Work Sheet – Kathmandu, Nepal- Training that catalyzes church planting movement.
Lay mobilization
Many of those who came to the basic training for church planting had a minimal Bible School training (one or two years). Some had no formal training at all. The beauty is that, although theological training is needed, it is not a pre-requisite to being involved in church planting. Church planting ministry depends more on calling, maturity and gifting than on knowledge. Our Fruitful Practices for Multiplication equip these existing leaders to mobilize and prepare people in their churches to start new home churches. We saw some of this rapid deployment and multiplication in the two examples we gave of leaders who equipped and sent out their people. 
1. Do you believe church planting is for professionals alone; or can unsophisticated lay people start new churches with some pastoral supervision and help?


2. Do you agree with this statement: “God delights in using ordinary people to do extraordinary things” Why or why not? What does it have to do with reproduction?


3. What would be necessary for that kind of mobilization and reproduction to take place in your region?

Training as a catalyst for movement
In this approach, equipping is seen as a process that serves multiplication, rather than an event. We recommend successive equipping modules. The content of follow-up training should consider real outcomes in the field (outcome-based training). Evaluation and selection is the responsibility of the local group, with counsel from external catalysts. The goal is that some effective planters become trainers and catalysts who reproduce the training in other regions. For this to happen, the content cannot be “canned.” Biblical principles that apply globally must be adapted to the local context. People have distinct literacy levels, learning styles, and educational cultures. Those create expectations and preferred learning environments. 

1. [bookmark: _GoBack]What are some advantages and disadvantages of using “outcome-based training” and follow-up with further equipping based on assessment of results?


2. It would be simpler to use a set curriculum, and let the audience do the adapting. Why not put the burden on those that receive the training?


3. What other take-aways can you see from this training cycle in Kathmandu?
