient for and provides for atonement for
sin,

3. That all human beings need to repent of sin and trust in Jesus for salvation, and

4. That thlis conversion changes the way that individuals relate to other people and the
world.

John Beck Cartwright, “Best Practices for Online Theological Education: A Delphi Study”
(Ph.D., diss., The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2014), 54. Cartwright appropriates these four
items for his study on online ministry preparation. An example of the presentation of these questions on
this survey is found in appendix 2, “Round 1 Survey.”
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Participants were advised of the overall three-round design process, the content
of each round’s survey, asked to answer according to their “personal perspective and
experience,” given definition of particular terminology related to the survey itself and

apprised of their right to withdraw from the survey at any point.

Round 1

The initial round of survey data collection consisted of responses to the four
research questions (RQ’s) submitted to participants. Respondents were asked for their
responses based on their perspective and experience, potentially capturing both formal
education and praxis-based elements. Respondents were asked to provide at least one but
not more than five open-form definitional components (RQ1) and potential desired
outcomes of family ministry (RQ2), at least two but not more than ten necessary
activities of family ministry (RQ3), and at least one but not more than three parties
responsible for those activities (RQ4). These open-ended responses were compiled into
an Excel spreadsheet for clarification and consolidation. There was an initial total of 56
responses to RQ1, 58 to RQ2, 89 to RQ3, and 39 to RQ4.

Each set of responses was then reviewed to remove duplicate items and, where
possible to consolidate multiple similar responses. For example, in response to RQ1 both
“Biblical perspective” and “Biblical understanding” were given as potential components
of a definition of family ministry. Responses such as these were consolidated based on
their redundancy. Analysis was performed on similar occurrences across all discrete
responses to all four questions, yielding amended response totals of 32 items for RQ1, 31

for RQ2, 45 for RQ3, and 16 for RQ4.

Round 2

These responses informed four-point Likert-type statements, which were the
basis for group responses in round 2 of the survey. All discretely occurring responses

were included irrespective of frequency to permit maximum possible reflection of
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corporate input from respondents as provided in round 1. Relative weight and strength of
these responses would emerge by allowing all statements to be evaluated on respondents’
relative agreement or disagreement as measured in round 2 and potentially round 3 if any
given item met the consensus threshold.

Respondents were asked to evaluate each item according to a four-point Likert
item, again according to their “perspective and experience.” Possible responses to each
item were “Not important,” “Somewhat important,” “Very important,” or “Extremely
important.” Responses were weighted “Not important” =1, “Somewhat important”=2,
“Very important”=3, and “Extremely important”=4. Upon the close of round 2, response
data was collected from the 14 respondents that completed the survey within the allotted
time. The frequency of responses to each item was reported by the
http://www.surveymonkey.com database, as was the weighted average of the responses to
each item. All items that rated as either “Very” or “Extremely” important by 75 percent
or more of respondents indicated preliminary consensus for the purpose of inclusion in
round 3 of the survey. Similarly, items that had a weighted average of 3.0 or higher were
also advanced to round 3, even if there was not 75 percent agreement from respondents.

As with round 1, the impulse to garner the widest possible view of group
consensus determined this approach to the small number of items that met this
description. Round 3 analysis was intended to affirm or reject these items as items of

consensus based on further group feedback.

Round 3
After round 2, 21 responses remained to RQ1, 17 to RQ2, 20 to RQ3, and 10 to

RQ4. Each of these items met one or both threshold(s) for consensus as defined above
after round 2 responses were analyzed. These items were distributed to the 14
respondents to all round 2 questions, inviting them to now consider these remaining items
as “essential” (IE “Based on your perspective and experience, the following

are essential components of a definition of family ministry,” with “Agree” and
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“Disagree” as response options). Additionally, respondents were given a “Comments”
box with each question, inviting them to offer any open-form feedback. An “Agree”
response was weighted “1”; a “Disagree” response was weighted “2” for statistical
analysis purposes.

Once this data was collected via the online survey tool, responses were
analyzed statistically, for consensus measures as described above, and for any qualitative
data that emerged in the “Comments” feedback from this round as augmentation for the
quantitative findings. Those items agreed to as “essential” by 75 percent or more of the
group, were deemed to represent items of final consensus as defined by this study group.
A report of the findings of round 3 was disseminated to all respondents to round 3,
inviting them to confirm their position within, move into a position of, or affirm their
intent to remain outside of consensus on each item.

The final study element was to run a factor analysis on the data from each
question. The analysis was performed on those items from round 2 that met the threshold
for round 3, but using the round 2 Likert-scale response data values. The output of that
analysis described those response items that moved together, providing some quantitative
basis for grouping response items into larger, thematic responses that represent larger-
scale consensus trends indicated by this study. This process is described below, with
large-scale descriptors of consensus discussed below and summarized together in chapter

5 of this report.

Statistical Analysis

The quantitative aspect of this study consisted of two basic elements. First,
initial identification of consensus by simple percentage agreement and also by weighted
mean scores for individual items was identified. In accordance with the procedures
outlined above, consensus items were those reaching a consensus of 75 percent or higher
of the response to any given item, or reaching a weighted average of response of 3.0 or

higher on a 4.0 scale. Percentage agreements were calculated for each item using
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Microsoft Excel software for each RQ. The weighted average of response for each item
was calculated and reported by the http://www.surveymonkey.com database in the
summary report of each survey data set. This measurement represents a complementary
measure of consensus in that in a few cases, this measure suggested an overall pattern of
sufficiently strong response to the item across all responses as to suggest a strong general
agreement. Such agreement may not have been apparent if only measured by percentage
of respondents agreeing to the item as “Very” or “Extremely” important. For example,
on RQ1, “Theology of Family” was a potential definitional component, based on at least
one response from round 1 of the survey. In round 2, 9 of 14 respondents identified
“Theology of Family” as either “Very” or “Extremely” important to a consensus
definition of family ministry, or 64.3 percent agreement. However, the weighted average
across all 14 respondents to that item on the four-point Likert-type item in round 2 was
3.071, which equated to an average rating of “Very Important” based on the numerical
values assigned to each potential rating from which respondents could choose. Items
meeting this secondary consensus measurement were included in round 3 of the survey,
so as to let the strength of that item be filtered by the group through one more iteration of
response data.

The second element of the statistical analysis performed in the study was a
factor analysis performed on all items included in round 3 of the survey from all
respondents who also completed that round (one respondent from round 2 did not
complete round 3). Factor analysis is useful in instances where there are not clear
dependent and independent variables, but instead yield multivariate data that may be
undergirded by latent factors.? Treating Likert-scale items as measurable variables,

performing factor analysis on the responses given in this study potentially identifies

2An Gie Yong and Sean Pearce, “A Beginners Guide to Factor Analysis: Focusing on
Exploratory Factor Analysis,” Tutorials in Quantitative Methods for Psychology 9, no. 2 (2013): 80.
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which of these items track together or opposite one another, suggesting some measure of
particular correlation that may represent a larger theme potentially reflected in the pattern
of responses.® Taking the larger set of raw responses from the survey responses and
analyzing them in this fashion yields identification of descriptive groupings or
categories.*

Typically, the greatest statistical significance from factor analysis requires a
sample size of 300 or more participants, with ratios of respondents to variables of 10:1.°
Both of these thresholds are significantly more than the sample represented in this study.
However, one recent behavioral science study affirms that factor analysis on studies with
sample populations under 50 can still demonstrate valid and useful results, especially
when utilized in exploratory factor analysis.’ Because this study is an exploratory one,
this approach to factor analysis seems useful as a way to add a layer of interpretation to
the simpler consensus measures considered above. The factor analysis should not be
understood as the primary vehicle of analysis for this study but instead as a
complementary perspective, building on the descriptive statistics also documented here.
The multivariate nature of the survey data, combined with the desire to identify larger
thematic patterns suggested that performing the factor analysis was suitable to that end.
The degree to which the results of the factor analysis address consensus elements also
identified by the other consensus measurements is the degree to which these results
should be considered complementary and helpful though not prescriptive.

The factor analysis was performed via IBM SPSS Statistics, version 24.

Survey responses to each RQ represented their own data set; RQ 1 was Data 1, RQ 2 was

3Yong and Pearce, “A Beginners Guide to Factor Analysis,” 80.
“Ibid.
SIbid.

¢J. C. F. de Winter, D. Dodou, and P. A. Wieringa, “Exploratory Factor Analysis with Small
Sample Sizes,” Multivariate Behavioral Research 44 (2009): 153.
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Data 2, and so on. Extraction was to a correlation matrix based on factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1 and utilizing a varimax rotation. The varimax is the most
commonly used method of extraction in factor analysis because each variable tends to
associate with one or a few factors. Each factor extracted represents a small number of
variables, allowing a simplified interpretation of the results of the analysis of a given data
set.” Results were sorted by size, with coefficients less than .03 excluded, which is a
standard criterion for analysis of this type. Tables with the results from the analysis of

each set of data appear within the discussion of each RQ below.

Findings and Displays by Research Question

Research Question 1

Research question 1 was, “Based on your perspective and experience, what
is/are the essential component(s) of a definition of family ministry?” This question was
concerned with the identification of potential components of a broad-scale consensus
definition of family ministry. Initial responses were solicited via an online survey in
response to the question “Based on your perspective and experience, what is/are the
essential component(s) of a definition of family ministry? Please list at least one (1) and
up to five (5) responses.” Respondents provided a total of 56 responses in round 1. Once
examined for redundancy and similarity, these items were consolidated into 32 discrete
potential definitional components after round 1. Though it would have been possible to
perform a first content analysis on these items to understand initial groupings of
responses, that analysis is not part of this study. This decision allowed all responses from
round 1 to pass through to round 2 to give the broadest possible representation of group

input in this initial stage.

"Herve Abdi, “Factor Rotations in Factor Analysis,” in The SAGE Encyclopedia of Social
Science Methods, ed. Michael S. Lewis-Beck, Alan E. Bryman, and Tim Futing Liao (Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage, 2003), 792-95.
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Round 2 of the survey sought to begin to describe the relative frequency and
strength of each item as seen through the eyes of the survey respondents. Each item was
phrased as a potential Likert-scale response to the prompt “Based on your perspective
and experience; please rate the importance of each potential component of a definition of
family ministry.” The initial stated criteria for consensus identified 21 response items to
RQI1 for evaluation by the group (see table A1l in appendix 9). Two different potential
broad-based consensus measures represented group feedback at this stage, percentage
agreement, and a weighted average of responses of either “Very” or “Extremely”
important based on the Likert format.

Items meeting either threshold were included in round 3, again with the goal of
giving respondents the opportunity to evaluate the relative importance of each item,
irrespective of its previous relative weight in the previous round. Thus any item
demonstrating consensus after round 3 was articulated by at least one respondent, deemed
“Very” or “Extremely” important by at least 75 percent of survey respondents or by
weighted average of 3.0 or higher on a 4.0 point scale, and was “Agreed” to as
“essential” to its given category by at least 75 percent of respondents. Further, all
consensus items were disseminated to the entire group of respondents to round 3, offering
them one final opportunity to address that item’s inclusion within or exclusion from
consensus as defined above in this study. Fifteen such items were identified at the end of
round 3 (see table A2 in appendix 9).

The significance of the individually ranked response items is that each
represents a specific thought or element to a definition of family ministry according to
respondents. All respondents agreed that a definition of family ministry must have clear
biblical foundation, for example (see above). In the same way, each consensus response
item reflects a particular element that respondents agreed should be addressed by an
overarching definition of family ministry to varying degrees. However, it would be

impractical to draft a consensus definition of family ministry that would directly
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incorporate each of the 15 items identified by the panel. For that reason, the response

items were analyzed through factor analysis for the purpose of identifying larger themes

of consensus based on correlations identified between particular response items. These

themes are discussed below, and represent the larger apparent concerns of respondents, as

identified by the analysis. This allows the individual response items from each RQ to

inform the larger consensus findings without requiring that each element be specifically

incorporated. For example, based on response to RQ1, five potentially relevant

groupings of response items appear, suggesting each of these as a latent theme as

identified by the research participants (table 1). These thematic groupings and their

component responses are discussed below.

Table 1. Thematic correlation of round 3 response items (RQ1)

family relationships

Comp. | Comp. | Comp. | Comp. | Comp.

Factor 1 b 3 4 5
Church strengthens families in _819 _085 N 429 121
church and community
Activities that support healthy _730 140 445 329 109
family relationships
Responsiveness to needs of _706 075 954 449 035
families
Understanding of God’s purpose
for families within His kingdom 703 354 354 194 --157
Gospel-centered .637 -.372 473 -- -.216
Home/Church partnership in 637 | 513 | -316 | 036 | -266
discipleship
God’s Glory .630 -.498 -.241 334 --
Led by the Holy Spirit 557 -.509 227 423 .065
Intergenerational relationships 313 =722 .039 -.072 483
Connecting children, youth to _307 _692 N 384 159
adults
Eauip parents and parent figures 394 650 179 417 .
as primary spiritual trainers
Biblical foundations 155 .644 .666 -.080 -.120
Strengthen family relationship
with God and each other 573 269 633 B B
Encourage/equip couples for 451 345 440 612 185
godly marriages
Eauip individuals for healthy - 512 334 090 764
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Thematic Analysis for Research
Question 1

Four discrete themes emerged from the responses given by respondents to the
survey: theological and philosophical foundations, biblical definition of parenting,

biblical definition of community, emphasis on marriage and relationships.

Theme 1: Theological and Philosophical
Foundations

Of the themes suggested by factor analysis, this theme emerged most strongly
as measured by the proportion of impact on overall variance across all responses to RQI,
30.87 percent. Response items that suggested this theme appear in table 2, below.
Subsequent discussion of other thematic data will follow the same outline throughout this
section of the study report.

In response to the query of proposed definitional components, this theme
demonstrated the most significant statistical feedback. After all three rounds of the

survey process were complete, these items appear in correlation as described in table 2.3

Table 2. Factor analysis response items and variance related to theological
and philosophical definitional foundations

Response Item Correlation
Understanding of God’s purpose for families within His kingdom 0.703
Gospel-centered 0.637
Home/church partnership in discipleship 0.637
God’s glory 0.630
Church strengthens families in church and community -0.819
Activities that support healthy family relationships -0.730
Responsiveness to needs of families -0.706
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 84.14%
(4 Positively correlated response items) S0
Total variance of response items on foundations 30.87%

8 Average consensus percentage is included in each table reporting on the positively correlated
response items as identified in the factor analysis. This information is included as a secondary measure of
the relative strength of the basis for thematic analysis and should best be understood as supporting data
over and above the original measurement of consensus on individual response items.
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A clear concern for survey respondents is that a consensus definition of family
ministry includes a strong philosophical, or more accurately, a strong theological
foundation. The four positively correlated response items grouped here all suggest
theological principles or perspectives; God’s purpose for families, the centrality of the
gospel, and God’s glory specifically. The one response item that may not appear as
strictly theological at first read (Home/Church partnership in discipleship) seemingly
reflects the interpretive element of this theme rather than merely the practical one, when
considered in the context of the other three. Given the nature of the qualifications of the
respondents to the survey as scholar-practitioners, it seems most likely that this element is
a philosophical one rather than merely a practical one. Family ministry should focus on
distinctly theological change, according to respondents. One respondent proposed that
“the purpose of family ministry is to equip families to be change agents for God and His

Kingdom.”

Another respondent commented that “spiritual formation is not the end
goal” (of family ministry), but that biblically, “the ultimate goal of all kingdom activity”
is the glory of God.

By contrast, three different response items appear to be grouped together
counter to the four items describing the philosophical or theological concerns. Items
pertaining to practical concerns—family and relationship strengthening programming and
responsiveness to needs of families—seem to correlate negatively to those items. This
negative correlation does not suggest that respondents do not hold these to be important
aspects of family ministry, but it could suggest that these practical considerations appear

to be subordinate to the philosophical/theological foundation regarding their impact on

other variables in defining family ministry across the group.

Unless otherwise noted, quotations in this section are taken directly from open feedback
survey responses as reported in appendix 10 of this study. All responses given to open form feedback
questions are included in appendix 10.
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The four positively correlated response items indicating this theme
(Understanding God’s kingdom purpose for families, gospel centrality, home/church
partnership in discipleship, and God’s glory), as is true of all individual response items
discussed here, passed initial threshold of consensus of 75 percent agreement in round 2
of the survey. Those respondents that completed round 3 assessed these items as well,
indicating that the items reflect a consensus of opinion across the whole survey
commensurate with the parameters set for this study. Secondarily, factor analysis showed
that these four items appear together as having a correlation of .600 or higher, suggesting
a grouping on this theme.!” This measurement supports the notion that these items reflect
a clear consensual theme based on the responses given by the group. Taken as a unique
group of responses, these four positive correlation items had a mean agreement
percentage of 84.14 percent. That level of agreement reflects a slightly lower than
median (87.5 percent for all items meeting consensus threshold of 75 percent at the end
of round 3) agreement by this group that a definition of family ministry should build
upon strong biblical and philosophical foundations over practical ones. The amount of
variance across all responses to RQ1 was the largest with these four items however,
which suggests that this theme is the most statistically significant of those suggested by

the data to RQ1.

Theme 2: Biblical Definition of Parenting

A second thematic element that emerged regarding the definition of family
ministry deals with an emphasis specifically on parental responsibility for spiritual

formation, accounting for 22.38 percent of the overall variance within the data (table 3).

ORusty Waller, “Factor Analysis-Interpreting the Readout,” accessed May 16, 2017,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eAlOnXkzt7w. In this particular video, Waller illustrates a series of
assumptions that help inform analysis of this kind. The threshold of .600 or above reflects a natural break in
the data for these response items across the research questions, and is useful as an interpretive guideline for
that reason.
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The apparent correlation between a biblical view of spiritual formation and the role of

parents in that process is plainly in view.

Table 3. Factor analysis response items and variance related
to biblical definition of parenting

Response Item Correlation

Equip parents and parent figures as primary spiritual trainers 0.650

Biblical foundations 0.644

Intergenerational relationships -0.722
Connecting children, youth to adults -0.692
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 9231
(2 Positively correlated response items) o
Total variance of response items on definition of parenting 22.38%

The data from these items suggests quite strongly that respondents are of the
mind that parents hold the primary role in spiritual formation, in accordance with biblical
teaching. While the response item related to “Biblical foundations” did not specify parents
as primary spiritual trainers, the correlation of these two items seems most likely to speak
to that end. The evident empirical basis for this theme—92.31 percent (higher than median
percentage consensus agreement) and 22.38 percent of all variation from these four
response items--is undergirded by qualitative information offered by some survey
respondents. Expanding on the quantitative response of equipping parents to be spiritual
trainers of children in the home, one respondent identifies both the mission and motivation
in the process. “Parents are encouraged and equipped to lead. . . . Parents are the
primary influencers of their children; children want most to please their parents.” Another
respondent echoes this view when stating, “The home is the primary place for faith
formation. . . . Parents are to teach and talk to their children about faith in Jesus Christ.”

It is best to understand the quantitative data regarding this and the following
themes as complementary to the qualitative data supplied by respondents to the open-
form solicitation for input in round 1 of the survey process. Recognizing that, the two

specific positively correlated response items above had an average agreement of 92.31
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percent across those respondents that completed all three rounds of the survey.
Additionally, again recognizing the limitations of the data from the factor analysis but
considering it as useful for enhancement of qualitative feedback, it also seems good to
note that there appears to be a negative correlation between two other response items and
the two examined here. The degree to which parental responsibility for spiritual
formation is affirmed and attributed to scripture is just slightly less than the degree to
which connecting children and youth to “other” adults declines (0.65 and 0.644 to -.692)
on this particular scale. If this connection belies any undercurrent of handing off that
responsibility, this finding adds some force to the idea that survey respondents are willing
to affirm the responsibility of the home, even counter to the conventional wisdom that
anticipates abdication of this particular role at some point in a child’s upbringing. While
this by itself does not address the balance of a home-church partnership approach, it does
seem to speak to the value placed by respondents on the primacy of the home in spiritual

formation on the whole.

Theme 3: Biblical Definition
of Community

Similar to the previous theme, a concern for a biblical definition of community
is indicated. It may be best to understand the impulse here as an incorporation of the
virtues of the “Church-as-family” approach to family ministry explored in chapter 2 of
this study. The correlation between biblical foundation and the expression of healthy
relationships is the key aspect of this theme (table 4). All three of the broad approaches
to family ministry as proposed by Clark have some element of concern for the necessity
of healthy relationships, whether as the end to themselves, or as the way to further engage
in spiritual formation. Further, as also discussed above, for different approaches to place
different emphases on perceived locus of responsibility for family ministry, it is
important to address the understanding of community as a context for spiritual formation

in families. One respondent commented that “my natural family should be deeply

81



embedded relationally in my church family.” Another stated that including the “church as
family” as well as “strengthening and encouraging people in whatever family
circumstance they find themselves” are necessary aspects of a definition of family
ministry. Another respondent stated that the definition of “family will affect what the

church’s family ministry looks like, so this is foundational.”

Table 4. Factor analysis response items and variance related
to biblical definition of community

Response Correlation
Biblical foundations 0.666
Strengthen family relationships with God and each other 0.633
Encourage/Equip couples for Godly marriages -0.442

Average percentage of consensus affirmation 87 50%
(2 Positively Correlated Response Items) ouo
Total variance of sub-scale items on definition of community 13.37%

Beyond the concern that community is a part of the definition is the question of
the focus of that community. One respondent stated that their experience “has been that
problems existent in the community are sitting in the pews every Sunday. A
comprehensive family ministry will do both in-reach and outreach.” Distinguishing
between nuclear families and non-traditional families on the one hand, and clarifying
what the church acting as a family means is a critical aspect of addressing the needs of
both. “The Church as Family is a theology that differs from the Theology of Family. We
are brothers and sisters in Christ; this is the ‘church family’ relationship. However, the
family relationship (i.e. Theology of Family) is the unit that God intended to ‘D6’ the
children.” Both are instrumental in defining the family of God as a community in a way
that allows meaningful access to those on the outside. Both aspects have to be addressed,
so this issue of the definition of community has central importance when defining family

ministry.
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No additional emphasis on the negative correlation between these two response
items and the equipping of couples for marriage appears warranted in light of either the

quantitative data or the qualitative data supplied by respondents.

Theme 4: Emphasis on Marriage
and Relationships

Two final items appeared in the data from the statistical analysis of the data
from RQ1. The two response items above each appeared as the single strongest correlated
variable on themes 4 and 5 on the correlation matrix (table 1). This means that these two
individual items were each isolated as significant markers of the last two potential themes
suggested by the data analysis. Upon examination, it seems likely that the statistical
significance of these items individually is minimal by themselves as discrete, single-item
themes. However, in light of some of the qualitative data, combining these last two items
suggests another theme emerging from the group feedback. These two items had an
average consensus agreement of 84.62 percent, slightly lower than median agreement (see
table 5). The push and pull of faith formation and family relationships are a clear
concern for respondents across all four research questions. A significant aspect of the
responses is the emphasis on the responsibility the church bears to equip individuals,
couples, and families to have healthy and Godly relationships. Such equipping may
occur via educational or enrichment efforts and is often augmented by therapeutic
supports. “In my experience, a comprehensive ministry to families will offer training to
prepare for family challenges and counseling to address existing stressors. The two work
in tandem.” Another respondent advocated for a definition of family ministry as
“ministry of the church through preventive and therapeutic efforts designed to strengthen
all forms of families in the church and the community.” Another respondent,
emphasizing the focus on “healthy family functioning” but guided by scripture as the
model for family ministry in the church today, cites the “textbook” definition of family

life education as articulated by the National Council on Family Relations. This particular
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theme seems most congruent with the therapeutic-counseling approach but was agreed
upon by the majority of respondents as a necessary definitional component of family
ministry. The clear opinion expressed by survey respondents is that family ministry is an

equipping ministry.

Table 5. Factor analysis response items and variance related to marriage and relationships

Response Correlation
Encourage/equip couples for godly marriages 0.612
Equip individuals for healthy family relationships 0.764

Average percentage of consensus affirmation 84.62%
(2 positively correlated response items) a0
Total variance of response items on marriage and relationships 17.36%

The factor analysis performed on this data sought to group 15 consensus
response items into meaningful themes related to a consensus definition of family ministry.
According to this analysis, the four themes suggested by the particular responses accounted
for 83.93 percent of the variance among the variables described by the response items.
That is, these four dynamics account for 83.93 percent of the impact of these particular
response items as potential components of a definition of family ministry. Extraction of
variables in this manner occurs in factor analysis until the cumulative percentage of
variance accounted for by the variables is between 75-85 percent.!! These four themes
emerge as measured both quantitatively and qualitatively. Based on the responses to RQ1
across all three rounds, respondents in this study identified a strongly biblically informed
foundation, including clear biblical definitions or descriptions of parenting and
community, and an emphasis on equipping families for strong, healthy relationships as

essential components to a consensus definition of family ministry.

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 was, “Based on your perspective and experience what

"Yong and Pearce, “A Beginners Guide,” 83.
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is/are the desired outcome(s) of family ministry?” This question was concerned with the
identification of potential desired outcomes of family ministry. Initial responses were
solicited via an online survey in response to the question “Based on your perspective and
experience, what is/are the desired outcome(s) of family ministry? Please list at least one
(1) and up to five (5) desired outcomes.” Respondents provided a total of 58 responses in
round 1. Once examined for redundancy and similarity, these items were consolidated
into 31 discrete potential desired outcomes after round 1 (see table A3 in appendix 9).
Though it would have been possible to perform a first content analysis on these items to
understand initial groupings of responses, that analysis does not appear in this study.

This decision allowed all responses from round 1 to pass through to round 2 to give the
broadest possible representation of group input in this initial stage.

Round 2 of the survey sought to begin to describe the relative frequency and
strength of each item as seen through the eyes of the survey respondents. Each item was
phrased as a potential Likert-scale response to the prompt “Based on your perspective
and experience; please rate the importance of each desired outcome in family ministry.”
Based on the stated criteria for consensus, 17 response items to RQ2 were identified for
final evaluation by the group (See table A4 in appendix 9). Two different potential
broad-based consensus measures, percentage agreement, and a weighted average of
responses of either “Very” or “Extremely” important based on the Likert format
represented group feedback at this stage

Items meeting either threshold (75 percent agreement or 3.00 or higher
weighted average) were included in round 3, again with the goal of giving respondents
the opportunity to evaluate the relative importance of each item, irrespective of its
previous relative weight in the previous round. Thus any item said to demonstrate
consensus after round 3 was articulated by at least one respondent, deemed “Very” or
“Extremely” important by at least 75 percent of survey respondents or by a weighted

average of 3.0 or higher on a 4.0 point scale, and was “Agreed” to as “essential” to its
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given category by at least 75 percent of respondents. This process determined 12 such
items for RQ2 (see table A4 in appendix 9). Further, all consensus items were
disseminated to the entire group of respondents to round 3, offering them one final
opportunity to address that item’s inclusion within or exclusion from consensus as
defined above in this study.

The significance of the individually ranked response items is that each
represents a specific thought or element to a definition of family ministry according to
respondents. All respondents agreed that Christ-centered thriving marriages are a
universally desired outcome of family ministry (see table A4 in appendix 9) for example.
In the same way, each consensus response item reflects a particular element that
respondents agreed represented a desired outcome. In this way, consensus desired
outcomes are useful in setting goals for family ministry initiatives, but that utility should
be weighed against the potential detriment of those items being considered prescriptive
across all situations. For that reason, all consensus response items were analyzed through
factor analysis for the purpose of identifying larger themes of consensus based on
correlations identified between particular items. These themes are discussed below, and
represent the larger apparent concerns of respondents, as suggested by the analysis. This
approach allows the individual response items from each RQ to inform the larger consensus
findings without requiring that each element be specifically incorporated. Instead, the 12
desired outcomes described in this section are best understood as exemplary expressions
of the deeper themes suggested by the factor analysis.

Four such potentially relevant groupings of response items appear, suggesting
each of these as a larger scale consensus theme as identified by the research participants.

These thematic groupings and their component responses appear in table 6.
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Table 6. Thematic correlation of round 3 response items (RQ?2)

Factor Comp. 1 | Comp.2 | Comp.3 | Comp. 4

Christ-centered parenting throughout 336 375 _281 _181
the developmental cycle ) ) ) )
Christ-centered thriving marriages .836 375 -.281 -.181
Rich community among families within 743 609 068 111
the church ) ’ ’ )

Kids that have a passion for the church 733 486 121 -.297
Flamilies used by God in His redemptive 700 507 -209 394
plan

Ongoing spiritual formation -.690 332 -- 236

Cultivation of intergenerational

community within local church ~659 548 201 -379

Parenting for right relationship with 504 448 462 320
God and others

Authenticity in ministry in complex

familv situati -.568 .648 226 =222
amily situations

Worldview anchored in God’s Word .549 -- 813 .068
Marriage understood as covenant 258 -.385 .786 -.269
Furtherance of God’s kingdom -.248 237 223 731

Thematic Analysis for
Research Question 2

Four discrete themes are also apparent from the data on RQ2:
multigenerational Godliness through focus on households, redemptive community,

programming that reflects biblical rigor, and furtherance of God’s kingdom

Theme 1: Multigenerational Godliness
through Focus on Households

The most strongly supported desired outcome brought to light by RQ2 was the
cultivation of multigenerational godly families, specifically by ministering to households.
Of 12 response items meeting consensus threshold, factor analysis grouped four of them
together (see table 7). To be clear, the emphasis on this particular latent variable seems
to have less to do with the formative operations that yield those qualities—family
devotions, equipping of parents to be primary faith formers, etc.—and more to do with
the cultivation of healthy and godly families. These particular response items identify
healthy marriages, godly parenting, and a sense of familial mission as indicators of this

theme. Factor analysis of this theme seems to juxtapose an emphasis on households with
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some element of the cultivation of the larger community of the church as a whole as the
crucible for faith formation. Three response items have negative correlations of -.65 or
greater next to the four positively correlated response items. It is not completely clear
that those three items describe a dynamic counter to the emphasis on households; the
response item of “ongoing spiritual formation” seems too broad to make clear its
potential relationship to the other two items with negative correlation. To the degree that
they may reflect a counter dynamic, the difference appears to reflect one of the
distinctives between the broad approaches described by Clark and others. This data
suggests that survey respondents much more strongly advocate the influence of the
household as primary over an emphasis on the church as formative community in this
study. That is, the more family ministry focuses on spiritual formation in the home, the

less it focuses on the church community as the primary seat of spiritual formation.

Table 7. Factor analysis response items and variance related to multigenerational
godliness through focus on households

Response Correlation
Christ-centered thriving marriages 0.836
Christ-centered parenting throughout the developmental cycle 0.836
Kids that have a passion for the church 0.733
Families used by God in His redemptive plan 0.700
Rich community among families within the church -0.743
Ongoing spiritual formation -0.690
Cultivation of intergenerational community within local church -0.659
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 87 82%
(4 Positively correlated response items) 0e70
Total variance of response items on multigenerational godliness 40.75%

Expression of this priority can prove simple, but not easy. On the surface, it
can be difficult for people interacting with the church to connect the conceptual dots from
a marriage retreat to catechesis in the home. Further, for those that aren’t in or don’t
come from nuclear family structures to be exhorted towards and equipped for not just
healthy, but godly, future relationships may remain a very crucial but very foreign first

step in changing families with the gospel. The idea that the cultivation of healthy, godly
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relationships is not the end to itself, but a vehicle for discipleship allows the outcome of
maturing faith to more easily translate to the rhythm of family life. One respondent

shared:

Something that is not necessarily considered with family ministry is . . . to see men
embracing their roles as men in the life of the family (lead) and women embracing
their roles as women in the life of the family (submit/support). As Christian men act
more like Christian men, and women act more like Christian women, children will
naturally learn to be more Christ-like. Incorporated into a strong family ministry
must be a component of women’s ministry and men’s ministry. This will allow men
and women who are not currently in intact families to still thrive in their roles as
they minister to their families. I think it also allows boys who come from single-
mom homes to be exposed to men, and vice-versa for girls who come from single-
dad homes. Since more and more of our families are non-traditional, we need to
look for the more central lesson of biblical manhood and biblical womanhood
which, when fully embraced, should lead to a natural component of legacy
discipling. (Italics mine)

Quite simply, the outcome of multigenerational discipleship is the growing
kingdom of God; “In mainline Christianity, 43 percent of the homes do not talk about
faith. Parents need training and resources in having FaithTalk with their kids.” Those
advocating for godly parenting and healthy marriages would agree; “Husbands and wives
model fidelity and commitment to one another as an expression of their relationship with
God.” While the languaging is fairly different, the aim seems very clear and very
common. This scale seems to affirm strongly the clear Scriptural teaching that God
intends family life to be a crucible for not just health, but Christoformity. The goal of
parenting is godly kids, not good ones. The purpose of parenting is Christlikeness, not
just a good career. This theme emerges clearly in the qualitative and quantitative data on
this question. A different respondent offers a summative word to this point:

Some of these outcomes (filling the earth with God’s glory, being used for God’s
redemptive plan, witnessing the abundant life in Christ, furthering God’s kingdom)
naturally result from God-centered families. In other words, the "world" sees Christ
and experience God’s glory through families that are effective witnesses because of
their faithfulness to one another (husband and wife) and commitment to nurturing
and discipling their children. As a result of being properly discipled by their parents,
children remain faithful to the Lord Jesus Christ into adulthood, have a passion for
the (work of the) Church (including evangelism, missions, teaching), understand
that marriage is a covenantal relationship (as modeled by their parents), and have a

worldview anchored in God’s Word that contributes to their ongoing spiritual
formation.
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Theme 2: Redemptive Community

Survey respondents had plenty to say regarding the cultivation of community
within the larger church family, despite the strength of the emphasis on households
discussed above. A second theme to emerge from the factor analysis was attention to
redemptive community. Beyond an understanding of family as an intentional redemptive
context, this theme appears in the correlation between response items that seem to reflect
the desire for the cultivation of authentic, Christ-centered community in the face of
complex family life (see table 8). The overall statistical description of this theme is not
as strong, accounting for only about half the variance of the data compared to the above
for example, but is also represents a clear concern to respondents (19.84 percent vs. 40.75

percent).

Table 8. Factor analysis response items and variance related to redemptive community

Response Correlation
Authenticity in ministry in complex family situations 0.648
Rich community among families within the church 0.609
Families used by God in His redemptive plan 0.507
Marriage understood as covenant -0.385
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 77 77%
(3 positively correlated response items) e
Total variance of response items on marriage and relationships 19.84%

The particular positively correlated response items have a lower average
affirmation of consensus (77.77 percent), but via three response items, suggesting a
comparatively broader-based concern within the data set on RQ2. The correlation
between the three response items is also not as strong as that of the items in the above
theme but again represents a grouping to describing a likely thematic element. Factor
analysis also indicated a negative correlation between the three positively correlated
response items and an item related to covenant marriage. This correlation is not readily
explained by the data available. That, combined with the relatively weak mathematical
correlation suggests that this potential connection is more likely a function of the small

size of the data set than it is reflective of any particular thematic element here.
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Respondents commented on two concerns with respect to a sense of community.
First was the cultivation of a strong sense of community that extended beyond Sunday
services. That this kind of community would be a marker of more pervasive connection
across the body was a strong desire expressed by some. A church is doing this well when
it witnesses, “families in the church choosing to spend vacation time and other non-church
time with one another,” for example. Such community is ultimately a reflection of
intentionality; the cultivation of such community is the means to a more significant end.
The second and closely related concern is what community as a congregational value
reflects. One respondent offers that this element in congregational life is informative as a
marker of the health of the context in which godly relationships are formed, grown, and
when necessary, healed. “[A] church can only be as healthy as the leadership subsystem.
My experience has been when leadership families are suffering, or operating in a
dysfunctional manner; the entire church family is affected and sick.” Relational health,
especially as a context for spiritual formation, has to occur within a healthy context; root
equals fruit, many would say. To achieve this kind of corporate relational health, some
respondents advocate that church leadership should be exposed to a “comprehensive
training curriculum...to ensure they know their limits and are safe people to be working
with the hurting and vulnerable.”

Cultivation of community is important to the congregation at large, but also
reflects the overall health of the church and its leadership in particular. Whether
cultivated by weekends at the lake and kids playing on the same ball team, or by formal
instruction in family dynamics and systems, family ministry best occurs in a context of
intentional congregational community, according to respondents. This idea is neither new
nor surprising. This theme underscores the necessity for the vitality of the congregation as
a participant in some aspect of family ministry. Some voices in the broader conversation,
including those that perceive and portray the church as a “family of families” may

disproportionately emphasize or inaccurately portray the church in a way that does not
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accomplish the goal of healthy, Christ-honoring and Christ-reflecting relationships. A
family of dysfunctional families, for example, only replicates dysfunction. However,
deep, intentional community exposes its participants to the broadest possible spectrum of
that which will most approximate the kingdom of heaven here on earth. To deal with the
broken, the hurting, the single, the recovering, the prideful, the timid, the poor, the needy,
the wise, and the simple allows members of a community to better see people as God
does; imperfect, incomplete, inadequate, but still worthy of love, encouragement, grace
and mercy. The creation of a sense of community within the family of God is no less
than a reflection of what God has Himself designed as context for the now and the not yet

of life in Christ.

Theme 3: Programming That
Reflects Biblical Rigor

Two strongly correlated consensus response items suggest a third desired
outcome of family ministry, according to the survey sample. Respondents affirmed two
items pointing to the biblical foundation of ministry generally, and family ministry in
particular. These items suggest a concern that programming decisions related to ministry
to families build upon a strong biblical foundation.

Statistically, two response items illustrate this apparent theme. The broad
concept of biblical worldview, exemplified by the response item calling for marriage to
be understood via the biblical concept of covenant seems clear (see table 9). Factor
analysis identified three negatively correlated items on this particular axis, but the
dynamic that is more pertinent than that identified by the two sub-scale items listed in the
table below. The significance of this theme, as with the next is the relative impact on the
overall variance of the items as a whole. These two items account for 15.46 percent of
the overall variance on this axis. The relative strength of this suggests a clear emphasis

on a biblical understanding of the family as a foundational aspect of family ministry.
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As the conversation surrounding family ministry has matured in recent years,
the quest for strong theological underpinnings has become more evident. This thematic
element affirms that. One less evident element of that conversation is a potential critique
of the praxis side of the broader conversation. As discussed earlier in this report, one
component in the spread of family ministry is the explosion of resources available by
which to minister to families from many directions. There are as many print, digital,
“hands-on,” planning, and educational resources as there have ever been within the realm
of family ministry, maybe more than ever. Many of these resources pertain to the area of
children’s ministry; Sunday School and VBS curricula, Bible adaptations, and video
series abound. The effort to engage multiple learning modalities in fun and exciting ways
is commendable. A closer examination of some of these same approaches also reveals a
difference on philosophical underpinnings regarding how best these resources and

approaches can and should engage learners.'?

Table 9. Factor analysis response items and variance related to biblical rigor

Response Correlation
Worldview anchored in God’s Word 0.813
Marriage understood as covenant 0.786
Families used by God in His redemptive plan -0.209
Christ-centered thriving marriages -0.281
Christ-centered parenting throughout the developmental cycle -0.281
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 83.33%
(2 positively correlated response items) 0070
Total variance of response items on biblical rigor 15.46%

By extension, some of the same questions can appear when examining
resources related to parenting, marriage preparation or enrichment, student ministry and
related matter. Even a cursory examination of issues related to the integration of

psychology and theology in counseling, for example, illustrate this same question: On

2Michael J. Anthony, ed., Perspectives on Children’s Spiritual Formation (Nashville: B & H,
2007), is one volume examining these concerns in the realm of children’s ministry in particular.
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what basis are we to evaluate whether or not a given resource or approach “works”?
Turnout at a workshop or a retreat? Whether or not we give out parenting resources to
families? The number of hits, re-“tweets,” or posts on this or that social media platform?
The point is that there appears to be an emphasis on the pragmatic over the theological in
many directions when it comes to how we measure programmatic impact. This ultimately
yields a lack of clarity on how to understand the outcome of whatever may be done or
taught under the guise of family ministry. Conversely, and on the original point, one
respondent commented,

We seek to minister into the pain, complexity, and uniqueness of each person,
couple and family. Grace is found by being a witness to the story of suffering in
someone’s life and offering hope to a new way of thinking, behaving and feeling
about the entire direction of their life. Christ ‘associated’ himself with mankind to
achieve our salvation, we can do no less.
Further,
some churches want to throw a guest speaker, a cool conference or the latest fad
ministry at the complexity of the family. It’s a disgrace and a poor substitute for
rolling up one’s sleeves and getting dirty in the complex and frustrating world of the
family. But that is where the most good is done.
Such commentary sheds an interesting light on this contrast of pragmatism and philosophy.
To approach family ministry through the entryway of resources may well lend itself to a
focus on the “family” aspect of family ministry; relationships, skills, counseling, and other
kinds intervention or educational centered efforts. But to intentionally approach the
brokenness of the lives of people, especially in a family context, perhaps suggest a focus
on the “ministry” aspect of the term. Perhaps that is a distinction without a real difference.
But perhaps it is also a way to rightly discern starting and ending points for family
ministry across contexts. That family ministry has strong, biblical foundations for all it

addresses, and for all the ways in which it attempts to do so, emerges as a loud concern

for the sample here.

Theme 4: Furtherance of God’s Kingdom

Another statistical observation invites the recognition of a fourth desired
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outcome, according to respondents. While the statistical support for this theme is the
least vigorous of those measured on this RQ, it might be best to consider this theme as a
summative or meta-theme to this entire question. Seventy-five percent of respondents
identified “Furtherance of God’s kingdom” as a desired outcome of family ministry (table
10). At the same time, this single response item had a 10.70 percent impact of the overall
variance in all responses to this research question. Statistically speaking, if taken into
consideration in the same manner as other themes this would best be understood as a
desired outcome on the same level as the focus on households or biblically rigorous
ministry programming. Conceptually, however, it would be incomprehensible to say that
the furtherance of God’s kingdom is one of several roughly equivalent desirable

outcomes for ministry to families.

Table 10. Factor analysis response items and variance related
to the furtherance of God’s kingdom

Response Correlation
Furtherance of God’s kingdom 0.731
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 75%
Total variance of response items on marriage and relationships 10.70%

The suggestion here, then, is that the presence of this item might better indicate
an overarching desired outcome of family ministry. Such a goal is broad enough to
encompass the diversity of perspectives and dynamics already apparent in the field while
giving sufficient clarity as to be helpful in evaluating the foundations and impact of
ministry in this way. Such an interpretation seems both theologically faithfully and
practically helpful. This theme can begin to clarify the presenting problem of no clear
understanding of the goal of family ministry as described by Jones, Kostenberger, and
others, while still giving clear guidance as to the desired end. Rather than evaluating any
potential ministry focus or endeavor on its type or magnitude of relevance to a broad
spectrum of family needs and configurations, perhaps it is better to evaluate such efforts

with respect to their communication of, aspiration to, or encouragement towards God’s
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glory. Such an approach would seem to offer a greater sense of the balance between
theological vigor and practical utility that could help shape the contextualization of
ministry efforts.

Factor analysis performed data from RQ2 sought to group 12 consensus
response items into meaningful themes related to desired outcomes of family ministry.
According to this analysis, the four themes suggested by the particular responses as
discussed above accounted for 86.45 percent of the variance among the variables described
by these response items. That is, these four dynamics account for 86.45 percent of the
impact of these particular response items as particular desired outcomes of family ministry.
The discussion of desired outcomes suggested by the factor analysis begins to reveal the
more complex picture of the variations in approach, philosophy, and practice of family
ministry. Discussion over definitional elements tended to focus more on quantitative
elements, while the discussion on desired outcome suggests some of the more complex
qualitative elements. Because of this the data related to RQ2 help add some clarity to the
desire for common ground with respect to the outcome of family ministry. The themes of
multigenerational faith formation, clearly defined biblical community, rigorous biblical
basis for all that occurs and the larger theme of the advancement of God’s kingdom all
emerge as consensus desired outcomes in this study. This research suggests that these
four desired outcomes represent the basis for clearer processes, clearer outcomes, and

clearer evaluative criteria for those engaging in family ministry.

Research Question 3

Research Question 3 was, “Based on your perspective and experiences, what
are the necessary activities of family ministry?” This question was concerned with the
identification of potential activities of family ministry. An online survey solicited initial
responses to the question “Based on your perspective and experience, please rate the
importance of each activity of family ministry.” Respondents provided a total of 89

responses in round 1. Once examined for redundancy and similarity, these items were
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consolidated into 45 discrete potential activities of family ministry after round 1 (see
table A5 in appendix 9). Though it would have been possible to perform a first content
analysis on these items to understand initial groupings of responses, that analysis does not
appear in this study. This decision allowed all responses from round 1 to pass through to
round 2 to give the broadest possible representation of group input in this initial stage.
Round 2 of the survey sought to begin to describe the relative frequency and
strength of each item as seen through the eyes of the survey respondents. Each item was a
potential Likert-scale response to the prompt “Based on your perspective and experience;
please rate the importance of each activity of family ministry.” The stated criteria for
consensus identified 20 response items to RQ3 for evaluation by the group after round 2.
As with all RQs in this study, two different potential broad-based consensus measures
represented group feedback at this stage; percentage agreement, and a weighted average
of responses of either “Very” or “Extremely” important based on the Likert-type format.
Items meeting either threshold were included in round 3, again with the goal of
giving respondents the opportunity to evaluate the relative importance of each item,
irrespective of its relative weight in the previous round. Thus any item said to demonstrate
consensus after round 3 was articulated by at least one respondent, deemed “Very” or
“Extremely” important by at least 75 percent of survey respondents or by weighted average
of 3.0 or higher on a 4.0 point scale, and was “Agreed” to as “essential” to its given
category by at least 75 percent of respondents. Thirteen response items to RQ3 met these
critieria (see table A6 in appendix 9). Further, all consensus items were disseminated to
the entire group of respondents to round 3, offering them one final opportunity to address
that item’s inclusion within or exclusion from consensus as defined above in this study.
The significance of the individually ranked response items is that each represents
a specific activity or action of family ministry. These represent the necessary practices of
family ministry, according to respondents. Twelve of 13 respondents indicated that

vision casting by church leadership, equipping and supporting families especially during
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the child-rearing years, and marriage enrichment were necessary activities of family
ministry (see table A6 in appendix 9), for example. In the same way, each consensus
response item reflects a similar essential activity. In this way, consensus activities of
family ministry as described here in the context of consensus definition and desired
outcomes represent the consensus best practices as described by respondents. As with
RQ?2, some caution seems wise in understanding these findings as the exhaustive
articulation of how to do family ministry. It again seems best to understand each of these
particular responses as expressions of larger themes or ideas as suggested by the patterns
of responses. For that reason, and as before, larger themes of consensus based on
correlations identified between particular response items were identified by factor
analysis of round 3 items. Based on responses to RQ3, 5 potentially relevant groupings
of response items appear, suggesting each of these as a latent theme as identified by the

research participants (table 11). These groupings are discussed below.

Table 11. Thematic correlation of round 3 response items (RQ3)

Factor Coinp. Co;np. Cognp. Coznp. Cognp.

Regular times of family prayer 945 .044 191 .054 -.097
Regular devotions and faith talk at home .832 325 .084 279 --
ggu@m)ing parents for home-based 810 270 185 159 | -144

iscipleship
Regular family worship times 791 -- 277 132 | -.110°
Eaquipping and support for parents in 786 194 _250 097 347
child-rearing ) ’ ) ’ )
Marriage enrichment .655 -.591 -.382 102 157
Families adopting spiritual orphans .063 928 -217 056 244
Families serving together on mission 150 918 .049 -.064 | -.157
f(‘Ihu'rch leadership casting vision for 291 - 445 702 -.098 125

amily ministry
Premarital preparation .508 -387 | -.698 | -.076 282
Equipping and support for families in _070 | -355 289 310 .
crisis
Intergenerational corporate worship -.532 367 .037 577 372
Church leadership kent accountable in -103 N 554 _337 718
their own relationships ' ) ’ )
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Thematic Analysis

Thematic analysis of the data from responses to RQ3 was a little more
complex, as three discrete themes appeared but two additional potential latent themes
also emerged from the data collected. Those are considered and discussed within the

discussion of larger themes below.

Theme 1: Spiritual Formation at Home

Not altogether surprisingly, the clearest theme regarding how to accomplish
the desired goals of family ministry was the need to address equipping the household for
spiritual formation. Five consensus-level response items exhibited strong consensus
across respondents and reflected some aspect of equipping for and participating in formal
times of worship, prayer, or devotion within the context of the family. A sixth response
item, marriage enrichment, showed sufficient statistical correlation to merit consideration
as a latent factor in this same vein (see table 12). Removing that response item from
thematic consideration if one assumes that it does not correlate to the other five elements
in this theme drops the overall consensus on this axis to 82.68 percent. In either case,
according to the survey respondents here, discipleship in the home is part and parcel of

the actual work of family ministry.

Table 12. Factor analysis response items and variance related
to spiritual formation at home

Response Correlation

Regular times of family prayer 0.945
Regular devotions and faith talk at home 0.832
Equipping parents for home-based discipleship 0.81
Regular family worship times 0.791
Equipping and support for parents in child-rearing 0.786
Marriage enrichment 0.655
Intergenerational corporate worship -0.532
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 84,299,
(6 Positively correlated response items) 70
Total variance of response items on spiritual formation at home 35.24%
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This theme strongly suggests the notion of family ministry as a process that is
in some significant measure decentralized from the church. That is, the most apparent
theme with respect to the activity of family ministry appears to be that which happens
outside of the church-house. The best family ministry occurs by “training parents to
disciple their children.” Such work “isn’t restricted just to Bible study, but emerges
throughout the daily rhythms of family life as Biblically focused adults see life
circumstances and relate it (Scripture) to life throughout the day.” Family ministry at
home is not just for bedtime stories, and worship is not just for Sunday morning service.
“It’s important for children to see their parents participate in praise and worship...but if
there’s a disconnect between what parents do and say on Sunday vs. the rest of the week,
this presents a dichotomy,” advised one respondent. Numerous respondents addressed
the importance of numerous aspects of family worship, from singing, to corporate, non-
meal centered prayer, to catechesis. Respondents also affirmed both formal times of
family worship as well as the informal, “as you go” moments as necessary to accomplish
the desired outcomes described above. The impact, it was noted, has to occur across the
generations. Family ministry is more than just parents discipling their children; if it
wants to uphold the “biblical understanding of family—it is intergenerational and must
include all generations.” This viewpoint speaks on some level to the issue of age
segregation within church programming and physical facilities, while preserving the
essential role of the household in the formation and living of a Christlike life for all
members of a family.

This theme also highlights a familiar push and pull of the role of traditional
church ministry and the sphere of the home. The two spheres must interact in some
significant way if both are to accomplish their God-ordained purpose within their
jurisdictions. However, that also highlights the increasingly individualistic impulse

within the culture, by which each household is its domain and should not be infringed
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upon by outside entities. Is it a blessing that home and church partner together for the
glory of God, or is it an encroachment on personal or familial liberty that the church
should claim such authority? The question is both biblical and sociological but often
yields seemingly opposing viewpoints. The partial significance here then is to emphasize
this theme when held in concert with previously discussed ones that purport to affirm
biblical bases for family ministry, so that the work of family ministry is likewise
grounded in something more steadfast than the prevailing cultural winds at any given

time.

Theme 2: Missional Family Life

The biblical underpinnings also appear on a second front, according to the
data. The mobilization of families for the sake of the gospel is a significant need.
According to the two response items in question here, that has to do with both family
formation and family activity. Statistically, the two response items correlate strongly
with each other, making clear that this theme of mobilization is present in the minds of
respondents in this manner (see table 13). That these two response items account for a
noteworthy portion of the overall variance on the question in this data set underscores the
significance of this element of the responses. There is a clear recognition that rightly
understood; family ministry includes a critical “output” element for families, by which

their faith is jointly exercised.'?

3Recent examples of studies considering this correlation between missional components of
family life and later participation in ministry efforts or disciple making include Mark Douglas Brown,
“Paternal Influence on the Eudiamonic Well-Being of Emerging Adult Sons Participating in Campus
Crusade for Christ” (Ph.D., diss., The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2016); and Daniel Wayne.
Hinton, “The Influence of In-Home Family Discipleship and Youth Ministry on Young Adult Disciple
Making” (Ph.D., diss., The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2016).
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Table 13. Factor analysis response items and variance related to missional family life

Response Correlation
Families adopting spiritual orphans 0.928
Families serving together on mission 0.918
Marriage enrichment -0.591
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 75.96%
(2 positively correlated response items) R0
Total variance of sub-scale items on missional family life 22.16%

As with other elements, these “activities” happen both formally and
informally. There is a sense in which the impulse for biblical community comes into play
and intersects with these responses. The cultivation of community life within the body of
Christ certainly has both formal and informal aspects to this. Caring for “spiritual
orphans” can range from inviting a friend to church on Sunday morning after a Saturday
night sleepover, to actively sponsoring or taking a student who does not live with one of
his or her parents to a camp, retreat, or activity designed for generational connection. The
need for cultivation of quasi-family relationships that will act as a surrogate family could
not be clearer. Some of the work of family ministry undoubtedly occurs when a young
person experiences a life different from his or her own while being around a family
where the love of the God who is Father to the fatherless is lived out in a household.

Such connection is deepened and reflects God more fully when families do not
just talk about faith, read scripture, pray, or attend worship services. Serving together in
some missional capacity adds a depth to both the intrafamilial experience and the
extrafamilial witness that is impactful. Families that intentionally serve the church and
community together have a qualitatively different experience from those that don’t.!*
This dynamic becomes significant not only in faith formation, but faith replication.
Formative experiences in the present become expectations in the future. A very practical
result of obeying Jesus’ commendation that his disciples serve the “least of these” is the

normalization of benevolence and generosity as an active part of Christian, and family,

“Hinton, “The Influence of In-Home Family Discipleship,” 48.
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discipleship. The finding here affirms what others have said, that active expression of

learned biblical truth is a key element of replicating that truth across generations.

Theme 3: Authentic Leadership

Leadership as an activity of family ministry is another theme derived from the
response items to RQ3. Respondents express a clear expectation that leadership will both
practice and preach integrity with respect to family ministry, based on two positively
correlated response items (see table 14).

One comment exemplifies this theme:

The role of the congregation is to strengthen families to nurture faith in the home,

live well in Christ, and pass on the faith and to teach the family to share their faith

with others in their community. The role of the parents/family is to teach and model

the faith for their children and to make disciples of Jesus Christ (pass on the faith in

word and deed)
Respondents here assert that church leadership should provide vision, exhortation, and
preparation. Further, the church should “come alongside parents by offering some
discipleship activities where believers other than parents may be leading (reinforcing
what the child learns at home).” In other words, a key responsibility for church
leadership is to affirm and pursue a biblical standard and to be attentive in their
proclamation and practices regarding the family. Implicit in this responsibility is to
incorporate these values throughout the local body so that those that don’t have “the
sociological luxury of an intact Christian family”!> are not left behind. Cultivation of the
value that everyone in the congregation bears a responsibility to minister to families
increases the likelihood that people in increasingly non-traditional family structures still
find exhortation towards and equipping for healthy relationships. To accomplish this,

church leadership takes responsibility for grasping, communicating, and modeling God’s

design for the family, but then actively builds up families within their influence for the

SBrandon Shields, “Family-Based Ministry: Separated Contexts, Shared Focus,” in
Perspectives on Family Ministry: Three Views, ed. Timothy Paul Jones (Nashville: B & H, 2009), 98.
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sake of strong homes that can take up the mantle of discipleship. This feedback speaks of
the responsibility of the church itself, and assumed within that is a clear expectation

regarding the roles and responsibilities of the home in relationship to the church.

Table 14. Factor analysis response items and variance related to the authentic leadership

Response Correlation
Church leadership casting vision for family ministry 0.702
Church leadership kept accountable in their own relationships 0.554
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 91.99%
(2 positively correlated response items) 770
Total variance of response items on authentic leadership 14.08%

The second response item undergirds the integrity of church leadership to
articulate a right vision for ministry to families broadly. Church leaders that have healthy
relationships of their own have a clearer voice to those struggling, or those seeking an
example, in their relationships for both relational and gospel sakes. For a church to hold
leadership accountable in their relational health underscores the importance of the family
to the gospel cause.!® Church leadership that proclaims the sanctity of family life as a
vehicle for God’s glory, but fails to pursue it themselves, has a great deal of difficulty to
overcome in leading others to do exactly that. What is more subtle, perhaps, is the value
placed on this responsibility by those whom the leadership leads. What seems best is a
church culture wherein leadership casts a vision for strong, godly families that impact
their community, and who in return invest in those leaders to enable their growth,
sanctification, and impact on both the congregation and the larger community. Rainey
reminds the minister, “Your relationships with your spouse and your children is the most
important message on the family your church will ever hear you preach.”!” Such

reciprocal investment benefits both sheep and shepherd.

16See Dennis Rainey, Ministering to Twenty-First Century Families: Eight Big Ideas for
Church Leaders (Nashville: W Publishing, 2001).

bid., 20.
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Theme 4: Church-Based Crisis Support

One final theme was suggested when factor extraction was complete. Crisis
support for families was a response item that demonstrated a clear concern for
respondents. It is important to consider that this particular thematic element may have
emerged as a separate theme based on the small size of the data set. However, because
factor extraction included this item, and because it addresses a different qualitative
element reflected in at least one consensus response item, it is noted here. This response
very particularly reflects a key principle of the Family Life Education approach to family
ministry, characterized by crisis-response and preventative elements. The FLE approach
addresses both the potential “teachable moments” that the preventative elements of the
approach might address, as well as the crises during which there is a need to help a family
towards stability. Moreover, the more relation-centered a crisis may be, the more it
represents an opportunity to address deeper spiritual needs within the family structure
experiencing difficulty. Counseling, relationship skill building, or enrichment may all
reflect resources to respond to such needs, but in any case, for family ministry to help
stabilize family functioning as a background for eventual discipleship falls in line with

the above contextual element of family wellness.

Table 15. Factor analysis response item and variance related
to church-based crisis support

Response Correlation
Equipping/support for families in crisis 0.810
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 84.62%
Total variance of response items on church-based crisis support 9.76%

Factor analysis performed on this data sought to group 13 response items into
meaningful themes related to necessary activities of family ministry. According to this
analysis, four broad themes, suggested by the particular responses accounted for 89.11
percent of the variance among the variables described by the response items. That is,

these four dynamics explain 89.11 percent of the impact of these particular response
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items as potentially necessary activities of family ministry. While this particular research
question queried respondents specifically regarding those activities, discussion of the
patterns of responses also revealed deeper consideration of the philosophical foundations
behind these activities. The relatively small number of latent themes suggested by the
factor analysis should not be understood to reveal a simplistic picture of these essential
activities. Instead, the analysis here seems to suggest common impulses across
respondents’ philosophical positions towards family stability and equipping, missional
family life, and attention to intentional leadership. Respondents indicated particular
concern for discipleship in the home as necessary activities. Equipping households for
regular times of family prayer, worship, and faith talks represent the single largest pattern
of responses to RQ3. This data thus helps to describe broad but particular strategic goals

to inform guiding principles, and a set of specific activities by which to accomplish them.

Research Question 4

Research Question 4 was, “Based on your perspective and experience, who is
responsible to perform the activities of family ministry?” This question was concerned
with the identification of parties responsible for the activities of family ministry. The
online survey tool solicited initial responses to the question “Based on your perspective
and experience, who is responsible for performing the activities of family ministry?
Please provide at least one (1) and up to three (3) responses.” Respondents provided a
total of 39 responses in round 1. Once examined for redundancy and similarity, these
items were consolidated into 16 discrete potential responsible parties after round 1.
Though it would have been possible to perform a first content analysis on these items to
understand initial groupings of responses, that analysis does not appear in this study.
This decision allowed all responses from round 1 to pass through to round 2 to give the
broadest possible representation of group input in this initial stage.

Round 2 of the survey sought to begin to describe the relative frequency and

strength of each item as seen through the eyes of the survey respondents. Each item was
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phrased as a potential Likert-scale response to the prompt “Based on your perspective
and experience; please rate the importance of each party responsible for the activities of
family ministry.” The initial stated criteria for consensus identified 10 response items to
RQ4 for evaluation by the group (see table A7 in appendix 9). Two different potential
broad-based consensus measures represented group feedback at this stage, percentage
agreement, and a weighted average of responses of either “Very” or “Extremely”
important.

Items meeting either threshold were included in round 3, again with the goal of
giving respondents the opportunity to evaluate the relative importance of each item,
irrespective of its previous relative weight in the previous round. Thus any item said to
demonstrate consensus after round 3 was articulated by at least one respondent, deemed
“Very” or “Extremely” important by at least 75 percent of survey respondents or by a
weighted average of 3.0 or higher on a 4.0 point scale, and was “Agreed” to as
“essential” to its given category by at least 75 percent of respondents. Seven items met
those criteria after round 3 (table A8 in appendix 9). Further, all consensus items were
disseminated to the entire group of respondents to round 3, offering them one final
opportunity to address that item’s inclusion within or exclusion from consensus as
defined above in this study.

This ranking of individual parties suggests some interesting data regarding the
perception of this issue of responsibility for family ministry. As on the other RQs, each
party discreetly named in a response item represents a response that met all thresholds for
consensus as defined for this study after round 3. When considered only on the basis of
the response item data to this question, a preference for church leadership seems apparent
(3 of first 4 preliminary consensus items are church-based designations—see table A7).
However, round 3 quantitative data prioritizes church and home in partnership with
parents and church-based family ministry leadership indicated as bearing comparable

responsibility (see table AS).
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For this reason, factor analysis for larger themes of consensus based on
correlations identified between particular response items painted a potentially different
picture than on previous RQs. This is discussed below within the thematic analysis.
Based on responses to RQ 4, three potentially relevant groupings of response items
appear, suggesting each of these as a latent theme as identified by the research

participants (see table 16).

Table 16. Thematic correlation of round 3 response items (RQ4)

Round 3 Consensus?

Response % Agree )
Church and home in partnership 100 Y
Parents 92.31 Y
Family ministry leadership team 92.31 Y
Children’s/youth pastor 84.62 Y
Family Pastor 76.92 Y
Leaders of the church 75 Y
Ministry leaders 75 Y
Senior pastor 69.23 N
Elders 69.23 N
Father 66.67 N

Thematic Analysis

Theme 1: Church Leadership

The results from the query regarding parties responsible for the activities of
family ministry carry some complex implications. At face value, the clear pattern of
response items most strongly correlated with each other deals with leadership specially
tasked to family ministry, at least where that exists (see table 17). As with the two sub-
scales identified as potential themes four and five for RQ3, a second potential theme was
suggested by the factor analysis that again seems better understood as a subset of this

primary theme (see table 18).
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Table 17. Factor analysis response items and variance related to church leadership

Response Correlation
Family Ministry leadership team 0.944
Family Pastor 0.874
Children’s/Y outh pastor 0.837
Ministry leaders 0.702
Leaders of the church -0.410
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 82.21%
(4 positively correlated response items) 0
Total variance of response items on church leadership 45.23%

Table 18. Factor analysis response items and variance related to church leadership

Response Correlation
Leaders of the church 0.789
Ministry leaders 0.625
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 75.00%
(2 positively correlated response items) U0
Total variance of response items on church leadership 15.98%

The second scale shows a positive correlation between those considered to be

“leaders of the church” and other unspecified leadership. This correlation appears to be

more a limitation of the data given the sample size than it does anything else, and does

not support consideration of this as a discrete theme in the present discussion. Similarly,
given the small number of consensus items on this RQ overall, the 61.21 percent of
variance accounted for by the items on the combined scale is probably disproportionately
high in its generalizability.

Despite that, there is a very strong sense of the importance of senior leadership,

especially in a vision-casting role when it comes to family ministry.

“Living for Christ at home” flows from the pulpit and a Great Commission theology
that unites the local church and the family. Certain ministries may take primary
roles - such as training parents and grandparents, investing in marriages, welcoming
all ages into the corporate worship service, etc.
To do so is a “part of his call to ministry” for the pastor. There is no question that
pastoral leadership, vision, and example are all part of setting the context in which family

ministry occurs regardless of the particular approach. For churches large enough to

accommodate such staff positions, respondents appear to favor a dedicated staff member,
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or at least the extending of traditional youth/children’s ministry responsibilities into the
realm of families. To some degree, this emphasis on church leadership bearing chief
responsibility may best be understood as a function of the particular activities of family
ministry identified in RQ3. The response items with the top five highest consensus
agreement percentages are church-centric; they radiate outward from the church to the
family (See table A6). Home-centric activities of family ministry (regular times of
family prayer, regular devotions and faith talk at home) don’t appear on the list sorted by
percentage of the agreement until after those first five. Further, more than half of the
home-centered activities (families serving together on mission, families adopting spiritual
orphans, regular family worship times) identified by respondents have, with two
exceptions, agreement scores much closer to the 75 percent consensus threshold than the
church-centric individual response items do. Because the final sample size of this study
falls within parameters of validity for a study of this design, as documented above, some
confidence in the potential significance of the relative priority of these activities is
permitted. All of this to say, based on the pattern of responses correlated within this first
theme, factor analysis of survey responses and qualitative data related to those responses

indicate a clear advocacy for church-centered responsibility for family ministry.

Theme 2: In Partnership
with Home, But . . .

Two additionally correlated items affirm what most would expect to see; the
home is important in faith formation, and to be in partnership with the church to that end
is affirmed by respondents. Emblematic of this position, “I believe that pastors should
equip mature family leaders to be the leaders in every one of the activities I have listed
above except, perhaps, the preaching in the church’s worship service.” Another

respondent responded similarly:

The entire church staff does not have to commit to family ministry in order for it to
be successful. Key persons (parents including the father, a ministry leader/family
pastor, and possibly the youth pastor/minister) are all that’s needed to make a
difference in the lives of the children.
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Table 19. Factor analysis response items and variance related
to partnership with the home

Response Correlation
Parents 0.908
Church and home in partnership 0.752
Average percentage of consensus affirmation 96.15%
(2 positively correlated response items) 00
Total variance of response items on accountability 22.72%

Acknowledging parents as one of the two parties most responsible for the activities of
family ministry (based on correlation of individual response items to the other items as
revealed in the factor analysis) shows the clear empirical basis for this sentiment.

Further, this particular survey item generated more qualitative data than any
other in round 3 of the survey; respondents had a great deal to say about the importance
of the home with respect to responsibility for faith formation. One respondent

commenting on the organic nature of some aspects of family ministry expressed this:

I’m not sure that anyone is "responsible to perform the activities of family
ministry." This statement isn’t really clear. It assumes that someone has to do
something in order for family ministry to occur, such as a church service or event
(retreat), etc. But family ministry isn’t centered on activities; it’s centered on the
Christian character and spiritual formation of the parents.
Respondents deeply emphasized the significance of households in faith formation. One
common element of the larger conversation about family ministry, especially with respect
to biblical foundations, is the role of the father and his presence or absence on faith
formation and later engagement in evangelism and discipleship.'® That conversation is
not without its cautions, as an unbiblical portrayal of patriarchy can harm, not help, the
replication of gospel transformation in families. This caution is of note because the
response item that met the threshold of consensus for the question was “Parents,” while
only two-thirds of respondents agreed that “Fathers” in particular bore responsibility for

active family ministry. This trend certainly seems less reflective of the desired state by

respondents than it is recognition of a sociological reality in the culture.

8Brown, “Paternal Influence,” is one particularly recent study focusing on this dynamic.
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What is missing according to research in family faith formation is: Mother,
Grandparents, Over 3 million grandparents in the USA are raising their
grandchildren in the Grandparents’ home. Sixty-seven percent of all people
connected to the faith and the church are connected to the church from a Mother
who modeled the faith. 43 percent are connected to the church because they had a
Father who modeled the faith. The role of the Father is extremely important. There
are too many fatherless families. However, the role of the mother is also extremely
important.

Proponents of parental influence are passionate that the household is the context for the

closest spiritual formation, traditionally, and here.

Where a question forms is the point at which these two themes intersect as the
only two emerging from the factor analysis. This may in some part be due to the smaller
than optimal sample size for this data. The statistical magnitude of the correlations and
variance data are less potent than those from a larger data set and are thus only used as
supportive, interpretive aids here. Acknowledging this, a return to the consensus measures
reveals something that clouds the issue on this RQ specifically. Seven of a possible ten
response items emerging from round 2 of the survey met the threshold of consensus as
defined for this study. Six of those seven are church-centric responses, naming an office
or title held within a local church body. “Parents” was the only non-office response item
meeting the consensus threshold after round 2 (table A8 in appendix 9). Concurrently,
the response items “Senior Pastor,” “Elders,” and “Father” did not meet consensus
threshold in this study. Acknowledging denominational differences in languaging and to
some degree theological understandings, what this appears to suggest is an emphasis on
offices or titles that do not appear in the Scriptures. Conversely, two of the three non-
consensus items (“father” and “elders,” the third—‘senior pastor”--is arguable), do. The
intent here is not to discuss the varying interpretations of New Testament definitions
relating to the potential interchangeability of terms encompassed by npecsBiOtepog
(presbuteros). It is important to note instead that six of the seven consensus response
items identified by respondents do not have immediately clear biblical foundations.

There is no apparent text to support the bestowing of the title “Family Pastor” or

“Children’s/Youth Pastor” or “Family Ministry Leadership Team,” while the title “Elder”
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irrespective of its specific application, appears throughout the New Testament. Again,
this is not a forum on the regulative principle, but instead to note that in a data set that
otherwise suggests a clear desire to have orthodoxy and orthopraxy link closely, this
seems puzzling. What emerges is a tension between the seeming desire for biblical
fidelity on the one hand and a seemingly clear pragmatic foundation on the other. This
study cannot begin to resolve the tension, only affirm its existence.

The two themes that emerge from the response items do affirm the importance
of both church and home in faith formation. Further, factor analysis does affirm a clear
impulse for a partnership of the two regarding accomplishing the activities and
subsequent outcomes of family ministry. There is some dissonance in the overall
perception of the locus of responsibility for the work of family ministry and its relative
balance in the data generated from respondents on this question. Factor analysis of seven
consensus items yielded two apparent themes. First, a clear preference for ministers or
laity tasked to family (including children’s and youth) ministry was expressed. Secondly,
but to a lesser degree, parents working in partnership with those church leaders are also
thought to bear responsibility for the work of family ministry. Response items reflecting
these two themes accounted for 83.93 percent of the variance among the variables
described by the response items to RQ4. That is, these two dynamics explain 83.93
percent of the impact of these particular response items as potential parties responsible

for the activities of family ministry.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to seek a consensus of definitional components
of family ministry, including the aspects of desired outcome, necessary activities, and
perceived locus of responsibility. Such a consensus can help clarify best practices and
desired outcomes for this field, and help describe the appropriate relationship between
varying approaches to family ministry. Based on the results of this study as discussed

above, the findings of this study are summarized here.
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First, a consensus definition of family ministry will:
1. Have a strongly biblically informed foundation,
2. Clearly address and define biblical parenting,
3.  Clearly address and define biblical community, and

4. Clearly address the need for strong, healthy interpersonal relationships as a context
for family ministry.

Second, categories of the desired outcomes of family ministry include:
1.  Multigenerational faith formation,
2. Formation of and connection to authentically biblical community,
3. Rigorous biblical foundations for programming, and
4.  The advancement of God’s kingdom as an overarching objective.
Third, categories of essential practices of family ministry are:

1.  The equipping of households for the task of evangelism and discipleship of those
within the household,

2. Missional family life as a consistent pursuit, and
3. Authentic and accountable leadership, and
4.  Crisis support and equipping for family life.
Last, the responsibility for the activities of family ministry lies with:
1. Church leadership over and above the laity of the local body,
2. In partnership with the household.
In this partnership, church leadership bears a responsibility to lead out in family ministry
by faithfully executing the equipping function in particular, so that families will be
equipped, encouraged and engaged to the end of family discipleship in the home.
Synthesis of these findings in relation to the research questions and the

literature gap are found in chapter 5 of this report.
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Evaluation of the Research Design
Suitability of the Design

This Delphi research design was proposed and executed as the mixed-method
approach that could best pursue consensus measurements while gathering multiple rounds
of data. Each iteration is designed utilizing the specific responses of the respondents,
rather than an objective or standardized starting point. This process ensures that final
outcomes of such a study will most closely capture the specific intent of survey
respondents. Because multiple consensus responses came from each research question,
where none were previously documented, the Delphi methodology is judged to have been
effective, and the best fit for the intended purpose of the study. The proposed three-
round design yielded a description of consensus positions on several elements of each
research question, so additional rounds were not necessary even though permitted by
design. According to the methodological intent of the design, the study has also
incorporated the feedback from multiple practitioners of each of the three primary
approaches identified by Clark’s taxonomy. The purposive sampling aspect of the study
permitted the expert panel to comply with this objective in mind (see appendix 5).
Utilization of online survey generating software was another positive of the study,
ensuring overall quicker returns on the survey as well as the opportunity to send

reminders on a periodic or as needed basis quickly and efficiently.

Weaknesses of the Design

Three areas of critique seem apparent. First, it was necessary to adapt the
classic Delphi design slightly to accomplish the stated goal within a reasonable time. The
critique that the Delphi methodology can often be time-consuming was a potential
concern for this study. Subsequently, a full report of all responses to all questions was
not sent to each respondent after each round. However, feedback was still accounted for
in each round, as the round 2 Likert-scale questions reflected responses from the group as

a whole in their design, and the consensus measures emerging after round 3 were based
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on those items agreed upon by the group. Upon completion of round 3, a report of all
final consensus items, as well as those that were advanced from round 2 but did not meet
consensus threshold for round 3 went to all respondents for feedback. Thus, the adapted
protocol here still obtained and reflected multiple feedback opportunities for each group
member.

A second category of challenges with the design was in the sampling
procedures. The nature of the particular perspective sought by the study narrowed the
research population fairly significantly. Despite that, the final sample size of 13
respondents fell within the stated parameters supported by the precedent literature, and
data included additional responses from two respondents that did not complete all three
rounds where that was appropriate. As also noted, the small sample size probably
exaggerated the magnitude of some statistical measures in the factor analysis for the sake
of a smaller than recommended data set for such analysis. Additionally, some Delphi
studies reviewed for process before this one asked respondents to rank-order responses in
round 3 based on those items that met the consensus threshold, rather than reply with
“agree” or “disagree.” Such analysis using that measure has represented the final analysis
protocol in other studies. The rank order of consensus measures represented the final
output of at least one such study. Following that protocol may have simplified the
quantitative aspect of this study to a desirable degree. However, doing so may not have
yielded the same kind of correlative data that the factor analysis did, at least to the degree
that that occurred with this sample size. Such data was very helpful in looking for latent
themes in the response patterns. Ultimately, this approach seemed preferable, but the
rank-order process in round 3 would also have yielded useful data.

The third area for potential improvement was in the data collection process.
One respondent withdrew from the survey after starting but not completing round 2,
stating frustration at having to choose from multiple possible “good answers.” That

comment illuminates the question of researcher bias in designing Likert-scale questions
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from open form feedback. To avoid inserting researcher bias into the process as much as
was possible, original languaging of round 1 responses was preserved as closely as
possible in discrete responses as well as items requiring consolidation. Some response
items that were similar were advanced from round 1 to round 2 where they were judged
to have some material difference by this researcher. A full explanation of the Delphi
methodology, including this aspect of mirroring respondent feedback as closely as
possible, was not provided to respondents. Such information would likely have
ameliorated at least some frustration on the part of at least that respondent, though it
might also have unfairly shaped the final report of consensus.

One final question is whether or not the online tool
http://www.surveymonkey.com was the best one for use in this study. A brief web search
yields the names of multiple options. SurveyMonkey was selected for its broad use,
seemingly simple design, ease of use, and overall reviews. However, two respondents
reported or commented that there were problems with the survey link not working, the
appearance of the Likert-scale options in particular not appearing correctly on screen, and
the survey appearing in grayscale on their screen when they attempted to complete it. It
is unclear if the issue was with the survey tool or with technological variables such as
operating system, platform, email settings and so on. Closer consideration of various

technical requirements may have alleviated some of these difficulties.

Conclusion

This chapter has reported on the structure and execution of the protocol for the
study design. The data collection process has been described by round, and findings have
been reported by research question. Thematic analysis of response to each research
question has been included, the summary of which appears above in the summary section
of the statistical analysis section. This data represents the response to the research
questions that formed the study. This information will be synthesized and offered as a

contribution to the research on family ministry in chapter 5 below.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

This chapter will synthesize the findings described in chapter 4 of this study
report. Implications of the findings of the study are discussed, as are potential

applications. The report will conclude with suggestions for further research.

Synthesis of Findings

Chapter 4 of this report detailed the results of the survey data collection
process and the analysis of that data. Thematic exploration of response items from each
of the four research questions formed the bulk of that discussion. The results of that

exploration inform the final report of expert consensus here.

Definition of Family Ministry

According to respondents, a definition of family ministry should be informed
by four elements. First, it should have a clearly biblically informed foundation.
Consensus response items pertaining to God’s larger kingdom purpose for families, the
centrality of the gospel, the glory of God, and the partnership of church and home were
all factors that were particularly identified in the prominence of this element (see table 4).
Secondly, a definition of family ministry should specifically address the issue of parents
or parent figures as primary spiritual trainers (see table 5). Varying definitions may
speak differently to the balance of church and home in this endeavor, but the clear
instruction here is for parents or parent figures to be equipped to this end. Thirdly, a
definition of family ministry should speak to the community context within which family
relationships are formed and strengthened (see table 6). This element most clearly

reflects some of the chief concern of the church-as-family approach, in that a clear

118



understanding of biblical community exist within which believers can participate in the
life of a faith family. Lastly, a definition must speak to the need to equip the church for
healthy marriage and family relationships (see table 7).

While in no way the final word on the matter, based on the data found by this

study, this consensus definition of family ministry is proposed:
Family ministry is biblically grounded ministry to family units and church families
built upon the partnering of home and church, to establish and strengthen healthy
families and community, for the sake of nurturing Christian maturity in all
relationships.

The benefit of understanding these definitional consensus elements is to invite
multiple expressions of definition that may emphasize the therapeutic, community, or
discipleship themes while preserving the core elements identified by respondents. A
practitioner that prefers the church-as-family approach may build on this definition by
emphasizing activities that support healthy family relationships, respond to family needs
within their local community, and support of intergenerational relationships through
worship, educational, and fellowship ministries within that church, for example. Table
A2 in appendix 9 enumerates each of these as consensus response items—specific
elements—of family ministry. The potential strength of this for practitioners is to be able
to make different programming decisions with different emphases, while doing so from a
common foundation of guiding principles. This helps contextualize family ministry
efforts without diluting the necessary and agreed upon aims bounded by scripture. A
church family ministering in a community marked by many broken homes, economic
difficulty, and a climate of hopelessness may need to emphasize life in Christ as a
solution to these difficulties. A middle-class, racially and economically homogeneous
congregation may have very different programmatic needs due to the presence of many
intact, economically healthier families. But in either case, the need for Christ to be at the
center of family and community relationships is unchanged. A definition such as the one

offered here allows for biblical fidelity, community contextualization, and flexible

programming still bounded by the consensus of practitioner-scholars.
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Desired Outcomes of Family Ministry

Four particular outcomes were also described by the study. Respondents
identified multigenerational faith formation as the first of these. Activities related to the
centrality of the home are the clearest markers of this outcome. The cultivation of Christ-
centered marriages, Christ-focused parenting with an eye to imparting a love for the
church in children, and a recognition of the role God has designed in His plan of
redemption all represent expressions of this outcome (see table 11). A second and
complementary desired outcome for family ministry should be the cultivation of
redemptive community. Community that encourages authenticity in complex family
situations and cultivates rich relationships among families within the church, thus
integrating church and home life to some degree are expressions of this outcome (see
table 12). This particular item illustrates the overlapping element of the three broad
approaches described in chapter 2. These consensus elements can still be relevant within
all three approaches while holding different relative weights. The church-as-family
approach seeks authentic community as one of its chief ends, while the therapeutic and
family discipleship approaches rely on community as the means to addressing family
functioning, though for different purposes. By clarifying this as a desired outcome, the
role of community can be understood and described concretely in relation to the role of
the home.

Thirdly, the expert panel identified strongly biblically grounded ministry.
Addressing to some degree concerns over foundational assumptions, respondents express
a clear expectation that family ministry reflects clear biblical principles rather than
pragmatic conveniences wherever possible. While not every single programming
decision will have a clear text of scripture undergirding it, this study confirms what many
have said in the larger conversation; that family ministry must rest on an overtly biblical
foundation.

Finally, the study finds that the over-arching goal of the furtherance of God’s

kingdom on earth is inherent to all aspects of family ministry. Implicit in this is the
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emphasis on ministry-the spiritual-more than even the family-the relational-aspect of
family life. Family ministry, rightly understood according to this study, is a ministry of
seeking God’s glory through all aspects of life, including family relationships. It is

inherently and deeply theological in this way.

Necessary Activities of Family Ministry

The necessary activities of family ministry described by this study represent
the “best practices” of family ministry according to the expert panel. In total, 13 discrete
items were affirmed as necessary activities. In essence, these represent 13 specific
practices or ministry values that are affirmed as essential by the expert panel (see table
16). These can be rightly understood as particular practices in which churches could
specifically engage; they are the verbs of family ministry. These items were also grouped
by thematic analysis, and are helpful here to recognize larger concerns defined by survey
respondents. Other activities, though not advocated by this particular panel, may also
prove to fall in line with these themes.

First, the equipping of households for evangelism and discipleship of those
within the household must occur. Regular times of prayer, family worship, and family
devotions all exemplify this element (see table 18). Participants in the study also agreed
that activities that train and equip households to incorporate these practices into the
rhythms of family life were essential to this work. Another aspect of family ministry are
activities of family life that assume an intentionally missional posture. Engagement with
spiritual orphans, and serving together on mission whether in the neighborhood or farther
away both exemplify this theme as described by respondents (see table 19).

Conversely, families must be equipped to deal with crisis situations and
supported by their church family when those crises occur (see table 21). Much of the
day-to-day work of ministry in households is in the devotional rhythms of family life, as
described above. The less often commented on, but no less important facet of the home-

church partnership is the care, compassion, and assistance given to families by their local
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church family. That can sometimes happen pre-emptively; care groups or classes over
life-stage concerns (caring for aging parents, entry into the teen years, grief support
would all exemplify this) can serve needs in this way. But often, the simple work of
pastoral care and counseling is in this way a very real, very tangible part of family
ministry according to respondents.

Finally, this study also notes that strong leadership that will both cast vision
and be held accountable to it themselves is essential to the work of family ministry.
While this is more qualitative than the other items reflected in this particular research
question, the specific acts of casting vision and inviting accountability for their own
relationships were advanced as agreed upon actions that are essential to setting a tone for

ministry to families.

Perceived Locus of Responsibility for Family Ministry

Finally, this study examined the responsibility for the activities of family
ministry. As mentioned above, there is a strong impulse that the church has dedicated
staff for ministry to families. Where this does not occur, the base responsibility for
ministry to families is suggested as a broader ministerial value of the church.
Respondents also advocated the necessity of partnership between church and home.
While there was and is some difference in views on the particular balance of this
partnership, it is clear from this study that the trend towards family equipping broadly has
is a foundational assumption of the expert panel (see table 22). This is suggestive of the
maturity of the biblical emphasis advocated in the study results. A return to biblical
foundations requires a right understanding of jurisdictional responsibilities and vision to

live those out in the life of both local body and household.

Contribution of Research to the Precedent Literature

At the time of this study, a significant literature base described elements of

three broad approaches to family ministry, with varying degrees of exposition on
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philosophical basis and practices. The precedent literature shows a growing theological
focus, allowing theory and practice to be increasingly rooted in biblical teaching.
Further, there is increasing conversation regarding the reclamation or restoration of
proper biblical jurisdiction for ministry to families in the literature, with much recent
exploration of the relationship between church and home. What becomes apparent at the
present time, however, is that despite the growing body of knowledge regarding family
ministry, there is very little exploration of how these broad categories fit together to meet
the needs of families in rapidly changing contexts. The literature gap that appears
unaddressed and that prompted this study is the need for articulation of consensus
principles by which ministry to families could be conducted across these contexts
utilizing these approaches.

The purpose of this study was to seek a consensus definition of family
ministry, including the aspects of desired outcome, necessary activities, and perceived
locus of responsibility. The study pursued these objectives by surveying a selected panel
of credentialed scholar-practitioners in the field, representing three large-scale
approaches to family ministry. The Delphi methodology solicited and refined the
panelists’ expert feedback across three iterations of questioning and responses, before
arriving at consensus responses that were analyzed thematically. The study was
successful in that consensus themes were described in response to all four research
questions, indicating some commonality on all four. This dynamic was not previously
documented in the precedent literature.

The chief contribution of this study is to document the description of these four
elements as addressed by the expert panel. Because both quantitative and qualitative data
support the consensus description of these elements, the empirical basis for these findings
represents a unique element in the literature of this kind. Such a consensus is intended to

help ministry practitioners identify theological and philosophical entry points that help

123



accomplish best practices and desired outcomes for this field utilizing all three

approaches.

Research Implications

The guiding assumption for this study was that a survey of scholar-
practitioners could identify commonalities in the four areas addressed by the research
questions sufficiently to identify baseline guiding principles for family ministry across
multiple contexts. These guiding principles, rooted in such a consensus could serve
ministry practitioners and families well in intentionally imparting Christian discipleship
into the lives of families across the definitional, demographic, and theological spectrum
over time. It is beyond the scope of this study to evaluate the second aspect of this, but
the study is thought to have utility on the first count; the description of a baseline for
theory and practice of family ministry. The work reported here suggests some further

implications.

Viewing Family Ministry

First, the study affirms that despite varying philosophical roots, emphases, and
intended outcomes of the three approaches originally considered, commonalities across
those three approaches exist, are identifiable, and helpful. It is surprising to this
researcher that nothing other than Clark’s original description of the three broad
approaches to family ministry appears in any literature. Certainly, proponents of subsets
of each of those three approaches have done good work in adding definition to these
subsets, but on the whole, there has been seemingly little attention to the broad-spectrum
understanding of family ministry. It is important to hold this point in concert with the
observations of Kostenberger, Jones, Rainey, and others who for some time have pointed
out the lack of clarity in what it is. It has been easy for practitioners to chalk up such a

lack of homogeneity to contextualization, perhaps, but in doing so have likely missed the
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opportunity to add clarity that allows for both local context and greater intention in
evangelizing and discipling the family.

This dichotomy speaks to the fundamental understanding of what family
ministry is. Is it a “silo” or specific type or area of ministry such as children’s or youth
ministry is commonly perceived to be, or is it a perspective on ministry that informs all
the others? That practitioners across the spectrum can identify common ground as
indicated here suggests that family ministry is better understood as a perspective rather
than a program. Family ministry as a program can provide activities, information, and
even some element of growth. However, such an approach does not address larger issues
of the connection between church and home, the priorities of families, how families
should best use their time in pursuit of their spiritual life, and so forth in the same way
that utilizing principles such as are described in this study do.

This perspective seems to offer a way to help unify the church in how it
ministers to the family in a time when what that means has never been less clear in the
lives of more people. The intentional reach of the church into the life of the family has a
potential for foundational stabilization and transformation all at the same time.
Irrespective of the starting point little seems more hopeful than home and church
partnering for the sake of the Gospel. For all the possible touchpoints with the lives of

people that the church seeks, everyone comes from some kind of family.

Common Basis Across Contexts

Secondly, these commonalities allow more clearly understood “entry points”
into family ministry for churches, and their local contexts, on a more intentional basis.
Further, understanding these entry points this way allows some element of homogeneity
on evangelism and discipleship across denominations, demographics, and theoretical
orientation. This corollary to the above observation deals with the particular utility of
commonalities such as are described in this study. If the church recognizes family

ministry as a perspective, then the presuppositions of the counselor, or the small group
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director, or the education minister no longer have to be considered as exclusive, if not
outright in conflict. The therapeutic inclination of the counselor, the community building
inclination of the small group leader and the discipleship focus of the education minister
are all ways to accomplish family ministry. It is not that this was arguable, or argued,
before, it is simply to say that with definitional consensus described and some best
practices suggested, all of these can now interact as more integrated means to a more
clearly defined end.

The function of this consensus is to allow differing orientations to the physical,
emotional, and most importantly spiritual needs of families to now serve commonly
articulated goals. Perhaps the concept of “translation” is helpful. Speaking functionally,
just as varying translations of the Bible have different intentional emphases in the service
of revealing God to the world, perhaps it can be helpful here to understand different
large-scale approaches to family ministry as “translations” of the broader themes of the
consensus described here. Such a perspective again offers an avenue towards greater
unity in diversity reflective of the kingdom of God, even in the mechanics of ministering

to families.

Family Ministry Is Gospel Ministry

Thirdly, family ministry is quite clearly evangelism, community, and
discipleship. These are not ultimately separable. Understanding each of these as an
intended outcome of a particular approach to family ministry, as was suggested in the
literature review above, risks counterposing priorities and perpetuating the notion of
family ministry as somebody’s “niche.” Instead, the church is much better served by the
interrelatedness of these aspects of life in the body, and how family ministry can
accomplish all of them. When the goal of family ministry is “multigenerational faith
formation,” the work of healing, family formation, evangelism (or pre-evangelism),
discipleship, and community are all part of the process. But recognizing each of these as

integrated parts of a larger whole in a way that serves a common, clearly defined goal,
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rather than resembling an “octopus without a brain”!seems to have greater potential for
fruitfulness.

The programmatic impact, and subsequently that on resources, calendar,
ministry priorities and other elements of body life, is the difference between eating from
a buffet and ordering from the menu. Too often, for reasons both purposeful and
accidental, ministry programming arises on a pragmatic basis rather than a strategic one.
Better to have a sense of how and how not to serve the needs of families in a local
context than to try a come-one, come-all approach to programming. Alternatively, and
more colloquially, as speaker Zig Ziglar has observed, “If you aim at nothing, you’ll hit it
every time.”? For the church to understand that identity in Christ leads easily into the
Christian community, which primes the believer for sharing his or her faith shows how
the different emphases can fit together, as a kind of continuum, rather than compete. The

emphasis on outcome rather than starting point allows a greater programmatic freedom.

Fixed Points of Reference

Fourthly, the outcomes of this study illustrate the need to have standards for
theory and practice irrespective of theological, cultural, and sociological variations. The
Gospel is unchanging. However unintentionally, family ministry efforts have gravitated
towards contextualization much more than standardization. At best, some approaches
articulate widely differing guiding principles and vary their applications based on
context. While this seems preferable to allowing contextualization to drive the
discussion, this has also not yielded much evidence of transformation in nuclear or

healthy families, let alone ones that don’t fit that description. This observation seems

'Timothy Paul Jones, ed., Perspectives on Family Ministry: Three Views (Nashville: B & H,
2009), 35.

2This quotation is popularly attributed to Ziglar in multiple sources, though finding its original
publication proves difficult. Nonetheless, his observation seems relevant to the matter at hand.
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relevant in light of the precedent conversation regarding the rapidly changing dynamics
and demographics of the American family. In his chapter on the changing family, Freddy
Cardozo reminds the church that “the family should be ordered God’s way despite the
often prevailing cultural winds to the contrary.”® Michael Anthony offers examples of
such “winds” that are yielding a literal “changing face of the American family,” including
increasing premarital cohabitation, gay/lesbian unions, single parent homes and a related
growth in blended homes, and a shift in attitudes toward marriage amongst teens.*
Whether directly or indirectly, related to any particular relational concern or not, the
church without question needs to be prepared to respond lovingly, truthfully, and
winsomely to any needs related to these trends. Moreover, the challenge at any such
point will be the same as it is for any other problem of human existence: how to bring
the redemption offered by the Gospel of Christ to bear on relational brokenness,

emptiness, and pain. Such occasions call for

ministers who, having one foot firmly planted in the pages of Scripture, have the
other foot planted in a broken and fallen world filled with people who need direction
to the foot of the cross. The condition of the postmodern family is nothing like
Dorothy’s home in the final scenes of The Wizard of Oz, but that does not mean it
cannot still be a place of safety comfort, and warmth.

An entire generation needs a new understanding of the truth that there’s no place like

home. The church and the home have to partner to bring that to pass.

Balancing Church and Home

Lastly, there appears to be a differing of perspective on what it means to be
“biblical.” The discussion on RQ4 in particular highlights a possible difference between
biblical content and biblical process. A clear finding in this study is respondents

expressed a desire to have strong biblical roots in the work of family ministry. On the

3Freddy Cardoza, “Crisis on the Doorstep,” in 4 Theology of Family Ministries, ed. Michael J.
Anthony and Michelle D. Anthony (Nashville: B & H, 2011), 104.

“Michael J. Anthony, “The Morphing of the Family,” in A Theology for Family Ministries, 5-
15.

128



question of who is responsible for the work of family ministry as previously mentioned,
with one exception those identified are not those identified in Scripture as responsible for
leading the household. In fact, there is little if any biblical support for specialized titles
like “Family Pastor” and “Family Ministry leadership team.” So what accounts for this
apparent disconnect? One hypothesis relates to the above conversations of family
ministry as either stand-alone ministry or overarching ministry value. If it is a stand-
alone ministry, it takes volunteers, teachers, leadership, materials, a budget, a calendar
and so on just like the youth ministry and the children’s ministry. Such an orientation
points to a church-centric, programmatic structure likely overseen by a staff member,
committee, or some other existent leadership entity. That leadership structure may or
may not be or include the pastor of the church. Such ministry may well have a mission,
vision, purpose, or description that states and builds on scriptural principles. Despite
that, one of the dangers of programmatic ministry is inertia, irrespective of foundational
intent. Programs beget programs, and participants are invariably discipled, but in what?
This approach can certainly become adept at imparting some biblical content, but the
biblical foundation on structure and process is not always apparent.

Conversely, if family ministry is a value, not a program, then it permits a way
of looking at all aspects of church and family life to examine orientation, priority, and
fruit. Included in that is the propensity to consider how to engage existing ministries and
ministry vehicles and reframe them in order to better accomplish the goals of family
ministry. Such examination allows ongoing opportunities to assess all aspects of body
life in light of biblical admonition and the work of the Holy Spirit in the lives of families
inside and outside of the church rather than to a loop of self-perpetuating programs. The
foundational perspective is the point. Understanding family ministry this way puts the
burden, and the emphasis, on the shepherds of the church and the home to lead those in
their care spiritually. It is not to say that those who engage in programmatic ministry do

not bear the same responsibility, or that they do not have the same desire to bring the
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families they serve face to face with the Gospel. It is to say that how the church
understands its responsibility to the home, and how the home understands its place in the
life of the body of Christ says everything about how the Scriptures undergird what goes

on under the banner of family ministry.

Research Applications

The following are potential applications of this research.

Applications for the Church

First, church leadership seeking to improve, or initiate, family ministry in any
systematized way can look to the research questions here. The four areas of definitional
components, desired outcome, necessary activities, and parties responsible offer a grid for
interpretation for all ministry programming. For a church to identify its responses to
these questions is a first step in assessing to what degree it is serving with intentionality
the families under its influence and care. The responses provided by survey respondents
here represent several clear markers of proven ministry practice that can help churches
focus their teaching and worship ministries, and evangelism and discipleship strategies,
and to do so in a way that encompasses the entire ministry fabric of that local body.

Secondly, this research can be helpful in communicating God’s vision for the
family. Parenting resources of all kinds, secular and spiritual, abound. Some even offer
counsel on visioneering for family life. These are of various merit and utility. The
findings here address biblical parenting and community, healthy relationships, faith
formation, the advancement of God’s Kingdom, missional living and more. While the
specifics of each of these are not described here in detail, the findings certainly open up
specific areas for examination, instruction, encouragement, and accountability between
church and home. For pastoral leadership to give particular attention to the proclamation
of God’s Word as it pertains to these matters, in particular, represents faithful acceptance

and execution of the shepherding.
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Applications for Higher Education

The realm of higher education may find utility in the findings here on at least
two fronts. First, accepting the notion that family ministry is at least as much of a
perspective as it is a ministry area, Christian colleges and seminaries have a clear
opportunity to discuss family ministry as something as common to ministry as they
would youth or children’s ministry. For too long, the ambiguity of definition and the
disconnect between church and home has unduly placed vocational emphasis on these
areas at the expense of talking about the home. The respondents in this study, many of
whom hold the highest possible academic credentials, say otherwise. Ministry students
of every kind should be equipped at the very least to think about how best to make sure
they partner with households for faith formation in their venues of ministry; respondents
from all places on the spectrum say so. Secondly and just as importantly, college and
seminary students go on and live family life themselves. The opportunity to equip young
men and women with these principles for their relationships as part of their formal
education exemplifies how this interrelatedness should be made manifest.

Lastly on this point, Christian higher education needs to consider the
significance of the perception that for the most part ministry “professionals” such as a
Family Pastor or members of a committee are responsible for family ministry over and
above the family. Perhaps it is a function of the small data set that such a stark picture
emerges when seeing the consensus items for RQ4. However, since those findings
represent a general perception or favorability towards something other than what one

commentator has described as “home-centered, church supported,”

the question must be
asked on what basis was that favorability formed? What are pastors learning, or not
learning, in school regarding a theology of the family? There seems to be a need for clear

teaching on the biblical responsibility of the minister and his own family that may be

>Ben Freudenberg and Rick Lawrence, The Family-Friendly Church (Loveland, CO: Group
Publishing, 1998), 48.
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absent, or at least underdeveloped, in many venues training pastors and ministry leaders.
The responsibilities of an elder for his own family, and those whom he serves seem quite
clear in Scripture. A theological education, in whole or in part, should include exposure

to a vigorous understanding of a doctrine of the family.

Applications for Families

For families, at least two significant applications seem apparent. First, this
study reaffirms what others have said; that family life is a crucible for spiritual life and
instruction. Thus, heads of household are called on by the findings of this study to
recognize and engage their God-ordained role to craft family life as discipleship. If the
furtherance of God’s kingdom appears in Scripture as the overarching purpose for family
life, today’s families have no lesser a calling on their lives. The exercise of mercy and
grace, the extension of forgiveness, and the setting of values and priorities can all directly
reflect the outcomes of the rhythms of family life. Secondly, and by extension, families
are called to pursue intentional opportunities for missional living just like they would
opportunities for athletic competition, academic achievement, cultural enrichment, or
civic engagement. Similar to that necessary for churches, families are invited to consider
their priorities as reflected in their time, attention, resources and affections as indicators
of the degree to which they are doing so. Families not pursuing a family life that makes
disciples of Jesus Christ inside and outside of their homes are devoting their greatest
earthly relationships to pursuits of potentially hollow ends. Respondents here say that
family life should be lived with the goal of growing in and sharing the Gospel of Christ
as its primary focus. This theme undergirds much of the precedent literature, and is

echoed here as articulated by experts.

Research Limitations

The quantitative aspect of this research was limited by the presuppositions of

respondents on the research questions as a subset of prescriptive elements of family
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ministry. It was further limited by the small sample size, which while within documented
parameters for a study of this kind, was sufficiently small to have potentially had an
effect on the quantitative data from the factor analysis in particular. It was limited by the
parameters for response set for each research question. Respondents were limited to no
more than five responses on RQ’s 1 and 2, between 2 and 10 on RQ3, and between 1 and
3 on RQ4. Finally, the research was limited by time. Data collection for each round was

as described in the Procedures section in chapter 3.

Further Research

Three considerations for further research include are offered here. First, a
validation study of this design, drawing from a larger sample if possible, and including
the use of rank-ordering in round 3 of the survey process would be useful. Such data
could speak to the relative strength or weakness of the data analysis here, and preempt
some of the concerns stated by some respondents as documented previously. A greater
qualitative study, including more extensive content analysis of written responses to
survey questions, published works, and interviews would also strengthen the overall body
of work along this line of inquisition

Secondly, application of the findings of this study within different
demographic contexts could both validate and clarify the thematic elements of this study.
A study of similar design that surveyed practitioner-scholars whose expertise is more
specific and extensive with respect to varying demographic descriptors could better
inform the potential adaptation of these consensus elements within specific contexts. For
example, what commonalities would this same design yield if respondents served a
strongly matriarchal community in their work and study, or one in which the extended
family was particularly valued as a cultural norm?

Finally, an exploration of the interrelationships between the three broad
approaches to family ministry as a potential continuum for ministry should be explored.

Can it be demonstrated that the general course of faith formation moves from one
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emphasis to another to the last on a consistent basis? In other words, is identity in Christ
a necessary precursor to volitional, active participation in authentic Christian community,
which necessarily predicts the sharing of one’s faith for the sake of evangelism? If so, a
set of guiding principles such as proposed here could have large-scale implications for

churches ministering across family contexts of all kinds.
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APPENDIX 1
INITIAL RECRUITMENT EMAIL

December 15, 2016
Dear (Participant)—

My name is Shawn Crawley, and I am a doctoral student at Southern Baptist Theological
Seminary. I am contacting you to ask for your help in research I am conducting
regarding family ministry as part of the fulfillment for my Doctor of Philosophy degree at
SBTS.

The focus of my research is the attempt to move towards a definitional consensus of
family ministry. The present literature base appears to exhibit three broad categories of
family ministry, each with a different locus, set of activities, and desired outcome. Your
expertise in this area of ministry philosophy and practice would be immensely valuable to
that end.

I would like to ask you to assist me by completing a three-round survey. I know how
busy you are, and I have followed a research design that should be just as expedient as it
can be, to better facilitate your convenience in participation.

The three-round survey will be online, requiring you to generate simple responses to an
initial prompt in the first round, followed by a Likert scale rating in the second round, and
a series of agree/disagree statements in the third. My intent is that each completion of
each round of question should take 10 minutes or less.

Please reply to this email or by phone as listed below and let me know if you would be
willing to assist me in the project. Upon your agreement to participate, I will be able to
forward you more specific information about the surveys, which would be available to
you in mid-January, 2017.

Thank you so very much for your consideration. I appreciate your reply at your earliest
convenience.

Regards,
Shawn Crawley

SBTS
(405) 229-5813

135



1.

APPENDIX 2
ROUND 1 CORRESPONDENCE

Round 1 Invitation

February 21, 2017

Thank you so much for your help with this project. Please click the button below
to start the survey.

Round 1, Reminder 1

February 27, 2017

I recently contacted you about a survey, but noticed you haven’t completed it. I’d
really appreciate your participation.

Respond below to start or continue the survey. Thank you for your time.

Round 1, Reminder 2

March 2, 2017

I have verv nearly reached the needed threshold of responses for the first round of
my Family Ministry Distinctives survey. I need only a very small handful more.
At vour convenience. if vou would take iust a few minutes to follow the below
link and complete the questions, your input will help shape the research I am
doing.

Respond below to start or continue the survey. Thank you for your time.
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1.

APPENDIX 3
ROUND 2 CORRESPONDENCE

Round 2 Invitation

March 13, 2017
Here is the link to the second round of mv doctoral survey. I greatly

appreciate your help. Please click below and rate the items as they appear.
Thank you.

Round 2, Reminder 1

March 16, 2017
I have already received just shy of half of the needed responses for Round 2 of
my survey. Click on the link below if vou haven’t had a chance to record
your responses yet. Thank you so much for your help.
Round 2, Reminder 2

March 22, 2017
I’m getting very close to the goal for collecting the needed number of survevs
for Round 2 of mv research. Please click the button below to start or continue

the survey. Thank you for your help.

Shawn
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APPENDIX 4
ROUND 3 CORRESPONDENCE

1. Round 3 Invitation
April 17,2017
Here is a link to the final survey round. 4 Questions with Agree/Disagree
responses. and a box for any comments vou would wish to offer in order to
expand or clarify. Responses received before 11:59 pm CDT Wed April 26
will qualify vou for a drawing for 1 of 4 $25 Amazon cards. Please don't

hesitate to contact me with any problems or concerns in completing this
survey. Thank you.

2. Round 3, Reminder 1
April 21, 2017
The final round of mv survev is open. There are 4 questions. each containing
a series of "agree/disagree" options. Your response will help me complete mv
dissertation research. Completion by 11:59 pm CDT Wed April 26 enters you
into a drawing for one of four Amazon gift cards.

Click the button below to start or continue the survey. Thank you for help.

Shawn
3. Round 3, Reminder 2
April 25, 2017
I need a very few responses to close out the final round of my
survey. Responses received by 11:59 PM CDT tomorrow will be entered into

a drawing for one of four Amazon gift cards. I'd appreciate your help.

Click the button below to start or continue the survey. Thank you for your
help.

Shawn

4. Round 3, Reminder 3
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April 27,2017
I still need two responses in order to close out my survey. If you can find a
few minutes to complete this round. I will be at the finish line for Round
3. Thank you so much for your help

Click the button below to start or continue the survey. Thank you for your
time.
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APPENDIX 5
POST-SURVEY CORRESPONDENCE

May 4, 2017
Hello (Respondent)—

Attached is a summary report of the group feedback generated by my study. This is one
final opportunity for you to speak to the consensus position on each question. Please feel
free to affirm your position within the consensus, acknowledge your movement into
consensus, or your intent to remain outside of the consensus position on any given

item. Please feel free to respond to this email with any commentary on any such position
as you see fit. I will close this element of my study on Monday, May 8 at 5:00 CDT.

This completes my data collection, and I will be synthesizing all of the data collected
from you and the other survey respondents in the coming days as I finish my research
report.

It is difficult to underscore the importance of your assistance in this study. I am deeply
appreciative of your input throughout this process. Thank you so very much for your
help.

Sincerely,

Shawn Crawley
SBTS

140



APPENDIX 6
ROUND 1 SURVEY

Family Ministry Distinctives Survey Round 1
Round 1 Instructions

Thank you for your helpful participation in this research. Your input is extremely
valuable.

Agreement to Participate
The purpose of this survey is to identify a consensus of the definition, desired
outcome(s), and activities of, and party or parties responsible for family ministry. This
consensus can help clarify best practices for the field, and help describe the optimal
relationship between varying approaches to family ministry. This research is being
conducted by Shawn Crawley as part of his doctoral dissertation research.

In this research, you will be asked to compete three rounds of brief survey questions
related to your perspective and experience related to family ministry. This is Round 1 of
3 in the survey process. Round 1 will ask you to identify critical ministry factors in four
specific areas. Round 2 will include a list of all of the unique ministry factors listed in
each area by respondents in Round 1. After reading each ministry factor, respondents will
be asked to rate the importance of those ministry factors within each area in family
ministry on a 4-point scale. In Round 3, the top most commonly agreed on ministry
factors from Round 2 will be listed and respondents will have the opportunity to agree or
disagree with each factor's inclusion as an indicator of consensus. This researcher will
then compile all of these responses and compile the consensus among the group in each
of the four areas.

All information gathered from this survey is CONFIDENTIAL and will be reported
ANONYMOUSLY. The data, as reported, will not be attributed by name to any
individual. Your privacy will be fully protected. At no time will your name be reported or
in any way identified with your responses. You will be asked to provide your honest
opinion on questions related to the theory and practice of family ministry. You may
withdraw from the study at any time.

Clicking the "submit" button at the end of the survey will serve as your informed consent
for your anonymous responses to be included in the research.

Please:
* Be as specific as you can on each response.

* Be as honest and accurate as you can.
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* Do not answer in terms of what you would like to see happen. Rather, reflect upon your
educational, theoretical, theological and practical ministry perspective and experience.

* Do answer in terms of what you have observed and taught.
* Be thoughtful about your responses.

* Do not share your responses with anyone.

Terms Important for This Research

Activities of Family Ministry--To be understood here as the proclamation and practices
of a congregation related to spiritual formation of families (Adapted from Jones, 2010)

Consensus--An agreement or group stability measure of 75 percent on any given item
will be considered consensus by the group within the results of this survey. This is the
median level of consensus threshold measures within existing literature on this kind of
study at present. (von der Gracht, 2012)

Parent Figure--to be understood here as an adult that assumes the role of parent,
specifically with respect to spiritual instruction or authority in the life of a family;
adapted from the TDNT definition of pater (one who infuses his spirit into others, who
actuates and governs their minds; one who stands in a father's place

1. The following two questions are for the purpose of determining if those who have
agreed to participate in this research fit the qualifications as defined in the thesis for the
study group. Each round of survey questions should take no more than 10 minutes. Your
identity will remain anonymous throughout this research.

Do you consent to take the survey?

() Yes
(O No

2. Though not intended to serve as a comprehensive doctrinal statement, are you willing
to affirm the following suppositions of Evangelical Christianity?

A. The Bible is central and authoritative for Christian faith and life.
B. The death of Jesus on the cross is sufficient for and provides for atonement for sin
C. All human beings need to repent of sin and trust in Jesus for salvation.

D. This conversion changes the way that individuals relate to other people and to the
world.

() Yes

(0 No

142



3. Based on your perspective and experience, what is/are the essential components of a
definition of family ministry? Please list at least one (1) and up to five (5) responses.

Component #1
Comments

Component #2
Comments

Component #3
Comments

Component #4
Comments

Component #5
Comments

4. Comments:

5. Based on your perspective and experience, what is/are the desired outcome(s) of
family ministry? Please list at least one (1) and up to five (5) desired outcomes

Desired Outcome #1
Comments

Desired Outcome #2
Comments

Desired Outcome #3
Comments

Desired Outcome #4
Comments

Desired Outcome #5
Comments
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6. Additional Comments:

7. Based on your perspective and experience, what are the necessary activities of family
ministry? Please list at least two (2) and as many as ten (10) activities

Activity #1
Comments

Activity #2
Comments

Activity #3
Comments

Activity #4
Comments

Activity #5
Comments

Activity #6
Comments

Activity #7
Comments

Activity #8
Comments

Activity #9
Comments

Activity #10
Comments
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8. Additional Comments:

9. Based on your perspective and experience, who is responsible to perform the activities
of family ministry? Please provide at least one (1) and up to three (3) responses

Responsible Party #1
Comments

Responsible Party #2
Comments

Responsible Party #3
Comments

10. Additional Comments:
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APPENDIX 7
ROUND 2 SURVEY

Family Ministry Distinctives Survey Round 2
Round 2 Instructions

Thank you for your helpful participation in this research. Your continued input is
extremely valuable.

The purpose of this study is to identify a definitional consensus of the desired
outcome(s)of, activities of, and locus/loci of responsibility for family ministry. This
consensus can help clarify best practices for the field, and help describe the optimal
relationship between varying approaches to family ministry.

This is Round 2 of 3 in the survey process. The lists below are comprehensive lists of
unique ministry factors given by respondents in Round 1. Individual responses provided
in Round 1 may have been merged with others to clarify or specify each ministry

factor. After reading each ministry factor, respondents are asked to rate the importance
of those ministry factors within each question on a 4-point scale.

All information gathered from this survey is CONFIDENTIAL and will be reported
ANONYMOUSLY. The data, as reported, will not be attributed by name to any
individual. Your privacy will be fully protected. At no time will your name be reported or
in any way identified with your responses. You will be asked to provide your honest
opinion on questions related to the theory and practice of family ministry. You may
withdraw from the study at any time.

Clicking the "submit" button at the end of the survey will serve as your informed consent
for your anonymous responses to be included in the research.

Please:
* Be as specific as you can on each response.
* Be as honest and accurate as you can.

* Do not answer in terms of what you would like to see happen. Rather, reflect upon your
educational, theoretical, theological and practical ministry perspective and experience.

* Do answer in terms of what you have observed and taught.
* Be thoughtful about your responses.

* Do not share your responses with anyone.
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Terms Important for This Research

Activities of Family Ministry--To be understood here as the proclamation and practices
of a congregation related to spiritual formation of families (Adapted from Jones, 2010)

Consensus--An agreement or group stability measure of 75 percent on any given item

will be considered consensus by the group within the results of this survey. This is the
median level of consensus threshold measures within existing literature on this kind of
study at present. (von der Gracht, 2012)

Parent Figure--to be understood here as an adult that assumes the role of parent,
specifically with respect to spiritual instruction or authority in the life of a family;
adapted from the TDNT definition of pater (one who infuses his spirit into others, who
actuates and governs their minds; one who stands in a father's place and acts in a paternal
way) (Kittel, TDNT, 1991)

1. Based on your perspective and experience, please rate the importance of each potential
component of a definition of family ministry

Not Somewhat Very Extremely
Important Important Important Important

Accountability

Activities That Support Healthy Family
Relationships

Biblical Foundations

Relational Strength Building and Problem
Prevention

Children Taught God's Word

Responsiveness to Needs of Families

Church Strengthens Families Within the
Church and the Community

Clear Definition of Family

Connecting Children and Youth to Adults

Encourage and Equip Couples for Godly
Marriages

Equip Individuals for Healthy Family
Relationships

Equip Parents and Parent Figures as
Primary Spiritual Trainers

Families as Change Agents in Their
Neighborhoods

Family Ministry as Intentional Ministry of
the Church

God's Glory
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Gospel-Centered

Intergenerational Relationships
Maximizing Family Transitions

Means for Reaching Goals

Home-Church Partnership in Discipleship

Provision of Discipleship Resources to
Parents and Parent Figures

Biblical Mission for Church and Home
Helping All Individuals Mature in Christ
Led by the Holy Spirit
Multigenerational Discipleship

Strengthen Relationships with God and
Each Other

Theology of Church as Family
Theology of Family

Theology of Friendship

Goal of Family Ministry

Understanding of God's Purpose for
Families within His Kingdom

Varied Methodology

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important

2. Based on your perspective and experience, please rate the importance of each desired

outcome in family ministry

Authenticity in Ministry to Complex
Family Situations

Involvement in Service Activities as
Families

To Fill the Earth with Glory, Worship, the
Word, and the Gospel

Children Learning Scripture, Reverence,
and Obedience

Christ-Centered Parenting Throughout the
Developmental Cycle

Christ-Centered Thriving Marriages
Church Staff Supports Parents

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important
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Church Provides Discipleship Resources to
Parents

Communicating Moral Values
Comprehensive Family Needs Analysis
Conversion of Each Family Member

Communication/Conflict Resolution Skill
Building for Couples

Provision of Context for Replication of
Fruitful Discipleship

Families Used by God in His Redemptive
Plan

Family Life as a Witness to Abundant Life
in Christ

Family Life that Resists Cultural Pressures
Furtherance of God's Kingdom
Home-Based Family Discipleship
Training in Family Needs/Family Systems

Cultivation of Intergenerational
Community Within Local Church

Kids Who Remain Faithful Into Adulthood
Kids That Have a Passion for the Church
Marriage Understood as a Covenant

Ministry to Brokenness of Church
Leadership

Non-Nuclear Family Formation

Older Families Mentoring Y ounger
Families

Parenting for Right Relationship With God
and Others

Rich Community Among Families Within
the Church

Ongoing Spiritual Formation
Theological Foundations for Salvation
Worldview Anchored in God's Word

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important

3. Based on your perspective and experience, please rate the importance of each activity

of family ministry
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Bible Teaching During Everyday Activities

Biblical Teaching Related to the Family
Life Cycle

Catechesis

Continuity Between Sunday and Rest of
Week

Church Community Built Through
Hospitality in Homes

Church Leadership Kept Accountable in
Their Own Relationships

Church Leadership Casting Vision for
Family Ministry

Church Ownership of a "Next Gen"
Ministry

Communication
Congregational Needs Analysis

Connection to Christ-Centered
Congregation

Counseling Ministry

Curriculum Support for Parents as Spiritual
Leaders

Dedicated Time, Money, and People

Formation of a Core Leadership Team for
Family Ministry

Equipping Parents for Home-Based
Discipleship

Equipping/Support for Families in Crisis

Equipping and Resources for Family
Worship

Equipping and Support for Parents in
Child-Rearing

Evangelism By Families Both Locally and
Globally

Families Adopting Spiritual Orphans
Families Serving Together on Mission
Church-Sponsored Family Activities

Creation of a Family Life Library/Resource
Center

Family Worship in Homes

Families Reading Scripture Together for
Understanding and Application

Intentional Fellowship Opportunities

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important
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Intentional Multigenerational
Connectedness for Worship and Service

Intentional Multigenerational Discipleship
Intergenerational Corporate Worship
Intergenerational Rites of Passage
Involvement of All Family Members

Learning Christian Traditions and
Practicing Spiritual Disciplines at Home

Premarital Preparation

Marriage Enrichment

Non-Nuclear Family Life Training

Open Dialogue About Attributes of God
Parent Education Through the Life Cycle
Prayer by Family Ministry Leadership
Regular Devotions and Faith Talk at Home
Regular Family Worship Times

Regular Times of Family Prayer

Small Groups to Facilitate Godly Parenting

Specific Equipping Strategies for Marriage
Needs Across the Life Cycle

Spiritual Conversation Within Rhythms of
Family Life

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Very
Important

Extremely
Important

4. Based on your perspective and experience, please rate the importance of each party
responsible for the activities of family ministry

Age Group Ministers
Children's/Y outh Pastor

Church and Home in Partnership
Congregation at Large

Elders
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Extended Family (Grandparents, Aunts and
Uncles, Close Friends, etc.)

Family Ministry Leadership Team
Family Pastor

Father

Greater Christian Community
Leaders of the Church

Mature Family Members

Ministry Leaders

Parents

Associate Pastor or Staff Member

Senior Pastor

Not
important

Somewhat
important

Very
important

Extremely
important
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APPENDIX 8
ROUND 3 SURVEY

Family Ministry Distinctives Survey Round 3
Round 3 Instructions

This is Round 3 of 3 in the survey process. The ministry factors listed below represent
items of consensus as rated by respondents across Rounds 1 and 2. After reading each
ministry factor, respondents are asked to rate their agreement or disagreement with the
necessity of each item as described in the category.

All information gathered from this survey is CONFIDENTIAL and will be reported
ANONYMOUSLY. The data, as reported, will not be attributed by name to any
individual. Your privacy will be fully protected. At no time will your name be reported or
in any way identified with your responses. You will be asked to provide your honest
opinion on questions related to the theory and practice of family ministry. You may
withdraw from the study at any time.

Clicking the "submit" button at the end of the survey will serve as your informed consent
for your anonymous responses to be included in the research.

Please SEP

SEP

SEP’ Do not answer in terms of what you would like to see happen. Rather, reflect upon
your educatlonal theoretical, theological and practical ministry perspective and
experlence SEP

* Do answer in terms of what you have observed and taught.

istie Do not share your responses with anyone.

Terms Important for This Research

Activities of Family Ministry--To be understood here as the proclamation and practices
of a congregation related to spiritual formation of families (Adapted from Jones, 2010)

Consensus--An agreement or group stability measure of 75 percent on any given item

will be considered consensus by the group within the results of this survey. This is the
median level of consensus threshold measures within existing literature on this kind of
study at present. (von der Gracht, 2012)

Parent Figure--to be understood here as an adult that assumes the role of parent,

specifically with respect to spiritual instruction or authority in the life of a family;
adapted from the TDNT definition of pater (one who infuses his spirit into others, who
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actuates and governs their minds; one who stands in a father's place and acts in a paternal
way) (Kittel, TDNT, 1991)

1. Based on your perspective and experience, the following are essential components of
a definition of family ministry

Agree Disagree

Activities That Support Healthy Family
Relationships

Biblical Foundations

Children Taught God's Word

Responsiveness to Needs of Families

Church Strengthens Families Within the
Church and the Community

Connecting Children and Youth to Adults

Encourage and Equip Couples for Godly
Marriages

Equip Individuals for Healthy Family
Relationships

Equip Parents and Parent Figures as Primary
Spiritual Trainers

God's Glory

Gospel-Centered

Intergenerational Relationships

Home-Church Partnership in Discipleship

Biblical Mission for Church and Home

Helping All Individuals Mature in Christ

Led by the Holy Spirit

Multigenerational Discipleship

Strengthen Relationships with God and
Each Other

Theology of Church as Family

Theology of Family

Understanding of God's Purpose for
Families within His Kingdom
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2. Comments:

3. Based on your perspective and experience, the following are essential

desired outcomes of family ministry

Authenticity in Ministry to Complex
Family Situations

To Fill the Earth with Glory, Worship, the
Word, and the Gospel

Christ-Centered Parenting Throughout the
Developmental Cycle

Christ-Centered Thriving Marriages
Church Staff Supports Parents

Communication/Conflict Resolution Skill
Building for Couples

Families Used by God in His Redemptive
Plan

Family Life as a Witness to Abundant Life
in Christ

Furtherance of God's Kingdom

Cultivation of Intergenerational
Community Within Local Church

Kids Who Remain Faithful Into Adulthood
Kids That Have a Passion for the Church
Marriage Understood as a Covenant

Parenting for Right Relationship With God
and Others

Rich Community Among Families Within
the Church

Ongoing Spiritual Formation

Worldview Anchored in God's Word
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4. Comments:

5. Based on your perspective and experience, the following are essential activities of
family ministry

Agree Disagree

Church Leadership Kept Accountable in
Their Own Relationships

Church Leadership Casting Vision for
Family Ministry

Church Ownership of a "Next Gen"
Ministry

Communication

Connection to Christ-Centered
Congregation

Dedicated Time, Money, and People

Equipping Parents for Home-Based
Discipleship

Equipping/Support for Families in Crisis

Equipping and Support for Parents in Child-
Rearing

Families Adopting Spiritual Orphans

Families Serving Together on Mission

Church-Sponsored Family Activities

Intentional Multigenerational
Connectedness for Worship and Service

Intentional Multigenerational Discipleship

Intergenerational Corporate Worship

Premarital Preparation

Marriage Enrichment

Regular Devotions and Faith Talk at Home
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Regular Family Worship Times
Regular Times of Family Prayer

6. Comments:

Agree

Disagree

7. Based on your perspective and experience, the following are essential parties

responsible for the activities of family ministry

Children's/Y outh Pastor

Church and Home in Partnership
Elders

Family Ministry Leadership Team
Family Pastor

Father

Leaders of the Church
Ministry Leaders
Parents

Senior Pastor

Agree

Disagree
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8. Comments:
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APPENDIX 9
REPORT OF CONSENSUS ITEMS

Table A1l. Comprehensive list of definitional components with
preliminary consensus indicators (RQ1)

5 -
Proposed Definitional Components Agreg)ment \Xf]ﬁggg
Biblical foundations 100.00 3.714
Encourage/Equip couples for Godly marriages 100.00 3.714
Helping all individuals mature in Christ 100.00 3.429
Equip parents and parent figures as primary spiritual 929 3571
trainers ) )
Led by the Holy Spirit 92.3 3.692
Church strengthens families in church and community 85.7 3.357
Children taught God’s Word 84.6 3.462
Gospel-centered 84.6 3.462
Intergenerational Relationships 84.6 3.308
Connecting children, youth to adults 84.6 3.231
Multigenerational worship 84.6 3.231
Strengthen family relationships with God and each other 84.6 3.077
Activities that support healthy family relationships 84.6 3.000
God’s glory 83.3 3.583
Equip individuals for healthy family relationships 78.6 3.286
Understanding of God’s purpose for families within His
kingdom 78.6 3.286
Responsiveness to needs of families 71.4 3.143
Theology of church as family 71.4 3.143
Biblical mission for church and home 71.4 3.071
Home/church partnership in discipleship 71.4 3.000
Theology of family 64.3 3.071
Relational strength building and problem prevention 69.2 2.692
}f;rg(ilx;lﬁts;on of discipleship resources to parents and parent 692 2615
Clear definition of family 61.5 2.769
Family ministry as intentional ministry of the church 61.5 2.769
Goal of family ministry 53.8 2.538
Varied methodology 53.8 2.538
Maximizing family transitions 46.2 2.385
Accountability 40.0 2.5
Families as change agents in their neighborhoods 23.1 2.154
Theology of friendship 15.4 1.846
Means for reaching goal 7.70 1.615
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Table A2. Final consensus elements as defined by respondents (RQ1)

Response %R£g3ee Consensus?

Biblical foundations 100.00 Y
Church strengthens families in church and 9231 v
community )

God’s Glory 91.67 Y
Encourage/equip couples for Godly marriages 84.62 Y
Eauip parents and parent figures as primary spiritual 462 v
trainers )

Gospel-Centered 84.62 Y
Led by the Holy Spirit 83.33 Y
Understanding of God’s purpose for families within 8333 v
His kingdom )

Connecting children, youth to adults 76.92 Y
Activities that support healthy family relationships 76.92 Y
Equip individuals for healthy family relationships 76.92 Y
Responsiveness to needs of families 76.92 Y
Home/Church partnership in discipleship 76.92 Y
Intergenerational relationships 75.00 Y
Strengthen family relationship with God and each 75.00 v
other )

Theology of family 72.73 N
Children taught God’s Word 69.23 N
Multigenerational discipleship 69.23 N
Helping all individuals mature in Christ 63.64 N
Biblical mission for church and home 63.64 N
Theology of church as family 45.45 N
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Table A3. Comprehensive list of desired outcomes with preliminary

consensus indicators (RQ2)

5 .
Proposed Desired Outcomes A % Weighted
greement Average
Ongoing spiritual formation 100 3.308
Chrlist-centered parenting throughout the developmental 9.9 3571
cycle
Christ-centered thriving marriages 92.9 3.571
Fultlvatlon of intergenerational community within the 857 3357
ocal church
Marriage understood as covenant 85.7 3.214
Church staff supports parents 85.7 3.143
S:lil];{leq:nlcatmn/conﬂlct resolution skill building for 857 3071
Kids who remain faithful into adulthood 78.6 3.357
Furtherance of God’s kingdom 78.6 3.286
Rich community among families within the local church 78.6 3.214
Authenticity in ministry in complex family situations 78.6 2.929
Families used by God in His redemptive plan 76.9 3.000
Kids that have a passion for the Church 76.9 2.846
Worldview anchored in God’s Word 76.9 2.846
Parenting for right relationship with God and others 71.4 3.143
Family life as a witness to abundant life in Christ 71.4 3.000
”(F}c; Sf;ljlélthe earth with glory, worship, the Word, and the 64.3 3143
Family life that resists cultural pressures 64.3 2.857
Non-nuclear family formation 64.3 2.857
Children learning scripture, reverence, and obedience 64.3 2.786
Involvement in service activities as families 64.3 2.714
Home-based family discipleship 57.1 2.786
Church provides discipleship resources to parents 57.1 2.643
Conversion of each family member 53.8 2.615
Older families mentoring younger ones 50.0 2.714
Communicating moral values 50.0 2.643
g;oyls1on of context for replication of fruitful 46.2 2462
iscipleship
Theological foundations for salvation 46.2 2.462
Training in family needs/family systems 42.9 2.357
Comprehensive family needs analysis 28.6 2.214
Ministry to brokenness of church leadership 21.4 1.929
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Table A4. Final consensus elements as defined by respondents (RQ?2)

Rd. 3

Response o Consensus?
%o Agree

Christ-centered thriving marriages 100 Y
Parenting for right relationship with God and others 92.31 Y
Christ-centered parenting throughout the

84.62 Y
developmental cycle
Marriage understood as covenant 83.33 Y
Families used by God in His redemptive plan 83.33 Y
Kids that have a passion for the church 83.33 Y
Ongoing spiritual formation 83.33 Y
Worldview anchored in God’s Word 83.33 Y
Cultivation of intergenerational community within

76.92 Y
local church
Furtherance of God’s kingdom 75 Y
Rich community among families within the church 75 Y
Authenticity in ministry in complex family situations 75 Y
To fill the Earth with glory, worship, The Word, and

72.73 N
the gospel
Church staff supports parents 69.23 N
Communication/conflict resolution skill building for

69.23 N
couples
Kids who remain faithful into adulthood 69.23 N
Family life as a witness to abundant life in Christ 53.85 N
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Table AS. Comprehensive list of activities of family ministry with
preliminary consensus indicators (RQ3)

5 .
Proposed Activities of Family Ministry Agreé)ment \Xile%gtgej
Church leadership casting vision for family ministry 92.9 3.571
Equipping and support for parents in child-rearing 92.9 3.143
Communication 85.7 3.357
Premarital preparation 85.7 3.357
Intergenerational corporate worship 84.6 3.385
Regular times of family prayer 78.6 3.286
Equipping parents for home-based discipleship 78.6 3.214
ig;irilézonal multigenerational connectedness or worship and 78.6 3214
Marriage enrichment 78.6 3.214
Regular devotions and faith talk at home 78.6 3.214
Equipping/support for families in crisis 78.6 3.143
Intentional multigenerational discipleship 78.6 3.071
Dedicated time, money and people 78.6 3.000
Families serving together on mission 76.9 3.154
Families adopting spiritual orphans 76.9 3.000
Church-sponsored family activities 75.0 2.833
Church leadership kept accountable in their relationships 71.4 3.071
Church ownership of “Next Gen” ministry 71.4 3.000
Connection to Christ-centered congregation 69.2 3.000
Regular family worship times 64.3 3.000
Curriculum support for parents as spiritual leaders 71.4 2.786
Formation of a core leadership team for family ministry 71.4 2.786
Small groups to facilitate Godly parenting 71.4 2.786
Biblical teaching during everyday activities 64.3 2.857
Intergenerational rites of passage 64.3 2.857
Counseling ministry 64.3 2.786
Involvement of all family members 64.3 2.786
Equipping and resources for family worship 64.3 2.714
Continuity between Sunday and rest of week 61.5 2.769
Spiritual conversation within rhythms of family life 58.3 2.583
Families reading scripture together for understanding and 571 2,929
application ) )
gpagnlpg Christian traditions and practicing spiritual 571 2,929
isciplines at home

Family worship in homes 57.1 2.714
Parent education through the life cycle 57.1 2.714
Intentional fellowship opportunities 53.8 2.538
1S‘pec1ﬁc equipping strategies for marriage needs across the 538 2462
ife cycle

Non-nuclear family life training 50.0 2.786
Church community built through hospitality in homes 50.0 2.714
Prayer by family ministry leadership 46.2 2.692
Evangelism by families both locally and globally 46.2 2.615
Biblical teaching related to family life cycle 46.2 2.538
Congregational needs analysis 35.7 2.286
Open dialogue about attributes of God 33.3 2.333
Catechesis 30.8 2.154
Creation of a family life library/resource center 23.1 2.000
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Table A6. Final consensus elements as defined by respondents (RQ3)

Rd. 3 Consensus?
Response % Agree ]

Church leadership casting vision for family ministry 92.31 Y
Equipping and support for parents in child-rearing 92.31 Y
Marriage enrichment 92.31 Y
Church leadership kept accountable in their 91.67 v
relationships )

Premarital preparation 84.62 Y
Regular times of family prayer 84.62 Y
Regular devotions and faith talk at home 84.62 Y
Equipping and support for families in crisis 84.62 Y
Equipping parents for home-based discipleship 76.92 Y
Families serving together on mission 76.92 Y
Intergenerational corporate worship 75 Y
Families adopting spiritual orphans 75 Y
Regular family worship times 75 Y
Communication 69.23 N
Intentional multigenerational connectedness for 69.23 N
worship and service )

Intentional multigenerational discipleship 66.67 N
Connection to Christ-centered congregation 66.67 N
Church-sponsored family activities 53.85 N
Church ownership of “Next Gen” ministry 53.85 N
Dedicated time, money, and people 46.15 N

Table A7. Comprehensive list of responsible parties with
preliminary consensus indicators (RQ4)
Proposed Parties Responsible for Activities of % A ¢ Weighted
Family Ministry o Agreemen Average
Senior pastor 92.9 3.643
Father 92.9 3.500
Leaders of the church 85.7 3.357
Children’s/Y outh pastor 85.7 3.071
Parents 84.6 3.538
Family ministry leadership team 78.6 3.357
Elders 78.6 3.214
Ministry leaders 78.6 2.929
Church and home in partnership 76.9 3.154
Family pastor 71.4 3.286
Congregation at large 72.7 2.909
Mature family members 71.4 2.857
g{tended family; Grandparents, Aunts and Uncles, 643 2,929
ose friends, etc.

Associate pastor or staff member 64.3 2.857
Age group ministers 64.3 2.786
Greater Christian community 53.8 2.769
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Table AS. Final consensus elements as defined by respondents (RQ4)

Response Rd. 3 % Agree Consensus?
Church and home in partnership 100 Y
Parents 92.31 Y
Family ministry leadership team 92.31 Y
Children’s/youth pastor 84.62 Y
Family pastor 76.92 Y
Leaders of the church 75 Y
Ministry leaders 75 Y
Senior pastor 69.23 N
Elders 69.23 N
Father 66.67 N
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APPENDIX 10
QUALITATIVE SURVEY RESPONSES

L Round 1 Responses

A. RQ1 Definitional Components

1. Respondent 1

a.

Prioritization of Church Family: ‘“My natural familv should be
deeply embedded relationally in myv church family. and not see
the church as a consumer commodity servicing the natural
family”

Other-Centered Outcome: “That is, the purpose of the family
ministry is to equip families to be change agents for God and his
Kingdom.”

2. Respondent 2

a.
b.
C.

d.

.

f.

Christian Focus: “The Church responds to the needs of
families”

Parental Involvement: “Parents are encouraged and equipped to
lead”

Child Friendly: “Children enjoy participating and are taught
God’s Word”

Accountability: “The environment encourages accountability
(small group perhaps)

Varied Methodology: “Curriculum-+church events+family
tripsthome fellowships”

“Family ministry that is church-centered affirms that the
responsibility for imparting God's Word to the next generation
begins in the home. Parents are the primary influencers of their
children: children want most to please their parents. Parental
expectations include moral guidelines (how to live in obedience
to God's Word)., worship (regular attendance and involvement
in church). and thought-life (guarding the ear-gate and eye-gate
by monitoring what we listen to and what we watch).”

3. Respondent 3

a.

b.
C.

d.

Strengthening families: “Faith is caught more than it is taught”
Teaching and equipping parents: “The home is the primary
place for faith formation”

Providing great resources: “Parents are most influential in
developing faith and values”

Teach parents how to make disciples of Jesus Christ: “Parents
are to teach and talk to their children about faith in Christ
Jesus”
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e. Strengthen family relationship with God and each other: “Faith
is shaped by the Holy Spirit through personal, trusted
relationships. often. but not always in our homes.”

f. “Especially in the book of Deuteronomy the home is presented
as the place for faith formation. Parents are instructed to keep
God's commands in their hearts and talk about what God has
done with their children "at home and away from home." "when
vou lie down and when vou rise." Family must be thought of in
the broadest terms biblically (uncles, aunts, godparents,
brothers. sisters. grandparents, cousins. neighbors. and other
care adult faith mentors). Faith is an affair of the heart that
commits the mind and shows itself in loving kindness to others
so they to can see the grace of God in action. It is all three of
these actions all the time. not one of them once-in-a-while.
Since the home is church too. and primary church for a child.
the role of the congregation is to strengthen families to nurture
faith in the home, live well in Christ, and pass on the faith
(make disciples)”

. Respondent 4

a. “There needs to be a component of intentionality mixed with
persistence. Similar to parents who identify themselves as the
primary disciplers but then delegate that responsibility., or
ignore it altogether, too many churches declare what should be
happening in regards to equipping families. but then establish
and execute programs in difference to that proclamation.”

. Respondent 5

a. “It must include both the "church as family" as well as
strengthening and encouraging people in whatever family
circumstance they find themselves in”

. Respondent 7
a. “How the church defines "family" will affect what the church's
family ministry looks like, so this is foundational”

. Respondent 8

a. To pursue the biblical mission of the church: “Spiritual
formation is not the end goal”

b. For the glory of God: “Biblically the ultimate goal of all
kingdom activity”

. Respondent 13

a. Ministry of the church: “Some churches embrace their role in a
mission and ministry to families, others simply ignore that rule”

b. Through preventive and therapeutic efforts: “In my experience

a comprehensive ministry to families will offer training to
prepare for family challenges and counseling to address
existing stressors. The two work in tandem.”

c. Designed to strengthen all forms of families: “Again the church
must assess what family forms it welcomes and what forms it
tends to "screen out" either intentionally or not. True family
ministry expands to include the many forms of families in our
churches and communities.”
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d. That are present in the church and community: “My experience
has been the problems existent in the community are sitting in
the pews every Sunday. A comprehensive family ministry will
do both in-reach and outreach.”

e. “The definition I've used for many vears is Family ministry is
ministry of the church through preventive and therapeutic
efforts designed to strengthen all forms of families in the church
and the community. Buried in this definition are the key
questions any church must ask to begin a family ministry. Is this
ministry? Will it work here? What will be our balance of
prevention and therapy? What kinds of families will we minister
to? How will we reach our church and community? I use a
working definition to get the conversation started and begin
strategic planning.”

9. Respondent 14
a. “The National Council on Family Relations shares the

following: Family life education focuses on healthy family
functioning within a familv systems perspective and provides a
primarily preventive approach. The skills and knowledge
needed for healthy functioning are widely known: strong
communication skills, knowledge of typical human
development, good decision-making skills, positive self-esteem,
and healthy interpersonal relationships. The goal of family life
education is to teach and foster this knowledge and these skills
to enable individuals and families to function optimally. Family
life education professionals consider societal issues including
economics. education. work-family issues. parenting. sexuality,
gender and more within the context of the family. They believe
that societal problems such as substance abuse. domestic
violence. unemplovment, debt., and child abuse can be more
effectively addressed from a perspective that considers the
individual and family as part of larger systems. Knowledge
about healthy family functioning can be applied to prevent or
minimize many of these problems. Family life education
provides this information through an educational approach,
often in a classroom-type setting or through educational
materials. The difference in the church is that scripture guides
our thinking in each of the areas listed above.”

B. RQ2 Desired Outcomes

1. Respondent 1
a. Rich community among families in the church: For example,
families in the church choosing to spend vacation time and
other non-church time with one another

2. Respondent 2

a. Families Thrive: “Family life should be fulfilling and
rewarding, even though there may be challenges”

b. Home is a safe place: “Children are provided for and protected
in the Christian home”

c. Marriage Covenant is honored: ‘“Husbands and wives model
fidelity and commitment to one another as an expression of
their relationship with God.”
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3. Respondent 3

a.

b.

Parental Harmony: “Parents establish an atmosphere in the
home. Healthy relationships begin with unity of the parents”
Becoming Gospel-oriented parents: “It is about right
relationships living closely with God and with each other”

. Sharing faith at home: “In mainline Christianity. 43 percent of

the homes do not talk about faith. Parents need training and
resources in having FaithTalk with their children”

Being involved in service activities as a family: “Two
dimensions of faith maturity: a life-transforming relationships
with a loving God and a consistent devotion to serving others”
Communicating moral values: “A foundation in Christ becomes
a moral compass to guide youth in decisions and commitments
they make in life”

4. Respondent 4

a.

“Something that is not necessarily considered with family
ministry is that I would like to see men embracing their roles as
men in the life of the family (lead) and women embracing their
roles as women in the life of the family (submit/support). As
Christian men act more like Christian men. and women act
more like Christian women, children will naturally learn to be
more Christ-like. Incorporated into a strong family ministry
must be a component of women's ministry and men's ministry.
This will allow men and women who are not currently in intact
families to still thrive in their roles as they minister to their
families. I think it also allows bovs who come from single-
mom homes to be exposed to men. and vice-versa for girls who
come from single-dad homes. Since more and more of our
families are non-traditional. we need to look for the more
central lesson of biblical manhood and biblical womanhood
which. when fully embraced. should lead to a natural
component of legacy discipling.”

5. Respondent 13

a.

There is an identification of congregational family needs
through a comprehensive family needs analvsis process.:
“Familv ministry should be planned and directed toward the
unique needs of each congregation. Too many churches just
buy some packaged program and throw programming at the
church with no thought as to outcomes or appropriateness.”
Family ministrv ministers to the brokenness of church
leadership: “From a family systems perspective. a church can
onlvy be as healthv as the leadership subsystem. My experience
has been when leadership families are suffering, or operating in
a dvsfunctional manner, the entire church family is affected
and sick.”

Family ministrv uses trained, competent and responsible
individuals in lay leadership capacities who are a part of
ongoing training in theology of the family, family systems, and
their unique area of ministry:

“Unlike other ministries. leaders in family ministry are given
access to confidential or personal information and work with
people at key areas of their lives when they are vulnerable. The
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family minister must provide a comprehensive training
curriculum for his leadership team to ensure they know their
limits, and are safe people to be working with the hurting and
vulnerable.”

Family ministrv is built upon a theological foundation of
salvation by association not segregation: “We week to minister
into the pain. complexity and uniqueness of each person.
couple and family. Grace is found by being a witness to the
story of suffering in someone’s life and offering hope to a new
way of thinking, behaving and feeling about the entire direction
of their life. Christ "associated" himself with mankind, to
achieve our salvation. we can do no less.”

“Familv ministry practices "credible" ministry. Families are
complex., messy, incomplete and unfinished. We help them
along the wav. We do not get it all done but we are authentic,
complex and transparent: Jeremiah condemned the religious
elite saving "Peace, peace they say when there is no peace.
They treat the wounds of mv peonle as if they were not
serious.”" Some churches want to throw a guest speaker. a cool
conference or the latest fad ministry at the complexity of the
family. Its a disgrace and a poor substitute for rolling up ones
sleeves and getting dirty in the complex and frustrating world
of the family. But that is where the most good is done.

6. Respondent 14

a.

Christ-Centered thriving marriage: ”Christian couples skilled in
communication and conflict resolution, pre-marriage education
and marriage enrichment”

Christ Centered parents who are skilled in parenting
throughout all developmental ages and stages: “Includes
appropriate parent centered biblical sex education and
influencing the next generation's faith in Jesus Christ”

c. Non-nuclear family formation: “includes pre-remarriage

education, step family living and parenting

d. Families who are able to manage the nuts and bolts of family

living: “Includes Christian Stewardship of time, talent and
finances, home work balance, stress management and the like

e. Families that influence faith in Jesus Christ to the third and

fourth generation: “Not iust happy families. but thriving homes
centered on Christ filling the earth with Godly children and
grandchildren”

C. RQ3 Activities of Family Ministry

1. Respondent 1
a. Education: “Teaching/training about parenting, marriage. life-

stages of a relationship, etc. Training parents to disciple their
children”

b. Fellowship: “Opportunities for families in the church to hang

out with one another informally.”

c. Service: “Opportunities for families to do ministry as a whole

d.

family and together with other church families”
Worship: “Where possible, include children in church worship
services”
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2. Respondent 2

a.

b.

.

Involves all family members: “It isn’t ‘family ministry’ unless
everyone participates”

Teaching Bible during evervdayv activities: “It's not Bible study
per se. but teaching during evervday activities means that
parents are knowledgeable enough about the Bible to relate it to
life throughout the day”

. Children see their parents worship: “It’s important for children

to see their parents participate in praise and worship”

Children do not notice a disconnect...of the week: “It's easy to
focus on "activities" at church, but if there's a disconnect
between what parents do and say on Sunday vs. the rest of the
week. this presents a dichotomy”

“Family ministry isn't really centered on activities per se.
Family ministry extends from the character of the parents and
how their relationship with the Lord impacts their entire family
life. When children experience Jesus at home. thev are more
inclined to embrace Him at church, school, and in their
community”

3. Respondent 3

a.

1.

k.

Praving Together: “Praver is a gift of God to remind us of our
relationship with our Creator, Abba--loving Father who is with
us’?

. Worshipping God recularly as a family: “The mountains,

streams, lakes. vallevys so glory, but God's word of forgiveness
is given to the Church”

. Reading Scripture together: “The Scriptures unfold God's plan

of salvation for humankind. Families need to know the stories
of God's grace. mercy. judgment, and love”

. Regular Devotions in the home and FaithTalk: “Developing

caring conversation that wonder about God and discuss faith are
important to faith development™

. Learning Christian Traditions...in the home: “This is part of

knowing and practicing and growing in "Whose we are."

Being connected to a Christ-centered community of faith: “a
congregation is one of the few places where various generations
gather together regularly

. Celebrating faith milestones along the life-long journey of faith

in Christ: “Living well in Christ is a way of life and a life of
learning and growing--maturing

. Marriage enrichment retreats, classes, workshops: “This is

needed more than ever with the changes in our present culture.
Children need faithful models

. Classes/Training in living well in Christ: “Wellness is not the

lack of illness. but rather to have God in Christ centered in
every area of well-being

Intergenerational events: “every generation brings a gift to the

Body of Christ, we need to connect the generations more”

“The role of the congregation is to strengthen families to
nurture faith in the home, live well in Christ, and pass on the
faith and to teach the family to share their faith with others in
their community. The role of the parents/family is to teach and
model the faith for their children and to make disciples of Jesus
Christ (pass on the faith in word and deed)”
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4. Respondent 4
a. “This list, to a certain degree, will vary from household to
household. I do believe, however, that the necessity and
centrality of God's Word. and our worship of Him will need to
be central to whatever a family chooses to do.”

5. Respondent 15
a. Prayer: “by the leadership of the family ministry and in homes”
b. Parenting courses, classes, workshops and seminars:
“including a specific focus on 1) First time parents, 2) First time
parent of teens. 3) Empty nest”

6. Respondent 16

a. Opportunities to serve and go as a family: “serve the church and
the community, go on mission”

b. Partnership Discipleship Activities: “where the church comes
alongside parents by offering some discipleship activities where
believers other than parents may be leading (reinforcing what
the child learns at home)

D. RQ4 Responsible Parties

1. Respondent 1
a. “I believe that pastors should equip mature family leaders to be
the leaders in every one of the activities I have listed above
except, perhaps, the preaching in the church's worship service.”

2. Respondent 2
a. Father is the lead: “Often, family ministry centers on the wife
instead of the husband”
b. Mother Cooperates: “The wife partners with her husband to
minister to the family daily”
c. Church assists...: “The Church is a support to the ministry of
the home”
d. “I'm not sure that anyone is "responsible to perform the
activities of family ministry." This statement isn't really clear.
It assumes that someone has to do something in order for
family ministry to occur. such as a church service or event
(retreat). etc. But family ministry isn't centered on activities;
it's centered on the Christian character and spiritual formation
of the parents.”

3. Respondent 3
a. Parents: “In baptism they promise to teach the faith and model
the faith for their children”
b. Congregation: “Provide training for parents rather than replace
them”

4. Respondent 4
a. “This question is not clear if vou are asking who is to perform
the activities of family ministry within a church (i.e.. who
equips the families. or who is to perform the functions of
discipleship within the home. I mav need to review vour
terminology to better understand the angle your question is
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taking, but my responses are taking the perspective of "who is
responsible to perform the activities of family ministry in the
life of a Christian family. Something that should also be
considered in the arena of family ministry is whether or not we
are talking about "discipleship” or "evangelism.” An often
misunderstood approach to family ministry is that we are
discipling, when in fact much of our ministry in homes with
younger children is actually evangelistic. Just a thought.”

5. Respondent 6

a. The entire pastoral staff team: “In a senior pastor model. the
senior pastor plays a critical role with theology and vision, for
uniting the local church and the families in the church in the
Great Commission.”

b. “’Living for Christ at home’ flows from the pulpit and a Great
Commission theology that unites the local church and the
family. Certain ministries may take primary roles - such as
training parents and grandparents, investing in marriages.
welcoming all ages into the corporate worship service, etc.”

6. Respondent 14
a. The Local Church: “The local congregation is charged to be the
steward”
b. The Pastor: “This is part of is call to ministry”

IL. Round 3 Responses
A. RQ1 Definitional Components

1. Respondent 2
a. “A definition is broad. It is not operational. Specifics such as
strong marriages, etc. flow out of a definition but are not
included in it.
2. Respondent 4
a. “Ireally don't disagree with anvy of these. However. the one's
that I did not check are too broad to use in a definition of
Family Ministry. Of course Family Ministry as all ministries of
the Gospel are to be led by the Holy Spirit and done to the
Glory of God. The congregation should and must see that home
is church too. so thus it would be connected to the mission
(discipleship training) of the congregation. The clergy and lay
workers in Family Ministry must have a solid theology of the
Church as Familv and a theology of the role of families in God's
plan of proclamation of salvation to others. Again, those that I
did not check seem too broad for a definition of Family
Ministry. They fit more in equipping leaders.”

3. Respondent 5

a. ‘“The Church cannot—and should not—do it all! Families are .
.. families . . . not Church families, but individual entities
within the Church that are an integral part of the Church. The
Church as Family is a theology that differs from the Theology
of Family. We are brothers and sisters in Christ; this is the
"church family" relationship. But the family relationship (i.e.
Theology of Family) is the unit that God intended to "D6" the
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children. Research demonstrates that children are influenced
primarily by their parents; these are the ones children want
most to spend time with and please (not peers for example). So
the responsibility to impress upon their children God's laws
rests upon with Mom and Dad within the walls of the home.
Children are watching and listening!

4. Respondent 7

a.

“I do not find this helpful. Of course. family ministry should
take into considerations virtually everything on this list. There
1s no allowance for the subtle ways in which these
activities/priorities need to be embedded in the overarching
reality of the church itself as a family. I see the potential here
for just another version of our natural family-centered,
consumerist approach to church life”

5. Respondent 13

a.

“This survey is printed in grey scale and it extremely hard to
read!! Why did you do that?”

B. RQ2 Desired Outcomes

1. Respondent 2

a.

“Those not selected are not selected--not because they are not
potentially good things--but because thev contain vague words
and thus are "essential." This question is not clear. What is
"essential"? If we had to choose only a few items out of the
long list, we would have had to decide which items are most
essential. Since we could choose unlimited items, the term
"essential" lost meaning.”

2. Respondent 3

a.

“Kids Who Remain Faithful Into Adulthood: of course this is a
hoped-for outcome, but to state that it is an essential outcome
seems overstated. Family Life as a Witness to Abundant Life in
Christ--also a good thing, but seems like a consequence of all
the others. Parenting for Right Relationship With God and
Others Marriage understood as a covenant would be a good
way of teaching it, but not an essential outcome. Outcomes and
processes seem a bit confused in this list.”

3. Respondent 4

a.

“Again, it is hard to check "disagree" less on misunderstand
why. These are all good. but many too broad for a desired
outcome. A desired outcome should flow from a vision that
God has given to a specific congregation--"What is God up to
here or what is God calling us to be and do?" Some of these are
more activities to accomplish a desired outcome, rather than a
desired outcome.”

4. Respondent 5

a.

“Some of these outcomes (filling the earth with God's glory,
being used for God's redemptive plan, witnessing the abundant
life in Christ, furthering God's kingdom) naturally result from
God-centered families. In other words, the "world" sees Christ
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and experience God's glory through families that are effective
witnesses because of their faithfulness to one another (husband
and wife) and commitment to nurturing and discipling their
children. As a result of being properly discipled by their
parents, children remain faithful to the Lord Jesus Christ into
adulthood, have a passion for the (work of the) Church
(including evangelism, missions, teaching), understand that
marriage is a covenantal relationship (as modeled by their
parents), and have a worldview anchored in God's Word that
contributes to their ongoing spiritual formation.”

5. Respondent 7

a.

“See previous. Same here”

6. Respondent 13

a.

Sure, these are all "ideal" and rather global outcomes but
unrealistic to think any one program could do all this. Perhaps
it would be better to rate on a Likert scale so you could show
something beyond a "yes" or "no" response”

C. RQ3 Activities of Family Ministry

1. Respondent 1

a.

“Communication is too broad a term. There are many activities
that would be nice but essential means can not be omitted,
correct? Next Gen ministry sounds silo centered.”

2. Respondent 2

a.

“Again, the term "essential" is weak if we are allowed to
choose an unlimited number of items.”

3. Respondent 3

a.

“Not sure vou can sav the following are essential activities of
family ministry: Regular Devotions and Faith Talk at Home
Regular Family Worship Times Regular Times of Family
Praver Perhaps vou are using the term "family ministry" here to
refer to each familv's ministry within their homes and not the
congregation's family ministry.”

4. Respondent 4

a.

“When a congregation only focuses on one generation, such as
the next Generation, it misses the biblical understanding of
"Family"--it is intergenerational and must include all
generations. Congregation with a single focus of "family" often
seem to do well for about 10 - 15 years and then begin to suffer
loss. I disagreed with Intergenerational Corporate Worship
only because I thought it was redundant with Intentional
Multigenerational Connectedness for Worship and Service.
There are so many activities in a community calling for their
time and effort. A congregation does not want to add to the
burden of the family's time, rather help them always look for
God's presence and grace in all their choices.”
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5. Respondent 5

a.

“intergenerational worship focuses on how the church
ministers to children. teens. and adults and whether or not this
occurs simultaneously in the worship service. I'm not sure that
this is key to family ministry. Equipping the family to do
ministry at home is a little different and demands providing
tools to help husbands and wives succeed in their relationships
with one another so that they model commitment that God
honors. It also means giving parents the skills necessary to
raise godly children.”

D. RQ4 Responsible Parties

1. Respondent 3

a.

“Confusing question. Depends on how one defines family
ministry. I should have read the opening page more carefully.
If family ministry is defined as the whole church body (family
of families). then all of these could be essential parties; if
family ministry refers only to congregants who have children,
only some would be essential parties. If "father" is one of the
choices. is this implying that the father is an essential party, but
the mother is not?”

2. Respondent 4

a.

“From the choices given, what is missing according to research
in family faith formation is: Mother, Grandparents, Over 3
million grandparents in the USA are raising their grandchildren
in the Grandparents' home. Sixty-seven percent of all people
connected to the faith and the church are connected to the
church from a Mother who modeled the faith. 43 percent are
connected to the church because thev had a Father who
modeled the faith. The role of the Father is extremely
important. There are too many fatherless families. However.,
the role of the mother is also extremely important. Also needed
are other Faith Mentoring Adults (See Search Institute
research).”

3. Respondent 5

a.

“The entire church staff does not have to commit to family
ministry in order for it to be successful. Kev persons (parents
including the father., a ministry leader/family pastor. and
possibly the vouth pastor/minister) are all that's needed to make
a difference in the lives of the children.”

4. Respondent 10

a.

“Fathers' "do nots" (Col 3:21 and Eph. 6:4) are given as
instructions to fathers because in that culture fathers had all the
power and control over all members... today parents are seen as
partners (even "complementarian" theology affirms this).
Therefore, "Father as authority" independent of a healthy
mother/father relationship is a theologically misunderstood
concent of child-rearing. Note: "ezer" in Gen 2:18 affirms the
notion of "rescuer" and is only used for God outside of this
context in the OT....”
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5. Respondent 13
a. “How do vou say any one of these is not important? Again, a
Likert scale would be a better way to measure the degree of
importance as oppose to an all or nothing vote.”
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

APPENDIX 11

DELPHI PANEL QUALIFICATIONS

Ph. D., Professor of Family Science and Christian Ministries

Ph. D., Research Professor of Christian Education

Ph. D., Professor of Youth, Family, and Culture

M. Div., Frequent guest lecturer and author of seminal text

D. Min, Retired Executive Director of denominational ministry and author
Ph. D., Professor of Counseling, Human Behavior and Development

Ph. D. Professor of New Testament Language and Literature

M. Div., Executive Director and author of seminal text*

Ph. D., Pastor of Family Care

D. Min., Executive Director, pastor, and author*

Ph. D., Professor of Student Ministry

Ph. D., Senior Pastor, Author

M. A., Program Director, Center for Family Life, author

Ph. D., Professor of Ministry and Missions

Ph. D., Pastor, conference speaker*

Ph. D., Founder and President of educational ministry, conference speaker

*Completed at least one, but not all three rounds of this study
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ABSTRACT
MOVING TOWARDS DEFINITIONAL CONSENSUS

IN CONTEMPORARY FAMILY MINISTRY:
A DELPHI STUDY

Shawn David Crawley, Ph.D.
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2017
Chair: Dr. Timothy Paul Jones

The purpose of this study is to seek a consensus definition of family ministry,
including the aspects of desired outcome, necessary activities, and perceived locus of
responsibility. The three-round Delphi study utilized input from 13 expert panelists to
describe items of consensus across in each of the above four categories.

Results from the study describe four consensus definitional components:
strong biblical foundation, clear equipping for biblical parenting and community, and
addressing healthy interpersonal relationships. Four categories of desired outcomes
included multigenerational faith formation, authentic biblical community, rigorously
biblical programming, and the advancement of God’s kingdom. Categories of essential
practices were the equipping of households for evangelism and discipleship, missional
family life and authentic and accountable leadership. The responsibility for the activities
of family ministry lies with particular church leadership in partnership with the home,

according to study participants.

KEYWORDS: Definitional consensus, desired outcomes, activities of family ministry,

responsible parties for family ministry, Delphi methodology.
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