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ABSTRACT

TRAINING FOR VOLUNTARY NONFORMAL EDUCATORS:

NEEDS, RESOURCES AND FEASIBILITY

by

Elizabeth R. Javalera

The research had a threefold purpose: (a) to design three models of

training voluntary nonformal educators, (b) to estimate the anticipated costs and

benefits of each model, and (c) to estimate the feasibility of each model in

training voluntary nonformal educators in rural and urban Protestant churches in

the three major island-groups of the Philippines.

Church workers and decision makers from nine selected local churches

reprsenting different denominations, geographical locations, sizes, and

community structures participated in this study.

Data for the study were obtained through the administration of a written

questionnaire to all the church workers who attended a specially arranged

general meeting and through personal interviews of no more than five decision

makers in each of the nine selected churches.

The major findings follow: (a) both urban and rural church workers seemed

to accept any of the three training approaches (i.e., training-on-your-own,

training-with-a-group, and training-through-actual-experience), but training—

with-a-group appeared to be the most acceptable to them; (b) urban workers

seemed to accept both the self-instructional approach and the experiential

learning approach but not the workshop approach, whereas the rural decision
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makers found the self-instructional approach less acceptable and the other two

approaches even less acceptable; and (c) the decision makers generally believed

their churches could meet the costs of any of. the three approaches.

Recommendations include the following: (a) MODELS I, II, and III should be

revised to incorporate some of the suggestions given by the respondents,

particularly those of the decision makers; (b) the revised training models should

be recommended to both rural and urban churches in the Philippines for use in

developing their voluntary nonformal educators; (c) similar studies should be

done to estimate the feasibility of using other training models in developing

voluntary nonformal educators in rural and urban churches in the Philippines and

in other parts of Asia; and (d) a handbook containing (1) practical guidelines on

how to select or plan the training program(s) most suitable to a particular

situation and (2) detailed designs of several tested training models should be

prepared and made available to local churches.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

Protestant churches in the Philippines get exposed to all sorts of leadership

training approaches many of which are not suitable culturally, economically, and

otherwise to their particular situations. This study was conducted in order to

determine the feasibility of at least three training models in training voluntary

nonformal educators in rural and urban protestant churches in the Philippines.

Background of the Problem

In recent years many Protestant churches in the Philippines have come to

realize how difficult it is to rely mainly on Bible school—or seminary-trained

ministers to carry on the varied ministries of the church. Consequently, they

now depend heavily on voluntary workers, otherwise referred to as lay leaders

and workers. One reason for this heavy dependence on voluntary workers is most

of these churches, particularly those in the rural areas, cannot afford to hire

even one trained minister. Another reason is there are not enough trained

ministers who are available. A deeper reason, however, is they have finally

accepted the oft-repeated and long-ignored Biblical teaching that the work of

the ministry is the responsibility of all people of the church.

Because of this realization, many churches are now striving to recruit more

voluntary workers, particularly nonformal educators such as Bible study leaders,

Sunday school teachers, vacation Bible school workers, trainers of teachers and

leaders and other communicators of the Bible. They are also increasing their

e 



efforts to provide necessary training for their newly recruited workers, as well

as for those who are already serving.

Unfortunately, however, training programs in many churches are still very

inadequate. Pressured by the great demand for training workers, most churches

resort to what may be labeled as "instant training programs." They try to do the

impossible job of producing "instant workers" by way of hurriedly prepared half-

day seminars or else day-long conferences filled with lectures.

Some other churches merely depend on what may be described as

"packaged training programs" usually offered by well-meaning parachurch

organizations. Needless to say, such programs cannot be expected to work in

every church. After all, each church, not to mention each trainee or group of

trainees, has its own unique characteristics, needs, problems, interests, and

aspirations.

Importance of the Study

Most of these churches have very limited resources. They cannot afford to

select training alternatives by "trial and error." They need some specific

information which can help them determine the training model or models that

will bring them improved benefits for a particular level of resource use. This

research provides such badly needed information.

In addition, this study offers a research design which, when replicated, may

be useful in assessing the feasibility of other training models designed to develop

leaders and workers for Churches both in the Philippines and in other parts of

Asia.

The Purpose of the Study 

This study had a three-fold purpose: (a) to design three models of training

voluntary nonformal educators, (b) to estimate the anticipated costs and benefits





of each model, and (c) to estimate the feasibility of each model in training

voluntary nonformal educators in rural and urban protestant churches in the

three major island groups of the Philippines.

A Brief Description of the Proposed Training Models

Three models of training voluntary nonformal educators were developed

and analyzed for this study. MODEL 1 was based on the self—instruction approach,

MODEL 11 on the workshop approach, and MODEL 111 on the experiential learning

approach.

MODEL I—Based on the

Self-Instruction Approach

Aimed at helping voluntary Bible teachers and leaders improve their

 

knowledge of the Bible and their competency in communicating its teachings to

others, MODEL I takes trainees through two years of learning experience. The

first year consists of daily self-studies, using self—instructional texts, during

weekdays and of weekly interaction with co—trainees and with a designated

leader on Sundays at Sunday school time. During the second year, trainees are

provided opportunities to be involved first as Bible study assistants and later as

regular Bible study leaders or teachers.

MODEL II—Based on the

Workshop Approach

Intended for training voluntary Bible teachers and leaders, MODEL 11 is

divided into four blocks of time called "PHASES." In PHASE 1, trainees are

involved in a five—day preliminary workshop; in PHASE 2, in assistantship; in

PHASE 3, in a more advanced five-day workshop; and in PHASE 4, in actual

teaching.





MODEL III——Based on the

Experiential Learning Approach 

Designed for developing trainers of voluntary nonformal educators, MODEL

111 engages trainees in a two-week training experience.

period, the trainees are given time to actually plan, implement, and evaluate a

training activity for a previously observed church near the training site and to

design a plan for training voluntary nonformal educators in their home churches.

(See Appendices A and B for a fuller description, illustration, and

estimated cost of each of these three training models.)

Research Questions

The research was guided by the following questions:

1. What are the anticipated benefits of each model of training for

the trainees? for the local church?

a. How many voluntary nonformal educators can be trained by

each model at a time?

What specific knowledge, skills, and attitudes will the

trainees learn through participation in each training

program?

Will each program provide for immediate application of

learnings to local or back-home situations?

Will each program motivate the trainees to further develop

themselves through a continuing self-improvement program

and through other organized instruction programs?

Which model or models are workable for training voluntary

nonformal educators in rural churches? in urban churches?

a. How much will it cost (monetary and nonmonetary) to

operate MODEL 1? MODEL 11? MODEL 111?

During this two—week





b. Can these costs be met by the local churches?

c. Are these costs reasonable in proportion to the anticipated

benefits?

3. Which model or models are acceptable to rural churches? to

urban churches?

a. Which components (training content, manner of training,

training personnel, training schedule, training costs) do

decision makers find relevant to the particular training

needs and interests of the workers in their respective

churches?

b. What do they see as the strength(s) of each model?

c. What do they see as the weakness(es) of each model?

d. What specific recommendations do they have for the

improvement of each model?

Delimitations of the Stud;
 

The research was not designed as a cost-effectiveness analysis in which the

monetary measures of resource costs are linked to the effectiveness of a

program in producing a particular impact (Levin, 1975). It is simply an estimate

of the anticipated costs and benefits of three training models for the purpose of

determining their feasibility in rural and urban churches in the Philippines.

Neither was the research designed to field test the three training models

but to get the reactions of leaders and workers in nine selected local churches so

as to determine the likelihood of these models being accepted when introduced

to other churches later.



Limitations of the Study

The participating churches were not selected through random sampling but

according to their representativeness in terms of denominational affiliation,

geographical location, size, and community structure.

The data collected for this study were limited to the responses of church

leaders and workers, in nine selected rural and urban churches, to a written

questionnaire, and to a personal interview administered immediately after the

oral presentation of the three training models.

Definitions of Terms

Several terms used in this study have special connotations. The precise

definitions of those terms are as follows:

Assistantship. A form of training in which an inexperienced person assists an

able and experienced teacher or leader for a given period of time, with the

trainee's beginning as an observer but later taking full responsibility for a

few sessions.

Bible study leader. a voluntary church worker who serves as a facilitator to a

group of young people or adults who study the Bible in a church, in a

school, in a home, or elsewhere.

Bible teacher. A voluntary church worker in charge of a group of learners in

Sunday school, in vacation Bible school, in camp, or in any other church

educational agency.

Dissemination. Level five in experiential taxonomy which utilizes such teaching

strategies as reporting, oral presentation, dramatization, group dynamics,

and seminar (Steinaker 6: Bell).

Experiential taxonomy. A new approach to teaching and learning in which

teachers and learners alike go through five taxonomic levels of educational



 

experience: exposure, participation, identification, internalization, and

dissemination (Steinaker 6: Bell).

Exposure. Level one in experiential taxonomy in which the strategies for

teaching are goal setting, data presentation, demonstration, directed

observation, and data exploration (Steinaker 6r Bell).

Identification. Level three in experiential taxonomy for which the teaching

strategies are field activities, discussion, conferencing, hypothesizing, and

testing (Steinaker 6: Bell).

Internalization. Level four in experiential taxonomy which makes use of such

teaching strategies as skill reinforcement, recreation, role play,

comparative-contrastive analysis, and sum marization (Steinaker 6r Bell).

Local church. A group of believers who meet in a locale, thereby forming a local

representation of the church (Cole).

M. A framework for classifying the major elements of an entity or

phenomenon (e.g., a training program) with regard to their functions and

interrelationships in order to observe more easily how the elements

function within the entity, and how they enable the entity to operate, and

how they act upon one another (Alkin).

Participation. Level two in experiential taxonomy which utilizes such teaching

strategies as modeling-recall, expanding data bases, dramatic play,

manipulative and tactile activities, and ordering or sequencing.

Reconstruction. A stage in the MODEL [11 training program during which each

participant is allowed to reconstruct a previously designed and tested

training plan or to design a new one which would be suitable for his church

back home.

Resources. Refers to material goods and services, time and energy which are

available for carrying on an activity (e.g., a training program).



Spiritual formation. The process by which the trainee for the ministry is

influenced and directed in spiritual growth and development (Holland).

Theological education by extension. A form of theological education which

includes three essential elements: self-study materials, practical work in

the students' own congregation and regular encounters or seminars with

students and instructors (Kinsler).

Training. A continuous daily activity carried on formally in a classroom or

clinical environment, or nonformally on the job, at staff meetings or

anytime where there is any interaction between any two or more

individuals or between individual trainees and resource materials (Rawson-

Jones).

Training need. May be described as existing any time an actual condition differs
 

from a desired condition in the human or "people" aspect of organization

performance or, more specifically, when a change in present human

knowledge, skills, or attitudes can bring about the desired outcome (Craig).

Voluntary nonformal educators. Refers to teachers and leaders who are involved
 

in that form of education which, like formal education, is deliberate,

planned, staffed, and financially supported and yet, like information

education, is functional, unrestricted as to time and place, and in general

responsive to needs (Ward). In the context of a local church, this term

would pertain to such voluntary church workers as Sunday school teachers,

vacation Bible school workers, Bible study leaders, trainers of leaders and

teachers, and other voluntary workers involved in the educational program

of the church.

Workshop. Pertains to a group of persons with a common interest or problem,

often professional or vocational, who meet together for an extended period

of time to improve their individual proficiencies, abilities, or

understandings by means of study, research, and discussion (Craig).



This dissertation is organized and presented in the following manner.

Chapter I gives a short introduction to the study, a statement of the

problem, the purpose, the specific research qustions to be answered, the

significance of the study, a brief description of the three training models

designed for this study, the limitations of the study, a definition of important

terms, and the organization of the study.

Chapter 11 provides a review of relevant literature including those that deal

with the training process, program planning, training models, and with church

leadership training.

Chapter III discusses the research methodology, the compositon of the

sample, the development of the three training models, the estimation of costs

for each model, the construction of the research instruments, and the procedures

used in gathering, summarizing, and analyzing the research data.

Chapter IV presents the analysis of the collected data and reports the

findings with the aid of tabular and graphic devices.

Chapter V consists of the conclusions of the study and the

recommendations based on the research findings.





CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

The literature that was considered relevant for this research fell into four

categories. The first category of literature analyzes the need for training

voluntary church leaders and workers, particularly in the Philippines. The second

category gives an overview of the training process. The third category deals with

designing training programs. The fourth category describes some training models

recommended for use in schools, churches, and other human service

organizations.

The Need for Training Voluntary Church Leaders

Protestant churches in the Philippines are growing. A recent survey

indicates that 12 denominations experienced an average decadal growth rate of

171% (Montgomery 6: McGavran, 1980). Three denominations (i.e., the Southern

Baptists, the Conservative Baptists, and the Christian and Missionary Alliance)

are reported to have more than doubled their membership in 10 years.

As churches in the Philippines continue to grow, their need for church

leaders and workers multiplies. The kinds of leaders and workers that growing

churches, like the Philippine churches, need are grouped by McGavran (1973) into

five classes and by McKinney (1975) into five levels. Using McKinney's five

categories, these leaders are: Level 1 - persons who exercise teaching,

preaching, administrative, and evangelistic functions within a local church such

as Sunday school teachers, Bible study leaders, and other voluntary leaders and

workers; Level 2 - overseers of small congregations who hold a small

10
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congregation together or share in the direction of a larger congregation; Level 3

-overseers of a large congregation or a cluster or clusters of small

congregations; Level 4 - regional, national, and international administrators who

tie associations of churches together; and Level 5 - educator-scholars who

exercise influence upon the church through scholarly research and the

development of theological disciplines.

While Philippine Protestant churches do have a need for all five levels of

leaders, several writers (Arthur, 1974; Becker, 1974; Hill, 1973; Montgomery 6c

McGavran, 1980; Rambo, 1968; Rotz, 1955; and Villegas, 1982) indicate that the

greatest need is for Level 1 leaders, otherwise known as lay or voluntary leaders.

Several reasons explain this great need for Level 1 leaders. First, most

Protestant churches in the Philippines, particularly in the rural 'areas, cannot

afford to hire even one full-time trained minister so they rely heavily on lay

leaders who serve without remuneration. As for those trained ministers who get

hired, surveys (Rotz, 1955; Hill, 1973) revealed that their greatest difficulty is

lack of funds. Rotz writes, "Economic factors create the largest amount of

frustration, dissatisfaction and unhappiness among church leaders."

Second, lay leadership is now widely recognized by church leaders in the

Philippines as a very important key to church growth. According to Waymire,

almost all church leaders concerned about church growth in the Philippines

recognize the need for better training for and mobilization of their lay people

(Montgomery 6: McGavran). Villegas claims the witnessing of laymen and lay

preachers was the greatest contributing factor in the numerical growth of the

Christian and Missionary Alliance churches of the Philippines. Third, many

churches have finally accepted the oft-repeated and long-ignored Biblical

teaching that the ministry is the work of all God's people (Ephesians 4:11-12). In
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nearly all Philippine churches, there is a new awareness that the laity is the

church and must be permitted and encouraged to function as such (Becker, 1974).

Regarding the number of Level 1 leaders that churches would need,

McKinney thinks a realistic ratio would be one Level 1 leader for every five

members of the church. If this kind of figuring is followed, then every local

church in the Philippines with 50 members would need at least 10 Level 1 leaders

while every local church with 500 members would need no less than 100 Level 1

leaders. In the case of an entire denomination, the size of CAMACOP with more

than 70,000 members (Neumann, 1983), the need would be for 14,000 or more

Level 1 leaders. When the number of Level 1 leaders needed in all the presently

organized churches in the Philippines is calculated and the continuous growth of

each group is planned for, the need for Level 1 leaders in the Philippines becomes

more overwhelming.

But the real need in the Philippines today is not just for thousands of lay or

voluntary leaders and workers. The need, as pointed out in a survey of Philippine

church leaders themselves, is for "trained lay leadership" (Hill, 1973). Thus

Becker underlines the importance of training lay leaders in the country:

An army of soldiers is powerless without weapons. So also, an army

of laymen cannot be effective unless they are properly equipped for

their priesthood and ministry. The motivation . . . may be considered.

as part of the equipment--in fact the most basic part of it. Another

part is a mature understanding of the tasks to be done by the church.

A very important part is the skills needed to perform those tasks. As

well-equipped servant of the Lord is also one who has a feeling of

confidence and optimism as he goes about his ministry. Even after

Juan de la Iglesia has been motivated to serve as a good soldier of

Jesus Christ, we can hardly blame him for hesitating if he remains

empty-handed. He has a right to expect good equipment for his

battle and the Lord of his church has made provision for equipping

him (p. 58).

The suggestion to emphasize the group Bible study method in lay leadership

training is justified by the fact that this method is now recognized by most

Protestant church leaders in the country as their most effective strategy for
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evangelism and church growth (1979 PHILCOE Declaration; Montgomery 6:

McGavran, 1980; Skivington, 1970). Montgomery explains why the group Bible

study method is especially effective in the Philippines:

It follows the pattern of the New Testament with its churches in the

home and its teaching of the Word from house to house . . . . The

method is eminently reproducible on a local level in that there is

potential leadership in every congregation, the cost is nothing or next

to nothing and there are always meeting places available . . . . The

method is appropriate to the Philippine culture with its large and

close-knit extended families. It is effective in the Roman Catholic

setting where the Bible, which has been kept so long from laymen, is

now eagerly sought after . . . (p. 56).

The Training Process
 

At one time the word training had a very restricted meaning referring to

drilling peeple in manual skills. Currently, however, the term has come to have

wider connotations. Some of these connotations are evident in the following

features of training which are described in more details by Miles (1981) in his

guidebook:

Skill emphasis. Training implies a focused concern with skills--
 

the tools a person needs to bring his actions into line with his

intention.

Whole-person learning. Training includes ideas, values,
 

principles, attitudes, feelings, and concrete behaviors, all of which

are involved in whole-person learning.

Guided practice. Training implies practice, that is, repeated
 

performance of particular skills, with explicit, immediate

information on the results of a particular try.

Psychological safety. Training implies a situation which is at

least partially protected and psychologically safe—a situation in

which the trainee is free to be creative, to think provisionally, to
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make missteps, and to try out new ways of behaving without fear of

the usual consequences of failure.

Focus on member change. Training places less emphasis on the

accomplishment of a specific external task and more emphasis on

improvement of the trainees' skillsntheir ways of doing things, their

procedures, and their practices.

Focus on the social self. Training is concerned with how

someone does something, what the impact is on others, and how he

can improve what he does to become more skillful.

Training is not a confined activity experienced only once by the trainees.

To Rawson-Jones (1975) training is a continuing process through a person's life,

strengthening and expanding what has been learned, opening up new opportunities

for development and meeting changes in personal and technical needs that evolve

in relation to that development. It is a continuous activity carried on formally in

a classroom or clinical environment or nonformally on the job, at staff meetings,

and actually any time there is any interaction between two or more people who

are doing their work activities. This continuous nature of training must never be

overlooked because training means not only helping people to gain new attitudes,

knowledge, and skills but also helping them to maintain and deveIOp to a greater

degree the required attitudes, knowledge, and skills.

The training process is seen by Lynton and Pareek (1967) as a learning spiral

with three major phases: pretraining, training, and posttraining. The spiral (see

Figure 1) shows the different phases through which a trainee passes as he learns

and assumes his new job or assumes an old job with his capacities enhanced. At

various stages in the process, the trainee is aided by "inputs" (represented by

arrows) provided by the work organization and the training institution.
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Lynton and Pareek discuss the three phases of the training process from

the point of view of the trainers. The first phase, pretraining, is concerned

mostly with the clarification of the precise objectives of training, the selection

of qualified participants, and the building up of the participants‘ expectations

and motivations before training. The second phase, training, has to do with the

exposure of the participants to learning opportunities. Hopefully, these learning

opportunities would result in a series of interrelated five-stage sequences,

namely selection of some items for learning, initial trial experience, feedback

from the initial trial, reinforcement and continued practice, and internalizing

what is learned. The third phase, posttraining, deals with the transfer of

learning to the back-home situation.

Miles (1981) sees training as a cyclical process of an experimental,

diagnostic nature taking place in a supportive group situation. Using a graphic

illustration (see Figure 2), he explains that after going from step A1 through step

E1, the participant returns to step A2 which is then followed by B2, C2, and so

on. Over a period of time, the learning cycle would be repeated many times. If

training is effective, this spiral would move, over time, in the direction of better

and better behavior on the part of the participants.

The training process according to Miles has several psychological steps.

Following is a brief description of each step.

Dissatisfaction, a problem. The person in training must first
 

believe that effective group work is an important matter to him and

be dissatisfied to some extent with his own attitudes, understandings,

and behaviors as a participant in working groups.

Selecting new behaviors. The trainee must become aware of and
 

consider trying out new actions which promise to help him solve the

problem(s) he faces in his work with groups.
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Practicing new behaviors. Given the felt need to learn and some

new ideas about what might work, the trainee must be provided

plenty of opportunities to practice, with reasonable safety, some of

the behaviors that he and others consider to be promising.

Getting evidence on results. The trainee who is experimenting
 

with his behavior in a training situation must be able to get some

feedback or evidence as to the effectiveness of what he does.

Generalizing, applying, and integrating. Since the learner now

knows what works or does not work, he must be able to relate this

new knowledge to himself and to his job situation, thereby linking his

training experience and his job situation.

Finding new dissatisfactions and problems. Almost inevitably

the trainee will come out of the training process with new

dissatisfactions and problems, in addition to new insights and ways of

behaving. Hopefully, these new dissatisfactions and problems would

cause him to repeat the process of selecting new behaviors,

practicing new behaviors, getting evidence on results, generalizing,

applying and integrating his training experience and his job situation.

Designing TrainingPrograms
 

Before a training program could be designed, the type of training needed

has to be determined first. Several writers (Ilsley 6r Niemi, 1981; McDonough,

1976; Miles, 1981; Rawson-Jones, 1975; Schindler-Rainman 6t Lippitt, 1971; Wilson,

1976) identify at leat three general types of training: pre-job training, on-the-job

training, and continuing education.

Pre-job training, often called pre-service training, refers to the
 

preparation of a volunteer for a particular job before he begins. It is intended to
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assess the abilities of a volunteer and to equip him with basic knowledge and

skills needed for the performance of a job. This type of training may be given

individually or in a group setting, depending on the timing, the number of

volunteers, and the kinds of resources and facilitites available (Ilsley 8r Niemi,

McDonough, Schindler-Rainman 6c Lippitt, Wilson).

On-the-job training, sometimes referred to as maintenance-of—effort
 

training, is aimed at increasing the skill of the volunteer, getting him out of any

ruts he might have fallen into, answering his questions, dealing with his concerns,

and refining his practices. Much of this training can be given informally and

irregularly by a supervisor or consultant, but some formal training sessions can

also be arranged (Ilsley 6r Niemi, McDonough, Schindler-Rainman dc Lippitt,

Wilson).

Continuing education is based on the belief that learning is a lifelong
 

process and, therefore, human resource development should continue to provide

possibilities for all persons (paid staff and volunteers) in an organization to

deveIOp to their fullest potential. Seminars, workshops, and other kinds of group

and individualized (self-directed) training activities provide Opportunities for

continuous growth and deveIOpment if done well. It is suggested that this third

type of training be given greater emphasis in order to reinforce the experience

of earlier training, to sustain motivation, and to provide Opportunities for the

acquisiton of new attitudes, knowledge, and skills (Miles, Rawson-Jones, Wilson).

When the type of training needed in a particular situaiton is already

decided upon, careful planning follows. Miles suggests that planning be done by a

group which includes no more than eight persons representing the initiator(s), the

diagnosers, the key authority persons who must approve decisions involving

money or commitments of persons and who give support, persons in the

organization with special skills or interests who may serve as trainers in the

program, outside
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consultants (if any) who will be actively involved in the program as trainers,

speakers, et al., and representatives of different kinds of people who will be in

the program.

Most groups that plan training programs have to face at least nine areas of

decision: (a) purpose, (b) participants, (c) content, (d) procedure, (e) personnel,

(f) evaluation, (g) time arrangement, (h) physical arrangement, and (1) costs. To

be sure nothing gets overlooked in each of these areas while planning, Miles

recommends the use of a checklist'(see Appendix C).

How carefully and explicitly planning for training should be done depends

on the resources and demands of a particular situation. Some situations may call

for elaborate arrangements of committees, agendas, and decisions. In other

situations (e.g., a situation where many of the planning decisions have already

been made) the planning group may move right into designing training activities.

Most kinds of training, according to Wilson, can be planned by following a

sequence of steps. These steps are: identify problem, define training objective,

consider alternatives and choose the best, design materials and methods and

choose faculty, operate the training event, and evaluate training. The author

stresses the importance of involving in the planning process all who will be

affected by the training, including the trainees whose input may be secured

through questionnaires and interviews or else through a sample representation on

the planning committee. She also suggests that questions such as the following

be considered seriously when designing training programs.

1. What is the need?

2. What do we want to accomplish? (State objectives.)

3. Who are to be trained? (Identify professional or non-professional

' persons or other classifications.)

4. How many are to be trained?
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11.

12.

13.

l4.

l5.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

21

What is the present general level of knowledge and experience of

those to be trained?

What are the general capabilities Of those to be trained?

What new knowledge and understanding will be required?

(Outline the general sc0pe and content Of instructions.)

What new or improved skills will be needed? (Indicate behavior

goals.)

How can the training or development be conducted? (Consider

apprOpriate methodology and plan Of Operation.)

What instructional materials and aids are available or

obtainable?

What time factors need to be considered? (Include availability

Of trainees, work requirements, personal needs of trainees, on

whose time they are going to be trained, and travel

considerations.)

What should be the starting date, timing, frequency, and length

Of sessions?

What should be the content and sequence Of the sessions?

Who is to do the training?

Is instructor training needed?

If so, what training is needed?

What instructor guides or lesson plans are needed and what

information should those guides or lesson plans contain?

Where is the program to be conducted?

What facilitites, equipment, and services will be used?

What study or instructional materials will be used?

What records and reports will be needed?
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22. How will participants be prepared for the learning experience?

23. How will participants be selected?

24. What will be the estimated cost of the program? (These would

be itemized according to personnel, materials, and supplies.)

25. How will results of training be measured and evaluated?

Concerned mostly with "peOple-On—jObs-in-Organizations," Lynton and

Pareek prOpose five steps in designing a training program apprOpriate to the

needs of the participants and their organizations. The first step is to choose a

strategy or a combination of strategies in the light of general training Objectives

(previously determined on the basis of identified training needs) and available

resources. The second step is to break the general training Objectives into

constituent parts (i.e., into component knowledge, understanding, and skill) and

to choose training methods and materials with apprOpriate specifications for

each. The third step is to sue the specifications of different training methods in

order to arrive at the total time and facilitities required for meeting the

Objective(s). The fourth step is tO decide on the different packages in which the

program could be Offered and to ask the organization to choose from among

them. The fifth step is to work detailed training events into training sequences

and finally into the shape of the total training program package. When

composing the detailed syllabus Of the training program, the authors suggest that

sufficient flexibility be built into the program to allow for normal variations

between groups and also for adjustments to unforeseen events. They also suggest

that provisions be made for evaluating and reviewing the participants' progress in

the program so that adjustments in the program could be made with accuracy.

For designing programs of nonformal education, Ward and his associates

(1977) recommend a systems approach involving tasks which are presented as a

series of problems. A short explanation of each task or problem follows.
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Problem I: Specify the learning to be achieved. The training
 

program should specify learning in terms of its practical use, not in

terms of abstract or theoretical understandings.

Problem 11: Describe the target population. Each proposed

target group must be carefully studied and understood in terms of

their motivations, value systems, reward systems, abilities, and

expectations.

Problem 111: Specify the instructional tasks. The designer or

team of designers of the program may either identify and/or create

the possible instructional procedures that promise to achieve the

learning Objectives or else make choices among the alternatives in

order to move ahead in the development of the program.

Problem IV: Specify the support and management tasks. One Of
 

the two Options may be taken by the designer(s): (a) use existing

resources ("hardware") and put the new instruction through these

channels with minor modification, or (b) develop new resources to use

as instructional channels.

Problem V: Specify the level of performance to be learned. The

important issue tO be determined here is what will constitute the

lowest acceptable level Of performance (i.e., the accuracy, the rate

Of performance, or quality level) for any learner.

Problem V1: Prepare instructional materials. DevelOping new

materials may be more satisfactory than attempting to adopt or

revise existing instructional materials.

Problem VII: Train human resources. The peOple who will

Operate (manage or deliver) the major instructional experiences and

those who will Operate the support systems must be trained using not
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necessarily one common training program but programs that are

overlapped in order to ensure that the various human roles will be

compatible and supportive.

Problem VIII: Design evaluative procedures. The evaluative

procedures must include data collection at the beginning and at

several points during the learner's progress through the stages of the

instructional procedures.

Problem IX: Operate the system. At the beginning the

instructional program will be Operated as a sort Of trial or

experiment, the major Objective Of which is to gather evaluative

data.

Problem X: Evaluate the learning. The primary purpose of

evaluating is to get information that can be used tO recycle (make

changes in) the instructional system in order to increase the

effectiveness Of the learning resulting from the system.

TO Ward and his associates, the relationship of the learning experiences to

the learners' characteristics and life experiences constitutes the most demanding

problem. SO they prOpose a careful and thorough study of the target population

using a set of 14 questions concerned with three major factors: (a) the

motivations that drive the learners and the sorts of psycho-socio-economic

rewards that will sustain them as learners, (b) the habits and expectations that

their previous learning experiences have included, and (c) the styles of mental

processes and learning characteristics that have been induced by previous formal

and informal learning experiences.

Miles (1981) believes planning and carrying out a training design that fits

the needs of a particular group (and the skills and style Of a particular trainer) is

better than merely duplicating a training design prepared for another target
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group. Thus he shares some very helpful suggestions on (a) identifying training

problems, (b) selecting training methods, (c) producing a tentative design, (d)

testing the design against criteria Of adequacy, and on (e) Operating the training

design. He also suggests the following criteria of adequacy which can be used in

, deciding whether a particular training activity can and should be adOpted or else

revised for a particular group.

ApprOpriateness to member needs. The prOposed training

activity should be aimed at meeting member needs for improved

group behavior that are real and compelling.

Helpfulness in relating the training and job situations. The
 

proposed activity should help members test their job demands against

the events of the training situation and vice versa.

Location within the trainer's range of competence. Trainers
 

should not try things they feel they cannot handle although some

insecurity is natural and much skill can be learned.

Optimal emotional impact. The training procedures themselves-

-aside from the importance Of the job problems being dealt with-

should encourage active interest.

Multiple learning. The prOposed activity should take account Of
 

the fact that "whole persons" are involved and should, therefore,

provide for intellectual, emotional, and action types of learning.

Self-correction. A good training activity should contain
 

provision for its own evaluation and self-correction.

Presence of support for learning. The proposed training activity

should provide for guided practice Of specific skills-learners should

get feedback on the consequences of their acts.
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Training Models

Over the years many educational models have been developed by educators,

psychologists, systems analysts, and others who have produced theoretical

positions about learning and teaching. Some of these models are based on

experimental research, others on theories, and still others are based on

speculations about the meanings of theories and research done by Others.

In a study of more than 80 sources of models, Joyce and Well (1972) were

able to identify many different models which they organized into four "families."

The four families Of models follow: (a) those oriented toward social relations

and toward the relation between man and his culture and which draw upon social

sources; (b) those which draw information processing systems and descriptions of

human capacity for processing information, (c) those which draw on personality,

development, the processes of personal construction of reality, and the capacity

to function as an integrated personality as the major source; and (d) those

developed from an analysis of the processes by which human behavior is shaped

and reinforced. (See Appendix D for a list of models classified by "family" and

goals.)

These models, according to Joyce and Well, can be used for different

purposes. They can be used for making curriculum plans (e.g., a training

program). They can also be used as guidelines for interactions between teachers

and learners and as specifications for instructional materials. The authors

maintain that there is no single educational model which can be applied to

accomplish every purpose. SO they advise educators to master several different

strategies which can be applied to different kinds of learning problems.

A number of educational models described in the literature can be used for

training purposes. Among them are the nine-step problem-solving model, the

experiential learning model, the participation training model, the sensitivity
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training model, the team-building program, and several other models which use a

combination of training approaches.

The nine-step problem-solving model, described by Earley and Rutledge
 

(1980), is designed for individuals and small groups and may be applied tO any

problem regardless Of its size and intensity. The nine steps to follow when using

this model are: (a) define the problem: conflict or nonconflict; (b) decide on a

method of attack for the problem; (c) generate alternatives, (d) test alternatives

for reality; (e) choose an alternative; (f) plan for action; (g) implement the plan;

(h) evaluate; and (i) plan next steps. Earley and Rutledge explain that for more

complex problems, the model may be used in successive rounds on different

aspects Of the problem through the fifth step, then the various choices can be

integrated into a signle or coordinated plan of action.

Considered a complete learning model by Marks and Davis (1975), the

experiential learning model combines a personal reference point, cognitive and
 

affective involvement and feedback, and theoretical and conception material.

The focus of this mdoel is on content and process. The participants experience

the issues as well as identify them intellectually. The steps in this model are (a)

preparation: diagnosing learning needs, setting Objectives, preparing materials,

sequencing events for the planned experience; (b) introduction: introducing the

activity and providing participants with instructions; (c) activity: conducting the

planned experience; (d) debriefing: relating the participants' experiences to

existing knowledge; and (e) summary: making connections and generalizations

which are helpful to the participants. This model can be used in the develOpment

Of personal growth, interpersonal relationships, decision-making, problem-

solving, group dynamics, leadership, planning and organizing, and for several

other purposes.
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Participation training or PT is described by McKinley (1980) as a total

educational program consisting of a series of guided small group discussion

activities with two major teaching-learning goals. The two goals are the

developemnt of effective group discussion teamwork and the development of

program planning skills and insights participants can use to plan, conduct, and

evaluate adult education programs in both large—group and small-group settings.

The typical events in a PT training program are (a) participants volunteer for the

group service roles of discussion leader, recorder, Observer(s); (b) the group plans

a discussion—deciding topics, goals, and outline of discussion tasks; (c) the group

conducts its topical discussion; (d) the group gets feedback from observer(s)'

reports concerning its operation in steps p and E; and (e) the group evaluates its

process and diagnoses its process problems. PT programs may be conducted as

massed-sessions over a period of five consecutive days or as spaced-sessions in

the form of a series of two-three hour sessions spaced over a longer period.

According to This and Lippitt (1971), sensitivity training is based on a

laboratory concept of learning which believes that individuals can best learn

interpersonal and group skills through actual experience which is analyzed for

the benefit of the learner. This kind of training usually includes the methods of

unstructured group learning, individual feedback, skill practice, and inforamtion

sessions. Participants in sensitivity training meet in groups of 12-15 with a

professional trainer. They have no formal agenda or prior-determined leader.

Usually the groups meet once a day for two hours, but sometimes they meet

twice a day for approximately two-hour sessions. Some sensitivity training

programs last for three weeks, but others run for as short a period as two days

only.

Simply called the training model, this model is presented by Joyce and

Well. According to them it is applicable to a great variety of simple and

—
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complex skills, including psychomotor skills, problem-solving strategies, and

interpersonal competencies. The training model has five phases: phase one,

clarifying objectives; phase two, explaining theory or rationale of performance;

phase three, demonstrating correct performance; phase four, practicing with

feedback under simulated conditions; and phase five, training for transfer to

"real world."

Solomon (1977) describes the team-building program as a training approach

designed to identify those aspects of group functioning that are barriers to

effective group effort and to introduce strategies to modify those aspects

constructively. The primary strategy Of this approach, according to Solomon, is

to increase the awareness of the group members regarding their own processes as

a group, to focus attention not only on "what" the group is doing but also on

"how" it is doing it. A team-building program, as conceived by Solomon, may

consist of a series of weekly four-hour sessions over a six-week period and may

incorporate the following events: session 1, session Objectives; session 2, building

cohesiveness; session 3, the helping relationship; session 4, process awareness;

session 5, application to job situation; and session 6, teamwork and cooperation.

Theological education by extension or TEE (Winter, 1969; Kinsler, 1981; 

Covell 6r Wagner, 1971) is a training program which seeks to extend the resources

of theological education to those people who are the natural leaders of local

churches such as the lay workers, the elders, the youth leaders, the candidates

for the ministry and others who carry the primary responsibilities in local

churches. TEE, as described by Kinsler, includes and integrates three elements:

self-study materials for individual study, practical work in congregation, and

regular class encounters or seminars. Participants in TEE programs get the basic

content of their courses on their own using self-instruction materials. While

taking their courses, they get involved also in practical work in their own
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congregations. At least once a week, they meet with other TEE participants and

their instructors for seminars at an extension center. These center meetings

have three functions: (a) to provide fellowship and inspiration for the

participants and instructors; (b) to provide motivation, clarification, and

confirmation of their studies; and (c) to integrate through discussion the course

content and the practical problems and work in the congregations. The

effectiveness Of the self—study materials and the practical work depends greatly

on what happens in these meetings.

Some Of the training programs reviewed for this study have direct bearing

on lay leadership training. Three of these are the Equipment Room Of All Souls'
 

Church in London, the Theological Education by Extension Program Of New

England in Australia, and the Teacher Trainers' Camp and Advanced Program for
  

Trainers of the Philippine Association Of Christian Education.

The Equipment Room, according to Stott (1982), is the umbrella title for all
 

the training schemes now available at All Souls Church in London. Its stated

objective is to equip Christians with the knowledge, skills, and desire to serve

the Lord as He deserves. The basic foundation course of the Equipment Room is

known as the core year. The core year consists Of 30 complete evenings, once a

week throughout three lO-week terms. Term 1 concentrates on "The Teaching Of

the Bible," term 2 focuses on "The Interpretation Of the Bible," and term 3 is a

practical one in which participants are divided into smaller groups, according to

their own choices, each of which studies a specific form of Christian service. At

the completion of the core year, each participant is commissioned to a specific

task.

Stott explains that the resultant service is not the end Of the road for core

year graduates. Ongoing specialist training sessions are arranged for those

already involved in each area of service (e.g., Sunday school teachers, fellowship
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group leaders, and door-tO-door visitors). For those whose gifts Of leadership

have come to be recognized, an annual course called second thoughts is designed.

Like core year, second thoughts consists of three lO-week terms. Its aim is to

help participants to submit themselves yet more radically to Biblical scrutiny

and reformation. Participants in this course already occupy positions of

responsibility in All Souls Church and are likely in the future to become team

leaders, Sunday school superintendents or lay pastors, or to Offer for the

ordained ministry.

A third training program in All Souls Church is the All Souls College of

Applied Theology or ASCAT which seeks to provide full-time training for those
 

considering a future as clergy, parish workers, or missionaries. The theological

education given in ASCAT is as rigorous as in other institutions, but it is done in

the real life context Of a church and all the teaching relates every area of

Biblical truth to the needs of men and women in the twentieth century.

Described by Harrison (1982), the New England TEE program's purpose is to

train lay leaders and potential leaders for ' local churches in Australia,

particularly in the Anglican Diocese of Armidale. The main target pOpulation of

the program includes lay leaders and preachers, parish councilors, Sunday school

teachers, and those who conduct religious instruction permitted in public schools,

and group facilitators Of various kinds.

The courses Offered were the practical ones that churches requested such

as homiletics and Christian education Of children. Other popular courses include

Bible surveys, hermeneutics, local church principles, Christian beliefs, sharing

one's faith. Only one course is Offered in an extension center at a time. Each

courses lasts 10 to 12 weeks. All courses are Offered at two levels, ordinary and

advanced, and participants are allowed to choose their preferred level.
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Two kinds of seminars, major and minor, are provided regularly. Major

seminars involve visits from the tutor or instructor while minor seminars,

between visits of instructors, are led by a local leader. In addition, participants

are encouraged to meet together on their own in small groups for mutual help

and learning whenever they wish. Local seasons such as school holidays, harvest,

etc., are taken into account when scheduling courses.

Known as the Teacher Trainors Camp or TTC and the Advanced Program 

for Trainers or APT, this two-level training program is one of several leadership

training programs of the Philippine Association of Christian Education, Inc.

(Marquez 6r Javalera). Designed to train trainers of voluntary workers for local

churches, TTC (the basic level training) and APT (the advanced level training)

are held simultaneously for 10 consecutive days during the summer break.

Participants (limited to 50 per session) in this program put in no less than eight

hours a day to a variety of learning activities which stress "learning by doing."

Lectures at the camp are kept to a minimum although there are several (10

or more) Bible and Christian education specialists from different evangelical

institutions involved in this training program who could give excellent lectures.

Instead of just serving as lecturers, these specialists are asked to serve as

facilitators, training demonstrators, resource persons, evaluators, and advisers.

Participants are encouraged to take active roles in most of the activities

such as in inductive Bible studies, in small group discussions, in case studies and

in special interest workshops. They are also given opportunities to Observe and

evaluate the educational work of nearby churches, to observe and evaluate

training demonstration sessions conducted by the specialists, and to practice

training others (i.e., participants) at the camp. In addition, a big block of time is

set aside each day to allow each participant to work on two major projects: (a) a

one—year leadership training plan which will be submitted to his church board or
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council for approval upon his return and which can be implemented upon

approval, and (b) a special library research paper on any course which is relevant

to the needs and interests Of his prospective trainees and which can be included

in his training plan.

Of the training manuals examined, two stand out as excellent examplers Of

how a training program should be presented so that it becomes useful to a

diverse audience. These two are Community Development: An Intensive

Training Manual (North Central Regional Center for Rural DevelOpment, 1978)
 

and A Training Manual in Community Technology: An Integrated Approach for

Training DevelOpment Facilitators (Farallones Institute Rural Center and CHP

International, 1982). Both manuals describe explicitly the training Objectives Of

the program, the target population, the content, the instructional procedures,

the training personnel, the evaluation procedure, the time arrangements, the

physical arrangements, and the training costs.

The training program described in the first manual, Community

Development: An Intensive Training Manual, is designed to increase the

competence and confidence Of field workers whose responsibilities include work

with community decision-making groups. The prOgram consists Of five

instructional units, the first four of which are intended for use in training

sessions attended by field workers Of any agency, and the fifth one for use with

those who have already completed the training based on Units I through IV and

with those who have had extensive community develOpment experience.

Because the training requires extended and intensive audience contact, it is

recommended that a total Of four weeks of training time be used for the entire

sequence of units. The training methods to be used in each unit include

presentations by apprOpriate resource persons, discussion-reaction sessions,

workshop activities, field trips, field experiences, and reporting-analysis
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sessions. A daily evaluation and feedback session is scheduled each day to

provide a continuing flow Of information about participants' reactions to the

training experiences.

The training program described in the second manual, A Training Manual in

 

Com—munity Technology: An Integrated Approach for Training Develom

Facilitators, is based on nonformal education principles and is designed to strike

a balance between structured learning and guided, yet independent discovery.

The sessions, resources, and methods included in the program reflect the belief

that adults are capable of self-direction and creativity when encouraged to apply

their knowledge and skills in ways that are relevant to their lives. This training

program is divided into six structured blocks of time, termed "phases." The first

and last phases introduce and conclude the program while each of the Others is

organized around a specific technical area which is integrated with relevant

information and activities from the other program components. 3

Some sessions in each phase are designed to help participants acquire,

practice, and apply technical and facilitation skills. Other sessions are designed

to complement the technical materials with background information and added

prospective. The sessions, within each phase, are presented in such a manner

that the participants are able to build upon previous knowledge and apply what

they have already learned about technical and non-technical areas of their work.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH PROCEDURE

The purpose of this research is three-fold: (a) to design three training

models, (b) to estimate the anticipated costs and benefits of each model, and (c)

to estimate the feasibility of each model in training voluntary nonformal

educators in rural and urban protestant churches in three major island groups of

the Philippines. To achieve this purpose, three training models were designed

using elements taken from relevant literature and from some training models

being used by schools, churches and other human service organizations, and two

types of meetings were conducted in each of the nine selected protestant

churches in different parts of Luzon, Visayas, and Mindanao. The first type Of

meeting (a general meeting of all paid and voluntary workers in each church) was

intended for surveying, through general and small group discussions and through a

written questionnaire, the training needs and interests of these workers. The

second meeting (a private meeting with the local pastor and no more than four

other key decision makers of the church) was for the purpose of presenting the

three training models especially designed for this research and surveying,

through personal interviews, the reactions of these decision makers to each

model.

This chapter contains pertinent information relating to the research

methodology, the composition of the sample, the design of the three training

models, the estimation of costs for each model, the development Of the

instruments, and the collection and treatment Of data.

35
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Research Methodology

The research method used in this study is the descriptive survey,

sometimes called the normative survey. This type of research is based on the

assumption that whatever is observed at any one time is normal and, under the

same conditions, could conceivably be observed at any time in the future (Leedy,

1980). The descriptive survey does not necessarily seek or explain relationships,

test hypotheses, make predictions or get at meanings or implicaitons. Instead,

it collects detailed factual information in order to describe systematically the

facts and characteristics of a given population or area of interest, factually and

accurately (Isaac 6: Michael, 1981).

Leedy (1980) outlines the basic structure of the descriptive survey as a

method of research, indicating its salient characteristics.

1. The descriptive survey method deals with a situation that

demands the technique of observation as the principal means of

collecting the data.

2. The population for the study must be carefully chosen, clearly

defined, and specifically delimited in order to set precise

parameters for ensuring discreteness to the population.

3. Data in descriptive survey research are particularly susceptible

to distortion through the introduciton of bias into the research

design. Particular attention should be given to safeguard the

data from the influence of bias.

4. Although the descriptive survey method relies upon observation

for the acquisition of the data, those data must then be

organized and presented systematically so that valid and

accurate conclusions may be drawn from them (pp. 98—99).
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Using these characteristics of the descriptive survey as guidelines, the

following steps were taken.

1. Relevant literature was reviewed in order to analyze carefully

the need for training voluntary nonformal educators in local

churches, particularly in the Philippines; to understand more

clearly the training process; to consider seriously the suggestions

of several experts in program planning; and to examine existing

training programs.

2. Three training prOgrams were designed, adapting some Of the

elements derived from existing training models and following

some of the advice offered by experienced program planners (see

Appendix A) and their training costs estimated (see Appendix B).

3. Two instruments for collecting data were developed: (a) a

written questionnaire (see Appendix E) which was used in

identifying the training needs and interests of church workers,

and (b) an interview protocol (see Appendix F) which was used in

getting the individual reactions of key decision makers in each

local church to the three training models presented to them as a

group. These two instruments were checked for validity by a

panel of five knowledgeable and competent persons and

pretested with a group of subjects similar to the sample.

4. With the Official permission and kind COOperation of

denominational heads, nine local protestant churches

representing different geographical locations, sizes, and

community structures were selected for this research (see

Appendix C). All workers (both paid and voluntary) who attended

a pre-arranged general meeting and no more than five key
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decision makers, selected with the assistance of the local pastor

in each of these nine churches, served as subjects for this study.

5. In each of these nine churches, two types Of meetings were

conducted. One was a general meeting of all workers (both paid

and voluntary) of the church at which all the attendees first

discussed in small groups their training needs and later responded

individually to a written questionnaire. The other was a private

meeting with the pastor and no more than four decision makers

of the church at which the researcher gave a brief oral

presentation of the three training models. Then during the

following days, she interviewed each decision maker personally

to get their reactions to each of the models.

6. All the data collected through the use of the written

questionnaire and through personal interviews were summarized

and analyzed using apprOpriate statistical techniques. From the

results Of the analysis, conclusions and recommendations were

carefully drawn.

Composition of the Sample
 

Nine local protestant churches were selected for this research. They were

selected according to their representativeness in terms of the following

characteristics.

Denominational Affiliation. Nine major protestant denominations
 

included in a recent church growth survey conducted in the

Philippines (Montgomery 6: McGavran, 1980) were presented:

Christian and Missionary Alliance Churches of the

Philippines (with 830 organized churches)
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Church of the Foursquare Gospel in the Philippines (with 416

organized churches)

Conservative Baptist Association of the Philippines (with 81

organized churches)

Convention of Philippine Baptist Churches (with 442

organized churches)

Free Methodist Church Of the Philippines (with 41 organized

churches)

Iglesia Evangelica Metodista En Las Islas Filipinas (with 126

organized churches)

Philippine General Council Of the Assemblies of God (with

600 organized churches)

Southern Baptist Churches of the Philippines (with 522

organized churches)

Wesleyan Church of the Philippines (with 95 organized

churches)

Geographical Location. Participating churches were from different

parts of the Philippines (see Appendix H):

LUZON

Sampaloc, Manila (representing Metro Manila)

Santiago, Isabela (representing Northern Luzon)

Aniban, Bacoor, Cavite (representing Southern Luzon)

VISAYAS

Tacloban City, Leyte (representing Eastern Visayas)

Pavin, Iloilo (representing one section of Western Visayas)

Bacolod City, Negros Occidental (representing another

section of Western Visayas)
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MINDANAO

Kabacan, North Cotabato (representing Central Mindanao)

Tagum, Davao del Norte (representing Southern Mindanao)

Zamboanga City, Zamboanga del Sur (representing

Western Mindanao)

_S_i_z_e_. Churches were classified according to the number of

communicant members:

M. A church with under 100 communicant members

Medium. A church with 100 to 399 communicant members

L_ar_gg. A church with 400 or more communicant members

Community Structure. Participants were selected from two types of
 

community structures: rural and urban. The essential

representation is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Representation of Church Size and Community Structure

 

Church Size

 

Community

Structure Small Medium Large

Rural 1 3 1

Urban 2 l 2

 

 

Using letter designations (SB for a church under Southern Baptists, CB

under Conservative Baptists, IE under IEMELIF, FM under Free Methodists, CP

under Convention of Philippine Baptists, AG under Assemblies of God, WC under

Wesleyan Church, FG under Foursquare Gospel, and CA under CAMACOP) for
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identification purposes, Table 2 lists and describes the nine churches which

participated in this research.

Table 2

Description of Participating Churches

 

 

Denominational Geographical Community

Church Affiliation Size Location Structure

SB Southern Baptists 2118 METRO MANILLA Urban

Sampaloc, Manila

CB Conservative Baptists 35 NORTHERN LUZON Rural

Santiago, Isabela

IE IEMELIF 600 SOUTHERN LUZON Rural

Aniban, Bacoor, Cavite

FM Free Methodists 44 EASTERN VISAYAS Urban

Tacloban City, Leyte

CP Convention of Philip- 147 WESTERN VISAYAS (1) Rural

pine Baptists Pavia, Iloilo

AG Assemblies of God 550 WESTERN VISAYAS (2) Urban

Bacolod City, Negros

Occidental

WC Wesleyan Church 139 CENTRAL MINDANAO Rural

Kabacan, North Cotabato

FG Foursquare Gospel 227 SOUTHERN MINDANAO Rural

Tagum, Davao del Norte

CA CAMACOP 350 WESTERN MINDANO Urban

Zamboanga City,

Zamboanga del Sur

 

 

In each of these nine churches, data were collected from two groups of

subjects. One group was comprised of all the workers (both paid and voluntary)

of the local church who attended a previously arranged general meeting,
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discussed in small groups their training needs and interests, and responded to a

written questionnaire.

The other group was made up of key decision makers (arbitrarily limited to

five per church) who were selected with the cooperation Of the pastor of each

church. The five decision makers were chosen on the basis of their direct

involvement in making decisions concerning the educational and training ministry

of the church (see letter dated June 1, Appendix G). At each church the

researcher presented three training models to these decision makers, after which

she interviewed them individually to get their reactions to each model.

Table 3 shows the distribution of these two groups of subjects by church.

Table 3

Distribution of Subjects by Church

 

Number of Subjects
 

 

Church Church Workers Decision Makers

SB 60 5

CB 7 4

IE 29 5

F M 16 5

CP 23 5

AG 34 5

WC l6 5

FG 30 5

CA 30 5

 

TOTALS: 245 44
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Table 4 records some demographic information about the respondents to

the questionnaire.

Table 4

Demographic Information on the Questionnaire Respondents

 

 

Demographic Information Number Percentage

AGE

Under 20 24 10

20 and above 218 89

SEX

Male 85 35

Female 156 64

MARITAL STATUS

Married 114 47

Widow 8 3

Single 119 49

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

High school and below 51 21

Above high school 189 77

EMPLOYMENT

Employed or self-employed (full or part time) 142 58

Unemployed 102 42

POSITION IN CHURCH

Pastors l7 7

Elders/deacons 62 25

Christian education directors/ministers 5 2

Youth ministers 7 3

Organizational leaders 37 15

SS/VBS workers 61 25

Bible study leaders 15 6

Outreach workers 10 4

Others 27 11

NOTE: The total number of respondents was 245, but about 2% did not give

sufficient information. Some respondents hold more than one position in

church but only one position per respondent was considered in this table.
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Design of the Proposed Training Models

Following some of the suggestions offered in the literature by experts in

prOgram planning (e.g., BishOp, 1976; Craig, 1976; Ilsley 6r Niemi, 1981; Lynton 6t

Pareek, 1967; Miles, 1981; Ward et al., 1977; and Wilson, 1976) and adapting some

Of the elements found in training models being used in schools, churches, and

human service organizations, three training models were designed. While each

model might have characteristics of the other two models, each model can be

described primarily as follows: MODEL 1, the self instruction approach; MODEL

11, the workshOp approach; and MODEL 111, the experiential learning approach.

MODEL was based on the self-instruction approach, MODEL 11 on the workshop

approach, and MODEL III on the experiential learning approach.

MODEL 1. The Self-Instruction Approach

Patterned after the Theological Education by Extension (Kinsler, 1981;

Winter, 1969) concept of training, MODEL I was designed to help Bible teachers

and leaders improve their knowledge of the Bible and their competency in

communicating its teachings to others in a small group setting. For a period of

one year each trainee, at his own pace, studies a lesson or more in a self-

instructional text during the week days and interacts with co-trainees and with a

discussion leader in his own church on Sunday mornings during Sunday school

time. By the beginning of the second year, trainees who have demonstrated

adequate knowledge of the Bible and competence in communicating its teachings

involve themselves first as assistants to regular Bible study teachers or leaders

and later as teachers or leaders of regular or else newly started Bible study‘

groups.
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MODEL 11. The Workshop Approach

This model is intended to help Bible teachers and leaders in local churches

improve their knowledge of the Bible and develop their skills in sharing its

teachings with others in both formal and nonformal settings. It is divided into

four blocks Of time referred to as "PHASES." In PHASE 1 the trainees

participate in the first five-day workshop, the general format Of which was

adapted from Davis (1974) and Diamondstone (1980). In PHASE 2 each trainee

assists an able and experienced Bible teacher or leader in Sunday school, in

vacation Bible school, in camp, in small Bible study groups and in other situations

where the latter may be serving. In PHASE 3 the trainees take part in a second

five day workshop, the Objectives and content of which are different and more

advanced. In PHASE 4 teach trainee gets the Opportunity to start handling a

class or group compatible with his special abilities and interests.

MODEL 111. The Experiential Learning Approach
 

Designed for helping a select group of experienced and competent local

church leaders develop their skills in planning, implementing, and evaluating

leadership training programs for their own churches, MODEL 111 is based on the

experiential learning approach designed by Steinaker and Bell (1979) and marks

and Davis (1975). For two consecutive weeks, the participants go through a

training experience consisting of eight stages: EXPOSURE, PARTICIPATION,

IDENTIFICATION, INTERNALIZATION, DISSEMINATION, RECONSTRUCTION,

PRESENTATION, and EVALUATION/FOLLOW THROUGH. Being experienced

and competent teachers and leaders themselves, participants in this model play

the dominant role in all the activities for two successive weeks. The trainers

serve mainly as motivators, catalysts, moderators, sustainers, and critiquors. A

very important feature of this model is the involvement of each participant in
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actual planning, implementing, and evaluating of a weekend training seminar in a

laboratory church (i.e., a previously observed church) and the planning of a

suitable training program for his home church.

These three training models were presented to five key decision makers in

each of the nine churches selected for this research (see Appendix A for a more

detailed description and illustration of these models).

Estimation of Train_i_ng Costs 

Training costs were given consideration in the development of the three

training models. Following some guidelines on cost estimation, the researcher

tried to answer the question, "How much will it cost to operate MODEL 1?

MODEL 11? MODEL 111?"

Through interaction with key decision makers in each church, the

researcher also sought answers to two other questions: "Are these costs

reasonable in proportion to anticipated benefits?" and "Can these costs be met

by rural churches? by urban churches?"

The "ingredients approach" (Levin, 1975) was the method used in estimating

costs. The first step taken was to write a description of each of the training

models and its corresponding ingredients or components. From this description a

list of all the components of each program was derived. The components

included personnel, travel and subsistence, equipment and supplies, commodities,

communication, and contingency (10%).

After the list of components had been prepared, the next step taken was to

estimate their costs. The cost of each component was established on the basis of

cost experiences for that input, calculations done by others who operate similar

training programs, and some other guidelines on cost estimation provided in the

literature (Borus, n.d.; Craig, 1976; Levin, 1975; Richardson, 1980).
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Anticipated cost increases caused by inflation were built into the cost

estimates. Resources to be contributed, in cash or in kind, were also included.

Attempts were made to calculate the costs, if paid for, of donated equipment,

training supplies, volunteers' time, travel costs, etc. (For the estimated training

cost of each model, see Appendix C.)

Development of the Instruments
 

Two basic instruments were developed for this research. The first

instrument was a questionnaire (see Appendix D) designed to identify some of the

training needs and interests of church workers‘ and to get some general

background information about them. The second instrument was an interview

protocol (see Appendix E) aimed at getting the reactions of key decision makers

to the prOposed training models.

The Questionnaire
 

The questionnaire included a five point rating scale which involved a

qualitative description of a limited number of elements of a learning activity.

The classifications were set up in five categories of responses using the following

terms:

very strongly/strongly/moderately/slightly/not at all

very important/important/less important/least important/not important

very much/much/some/a little/none

very convenient/convenlent/less convenient/least convenient/inconvenient

The rating scale, according to Best (1977), has several limitations. In

addition to the difficulty of clearly defining the element to be evaluated, the

halo effect (i.e., the tendency for the. rater to form an early impression of the

one being rated and to permit this impression to influence his ratings) causes
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raters to carry quantitative judgment from one element to another. Another

limitation of the rating scale is the tendency of the rater to be too generous.

Despite these limitations, however, the rating scale is still widely used,

especially in evaluating training. Miles (1981) points out some of its advantages.

1. Ratings can be administered to trainers, participants, or their

associates with a variety of directions for responding.

2. Ratings may be presented in a variety of ways. For example,

the alternatives for choice may be fixed or the rater may be

asked to check his estimate somewhere along a line with a few

positions labeled.

3. 1f the rater is given a rather thorough description of what he is

rating, ratings can be more stable (pp. 288~289).

Part I of the questionnaire consisted of questions related to at least four

components of training: (a) areas of content, (1)) training approaches, (c) trainers

or resource persons, and (d) training schedule. These questions were asked in

order to identify some of the training needs and interests of the church workers

in each of the nine churches selected for the study.

Several questions seeking some general background information were added

as Part 11 of the questionnaire. In these questions, each respondent was asked to

supply some important data about himself. These data were essential in the

formulation of adequate classification in the tabulation, treatment, and analysis

of the rating scale responses.

Although the data called for in the qustionnaire are neither highly personal

nor threatening, the respondents were not asked to identify themselves. They

were classified according to the letter designations of their churches (see section

on composition of the sample).
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The Interview Protocol

The second tool was intended for getting the reactions of key decision

makers in each church to the three training models previosuly presented to them.

It consisted of a core of structured questions from which the interviewer was

able to branch off to explore indepth. The core questions follow.

I. In light of what you heard your church workers say at the

general meeting about their training needs and interests, what

do you think they would consider as the strong points of MODEL

1? MODEL II? MODEL III?

2. What do you think they would consider as the weak points of

MODEL I? MODEL II? MODEL III?

3.. If you were to use MODEL I (or MODEL 11 or MODEL III), what

would be the greatest difficulty or difficulties to your workers?

to your church as a whole? .

4. What do you think about the estimated cost of operating each

model? Can your church meet the costs of MODEL 1? MODEL

II? MODEL Ill?

5. If it were up to you to redesign these models, what would you

suggest for the improvement of MODEL 1? MODEL 11? MODEL

III?

6. For which group of leaders and workers in your church would

you recommend the use of MODEL 1? MODEL II? MODEL III?

7. If given an opportunity to take part in any of these three

training models, in which would you participate? Why?

These questions were asked in order to answer two of the three research

questions posed at the beginning of the study: (a) which model or models are
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workable for voluntary nonformal educators in rural and/or urban churches? and

(b) which model or models are acceptable to rural and/or urban churches?

For the benefit of those subjects who were not very comfortable with

English, both the questionnaire and the interview protocol were translated into

three of the eight major mother tongues sponken in the country (Philippine

Yearbook, 1981). A staff worker of the Philippine Bible Society, an instructor at

FEBIAS College of Bible, and the researcher herself translated the two research

instruments into Ilonggo (spoken in Western Visayas), Cebuano (spoken in Central

Visayas and in Northern and Southern Mindanao), and Tagalog (spoken in Metro

Manila, in Southern Luzon, and in some parts of Northern Luzon and in Southern

Mindanao), respectively.

Validity of the Instruments

To assess the validity of the instruments, they were submitted to a panel of

five knowledgeable and competent persons. One member of the panel whose

ability as a church administrator and an educator is recognized not only in the

Philippines but also abroad is a Filipino with an Ed.D. and the president of one

of the largest denominations in the Philippines. The second panelist, a Filipino

with an M.A. in education, is the principal of a Christian day school in the

Philippines who also teaches in a graduate theological seminary. The third

panelist, a Filipino with an M.R.E., is the chairperson of the Christian education

department in a well—known Bible college in the Philippines who is also

frequently involved in lay leadership training activities sponsored by churches

and parachurch organizations. The fourth member of the panel, an American

with a Ph.D., is a missionary who has had many years of administrative and

teaching experiences in Asia and who now serves as the coordinator of Christian

education for Asia under the Asian Theological Association. The last member of
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the panel, an American with a Ph.D., is a missionary who is presently serving as

the academic dean in another seminary in the Philippines.

These five panelists were asked to check each item in the questionnaire

and in the interview protocol for validity and reliability. Those items were four

of the five panelists concurred were used in the final instruments. Other

valuable suggestions given by the panelists were incorporated in the instruments.

To find out if confusing or unnecessarily offensive statements exist in the

questionnaire, a pretest was conducted. This pretest was administered to a

sample of church workers who are similar to those who received the final

questionnaire. Those who responded to the pretest questionnaire were

encouraged to make comments and suggestions which were carefully considered

in the construction of the final questionnaire.

Data Collection
 

To ensure a complete return of the questionnaire, this researcher

personally went, on dates pre-arranged with local pastors, to the nine selected

churches located in different regions of the Philippines. In each church, two

types of meetings were conducted. One was a one-hour general meeting, the

purpose of which was to identify some of the training needs and interests of the

local church workers (both paid and voluntary). At this general meeting, all the

decision makers and workers who came were divided into small groups with three

to six members each, to discuss, with the aid of some guide questions, their

training needs and interests. After the small group discussions, each worker was

asked to indicate some of his own particular needs and interests by answering a

written questionnaire. The administration of the questionnaire was immediately

followed by a general discussion of some of the reasons behind certain responses

I
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to the questionnaire (e.g., "Why do you prefer a one-hour-per-week training to a

week-long training?")

In places where many workers have difficulty understanding either English

or Tagalog, the researcher was assisted by local interpreters. They helped her as

she gave instructions for the small group discussions and for the questionnaire

and as she interacted with them in the general discussion.

The other one-hour meeting, held immediately after the general meeting,

was with the pastor and no more than four other decision makers of the church.

At this private meeting, the researcher gave a brief oral presentation of the

three training models to the group of five decision makers, after which she

handed each one a copy of the more detailed description of the three models for

their personal study. The following days, at times and places mutually agreed

upon, she interviewed each one personally in order to get their reactions to the

models.

Both note taking and audio recording were employed to preserve the data

collected in these interviews. A supply of interview guides, containing the

questions to be asked during the interview with spaces for recording, were used.

As each question was asked, the researcher jotted down the information given by

each respondent below the apprOpriate question on the interview guide.

Even though note taking was done during the interview, the researcher saw

the value of audio recording the interviewers. The use of an audio recorder

speeded up the interview process since there was no necessity for extensive note

taking. More importantly, it ensured that all responses, not just those that agree

with the expectations of the interviewer, were properly recorded (Borg 6: Gail,

1979). Before each interview the purpose of the recording was carefully

explained to each interviewee in order to minimize any undesirable effects of

having the interview recorded.
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To make sure no valuable information has beenoverlooked, the researcher

checked her notes against the audio recording and wrote down whatever else

needed to be included. To facilitate data analysis, the responses of the interview

were arranged by models and by kinds of information and transferred to 3 x 5

index cards.

Analytical Methods
 

The data collected from the questionnaires were analyzed by doing a

frequency distribution of the responses on all items and determining the mean

response of the group for the purpose of describing and comparing attitudes of

the sampled population. Scale scores were calculated and scale means and

variances were analyzed in order to characterize the attitudes of the sample

subjects and to determine the variability of their responses.

Because both dependent and independent variables are categorical, cross—

tabulation was chosen as the method of analysis. A cross-tabulation is a joint

frequency distribution of cases according to two or more classificatory variables

(Nie et al., 1975). Cross-tabulations of demographic variables and acceptability

of different categorical items were made. To determine if a systematic

relationship exists between the category responses and the demographic

variables, chi-square tests were performed on each cross-tabulation. Since the

frequency data were grouped into more than four cells, the type of chi-square

test employed is based on the formula:

X2 :2 (O - E);

E

A chi-square table (Isaac 6: Michael, 1981) was consulted to determine whether a

particular chi-square value has reached the level of significance. Because of the
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exploratory nature of this study, .10 is used as the cut-off point for assigned

significance (Borg 6c Call).

In the process of doing chi—square tests, the researcher also computed the

contingency coefficient (C) to get an estimate of the magnitude of the

relationship between variables in a chi-square table. The formula used for

computing C is as follows:

The minimum value of C is 0. The maximum value of the contingency

coefficient depends on the number of categories of the variables (Ferguson, 1981).

The processing of the questionnaire data was done at the Computer

Information System in Manila Electric Company using the IBM System 370 Model

3031.

For the interview data, qualitative analysis was used. This analysis

involved classifying the responses of the interviewees into seven kinds of

information: strengths of each of the three models, weaknesses of each,

anticipated difficulties related to the implementation of a model, reactions to

the estimated training cost of each, suggestions for the revision of each model,

group(s) for which a model is recommended, and interviewees' personal

preferences for a model. The results of the analysis were related to the research

questions.

To determine the workability of a particular training model to rural or

urban churches, the decision makers' reactions to the estimated training costs of

each model were analyzed by means of a relative frequency (percentage)

distribution and a bar graph (Figure 3). Responses were classified into three: (a)

can meet costs—when the respondent's reply indicated the particular church
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would be able to afford or might be willing to try to find ways to afford the

estimated training costs of a particular model, (b) cannot meet costs-«when the
 

respondent's reply suggested the particular church probably could not shoulder

.

the estimated training costs or when the respondent indicated no interest in

trying to accommodate such costs, and (c) no comment--when the respondent did
 

not give any opinion.

To determine the acceptability of a particular training model to rural or

urban churches, the decision maker's overall reactions to each model were

analyzed using relative frequency (percentage) distribution and a bar graph

(Figure 4). The degree of acceptability was interpreted in the following manner:

(a) most acceptablenwhen 91% or more of the respondents indicated that a
 

particular model was acceptable to them, (b) more acceptable--when 81 to 90%
 

of the respondents indicated that a particular model was acceptable to them, (c)

acceptable--when 71 to 80% of the respondents indicated that a particular model

was acceptable to them, (d) less acceptable—when 61 to 70% of the respondents
 

indicated that a particular model was acceptable to them, and (e) least

acceptable—when 60% or less of the respondents indicated that a particular

model was acceptable to them.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter presents the findings of the research. The first section of the

chapter is devoted to the presentation and analysis of the data collected from the

questionnaire. The second section is concerned with summarizing the findings,

including those of the interview, and relating them to the research questions.

Results of the Questionnaire
 

The following data pertain to the results of the questionnaire administered

to paid and voluntary church workers. These data were based on a total of 205

respondents from nine local churches representing different denominations,

sizes, geographical locations, and community structures in the Philippines.

In analyzing these data, an effort was made to determine the level of

respondents‘ attitude toward four components of training (i.e., areas of content,

training approaches, trainers/ resource persons and training schedule). This was

done by means of a frequency distribution of the responses on all items. The

frequency distribution, percentage for each item, mean, and standard deviation

are shown in Table 5.

Mean scores were interpreted according to the following range intervals:

 
 

Interval Range Interpretation

4.51 - 5.00 Very strongly favorable

3.51 - 4.50 Strongly favorable

2.50 —- 3.50 Moderately favorable

1.50 - 2.49 Slightly favorable

1.00 - 1.19 Not favorable
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Category 1: Response to Areas. of Content

This category is composed of workers' response to this question:

To what extent would you like the following areas of content

emphasized in a training program for you and other educational

workers?

Bible Content. Eighty-nine percent of the responding workers indicated
 

that they like this course to be strongly emphasized in a training program, nine

percent like it moderately emphasized, and two percent want it slightly

emphasized (mean of 4.5, Table 5).

Victorious Christian Life and Service. According to eighty-nine percent of

the respondents, this course should be given a strong emphasis in training. Nine

percent felt this should be given moderate emphasis, while two percent felt it

should receive a slight emphasis (mean of 4.5, Table 5).

How to Understand Learners. Seventy-one percent of the respondents were
 

in favor of strongly emphasizing this course in training. Twenty-eight percent

suggested that it be emphasized moderately, while five percent suggested

slightly emphasizing it (mean of 4.0, Table 5).

How to Interpret the Bible. Eighty-five percent of the respondents agreed
 

that this course should be emphasized strongly in a training program, while

thirteen percent thought it should be emphasized moderately. Three percent

are of the Opinion that it should be stressed slightly (mean of 4.4, Table 5).

How to Teach a Class or Lead a Bible Study Group. According to eighty—
 

five percent of the respondents, this course should be given a strong emphasis in
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training. Ten percent suggested a moderate emphasis in the course, while five

percent suggested a slight emphasis (mean of 4.3, Table 5).

How to Train Bible Teachers or Leaders. Eighty-four percent of the

respondents expressed agreement that this course should receive a strong

emphasis in a training program. Twelve percent felt it should be given a

moderate emphasis, while five percent felt it should be given a slight emphasis

or no emphasis at all (mean of 4.3, Table 5).

Category 11: Response to Training Approaches

This category consists of workers' responses to this question:

How important is it to you that you get training in the following

manner?

On Your Own (i.e., Through Self-studies). Eighty-seven percent of the
 

respondents indicated that training through self-studies is important to them,

while eleven percent indicated that it is less important to them. Two percent

considered it least important (mean of 4.3, Table 5).

With a Group of Other PeoLle (i.e., Through Group Processes). Ninety-five
 

percent of the respondents expressed a favorable attitude toward the group

process of training. Two percent reported this type of training less important to

them while one percent considered it least important or not important at all.

Two percent did not respond (mean of 4.4, Table 5).

Through Actual Experience (i.e., Through Leaming-by—Doinfi. This type of
 

training was favored by eighty-nine percent of the respondents. Eight percent

counted it less important, while two percent indicated it is not important. Two

percent did not respond (mean of 4.5, Table 5).
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Category III: Response to Trainers/Resource Persons
 

This category comprises the respondents' responses to this question:

How much help do you want to receive from other peOple when

you are in training?

From Others Who Are also in Training. According to seventy-one percent

of the respondents, they need much help from their co-trainees. Twenty-three

percent indicated they need some help from co-trainees while four percent need

a little or no help at all from them (mean of 4.0, Table 5).

From Experts Within Your Church. Eighty-nine percent of the respondents
 

expressed that they need help from experts within their churches. Seven percent

reported they need some help from inside experts, while two percent need a

little or no help at all from them (mean of 4.4, Table 5).

From Experts Outside Your Church. Seventy-eight percent want to receive
 

much help from experts outside their churches. Fifteen percent indicated they

need some help from outside experts, while six percent need a little or no help at

all from them (mean of 4.2, Table 5).

Category IV: Response to Training Schedule

This category is made up of the respondents' responses to this question:

How convenient or inconvenient are the following training

schedules to you?

One Hour Each Week for One Year. Sixty-two percent of the respondents
 

reported that this schedule is convenient to them. Fourteen percent, however,

indicated that this schedule is less convenient, while eighteen percent considered

it inconvenient. Two percent gave no response (mean of 3.5, Table 5).
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One Hour Each Day for One Year. Thirty-four percent of the respondents
 

expressed that this schedule is convenient to them, but twenty-seven percent

considered it less convenient, and thirty-one percent inconvenient. Nine percent

did not respond (mean of 2.8, Table 5).

One Whole Day Each Week for One Year. According to forty percent of
 

the respondents, this schedule is convenient to them. Twenty-five percent,

however, reported it is less convenient, and the other twenty-five percent

reported it as inconvenient. Nine percent gave no response (mean of 2.9, Table

5).

Five Successive Whole Days Twice a Year. Thirty-eight of the respondents
 

found this schedule convenient to them, but twenty-nine percent found it less

convenient, and twenty-five percent inconvenient. Eight percent did not answer

(mean of 3.0, Table 5).

Ten Successive Whole Days Once a Year. Thirty-four percent of the
 

respondents indicated that this schedule is convenient to them. Twenty percent

reported it less convenient, while thirty-six percent found it inconvenient. Ten

percent did not respond (mean of 2.6, Table 5).

Two Successive Weeks Once a Year. Thirty-four percent reported that this
 

schedule is convenient to them. Twenty-one percent, however, considered it less

convenient, and thirty-five inconvenient. Ten percent gave no answer (mean of

2.6, Table 5).

Cross tabulations were made on each of the demographic variables by

respondents' attitudes to all the categorical items on the questionnaire. Then a

chi-square test was performed on each cross-tabulation to determine whether a

systematic relationship exists between the demographic variables and the
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category responses. The type of chi-square test used is based on the following

X2 __§:(0 - E)2

E

formula:

Because of the exploratory nature of this study, .10 was used as the cut-off point

f0r assigned significance (Borg 6c Gall).

The following data pertain to the results of the cross-tabulations made on

each of the demographic variables and the acceptability of the different

categorical items on the questionnaire. Only those items which showed

statistically significant relationships were selected for presentation in tabular

form and for special comments. Items which were found to have no significant

relationships were discussed generally.

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-SgLuare of

Respondents' Age by Category Responses

 

 

The results of the cross-tabulations of the respondents' age by the different

category responses indicated a significant relationship between age and the

following categorical items: "How to Interpret the Bible" (p = 0.0343, Table 6.1),

training with a group (p = 0.0000, Table 6.2), training through actual experience

(p = 0.0046, Table 6.3), help from others who are also in training (p = 0.0725,

Table 6.4), training for one hour each day for one year (p = 0.0877, Table 6.5),

and training for ten successive days once a year (p = 0.0247, Table 6.6).

There is a slight predictable correlation between the respondents' age and

training for one hour each day for one year (Table 6.5). The older a worker is,

the more he finds training for one hour a day for one year less convenient.

No useful correlation was found between the respondents' age and

acceptability of the rest of the category items.
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Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square of

Respondents' Sex by Category Respmes

 

 

The cross-tabulations of the respondents' sex by the different category

responses showed that sex was significantly related to the acceptability of three

items only: training with a group (p = 0.0000, Table 7.1), training for one hour a

week for one year (p = 0.0487, Table 7.2), and training for five successive days

twice a year (p = 0.0413, Table 7.3).

There is a slight correlation between the respondents' sex and acceptability

of training with a group (Table 7.1). The males hold in somewhat greater

importance training with a group than do the females. A slight correlation wa

also Observed between the respondents' sex and acceptability of training for five

succesive days twice a year (Table 7.3). The females, slightly more than the

males, see training for five successive days twice a year as more convenient.

No useful correlation was found between the respondents' sex and

acceptability of training for one hour a week for one year (Table 7.2).

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Sguare

Of Respondents'Marital Status

by Category Responses

 

 

 

The chi-square test of significance used to show association by cross-

tabulation of the respondents' marital status with the category responses

revealed a significant relationship between marital status and the following

items: training through actual experience (p = 0.0001, Table 8.1), training for five

days twice a year (p = 0.0681, Table 8.2), training for ten days once a year (p =

0.0544, Table 8.3), and training for two weeks once a year (p = 0.0498, Table 8.4).

The widows are slightly less likely than the others to indicate that training

for five days twice a year (Table 8.2) and training for two weeks once a year

(Table 8.4) are not convenient to them. The widows, however, are more likely
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80

than the others to indicate that training for ten days once a year (Table 8.3) is

convenient to them.

No useful correlation was found between the respondents' marital status

and acceptability of training through actual experience (Table 8.1).

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square

of Respondents' Educational Level

byCategorLResponses

 

 

 

A significant relationship was shown between the respondents’ educational

level and twelve of the eighteen categorical items according to the chi-square

test of significance. A significant relationship existed between the respondents'

educational level and acceptability of the following: "Victorious Christian Life"

(p = 0.0008, Table 9.1), "How to Interpret the Bible" (p = 0.0070, Table 9.2), "How

to Teach or Lead a Group" (p = 0.0463, Table 9.3), "How to Train Bible Teachers

or Leaders" (p = 0.0741, Table 9.4), training-on-your-own (p - 0.0197, Table 9.5),

training-with-a-group (p = 0.0005, Table 9.6), training-through-actual-experience

(p = 0.0000, Table 9.7), help from others who are in training (p = 0.0031, Table

9.7), help from others who are in training (p = 0.0031, Table 9.8), help from

experts within your church (p = 0.0462, Table 9.9), help from experts outside your

church (p - 0.0299, Table 9.10), training for ten days once a year (p = 0.0831,

Table 9.11), and training for two weeks once a year (p = 0.0401, Table 9.12).

It is important to note that the extent of the workers' previous formal

education is slightly negatively correlated with preference for "How to Interpret

the Bible" (Table 9.2), "How to Teach or Lead a Group" (Table 9.3), and "How to

Train Bible Teachers/Leaders" (Table 9.4).

Workers with more formal education are also less likely to indicate

preference for training with a group (Table 9.6), but they are more likely to

express that training on your own (Table 9.5) is less acceptable to them.
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The extent of the workers' previous formal education is slightly negatively

correlated with preference for help from experts inside their church (Table 9.9)

and slightly positively correlated wit preference for help outside the church

(Table 9.10).

The more formally educated workers are also more likely to express that

training for ten days once a year (Table 9.11) and training for two weeks once a

year (Table 9.12) are not convenient to them.

No useful predictable correlations were found between the respondents'

educational level and acceptability of "Victorious Christian Life and Service"

(Table 9.1), training-through-actual-experience (Table 9.7), and help from co—

trainees (Table 9.8).

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square

of Respondents' Employment

by Category Responses

 

 

 

According to the chi-square test, the respondents' employment was

significantly related to the acceptability of the following: "Bible Content" (p =

0.0011, Table 10.1), "How to Interpret the Bible" (p = 0.0078, Table 10.2), "How to

Understand Learners" (p = 0.0750, Table 10.3), and help from experts outside your

church (p = 0.0112, Table 10.4)

Of the groups identified by employment, the employed or self-employed

(full-time) are more inclined than the other groups to indicate preference for

"Bible Content" (Table 10.1), for "How to Interpret the Bible" (Table 10.2) and

"How to Understand Learners" (Table 10.3). The employed (part-time) are

slightly less inclined to indicate their need for experts outside their church

(Table 10.4).
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Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square

of Respondents' Positions in the

Church by Category Responses

 

 

According to the chi-square test of significance, the respondents' position

in the Church were related to the acceptability of the following: "How to

Interpret the Bible" (p - 0.00 00, Table 11.1), training-through-actual-experience (p

—0.0391, Table 11.2), training for one hour a week for one year (p — 0.0103, Table

11.3), and training for one day a week for one year (p = 0.0144, Table 11.4).

Among the church workers studied, the youth ministers/directors are the

most inclined to show their preference for that particular course (Table 11.1).

The youth ministers/directors are also the most inclined to indicate preference

for training through actual experience, while the Christian education

ministers/directors appear .to be the least inclined to show preference for that

mode of training (Table 11.2).

The Bible study leaders are the most inclined to express preference for

training for one hour a week for one year, while the Christian education

minister/directors seem to be less inclined than the rest of the workers to

indicate preference for such training schedule (Table 11.3). The youth

ministers/directors are the most inclined to show preference for training for one

day a week for one year (Table 11.4).

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square of

Geographical Location by Category Responses

 

 

A significant relationship was shown between the respondents' geographical

location and fourteen of the eighteen 18 categorical items according to the chi-

square test of significance. The respondents' geographical location was

significantly related toward the following: "Bible Content" (p = 0.0009, Table

12.1), "How to Understand Learners" (p = 0.0751, Table 12.2), "How to Interpret

the Bible" (p = 0.0000, Table 12.3), "How to Teach or Lead a Group" (p = 0.0768,
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Table 12.4), "How to Train Bible Teachers" (p = 0.0051, Table 12.5), training-on

your-own (p = 0.0127, Table 12.6), training-with-a-group (p = 0.0169, Table 12.7),

training-through-actual-experience (p = 0.0815, Table 12.8), help from co-trainees

(p - 0.0881, Table 12.9), training for one hour a day for one year (p = 0.0536, Table

12.10), training for one day a week for one year (p = 0.0156, Table 12.11), training

for five days two times a year (p = 0.0084, Table 12.12), training for 10 days once

a year (p = 0.0015, Table 12.13), and training for two weeks once a year (p =

0.0243, Table 12.14).

Workers from Metro Manila and Northern Luzon are the most inclined to

indicate their preference for "Bible content," while workers from Western

Visayas (Bacolod) appear to be the least inclined to show preference for that

particular course (Table 12.1).

Workers from Central Mindanao and Northern Luzon are the most inclined

to express preference for "How to Understand Learners," while workers from

Eastern Visayas are the least inclined to show preference for it (Table 12.2).

Workers from Central Mindanao and Metro Manila are the most inclined to

indicate preference for "How to Interpret the Bible," while workers from Eastern

Visayas and Western Visayas (both Bocolod and Iloilo) are the least inclined to

show preference for it (Table 12.3).

Workers from Central Mindanao are the most inclined to express

preference for "How to Train Bible Teachers," while workers from Southern

Mindanao seem to be the least inclined to indicate preference for that course

(Table 12.4).

Workers from Metro Manila and Northern Luzon are the most inclined to

show preference for "How to Teach or Lead a Group," while workers from

Western Visayas (Iliolo) appear to be the least inclined to indicate preference for

that course (Table 12.5).
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Workers from Central Mindanao are the most inclined to express

preference for training on your own while workers from Eastern Visayas and

Southern Luzon are the least inclined to show preference for that type of

training (Table 12.6).

Workers from Metro Manilla are the most inclined to indicate preference

for training with a group, while workers from Eastern Visayas and Western

Mindanao are the least inclined to show preference for that type of training

(Table 12.7).

Workers from Central Mindanao are the most inclined to express

preference for training through actual experience, while workers from Western

Visayas (Iloilo) appear to be the least inclined to indicate preference for that

type of training (Table 12.8).

Workers from Central Mindanao are the most inclined to show preference

for help from co-trainees (Table 12.9).

Workers from Central Mindanao are the most inclined to indicate

preference for training for one hour a day for one year (Table 12.10).

Workers from Central Mindanao are the most inclined to show preference

for training for one day a week for one year, while workers from Metro Manila

and Western Visayas (Bacolod) are the least inclined to indicate preference for

that kind of schedule (Table 12.11).

Workers from Eastern Visayas are the most inclined to express preference

for training for five successive days twice a year, while workers from Northern

Luzon seem to be the least inclined to show their preference for that schedule

(Table 12.12).

Workers from Central Mindanao are the most inclined to indicate their

preference for training for ten successive days once a year, while workers from
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Northern Luzon are the least inclined to express their preference for such a

schedule (Table 12.13).

Workers from Northern Luzon are the least inclined to show their

preference for training for two successive weeks once a year (Table 12.14).

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square

of Denominational Affiliation

by Category Responses

 

 

Cross-tabulations made between the respondents' denominational

affiliation and acceptability of the various categorical items indicated a

significant relationship on fourteen items according to the chi-square test of

significance. Those items with which the denominational affiliation was

significantly related are the following: "Bible Content" (p = 0.0009, Table 13.1),

"How to Understand Learners" (p = 0.0751, Table 13.2), "How to Interpret the

Bible" (p = 0.0000, Table 13.3), "How to Teach or Lead a Group" (p = 0.0768,

Table 13.4), "How to Train Bible Teachers or Leaders" (p = 0.0051, Table 13.5),

training-on-your-own (p = 0.0127, Table 13.6), training-with-a-group (p = 0.0169,

Table 13.7), training-through-actual-experience (p = 0.0815, Table 13.8), help from

co-trainees (p = 0.0881, Table 13.9), training for one hour a day for one year (p =

0.0536, Table 13.10), training for one day a week for one year (p = 0.0156, Table

13.11), training for five days two times a year (p = 0.0184, Table 13.12), training for

ten days once a year (p = 0.0015, Table 13.13), and training for two weeks once a

year (p = 0.0243, Table 13.14).

The Southern Baptist and Conservative Baptist workers are the most

inclined to indicate preference for "Bible Content," while the Assemblies

workers are the least inclined to express preference for that course (Table 13.1).

The Wesleyan workers are the most inclined to show preference for "How

to Understand Learners," while the Free Methodist workers are the least inclined

to indicate preference for it (Table 13.2).
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The Wesleyan workers are the most inclined to express preference for

"How to Interpret the Bible," while the Assemblies, Conservative Baptist, and

Free Methodist workers are the least inclined to show preference for that course

(Table 13.3).

The Southern Baptist and Conservative Baptist workers are the most

inclined to indicate preference for "How to Teach or Lead a Group," while the

Convention Baptist and Foursquare workers are the least inclined to express

preference for it (Table 13.4).

The Wesleyan workers are the most inclined to show preference for "How

to Train Bible Teachers/Leaders," while the Foursquare workers are the least

inclined to indicate preference for it (Table 13.5).

The Wesleyan workers are the most inclined to express preference for

training-on-your-own, while the Free Methodist workers are the least inclined to

show preference for that type of training (Table 13.6)

The Southern Baptist workers are the most inclined to indicate preference

for training-with-a-group, while the Free Methodist workers are the least

inclined to express preference for it (Table 13.7).

The Wesleyan workers are the most inclined to show preference for

training-through-actual-experience, while the Convention Baptist and

Conservative Baptist workers are the least inclined to indicate preference for

that kind of training (Table 13.8).

The Wesleyan workers are the most inclined also to express preference for

training for five successive whole days twice a year, while the Conservative

Baptist and Free Methodist workers are the least inclined to indicate preference

for that training schedule (Table 13.12).

The Conservative Baptist workers are the least inclined to show preference

for training for 10 successive days once a year (Table 13.13).
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The Wesleyan workers are slightly more inclined than the rest of the

workers to indicate preference for training for two successive weeks once a

year, while the Conservative Baptist workers are slightly less inclined than the

rest to show preference for that schedule (Table 13.14).

No useful pattern of correlation was observed between the respondents'

denominational affiliation and acceptability of help from co-trainees (Table

13.9), training for one hour a day for one year (Table 13.10), and training for one

whole day a week for one year (Table 13.11).

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square

of Church Size bLCategory Responses

 

 

The chi-square test of significance indicated that size of the respondents'

church was significantly. related to the respondents' attitude toward "How to

Interpret the Bible" (p = 0.0940, Table 14.1), "How to Train Bible Teachers or

Leaders" (p = 0.0130, Table 14.2), training-on-your-own (p = 0.0073, Table 14.3),

training for one day a week for one year (p = 0.0074, Table 14.4), training for ten

days once a year (p = 0.0287, Table 14.5), and training for two weeks once a year

(p = 0.0145, Table 14.6).

Workers from larger Churches are more inclined than workers from smaller

churches to indicate a strong preference for "How to Interpret the Bible" (Table

14.1), "How to Train Bible Teacher/Leaders" (Table 14.2), and training-on-your-

own (Table 14.3).

No useful pattern of relationship was observed between the size of the

respondents' church and acceptability of training for one whole day a week for

one year (Table 14.4) and training for ten successive days once a year (Table

14.5).

A weak linear relationship was found between the size of the respondents'

church and acceptability of training for two successive weeks once a year (Table



T
a
b
l
e

1
4
.
1

S
i
z
e

o
f

R
e
S
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
'

C
h
u
r
c
h

a
n
d

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

H
o
w

t
o

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t

t
h
e

B
i
b
l
e
 

V
e
r
y

.
S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
l
y

S
l
i
g
h
t
l
y

N
o
t

a
t

A
l
l

R
o
w

T
o
t
a
l

C
h
u
r
c
h

S
i
z
e

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

 

U
n
d
e
r

1
0
0

1
2

5
2
.
2

5
2
1
.
7

5
2
1
.
7

-
-
—
—
-

1
4
.
3

2
3

9
.
4

1
0
0

-
3
9
9

5
8

5
9
.
2

2
3

2
3
.
5

1
4

1
4
.
3

3
3
.
1

-
-
-

9
8

4
0
.
0

4
0
0

a
n
d

a
b
o
v
e

8
0

6
4
.
5

2
9

2
3
.
4

1
2

9
.
7

3
2
.
4

—
-

-
—
-

1
2
4

5
0
.
6

 

C
O
L
U
M
N

T
O
T
A
L
S
:

1
5
0

6
1
.
2

5
7

2
3
.
3

3
1

1
2
.
7

6
2
.
4

1
0
.
4

2
4
5

1
0
0
.
0

 

C
h
i
-
s
q
u
a
r
e
:

1
3
.
5
6
0
1
4

D
e
g
r
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m
:

8

S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e
:

0
.
0
9
4
0

C
o
n
t
i
n
g
e
n
c
y

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
:

0
.
2
2
9
0
1

135



T
a
b
l
e

1
4
.
2

S
i
z
e

o
f

R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
'

C
h
u
r
c
h

a
n
d

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

H
o
w

t
o

T
r
a
i
n

B
i
b
l
e

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
/
L
e
a
d
e
r
s

V
e
r
y

M
o
d
e
r
-

N
o
t

N
o

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y

a
t
e
l
y

S
l
i
g
h
t
l
y

a
t

A
l
l

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e

R
o
w

T
o
t
a
l

C
h
u
r
c
h

S
i
z
e

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

 

U
n
d
e
r

1
0
0

1
1

4
7
.
8

6
2
6
.
1

6
2
6
.
1

—
-
-
-

—
-
-
-

-
-
-

2
3

9
.
4

1
0
0

-
3
9
9

4
4

4
4
.
9

3
1

3
1
.
6

1
2

1
2
.
2

6
6
.
1

4
4
.
1

1
1
.
0

9
8

4
0
.
0

4
0
0

a
n
d

a
b
o
v
e

8
3

6
6
.
9

2
7

2
1
.
8

1
1

8
.
9

3
2
.
4

-
-
-

-
-
—
-

1
2
4

5
0
.
6

 

C
O
L
U
M
N

T
O
T
A
L
S
:

1
3
8

5
6
.
3

6
4

2
6
.
1

2
9

1
1
.
8

9
3
.
7

4
1
.
6

1
0
.
4

2
4
5

1
0
0
.
0

 

C
h
i
-
s
q
u
a
r
e
:

2
2
.
4
3
8
6
6

D
e
g
r
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m
:

1
0

S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e
:

0
.
0
1
3
0

C
o
n
t
i
n
g
e
n
c
y

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
:

0
.
2
8
9
6
6

 
136



  



S
i
z
e

o
f

R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
'

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

C
h
u
r
c
h

S
i
z
e

#

V
e
r
y

%
#

T
a
b
l
e

1
4
.
3

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

0 6

L
e
s
s

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

#
%

L
e
a
s
t

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

#
%

N
o
t

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

#
%

C
h
u
r
c
h

a
n
d

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
-
o
n
-
Y
o
u
r
—
O
w
n

R
o
w

T
o
t
a
l

#

 

U
n
d
e
r

1
0
0

7

1
0
0

-
3
9
9

5
0

4
0
0

a
n
d

a
b
o
v
e

5
3

3
0
.
4

8

5
1
.
0

3
3

4
2
.
7

6
3

3
4
.
8

3
3
.
7

5
0
.
8

7

1
2 7

3
0
.
4

1
2
.
2

5
.
6

2
3

9
8

1
2
4

4
0
.
0

5
0
.
6

 C
O
L
U
M
N

T
O
T
A
L
S
:

1
1
0

4
4
.
9

1
0
4

4
2
.
4

2
6

1
0
.
6

2
4
5

1
0
0
.
0

 

C
h
i
—
s
q
u
a
r
e
:

D
e
g
r
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m
:

S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e
:

C
o
n
t
i
n
g
e
n
c
y

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
:

2
0
.
9
5
6
8
3

8 0
.
0
0
7
3

0
.
2
8
0
7
1

137



 



T
a
b
l
e

1
4
.
4

S
i
z
e

o
f

R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
'

C
h
u
r
c
h

a
n
d

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

f
o
r

O
n
e

W
h
o
l
e

D
a
y

E
a
c
h

W
e
e
k

f
o
r

O
n
e

Y
e
a
r

V
e
r
y

C
o
n
—

C
o
n
—

L
e
s
s

C
o
n
—

L
e
a
s
t

C
o
n
-

I
n
c
o
n
—

N
o

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e

R
o
w

T
o
t
a
l

C
h
u
r
c
h

S
i
z
e

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
%

#
9

#
9

#
%

O
O

 U
n
d
e
r

1
0
0

1
4
.
3

7
3
0
.
4

5
2
1
.
7

4
1
7
.
4

—
-
-
-

6
2
6
.
1

2
3

9
.
4

1
0
0

-
3
9
9

2
0

2
0
.
4

2
8

2
8
.
6

2
5

2
5
.
5

1
3

1
3
.
3

9
9
.
2

3
3
.
1

9
8

4
0
.
0

4
0
0

a
n
d

a
b
o
v
e

1
8

1
4
.
5

2
5

2
0
.
2

3
2

2
5
.
8

1
5

1
2
.
1

2
2

1
7
.
7

1
2

9
.
7

1
2
4

5
0
.
6

 C
O
L
U
M
N

T
O
T
A
L
S
:

3
9

1
5
.
9

6
0

2
4
.
5

6
2

2
5
.
3

3
2

1
3
.
1

3
1

1
2
.
7

2
1

8
.
6

2
4
5

1
0
0
.
0

5 (
D

 C
h
i
—
s
q
u
a
r
e
:

2
4
.
0
8
7
8
3

D
e
g
r
e
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m
:

1
0

S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e
:

0
.
0
0
7
4

C
o
n
t
i
n
g
e
n
c
y

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
:

0
.
2
9
9
1
9



T
a
b
l
e

1
4
.
6

S
i
z
e

o
f

R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
'

C
h
u
r
c
h

a
n
d

A
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

f
o
r

T
w
o

S
u
c
c
e
s
s
i
v
e

W
e
e
k
s

O
n
c
e

a

V
e
r
y

C
o
n
-

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

C
h
u
r
c
h

S
i
z
e

#
%

C
o
n
-

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

#
%

Y
e
a
r

L
e
s
s

C
o
n
-

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

#
%

L
e
a
s
t

C
o
n
—

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

#
%

I
n
c
o
n
—

N
o

v
e
n
i
e
n
t

R
e
S
p
o
n
s
e

R
o
w

T
o
t
a
l

#
%

#
%

#
%

 U
n
d
e
r

1
0
0

3
1
3
.
0

1
0
0

~
3
9
9

1
7

1
7
.
3

4
0
0

a
n
d

a
b
o
v
e

1
8

1
4
.
5

2
8
.
7

2
3

2
3
.
5

2
1

1
6
.
9

4
1
7
.
4

2
4

2
4
.
5

2
3

1
8
.
5

8
3
4
.
8

5
2
1
.
7

2
3

9
.
4

2
3

2
3
.
5

5
5
.
1

9
8

4
0
.
0

2
3

1
8
.
5

1
4

1
1
.
3

1
2
4

5
0
.
6

 C
O
L
U
M
N

T
O
T
A
L
S
:

3
8

1
5
.
5

4
6

1
8
.
8

5
1

2
0
.
8

5
4

2
2
.
0

2
4

9
.
8

2
4
5

1
0
0
.
0

 C
h
i
-
s
q
u
a
r
e
:

D
e
g
r
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m
:

S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e
:

C
o
n
t
i
n
g
e
n
c
y

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
:

2
2
.
1
1
4
3
0

1
0

0
.
0
1
4
5

0
.
2
8
7
7
3

139



 



140

14.6). That is, the larger the church, the more convenient this particular training

schedule seems to be for the workers of that church.

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square

of Community Structure

by Category Responses

 

 

 

The results of the cross-tabulations revealed that the respondents'

community structure was significantly related to the acceptability of the

following: "How to Train Bible Teachers or Leaders" (p = 0.0095, Table 15.1),

training for one day a week for one year (p = 0.0149, Table 15.2), training for ten

days once a year (p = 0.0192, Table 15.3), and training for two weeks once a year

(p = 0.0177, Table 15.4).

The urban churches are more inclined than the rural churches to express

preference for "How to Train Bible Teachers/Leaders" (Table 15.1).

The rural churches, on the other hand, are more inclined than the urban

churches to indicate preference for training for one whole day a week for one

year (Table 15.2), training for 10 successive whole days once a year (Table 15.3),

and training for two successive weeks once a year (Table 15.4).

In summary, the cross-tabulations made on each of the demographic

variables and the acceptability of the different categorical items on the

questionnaire indicated that the respondents' educational level, geographical

location, and denominational affiliation have significant relationship to more

categorical items (from 12 to 14 items out of 18) than all the other demographic

variables, according to the chi-square test of significance.

To get an estimate of the magnitude of the relationship between variables

in a chi-square table, the contingency coefficient (C) was also computed. The

formula used for computing C was as follows:

c: _?5.2

X2+N
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The minimum value of C is 0, while the maximum value, which is never

greater than one, depends on the number of categories of the variables

(Ferguson, 1981). When the number of rows and columns of a contingency table is

equal to K, the maximum value of C is given by (K - l)/K (Spiegel, 1961). Thus

the computed maximum value of C for each of the different contingency tables

in this study is as follows:

0.9258 for a 2 x 5 table

0.9354 for a 3 x 5 table

0.9428 for a 4 x 5 table

0.9487 for a 5 x 5 table

0.9535 for a 6 x 5 table

0.9574 for a 7x 5 table

0.9608 for an 8 x 5 table

0.9636 for a 9 x 5 table

0.9661 for a 10 x 5 table

0.9354 for a 2 x 6 table

0.9428 for a 3 x 6 table

0.9487 for a 4 x 6 table

0.9535 for a 5 x 6 table

0.9574 for a 6 x 6 table

0.9608 for a 7 x 6 table

0.9636 for an 8 x 6 table

0.9661 for a 9 x 6 table

0.9682 for a 10 x 6 table

The greater the value of C, the greater is the degree of relationship between

variables in a contingency table (Spiegel).
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Answers to the Research Questions

Three sets of questions guided this research. The first set consists of

questions regarding the anticipated benefits of each of the three training models

(MODELS I, II, and III) for the trainees and the local church. Answers to the first

set of questions were derived from the description of the three models (see

Appendix A) especially designed for this research.

The second set of questions deals with the issue of workability of each

model for training voluntary nonformal educators in rural and‘urban churches.

To answer these questions, the cost of operating each training model was

carefully estimated and then presented, together with the description of each

model, to key decision makers who were each interviewed to get their reactions

to each model.

The last set of questions pertains to the issue of acceptability of the model

or models to rural and urban churches. Answers to these questions came from

the questionnaire and interview results.

Following are the research questions and their corresponding answers.

Research Question One
 

What are the anticipated benefits of each training model for the

trainees? for the local Church?

a. How many voluntary nonformal educators can be trained by each

model at a time?

b. What specific knowledge, skills, and attitudes will the trainees

learn through participation in each training program?

c. Will each program provide for immediate application of learnings

to local or back-home situations?
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MODEL l—Self-Instruction Apm'oach. As many as are qualified and willing
 

to study, at their own pace, a lesson or more in a self-instructional text during

the weekdays and interact with co-trainees and with a discussion leader in his

own church on Sunday moring can be trained by MODEL 1. However, the number

and size of the interaction groups and the number of discussion leaders depend

upon the number of trainees taking a course. Ideally, no less than six and no

more than 20 trainees are assigned to a leader.

MODEL I is designed for helping voluntary Bible teachers and leaders

improve their knowledge of the Bible and their competency in communicating its

teaching to others in a small group setting in church, in a home, in an office, or

elsewhere. Thus the content of MODEL I includes courses such as Bible, Bible

interpretation, and Bible study methods.

Since MODEL I does not require trainees to leave their home and church to

undertake this training, they get exposed to all kinds of opportunities around

them to make immediate application of what they are learning in their self-

studies. Besides, direct involvement of the trainees in Bible teaching and/or

leading, by the second year, is an important part of this training package.

As individual trainees develop the habit of studying on their own everyday

and of interacting with others once a week, it is anticipated that they would be

motivated to further develop themselves by taking more self-instruction courses

and even joining organized group training programs.

MODEL II—Workshop Approach. A group of 20 to 35 voluntary workers can
 

be trained through MODEL 11. A group of this size can have enough points of

view to stimulate a lively discussion without being so large as to limit

interactionn among the trainees.
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This model is intended to help voluntary Bible teachers and leaders in local

churches improve their knowledge of the Bible and develop their skills in

communicating its teachings to others in both formal and nonformal settings.

The content and learning activities in the workshOps are, therefore, those which

would fulfill these Objectives.

Opportunities for immediate practice and application of what is being

learned are already built into the workshOps (PHASES l and 3). In addition, an

assistantship period (PHASE 2), of no less than three months, is included in this

training program in order to allow trainees to immediately apply what they

learned in WorkshOp I (PHASE 1) in real situations (e.g., in Sunday school, Bible

study groups, etc.). Then after Workshop 11 they begin handling a regular class or

group first with on-the-job guidance from an experienced teacher/leader and

later on their own (PHASE 4).

It is expected that this four-phase training model will be able to provide

each trainee with the basic knowledge and skills necessary to get started in

teaching or leading a group in Bible study. It is also expected that this will give

each trainee a strong motivation to continue in training so that he can become

more competent.

MODEL III-Experientia1 Learning Approach. Being an advanced-level type
 

of training, participation in this training program is restricted to a group of less

than 20 and no more than 35 highly selected local church leaders who can play

the dual role of trainee and trainer at the same time. To encourage

participation from as many local churches as possible (this being

interdenominational), each participating church is allowed to send and sponsor a

maximum of three qualified leaders only.
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MODEL 111 is designed to help a select group of experienced and competent

church leaders develop their skills in planning, implementing, and evaluating

voluntary leadership training programs for their own churches. To accomplish

this objective, participants engage in a training experience which is process-

rather than content-oriented. Thus more time and effort are spent by

participants in actually doing a job (e.g., actually planning and implementing a

training prOgram) than in discussing how a job ought to be done.

Obviously, immediate application is stressed throughout the duration of the

training. A discussion, for instance, on how to do observations and personal

interviews is immediately followed by visits to neighboring churches (i.e., those

selected to serve as laboratory churches) to actually observe their educational

activities and interview some of their leaders and workers.

Toward the end of this experiential learning program, participants are

asked not only to evaluate their experience but also to discuss what and how they.

intend to further develop their training knowledge, skills, and attitudes.

Research Question Two
 

Which model or models are workable for training voluntary nonformal

educators in rural churches? in urban churches?

a. How much will it cost (monetary and non-monetary) to operate

MODEL 1? MODEL 11? MODEL 111?

b. Can these costs be met by the local churches?

c. Are these costs reasonable in proportion to the anticipated

benefits?

MODEL l—Self—Instruction Approach. To operate model I for 20 trainees
 

for a period of one year, a local church would need a total of at least one

hundred seventy dollars ($170.00). One hundred fifty-five dollars ($155.00) would
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be used for the purchase of self—instructional materials (including leaders' guides,

students' texts, and tests) and fifteen dollars and fifty cents ($15.50) for

contingency (estimated at 10%). In case the individual trainees themselves

should decide to take care of their own expenSes, the estimated cost per trainee

is eight dollars and fifty cents ($8.50) (see Appendix B).

Of the 44 decision makers personally interviewed in this resarch, 77% (41%

from rural Churches and 59% from urban churches) said their church can meet

the estimated costs of operating MODEL 1. Some of the reasons they give for

saying so are the following:

"Our church has a budget for training purposes."

"Our church can raise the needed funds."

"We can call on members to contribute."

"The trainees themselves can afford to buy their own texts and pay

their own fees."

"Most of those who would take MODEL I are earning and can very

well afford to buy their own texts."

"The estimated cost is low."

Only 11% of the respondents claimed their church could not afford to

operate MODEL 1. About 20% fo the interviewees did not offer any comment on

the training costs.

MODEL II-WorkshOp Approach. A total of at least one hundred forty-
 

three dollars ($143.00) would be needed by a local Church to train 20 workers

using MODEL 11. Of this amount fifty dollars ($50.00) would be used for

providing appreciation gifts for trainers/ resource persons, forty dollars ($40.00)

for snacks, another forty dollars ($40.00) for miscellaneous supplies, and thirteen

dollars
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($13.00) for contingency. The cost per trainee is estimated at seven dollars and

fifteen cents ($7.15) (see Appendix B).

The costs of operating MODEL 11 can be met by their churches according to

73% of the decision makers who were interviewed (38% from rural churches and

63% from urban churches). Among the comments they made were the following:

"To our church, financial matters are a secondary consideration."

"Our church can raise the needed funds."

"Our members are good givers."

"The training costs can be included in our church budget."

Only seven percent of the interviewees said their church could not meet

the costs. About 20% of the decision makers did not say anything about the

training costs.

MODEL [IL-Experiential Learning Approach. Of the three training models,
 

MODEL 111 was considered by the decision makers as the most expensive to get

involved in. It would cost a local church no less than forty-nine dollars and

eighty-nine cents ($49.89) to sponsor only one church leader in a MODEL 111

training course (see Appendix B). Despite this high cost, however, 57% of those

who were interviewed (32% from rural churches and 68% from urban churches)

believed their Church can afford to support more than one delegate in this type

of training. Some of the comments they gave in relation to the cost of sending

delegates to MODEL 111 are the following:

"The cost is not really high if benefits to be derived from such

training are taken into consideration."

"The expenses involved become insignificant if sent delegates can

train more workers, when they return, not only in our own church

but in other churches as well."
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"If convinced of the need for such a training, our church can raise the

necessary funds."

"Our Church will raise the needed funds because it believes in training

leaders."

"No problem since only one or two delegates will be sent by the

church. Selected delegates might even shoulder their own

expenses."

Only 11% of the decision makers indicated their church would have

difficulty underwriting the expenses of their selected delegate(s) to a MODEL 111

training. About 32% offered no comments.

The decision makers' reactions to the estimated training costs of each

model were analyzed by means of a relative frequency distribution. Responses

were classified into three: (a) can meet costs—when the respondent's reply
 

indicated the particular Church would be able to afford or might be willing to try

to find ways to afford the estimated training costs of a particular model, (b)

cannot meet costsnwhen the respondent's reply suggested the particular church
 

probably could not shoulder the estimated training costs or when the respondent

indicated no interest in trying to accommodate such costs, and (c) no comment--
 

when the respondent did not give any opinion.

In summary, the decision makers generally believed their churches could

meet the costs of Operating MODELS I and II. The majority also felt that their

churches could and would be willing to shoulder the cost of sending at least one

or two delegates to a MODEL III type of training (see Figure 3).

Research Question Three
 

Which model or models are acceptable to rural churches? to urban

churches?
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a. Which components (training content, manner of training,

trainers/resource persons, training schedule) do decision makers

find relevant to the particular training needs and interests of the

workers in their respective churches?

b. What do they see as the strength(s) of each model?

C. What do they see as the weakness(es) of each model?

d. What specific recommendations do they have for the

improvement of each model?

By participating in a specially arranged discussion meeting with the

workers of their churches and by examining the initial results (i.e., the relative

frequency distribution of responses) of the questionnaire survey shared with them

by this researcher, the decision makers were able to discover some of the

specific training needs and interests of their own workers. On the basis of what

they discovered, these decision makers individually gave, through personal

interviews, their reactions to the three training models presented to them prior

to the interviews.

MODEL I--self-instruction approach. This model was considered the most
 

practical and the easiest to implement in a local Church. "MODEL 1" several

decision makers pointed out "does not call for a big budget, for special

facilitities, and for outside experts. The training can be done by local pastors

and leaders." This comment, especially the last part, is important because,

according to an analysis of the questionnaire results, 89% of the local church

workers chose to receive help from "experts within your church" (see Table 5).

A few of the decision makers believed that MODEL 1 could be utilized for

"all types of leaders and workers in a local Church," particularly the working

people who find it difficult to attend group training sessions. More were of the
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opinion, however, that this model is better for "those with higher education who

are used to studying diligently."

The decision makers saw a number of strong points in MODEL 1. Among
 

these strengths are the following.

1. Each MODEL I trainee can study at his own pace, time, and

place.

2. MODEL I gives each trainee plenty of time to study, to reflect,

to do research, to get help from other resources (both human and

materials), and to review his lessons.

3. Because there is a change of courses every three months and

because content and methodology courses are offered

alternatively, boredom on the part of the trainees is prevented.

4. This model allows concentration in one course at a time.

5. The weekly interactions provide trainees opportunities to ask

questions and share ideas freely.

6. Trainees are given something to look forward to and that is

direct involvement in a Church ministry after a year of training.

7. This type of training helps develop a trainee's self-discipline,

self-reliance, and self-confidence.

8. It also encourages continuous learning.

A number of weakpolnts in MODEL I were also brought up by the decision
 

makers. These weaknesses include the following.

1. Daily self-studies could easily be crowded out by more pressing

responsibilities of the trainees.

2. This type of training might encourage laziness, procrastination,

and cramming;

3. A trainee gets limited to one self-instructional text.



 

 

 



It appeared that training for "one hour each day for one year" is not

strongly favored by the majority of local church workers either. An analysis of

the questionnaire data revealed that only 34% of the respondents find this
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The interpretation of instructions, lessons, and questions in a

self-instructional text might vary from individual to individual.

A trainee who encounters a difficulty in his daily self-studies has

to wait for one whle week before he gets any help.

This model does not provide enough practical training.

One year of training might be too long to some who want to be

involved right away.

Not all courses necessary for training can be taken through self-

instruction.

training schedule convenient (see Table 5).

When asked for recommendations for the improvement of MODEL 1, the
 

decision makers gave a long list.

1. Length of training should be flexible, depending upon the courses

being offered.

Shorten training period to six months, but double the time put

into daily self-studies, so trainees can be involved right away.

Shorten self-instruction period to one month per course.

Group trainees according to educational level, providing self-

instructional texts suitable to each level.

Provide a catalogue of self-instruction courses so each trainee

can choose the course that will best meet his particular needs

and interests.



 



10.

ll.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

MODEL II—Workshop Approach. A number of decision makers described
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Reverse sequence of courses so that principles and methods (e.g.,

Bible interpretation) are learned before content (e.g., Gospel of

John).

Let the trainees themselves choose the time most convenient for

them to get together for interaction.

Conduct interaction sessions for two hours instead of one.

Have small core group sessions between interaction sessions

(e.g., on Wednesdays); assign a "discipler" to each group.

Allow trainees to approach their discipler or interaction leader

any time they need help.

Motivate trainees by phone (if this is available) or by personal

contact during the week.

Secure each trainee's profile and provide for individualized

guidance.

Allow prospective trainees to sit in interaction sessions to

stimulate their interest in self-instruction.

Allow trainees to begin observing and doing practical training

while still taking self-instruction.

Have an evaluation and a practicum every quarter.

Alternate self-instruction with involvement every other quarter.

 

MODEL 11 as a "rigid," "concentrated," "intensive," "in-depth," and "progressive"

type of training. They believed this approach can be "more effective than self-

instruction because of the workshop-assistantship-workshop combination and the

provision for immediate application of learning."
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Several considered MODEL 11 as "the most suitable approach to use in

training voluntary workers in a local church." Such an opinion appeared to be

justifiable since an analysis of the quesitonnaire results showed that 89% of the

local church workers were strongly in favor of "training with a group of other

people" (see Table 5).

According to some decision makers, MODEL 11 is "good for training all

types of leaders and workers." Others held, however, that this model is

applicable only to "non-working peOple, to students and teachers who do not have

classes during summer and semestral breaks, and to working people who are

willing to take a leave of absence from their regular jobs."

The following strengths of MODEL 11 were pointed out by the decision

makers.

l. The flow of training in MODEL 11 is uninterrupted—learning

progresses from one phase ot the next.

2. This model offers a variety of learning activities: lectures,

discussions, projects, etc..

3. Eight hours a day for five consecutive days give participants

ample time for discussion, exchange of ideas, and practice.

4. Because of group interaction, interest would be high and

participation good.

5. What is learned is not only explained but demonstrated as well.

6. This model provides for practical training and testing period.

7. Immediate feedback and immediate correction are both built

into the program.

8. It establishes a good trainer-trainee relationship.

9. Both trainers and trainees are obliged to prepare and perform

well.
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Trainers themselves can learn in the process of training others.

Trainees can feel they are a part of a working group.

Trainees can treat this training program as their own brainchild

since they are involved from beginning to end: assessing their

own training needs and interests, planning, executing, evaluating,

etc.

The decision makers also observed some weaknesses in MODEL 11. Among

these weaknesses are the following.

1.

6.

7.

Most working peOple, even the self-employed, cannot attend,

unless they take a leave of absence, because they have to work

all year-round.

Gathering for workshops eight hours a day for five days might be

difficult even for students who usually go home, attend summer

classes, or else look fOr a job during vacation time.

Workshops held during vacation time might conflict with local

church or denominational activities (e.g., vacation Bible school,

camp).

Some trainees, particularly those who do not have strong

motivations, may not want or may not have the ability to

complete the whole package of training (i.e., all four phases of

MODEL 11).

In a group process, aggressive participants are likely to dominate

the timid ones.

Opportunities for meditation and reflection are limited.

Trainees have very little time to prepare for each day's session.

Training for "five successive whole days two times a year" was also

considered difficult by the majority of local church workers. "‘ fact, according
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to the questionnaire results, only 38% of the respondents find this training

schedule convenient (see Table 5).

They also offered several excellent §_u_ggestions for the improvement of

MODEL 11.

1. Operate MODEL II as an interchurch training activity.

2. Make MODEL 11 a "stay-in" type trainning program in order to

avoid tardiness.

3. Schedule training according to the convenience of the trainees

(e.g., before opening of summer classes).

4. Cut down daily workshOp sessions (e.g., meet four hours a day),

but add more days (e.g., run each workshop for 10 successive

days).

5. Break down the workshop into two or more weekends, putting in

the equivalent of 40 hours per workshop.

6. Hold each workshOp for 40 successive nights, meeting for one

hour each night.

7. Shorten or lengthen assistantship period according to the ability

and progress of each trainee.

8. Conduct the workshOps away from the church.

9. The training personnel for the workshOp and the assistantship

phases should be carefully selected and adequately trained first.

10. Those who will be assisted by the trainees must be competent

not only as teachers and leaders, but as trainers as well.

11. Include all types of workers, but allow for both general and small

interest group sessions.

12. Have a different workshop for each group of workers in the

church.
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13. Run simultaneous but separate sessions for new recruits and

regular workers.

14. Make sure what is learned in Worksh0p 1 (PHASE I) is actually

applied during the assistantship (PHASE 2).

l5. Allow trainees to do their assistantship in churches other than

their own.

16. Ensure supervision during the assistantship stage.

17. Do evaluation on a daily basis.

18. Have participants pledge or sign up for the whole package of

training; i.e., through the completion of all phases.

MODEL III—Experiential LearninL Approach. Some of the general
 

comments made by the decision makers about MODEL 111 were the following: "a

high standard of training," "a detailed and thorough type of training," "an ideal

program for developing skills," "a good combination of theory and practice," and

"most effective of the three methods." MODEL III was also considered "more

economical in the long run since MODEL 111 participants can serve as regular

trainer(s) not only in their own church but in other churches as well" (see answer

to Research Question Two—MODEL 111).

Most of the decision makers were convinced that MODEL III is good only

for the "experienced, capable, and recognized leaders in the church." They

included as possible participants in MODEL III such church leaders as the elders,

the deacons, the Chairpersons of various organizations in the church, the full-

time church workers, and other recognized leaders in the church who possess the

necessary educational background and the potential for training others.

Following are some of the strengths of MODEL 111 as enumerated by the
 

decision makers.
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Participation in MODEL 111 could mean more training programs

and, therefore, more trained workers for the local church.

The develOpment of training skill is by actually training others in

real situations.

Because MODEL 111 is interdenominational, participants get

exposure to other evangelical leaders from whom they can gain

other ideas.

This model provides participants plenty of Opportunities to

exchange ideas and experiences and to work together.

As participants work on something (e.g., a training program) and

produce it, they each get a feeling of fulfillment.

Close relationship is established among team members as they

work together.

Participants also develop more confidence in planning and

implementing training programs in their respective churches.

The model has provision for immediate application and

implementation.

Immediate feedback and correction are also built into the

program.

The decision makers also brought up some of the weaknesses of MODEL 111.

l.

 

This model may not be applicable to new and small churches

whose funds and personnel may be lacking.

Participation from each church is very limited, three

participants being the maximum.

The two-week schedule is very inconvenient for most workers.

The operation of the church might get disrupted while certain

key leaders are away attending a MODEL 11] training program.
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5. The work requirements of the model might be too demanding or

too difficult for some participants.

6. There is no guarantee that sent delegate(s) will serve long as

' trainers in their home churches.

7. The cost of sending even one delegate is high.

Training for "two successive weeks once a year" was not also very

favorable to the majority of church workers who answered the qustionnaire.

According to the results of the questionnaire survey, only 38% of these workers

indicated that this kind of training schedule is convenient to them (see Table 5).

A number of valuable suggestions for the improvement of MODEL 111 were

shared by the decision makers. These are as follows:

1. Extend the training session from two weeks to one month so

there will be more time for assessing needs, designing training

programs, and implementing them.

2. Make sure the schedule is not in conflict with that of other

denominational or interdenominational activities.

3. Have each educational agency (e.g., Sunday school, women's

group, men's group) in the church sponbsor its own top leader.

4. Have expenses shared by the sending church and the sent

delegate(s).

5. Hold it camp style.

6. Provide 40% theories and 60% practice.

7. See to it that the skill to be developed is useful in designing a

training program for any group of voluntary leaders in the local

church.

8. Limit team membership from three to five in order to allow for

maximum interaction and involvement within the team.
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9. Allow MODEL III participants to contact and consult trainers

even after the training program (i.e., the two-week session) is

over.

To determine the ;degree of acceptability of a particular training model or

approach to a group of respondents (i.e., rural or urban decision makers and rural

or urban workers), percentages were used. The degree of acceptability of a

particular model or approach to a group was then interpreted in the following

manner.

Most acceptable: when 91% or more of the respondents indicated that a
 

particular model or approach was acceptable to them.

More acceptable: when 81 to 90% of the respondents indicated that a
 

certain model or approach was acceptable.

Acceptable: when 71 to 80% of the respondents indicated that a particular
 

model or approach was acceptable.

Less acceptable: when 61 to 70% of the respondents indicated that a
 

particular model or approach was acceptable.

Least acceptable: when 60% or fewer of the respondents indicated that a
 

particular model or approach was acceptable.

The different degrees of acceptability are summarized thus:

91 - 100% Most acceptable

81 - 90% More acceptable

71 — 80% Acceptable

61 - 70% Less acceptable

60% or less Least acceptable

Using this gauge for interpretation, the general reactions of the decision

makers toward each training model could then be interpreted as follows.

MODEL 1 was less acceptable to the rural decision makers (67% of the decision
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makers), but acceptable to the urban decision makers (80% of the decision
 

makers); MODEL II was least acceptable to the rural decision makers (58%
 

decision makers), and less acceptable to urban workers (65% of the decision
 

makers); and MODEL III was least acceptable to the rural decision makers (54%
 

of the decision makers), but acceptable to the urban decision makers (80% of the
 

decision makers) (see Figure 4).

In like manner, the general reactions of the workers toward a particular

training approach could be interpreted as follows: training on your own

(counterpart of MODEL 1) was more acceptable to the rural workers (85% of the

workers) and more acceptable to the rural workers (90% of the workers), training
 

with a group (counterpart of MODEL II) was most acceptable to the rural
 

workers (97% of the workers) and most acceptable also to the urban workers

(92% of the workers), and training through actual experience (counterpart of

MODEL III) was more acceptable to the rural workers (88% of the workers) and
 

more acceptable to urban workers (90% of the workers) as well (see Figure 5).
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter gives a brief statement of the problem and purpose of the

study and a short description of the research procedures. It also presents the

findings and conclusions of the study. In addition, it offers some

recommendations for the implementation of the findings and for additional

research.

Restatement of the Problem and Purpose
 

Most protestant churches in the Philippines have very limited resources.

They cannot afford to select leadership training alternatives by "trial and error."

They need some specific information which can help them determine the training

model or models that will bring them improved benefits for a particular level of

resource use. To help provide this badly needed information, this study was

conducted.

This study had a threefold purpose: (a) to design three models of training

voluntary nonformal educators, (b) to estimate the anticipated costs and benefits

of each model, and (c) to estimate the feasibility of each model in training

voluntary nonformal educators in rural and urban protestant churches in the three

major island groups of the Philippines.

Description of Procedures
 

The research method used in this study is the descriptive survey. Using the

characteristics of this method as guidelines, several steps were taken.

168
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First, relevant literature was reviewed with the following objectives: (a)

to analyze carefully the need for training voluntary nonformal educators in local

churches, particularly in the Philippines; (b) to understand more clearly the

training process; (c) to consider seriously the suggestions of several experts in

program planning; and (d) to examine training programs currently being used in

schools, churches, and human service organizations.

Second, three training programs were designed adapting some of the

elements derived from existing models and following some of the advice offered

by experienced program planners, particularly designers of training programs for

voluntary workers.

Third, two instruments for collecting data were constructed: (a) a written

questionnaire which was used in identifying some of the training needs and

interests of church workers, and (b) an interview protocol which was used in

getting the reactions of key decision makers to the three training models

presented to them prior to the interview. These two instruments were checked

for validity by a panel of five knowledgeable and competent persons and pre—

tested with a small group of subjects similar to the sample.

Fourth, with the official permission and cooperation of denominational

heads, nine local protestant churches representing different denominations,

sizes, geographical locations, and community structures were selected for this

research. All paid and voluntary workers who attended a pre-arranged general

meeting (a total of 245 workers) and no more than five key decision makers per

church (a total of 44 decision makers) served as subjects for the study.

Fifth, in each of the nine churches, two types of meetings were conducted.

One was a general meeting of the church workers at which all the attenders first

discussed in small groups their training needs and interests and later responded

individually to a written questionnaire. The other was a private meeting with
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the pastor and no more than four other decision makers of the church at which

the researcher gave a brief oral presentation of the three training models. Then

during the following days each decision maker was interviewed personally to get

his reactions to each model.

Sixth, all the collected data were summarized, tabulated, and analyzed

using appropriate statistical techniques. In analyzing the questionnaire data, an

effort was made to determine the level of acceptability of four components of

training (i.e., training content, training approach, trainers/ resource persons, and

training schedule) to the respondents. Special attention was given to

determining the acceptability to the workers of each of the three training

approaches: (a) training-on-your-own or self-study approach (counterpart of

MODEL 1), (b) training-with—a-group or group process (counterpart of MODEL 11),

and (c) training-throug-actual-experience or experiential learning approach

(counterpart of MODEL 111). This was done by means of a frequency distribution

of workers' responses on all items in the questionnaire. Cross-tabulations were

also made on each of the demographic data by the acceptability of the different

categorical items in the questionnaire. A chi-square test was performed on each

cross-tabulation to determine whether a systematic relationship existed among

these variables. The contingency coefficient (C) was also computed in order to

get an estimate of the magnitude of relationship among variables in a chi-square

table.

The data gathered through the interviews were analyzed to determine the

acceptability of the decision makers of the three training models: (a) MODEL I

(self—instruction approach), (b) MODEL 11 (workshop approach), and (c) MODEL 111

(experiential learning approach). This was done by means of a relative frequency

distribution of the decision makers' responses to the interview questions which
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were related to the three training models. Bar graphs were used to emphaize

and clarify the findings of the interview data analysis.

Major Findings and Conclusions
 

After analyzing the data, the following findings and conclusions are noted.

1. Most of the church workers were in favor of emphasizing the
 

following courses in training programs: "Bible Content,"

"Victorious Christian Life and Service," "How to Understand

Learners," "How to Interpret the Bible," "How to Teach or Lead

a Group," and "How to Train Bible Teachers/Leaders." Of these

six courses, the workers seemed to prefer putting the strongest

emphasis on "Bible Content" and "Victorious Christian Life and

Service." This preference could be understood in light of the

fact that in practically all denominations in the Philippines,

having a working knowledge of the Bible and living a victorious

Christian life have been emphasized as among the most

important qualities good Christian workers most possess.

2. Most of the church workers indicated that they want to receive
 

help from co-trainees, from experts within their churches, and

from experts outside their churches. Of these three groups of

trainers/ resource persons, the workers seemed to want the most

help from experts within the church. Apparently workers were

influenced by the strong denominationalism that exists in most

of the churches included in the study. Many of them expressed

fear that outside experts might bring into the training programs

their (the experts) own denominational beliefs and practices.
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Most of the church workers indicated that the following training
 

schedules were not very convenient to them: one hour a week

for one year, one hour a day for one year, one whole day a week

for one year, five successive days twice a year, ten successive

days once a year, and two successive weeks once a year. Of

these six training schedules, one hour a week for one year

seemed to be the most convenient, while ten successive whole

days once a year and two successive weeks once a year seemed

tolbe the most inconvenient to them. That the workers should

find most of the training schedules specified in the questionnaire

inconvenient could probably be explained by the fact that the

majority (58%) of the workers were either employed or self-

employed (full-time or part-time) and, therefore, have to work

all year round, while many of the unemployed (42%) were

students who have to go to school or else work even during

vacation time.

Most of the church workers seemed to accept many of the

following three training approaches: training-on-your-own

(counterpart of MODEL 1), training-with-a-group (counterpart of

MODEL 11), and training-through-actual-experience (counterpart

of MODEL 111). However, training-with-a-group appeared to be

the most acceptable to the workers, probably because this

particular approach gives them (particularly those with limited

education) the sense of security and belongingness for which they

expressed a need.

According to the chi-square test of significance, the _cpu_r_cp

workers' educational level, geographical location, and
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denominational affiliation were significantly related to
 

acceptability of most of the training courses, training

approaches, trainers/resource persons, and training schedules.

a. The more formally educated the church workers are, the
 

less likely they are to indicate preference for certain

training courses (e.g., "How to Interpret the Bible," "How to

Teach or Lead a Group," and "How to Train Bible Teachers

or Leaders"), for the group training approach and for

trainers/resource persons within their church. The m

formally educated they are, the more likely they indicate
 

that the self-instruction approach and training for 10

successive days or two successive weeks once a year are less

acceptable to them.

b. Church workers from Central Mindanao are the msot
 

inclined to indicate preference for training courses (e.g.,

"How to Udnerstand Learners," "How to Interpret the Bible,"

"How to Teach or Lead a Group," "How to Train Bible

Teachers/Leaders"), for training approaches (e.g., training-

on-your-own, training-through-actual-experience), for

trainers/resource persons (e.g., co-trainers), and for training

schedules (e.g., one hour a day for one year, one day a week

for one year, ten successive days for one year). These

positive responses of workers from Central Mindanao might

be due to the fact that most of these workers are migrants

or descendants of migrants from Northern Luzon who are

generally known for being industrious, hardworking, and

ambitious.
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On the other hand, church workers from Eastern Visayas

are the least inclined to indicate preference for training

courses (e.g., "How to Understand Learners," "How to

Interpret the Bible," "How to- Train Bible Teachers or

Leaders"), for training approaches (e.g., training-on-your-

own, training-with-a-group), and for trainers/ resource

persons (e.g., co-trainees).

Church workers from Northern Luzon are the least
 

inclined to indicate preference for long training schedules

(e.g., five successive days twice a year, ten successive days

once a year, two successive weeks once a year). That this

particular group of workers found long training schedules

less acceptable might be due to the fact that most of them

are self-employed and, therefore, cannot leave their jobs for

long periods of time. Furthermore, they belong to an ethnic

group which is known for thriftiness and industriousness.

The Wesleyan church workers are the most inclined to
 

indicate preference for training courses (e.g., "How to

Understand Learners," "How to Interpret the Bible," "How to

Train Bible Teachers or Leaders"), for training approaches

(e.g., training-on-your-own, training-through-actual-

experience), and for longer training schedules (e.g., five

successive days twice a year, two successive weeks once a

year). A possible explanation for the apparent positive

attitude of the Wesleyan church workers toward several

training components is the fact that holy living and serving

are strongly emphasized in the denomination, so they tend
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to be very open to anything that would help them in these

two areas.

On the other hand, the Free Methodist church workers
 

are the least inclined to indicate their preference for

training courses (e.g., "How to Understand Learners," "How

to Interpret the Bible") and for training approaches (e.g.,

training-on-your-own). The response could be understood in

light of the fact that almost 50% of the church workers

studied have already had formal Bible college training and

probably feel they already have enough competence in

understanding learners and in interpreting the Bible, while,

at the same time, they recognize the need for utilizing

approaches other than the self-instructional approach.

The Conservative Baptist church workers are the least
 

inclined to indicate their preference for longer training

schedules (e.g., five successive days twice a year, ten

successive days once a year, two successive weeks once a

year). A possible explanation for the negative response of

these workers is the fact that their local church is.still in

the pioneering stages and, therefore, they are not ready yet

for longer and more in-depth training.

Decision makers generally believed their churches could meet
 

the costs of operating MODELS 1 and II. The majority also felt

their churches could and would be willing to shoulder the cost of

sending at least one or two delegates to a MODEL III type of

training.
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MODEL 1 (Self-Instruction Approach) was less acceptable to the

rural decision makers but acceptable to the urban decision
 

makers.

MODEL H (Workshop Approach) was least acceptable to the rural

decision makers and less acceptable to the urban decision
 

makers.

MODEL 111 (Experiential Learning Approach) was least

acceptable to the rural decision makers but acceptable to the
 

urban decision makers.
 

Training-on—your-own (counterpart of MODEL 1) was more

acceptable to both the rural and urban church workers.
 

Training-with-a-group (counterpart of MODEL 11) was most

acceptable to both the rural and urban church workers.
 

Training-through-actual-experience (counterpart of MODEL 111)

was more acceptable to both the rural and urban church workers.
 

Decision makers and Church workers differed in their

preferences for training models or approaches. Whereas the

decision makers found the group training approach less

acceptable, the church workers found it the most acceptable.

Implications
 

Some of the implications derived from the research were the following.

1. Since church workers differ from decision makers in several

ways, even in their preferences for training approaches, each

group should be represented on the committee or group

responsible for planning the training program of a local church or

organization .
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Church workers should be actively involved in all phases of the

training process (i.e., in pretraining, in training, and in

posttraining) so that they feel the training program is their own

and not something imposed on them by the decision makers.

While some voluntary workers know what they need and like in

terms of training courses, others do not know; so it is advisable

to prepare some kind of catalogue of training courses which will

aid people in selection of particular course(s) they feel they need

and like. 1

Before looking outside the church for possible trainers/resource

persons to invite, a local church should first tap their own

qualified and available leaders. The research showed the

workers' preference for receiving help from experts within their

churches.

When setting the schedule for a training program, the schedule

of activities (at home, at school, at work, or elsewhere) of the

individuals concerned, of the local church (and various

organizations within the church), of the denomination, and of

parachurch organizations (in whose programs some of the church

workers might get involved) should be taken into account. For

example, while most church workers are Off work or school

during the Christmas break, this period may be found to be the

least convenient because, aside from various Christmas

activities conducted by the local church, denominations usually

hold special youth conferences and parachurch organizations

sponsor interdenominational gatherings (e.g., a missionary

conference) during that period.
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6. Inasmuch as there are different types of workers within a local

church (e.g., paid or voluntary, formally trained or untrained,

experienced or inexperienced, regular or newly recruited,

administrative or educational, et al.), a local church should not

limit itself to utilizing only one training approach for all types of

workers. Rather, a local church should look into the feasibility

of employing, perhaps, a different approach for a different type

or group of workers. As suggested by the decision makers in the

study and if feasible, a local church might consider utilizing the

Self-Instructional Approach with the working and/or better

educated type of workers, the Workshop Approach with the non-

working and/or newly recruited type, and the Experiential

Learning Approach with the paid and experienced type and/or

with those who are holding key educational responsibilities in the

church.

Recommendations
 

Following are some recommendations for the implementation of the

findings and for additional research.

1. MODELS I, II, and 111 should be revised in order ot incorporate

some of the very valuable suggestions given by the respondents,

particularly those of the decision makers.

2. The revised training models should be offered to both rural and

urban churches in the Philippines so that they can utilize them in

training their voluntary workers, particularly their voluntary

nonformal educators.
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A handbook, containing (a) practical guidelines on how to select

or plan the training program(s) most suitable to a particular

situation and (b) detailed designs of several tested training

models, should be prepared and made available to local churches.

This research study should be replicated in order to estimate the

feasibility of using other training models in develOping voluntary

church workers in rural and urban churches in the Philippines

and, if possible, in other parts of Asia.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED TRAINING MODELS

Three models of training voluntary nonformal educators were developed

and analyzed for this study. MODEL I uses the self-instruction approach, MODEL
 

II the workshop approach, and MODEL 111 the experiential learning approach.
  

MODEL I—Based on Self-Instruction Approach
 

Patterned after the Theological Education by Extension (Kinsler, 1981;

Winter, 1969) concept of training, MODEL I (illustrated in Figure A-l) is designed

for helping prospective Bible teachers and leaders improve their knowledge of

the Bible and their competency in communicating its teachings to others in a

small group setting in church, a home, an office, or elsewhere. For a period of

one year, each trainee, at his own pace, studies a lesson or more in a self-

instructional text during the weekdays and interacts with co-trainees and with a

discussion leader in his own Church on Sunday mornings during Sunday school

time.

The local church pastor himself and/or qualified leaders in the same church

serve as discussion leaders. The number and size of the interaction groups and

the number of discussion leaders depend upon the number of trainees taking the

course. Ideally, no less than six and no more than 20 trainees are assigned to a

leader (Bergevin, 1964).

To provide a prOper balance between content and methodology and to

encourage trainees to keep moving ahead in their self-studies, the church

provides each trainee with a different self-instructional text every three months.

Thus, for the first three months, a trainee is given a text on the Bible; for the
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YEAR 1 YEAR 2

 

SUNDAY

First Quarter

W KDAYS
 

 

D
-
I
I

a
z
m
§
m
<
r
o
<
2

 

SELF-INSTRUCTION

Course: Bible (e.g., Gospel of John)

 

Second Quarter

WEEKDAYS

SELF-INSTRUCTION

Course: Interpreting the Bible

(Basic principles of interpretation)

 

Th1rd Quarter

WEEKDAYS
 

SELF-INSTRUCTION

Course: Bible (e.g., Ephesians)

 

Fourth uart er

WEEKDAYS
 

SELF-INSTRUCTION

Course: Leading Bible Studies  

l
—
Q

a
z
m
g
m
<
r
o
<
z

   
Figure A-l. MODEL 1, based on self-instruction approach.
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second three months, a text on how to interpret the Bible; for the third three

months, another text on the Bible; and for the last three months, a text on how

to teach or lead a group in Bible study.

By the beginning of the second year, trainees who have demonstrated

adequate knowledge of the Bible and competency in communicating its teaching

are involved first as assistants to regular Bible study teachers or leaders and

later as teachers or leaders of newly started or else regular Bible study gorups.

Since local leaders serve as resource persons and discussion leaders and

since trainees study in their own homes and attend interaction sessions only once

a week at Sunday school time, the only cost to a local church is that of the self-

instructional text.

MODEL II—Based on Workshop Approach 

This model is intended to help prospective Bible teachers or leaders in local

churches improve their knowledge of the Bible and develOp their skills in

communicating its teaching to others in both formal and nonformal settings.

MODEL 11 (illustrated in Figure A-2) is divided into four blocks of time referred

to as "PHASES."

In PHASE 1 the trainees are involved in the first five—day workshop.

Sessions in this workshop run for eight hours each day. This workshop is

conducted duringthe summer break (between April and June in the Philippines)

when most people are on vacation (e.g., students and teachers) or are willing to

take time off from their work.

The areas of content for this first workshop include "What the Bible

Teaches," "How to Study the Bible," and "How to Lead Bible Studies."

Adapting the workshop design suggested by Diamondstone (1980), the

participants in this workshop are involved in three sets of activities: (a) pre-
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FIRST WORKSHOP

(Five days during summer break)

general Framework

PRE-WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES

Assessing participants' needs and interests

Developing workshop objectives

Working on pre-workshop assignments

WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES

 

 

 

 

 

P Introducing workshOp need(s), problem(s), or issue(s)

H Planning together the learning experience

A Discussing workshop ideas and relating them to their own experiences

S and settings

E Practicing concepts and skills learned

Planning for follow-up

1 Evaluating the five-day workshOp

POST-WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES

Providing feedback

Identifying additional training needs

P

H ASSISTANTSHIP

A

S (In Sunday school, vacation Bible school, camp, and/or

E in small Bible study groups for no less than

three months)

2

SECOND WORKSHOP

P (Five days during the semester break)

H

A General Framework

S

E (The same as in the FIRST WORKSHOP but with a different

and more advanced set of objectives and content

3 based upon the revised needs and interests

of the trainees)

P

H ACTUAL TEACHING

A

S (In Sunday school, in small Bible study groups, or

E in any other nonformal settings from here on)

1:

 

Figure A-2. MODEL II--based on workshop approach. '
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workshop activities which include needs assessment and pre-workshop
 

assignment; (b) workshOp activities consisting of an Opening activity, agreement
 

on objectives, presentation, of workshop ideas, discussion, practice/application,

planning for follow-up and evaluation; and (c) post-workshop activities which
 

include a workshop follow-up and a post-assessment.

In PHASE 2 each trainee is asked to assist an able and experienced Bible

teacher or leader in Sunday school, in vacation Bible school, in camp, in small

Bible study groups, or in any other situation where the latter may be serving as a

teacher or leader. Within a period of no less than three months, each trainee

observes the teacher at work, has personal conferences with him before and

after each teaching session, takes on responsibilities gradually, receives

constructive suggestions from the one he is assisting, and eventually takes full

responsibility for a few class sessions.

Not long after the completion of PHASE 2, a second five-day workshOp

begins for PHASE 3. This workshOp is held sometime during the semester break

(between October and November in the Philippines). Although the general

framework for this workshOp is about the same as that of the first workshop, the

objectives and content of the training are different and more advanced. These

objectives and content are based on the revised needs and interests of the

trainees who by then would have had the benefits of the first workshop, plus

those of the three-month assistantship experience. As in PHASE 1, the trainees

are involved in group and individual work in which they themselves are active

rather than passive participants.

In PHASE 4 each trainee is given an opportunity to start handling a class or

group which is more or less compatible with his special abilities and interests.

During the first few weeks, the same experienced teacher/leader whom the

trainee assisted in PHASE 2 is close by to give him personal guidance. But as the
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trainee becomes more competent and gains more self-confidence, the

experienced teacher/leader gradually withdrew his on-the-job guidance so that

the former trainee, now an able teacher]leader himself, can further develop on

his own. It is expected that this four-phased training model will be able to

provide each trainee not only with the basic knowledge and skills necessary to

get started in teaching or leading a group in Bible study, but also with a strong

motivation to continue in training in order to become more and more competent.

‘ MODEL II may be used by one local church with sufficient trainees (at

least 15 to make the interactions rich and meaningful), resource persons, and

resource materials. It may also be used by a group of local churches which are

willing to combine their trainees as well as their resources, both human and

material.

If the training program is to be operated by one local church using its own

personnel and facilities, the anticipated costs include training materials and

other supplies, appreciation gifts (for local training personnel), and/or honoraria

(for invited trainers or resource persons, if any), snacks and/or lunches (although

each trainee may be requested to bring his own), and other miscellaneous

expenses. If the training program is to be conducted as a joint effort, the overall

expenses should be estimated and shared equally by all participating churches

while the expenses of the individual trainees (e.g., travel and subsistence) should

be provided by each sending church or by the individual trainees themselves.

MODEL III-«Based on Experiential Learning Approach

Designed for helping a select group of experienced and competent local

church leaders develop their skills in planning, implementing, and evaluating

leadership training programs for their own churches, MODEL III (illustrated in

Figure A-3) uses the experiential learning approach (Steinaker 6: Bell, 1979;
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Day Week I

FRIDAY REGISTRATION

ORIENTATION

Getting acquainted with each other

Previewing the two-week sessions

Organizing into small groups

(Participants coming from similar situations, as to size

of church and geographical location, are to work

together for the duration of the training sessions)

SATURDAY INTRODUCTION

Understanding the philosophy and objectives of this training

period

General session

Seminar: "The Functional Use of Experiential Taxonomy

in Problem Solving"

Small group session

Study and discuss how to do observations and interview

effectively

 

SUNDAY EXPOSURE

Visiting neighboring churches to identify possible training

needs and/or problems

A group of four to six participants will be assigned to each

church to observe activities (educational) in that church

and interview a few leaders and workers.

MONDAY PARTICIPATION

Dealing with the specific training needs and/or problems

discovered in the church

General session

Seminar: "Making Decisions in and Through a Group"

Small group sessions

Gather more data through additional interviews and

church records

Analyze and discuss findings in the small groups and with

leaders of the observed church

Develop solution criteria

Identify possible constraints (e.g., time, money,

personnel, etc.)

 

 

TUESDAY IDENTIFICATION

Identifying and exploring optional solutions to defined

roblems

General session

Seminar: "Tested Training Programs"

Smallgoup sessions

Search the literature for other training programs

Discuss strengths and weaknesses of each program

 

 

Figure 3-A. MODEL llI--Based on Experiental Approach
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WEDNESDAY INTERNALIZATION

Selecting or else designing an appropriate training program

for the observed church to be done in cooperation and

with the participation of leaders from the observed

church

General session .

Seminar: "Designing a Training Program"

Small group sessions

Specify the training objectives

Describe the target group

Select or design the most appropriate training procedure

THURSDAY Prepare instructional materials

Provide orientation and/or training for the

trainers/facilitators

Design the evaluation procedures and instruments

 

Week 2

FRIDAY/ DISSEMINATION

SATURDAY] Implementing the designed training program in the observed

SUNDAY church over the weekend (Friday night, all day Saturday, and
 

Sunday afternoon and/ or night).

Each group will prepare and conduct a weekend training

seminar in one local church (the church previously

observed).

MONDAY Evaluating the weekend training seminar

TUESDAY RECONSTRUCTION

Reconstructing the designed training program or constructing a

new one for implementation in the church back home.

Working individually, the participants will try to:

Specify training objectives

Describe the target group

Select or design the most appropriate training procedure

Prepare instructional materials

Provide orientation and/or training for trainers

Design the evaluation procedures and instruments

Formulate a tentative training budget

Work out a tentative schedule of activities

WEDNESDAY PRESENTATION

Presenting the reconstructed or newly constructed training

program for feedback in the small group sessions and in the

general session

Revising the training program to incorporate significant

gggestions from the group

 

 

THURSDAY EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-THROUGH

Evaluating the two-week experience

Discussingand planningfollow-through activities



 



188

Marks 6: Davis, 1975). For two consecutive weeks the participants are engaged in

a training experience which consists of eight stages: EXPOSURE,

PARTICIPATION, IDENTIFICATION, INTERNALIZATION, DISSEMINATION,

RECONSTRUCTION, PRESENTATION, and EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-

THROUGH.

This two-week training program is conducted during the summer months

when most church leaders and workers are usually able to take time'off from

their regular jobs. The ideal site for this program is where there are enough

churches of varying types to observe and in which to hold a weekend training

seminar.

Being an interdenominational, advanced-level training program,

participation in MODEL 111 is by invitation of the sponsoring agency (preferably

an interdenominational parachurch organization like the Philippine Association

of Christian Education, Inc.) and by recommendation of the sending local church

or denomination. The trainers and other resource persons are selected from

different denominations to dispel any possible suspicion of a denominational bias.

Participants in MODEL III are supposed to be experienced and competent

teachers and leaders themselves, so they are expected to play the donimant role

in all the activities. The trainers serve mainly as motivators, catalysts,

moderators, sustainers, and critiquors.

From the inception of the two-week sessions, there is a strong emphasis on

group and mutual learning. Participants are encouraged to interact with the

trainers and with each other, both in the general and small group sessions.

Brainstorming, panel discussion, buzz groups, small group discussion, simulation

games, case studies, and other techniques which allow for maximum involvement

of the participants are employed.
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Field visits to neighboring churches are arranged so that participants would

be able to study actual situations, see on-going educational programs, identify

possible training needs, and discuss with local church leaders alternative training

programs which would meet those needs. Then for the next five days, each small

group of four to six participants concentrates its time and efforts on planning,

implementing, and evaluating a weekend training seminar in a previously-

observed church.

In addition, each participant is given an Opportunity to plan a suitable

training program for his church back home. Hopefully, this plan would be

adopted or adapted by the sending church and implemented not long after the

participants return from their two-week training experience.

On the last day of the training, the participants (in MODEL III are asked to

evaluate their two-week experience and offer suggestions for its improvement.

They are also urged to discuss what and how they intend to further develop the

training knowledge, skills, and attitudes they gained in those two weeks.

Although not reflected in Figure 1, Bible teaching and sharing are given a

significant place in this training program. Participants are provided a definite

time each day to do their personal Bible study, to study the Bible in small groups,

and to congregate as one big group for Bible expositions. Referred to as

"spiritual formation," this aspect of MODEL 111 is intended to help the

participants develop "those inner-life qualities which are essential to spiritual

authority without which no ministry is effective" (Holland, 1978).

As suggested, MODEL III is sponsored by an interdenominational,

parachurch organization, but the costs of operating this model to the sponsoring

agency are beyond the concern of this study. Consequently, only the costs to a

local church are estimated, including travel expenses, subsistence, and training

fees for one or two leaders selected to participate in the program. When these
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leaders return, the additional costs are that of conducting a local church training

program based on the plan they designed. These additional costs will vary

according to the type of training that will be implemented and according to what

the local church is willing and able to invest in that training. If the returning

leaders themselves will serve as trainers, then the local costs should not be

much.
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ESTIMATED TRAINING COSTS OF MODEL I

PERSONNEL

Salaries for staff

Honoraria or gifts for

trainers/resource

persons invited

TRAVEL AND SUBSISTENCE

Transportation

Housing

Food

EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

Office equipment

Printing/duplicating

Miscellaneous

COMMODITIES

Audio-visual equipment

Training supplies

Training materials

(Self—instructional

texts with leaders

and student guides)

COMMUNICATION

Postage

Telegraph

Telephone

CONTINGENCY (10%)

TOTAL:

Per Trainee:

(For 20 Trainees)

TOTAL

TRAINING

COSTS
 

$155.00

$ 15.50

$170.50

18.—50

RESOURCES

TO BE CON-

TRIB UTED
 

TRAINING

FUNDS

55.5202

$155.00

$ 15.50

$170.50

NOTE: All cost estimates were based on current (1983) costs plus anticipated

cost increases (30%) within two years.

191



  

 



 

192

ESTIMATED TRAINING COSTS OF MODEL II

(For 20 Trainees)
 

TOTAL RESOURCES

TRAINING TO BE CON-

COSTS TRIBUTED

PERSONNEL

Salaries for staff

Honoraria or gifts for

trainer5/resource

persons invited from

outside

Appreciation gifts for

trainers/ resource per-

sons within the church 5 50.00

TRAVEL AND SUBSISTENCE

Transportation

Housing

Food (snacks) $ 40.00

EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

Office equipment

Printing/duplicating

Miscellaneous supplies 3 40.00

COMMODITIES

Audio—visual equipment

Training supplies

Training materials

COMMUNICATION

Postage

Telegraph

Telephone

CONTINGENCY (10%) $ 13.00

NOTE:

 

TOTAL: $143.00

Per Person: 7.15

TRAINING

FUNDS

$5.052

$ 50.00

$ 00.00

$ 40.00

$ 13.00

$143.00

All cost estimates were based on current (1983) costs plus anticipated

cost increases (30%) within two years.
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ESTIMATED TRAINING COSTS OF MODEL III

PERSONNEL

Salaries for 3 staff

Honoraria or gifts for 7

trainers/resource per-

sons invited

TRAVEL AND SUBSISTENCE

Transportation

Housing

Food/snacks

EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

Office equipment

Printing]duplicating

Miscellaneous supplies

COMMODITIES

Audio-visual equipment

Training supplies

Training materials

COMMUNICATION

Postage

Telegraph

Telephone

CONTINGENCY (10%)

TOTAL:

Per Participant:

(For 20 Trainees)

TOTAL

TRAINING

COSTS

S 65.00

$150.00

$100.00

$600.00

$ 45.00

$ 11.00

$ 90.70

$997 .70

$ 49.89

 

RESOURCES

TO BE CON-

TRIBUTED TRAINING

(OR PARTICI- FUNDS

PANTS' SHARE NEEDED
 

$ 65.00

$150.00

$100.00

$600.00

$ 45.00

$11.00

$ 90.70

$700.00 $297.70

$ 35.00 $14.39

NOTE: All cost estimates were based on current (1983) costs plus anticipated

cost increases (30%) within two years.
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A CHECKLIST FOR PROGRAM PLANNERS

PURPOSES

What do we hope, realistically, that the program will accomplish—on long-

range and short-range bases?

How will it fit into other training efforts in the organization?

What difficulties in the system is this program set up to help resolve?

What will peOple do differently as a result of coming?

What should we name the proposed training activity?

COSTS

How much money is involved?

What are the costs in terms of donated time and energy? ‘

Where will funds come from--the organization? the participants? a grant?

Who is responsible for money matters?

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

What kinds of roles (teacher, leader, trainer, et al.) will be represented?

Which particular persons?

Will they come voluntarily or as part of their regular job duties?

Will all participants come from the same working group or from many

different levels or parts of the overall organization?

Are nonprofessional personnel included? parents? citizens at large?

students?

Will participants come mainly for their own benefit or are we hoping that

they will, in turn, train others?

Will participants come as isolated individuals or as "teams"--people who

already work together on the job?
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What procedures will we use for recruiting?

How do we select if we have more than we can handle?

TIME ARRANGEMENTS

How many sessions will there be? How long will they be?

Will the sessions be held on or off regular work time or part on and part

off?

Will the sessions be held serially (every so often) or in one intensive block

(as in a one-day seminar)?

What times of day are reasonable for starting and stopping?

PHYSICAL ARRANGEMENTS

Where should the sessions be held—in the organization's facilities,

someone's home, in a school, or in a conference center away from

distractions?

What room arrangements will be needed? furniture?

What audio-visual equipment will be used?

Can snacks be served during breaks? Are meals possible?

What is responsible for setting up and checking equipment arrangements?

CONTENT

Given our general purposes, what specific needs or problems will be worked

on in the program?

How can we be sure that this is what the people really want? really need?

How can we determine new areas of needed content as the program

continues?

PROCEDURES

What kinds of meetings are required—general sessions? work groups?

practice sessions? interviews?

How big should different kinds of subgroupings be and how should they be

comprised?

Where can specific methods be best used—open discussion? role playing?

watching or listening to tapes? observation? lecture? films? process

analysis?
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How much should procedures be planned ahead and how much "played by

ear"?

What materials should be used?

SPECIAL ROLES

What particular jobs are needed to carry out training as planned?

trainer(s)? administrator? coordinator? group Chairpersons? process

observers? recorders? resource peOple? evaluators? documentarians?

Will doing these jobs require any special briefing or training?

Do we need outside consultant help or are our own local resources

adequate?

EVAL UATION

How can we find out whether the training program is working the way we

thought it would--and whether it has accomplished what we wanted?

How can we be alert to unpredicted outcomes of the program--good or

bad?

What information is needed before, during, and after the training program?

How will it be collected? from whom?

What information can be fed back immediately to steer continuous planning

during the program, and what is more long-range in its implications?

Who is responsible for evaluation?
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Major Family or Mission or Goals for

Model Theorist Orientation which Applicable

1. Inductive Hilda Taba Information Primarily for development

teaching processing of inductive mental pro-

model cesses and academic reason-

ing or theory-building, but

2. Inquiry Richard Information these capacities are useful

training Suchman processing for personal and social

model goals as well.

3. Science Joseph J. Information Designed to teach the re-

inquiry Schwab processing search system of the disci-

model (also much pline but also expected to

of the Cur- have effects in other do-

riculum mains (i.e., socio-logical

Reform methods may be taught in

Movement; order to increase social

see Jerome understanding and social

Bruner, 1133 problem-solving).

Process of

Education for

the Rationale)

4. Jurispru- Donald Oliver Social Designed primarily to teach

dential and James P. interaction the jurisprudential frame of

teaching Shriver reference as a way of pro—

model cessing information but

also as a way of thinking

about and resolving

social issues.

5. Concept Jerome Information Designed primarily to

attainment Bruner processing develop inductive reasoning

model

6. Develop- Jean Piaget, Information Designed to increase general

mental Irving Sigel, processing intellectual development,

model- Edmund Sul- especially logical reasoning,

livan but can be applied to social

and moral development as

well (see Kohlberg).
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Major Family or Mission or Goals for

Model Theorist Orientation which Applicable

7. Advanced David Information Designed to increase the

organizer Ausubel processing efficiency of information-

model processing capacities to

meaningfully absorb and

relate bodies of knowledge.

8. Group Herbert Social Development of skills for

investiga- Thelen, interaction participation in democratic

tion John Dewey social process through

model combined emphases on inter-

personal and social (group)

skills and academic inquiry.

Aspects of personal develop-

ment are important out-

growths of this model.

9. Social Byron Social Social problem-solving

inquiry Massiolas, interaction primarily through academic

model Benjamin inquiry and logical reason-

Cox ing.

10. Laboratory National Social Development of interper-

method Training interaction sonal awareness and flexi-

model Laboratory bility. Emphasis on build-

(NTL), ing capacity for self-

Bethel, instruction and through this,

Maine personal develOpment in

terms of self-understanding,

self-discovery, and self-

concept.

11. Non- Carl Rogers Person Emphasis on building capa-

directive city for self—instruction

model and through this personal

development in terms of

self-understanding, self-

discovery, and self-concept.

12. Classroom William Person DevelOpment of self-under-

meeting Glasser standing and self-

model responsibility. This would

have latent benefits to other

kinds of functioning, i.e.,

social.
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Major Family or Mission or Goals for

Model Theorist Orientation which Applicable

l3. Awareness William Person Increasing personal capa-

training Schutz city for self-exploration

model and self-awareness. Much

emphasis on development of

interpersonal awareness and

understanding.

l4. Synectics William Person Personal development of

model Gordon creativity and creative

problem solving.

l5. Conceptual David E. Person Designed to increase

systems Hunt personal complexity and

model flexibility. Matches environ-

ments to students.

l6 _ Operant B. F. Behavior General applicability.

condition- Skinner modifica- A domain-free approach

ing model tion though probably most appli-

cable to information-

processing function.

Source: Bruce Joye and Marshal Weil. Models of Teaching. Englewood Cliffs,

NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1980.

 



 

 



APPENDIX E

THE QUESTIONNAIRE





QUESTIONNAIRE

Part I

INSTRUCTION: Please check the box that best represents your answer to each

of the following questions.

1. To what extent would you like the following areas of content emphasized in

a training program for you and other educational workers?

Very Not at

Strongly Strongly ModeratelySlightly _A_ll

a. Bible content D D ' D

b. Victorious Chris-

tian life and

service

1
:
]

c. How to under-

stand learners

d. How to inter-

pret the Bible

e. How to teach a

class or lead

a Bible study

group

[
:
1

C
I
D

D
U
D
E
]

D
U
D
E

[
3
1
3
E
1
1
3

f. How to train

Bible teachers [:1 1:] [:1 1:1

or leaders

2. How important is it to you that you get training in the following manner?

Not

Very Less Least Impor-

Important Important Important Important tant

a. On your own

(i.e., through D [:1 C1 [:1 1:1

self studies)

b. With a group of ,

other 0 l

(i.e., tfiofigeh D D :1 1:1 E1

group processes)

2 O O
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Not

Very Less Least Impor-

Important Important Important Important tant

c. Through actual

experience

(i.e., through 1:1 [:1 11:1 1:1 1:

learning-by-

doing activities)

How much help do you want to receive from other people when you are in

training?

Very

Much Much Some A Little None

a. From others who

are also in [:1 D D [:1 1:]

training

b. From experts

within your [:1 D [:1 13 1:1

church

. F t .

C .33.:‘1’553 [:1 D D 1:] 1:1

church

How convenient or inconvenient are the following training schedules to

you?

Very Less Least Incon-

Conven- Conven- Conven- Conven- ven-

ient ient ient ient ient

a. One hour each

week for one year [
:
1

b. One hour each

day for one year 1:
]

c. One whole day

each week for

one year

d. Five successive

whole days, twice

a year

e. Ten successive

whole days, once

a year

f. Two successive

weeks, once a

year

[:
1

1:
1

[:
1
D
D
D
I

1:
]

[
3

1
:
1
1
:

1
:
1
1
:
1
1

[:
1

E
1

E
l
f
]

E
1
1
3
1

(:
1

[:
1
D
D
D
D
I

[
:
1

1
:
1

1
:
]

[
:
1





202

13.2221.

INSTRUCTION: . Please check the box that represents your response to each

1tem.

1. My age

Under 20

1:1 20 - 29

1:1 30 - 39

[3 40 - 49

D 50 - 59

1:1 60 or above

2. My sex

1:] Male

B Female

3. My marital status

D Married

[:1 Widowed

1] Single

4. My highest level of education (mark only answer only)

Attended elementary school

Completed elementary school

Attending/attended high school

Completed high school

Attending]attended college

Received college degree

Taking graduate training

Received graduate degree

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
U
D

Other
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D
U
D
D
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My present employment

Employed or self-employed full time

Employed part-time

Unemployed

Retired, no longer employed

Retired, employed part-time

6. My present position in my church (mark all appropriate answers)

[:1

D
U
D
E
]

D
U
D
E

Pastor

Elder/deacon

Christian education minister/director

Youth minister/director

Organizational leader (men's or women's fellowship, youth fellowship,

etc.)

Sunday school worker/vacation Bible school worker

Bible study leader

Outreach worker

Other (please specify)
 

7. Training programs in which I have participated

13

D
D
U
D
U
D
D

D

THANK

Weekly teacher training class

Weekend training seminar or three-day seminar

Week-long leadership training workshOp, institute or camp

Monthly workers conference

In-service observation and/or assistant teaching

Ten-day trainers' camp (PACE)

Theological education by extension

Correspondence course

Other (please specify)

YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORT IN FILLING OUT THIS

QUESTIONNAIRE.
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Questions about Your Training Needs and Interests

INSTRUCTION: In your small group, please discuss the following questions. Be

sure your group secretary writes all your answers in the space

below each question.

I. What areas of content (or subjects) would you like to be emphasized in a

training program?

2. In what types of training program would you be interested to participate?

3. Who would you want to have as your trainers or resource persons?

4. What training schedule or schedules (i.e., duration and frequency) are

convenient to you?
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL





Place

2.

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Interviewee
  

In light of what the educational workers expressed orally and in writing at

the general meeting, what do you think they would consider as the strong

points of

MODEL 1?

MODEL 11?

MODEL 111?

What do you think they would consider as the weak points of

MODEL I?

MODEL 11?

MODEL III?

a. If you were to use MODEL I in your church, what would be the

greatest difficulties to

your educational workers?

your church as a whole?

b. If you were to use MODEL 11 in your church, what would be the

greatest difficulties to

your educational workers?

your church as a whole?
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c. If you were to use MODEL III in your church, what would be the

greatest difficulties to

your educational workers?

your church as a whole?

What can you say about the estimated cost of operating each model? Do

you think your church can meet the cost of

MODEL 1? Why?

MODEL II? Why?

MODEL III? Why?

If it were up to you to redesign these models, what would you suggest for

the improvement of

MODEL 1?

MODEL 11?

MODEL 111?

For which particular group(s) of workers in your church would you

recommend the use of

MODEL I?

MODEL 11?

MODEL III?

If given an opportunity to be involved (as a trainee) in any of these training

models, in which would you prefer to participate? Why?





APPENDIX G

CORRESPONDENCE





  
ILIPPINE ASSOCIATION OF CHRISTIAN EDUCATION, INL

ACPO Box 301, Quezon City, Philippinel — Tel. 78-75-25

May 20 , 198 3

Rev. Gilbert Vitaliz

President, CBAP, Inc.

P. O. Box 1882, Manila

Dear Rev. Vitaliz:

In a church growth survey conducted in the country in 1979, it was reported that

almost all church leaders in the Philippines who are concerned about church

growth recognize the need for better training and mobilization of their lay or

voluntary leaders and workers (Montgomery 8: McGavran, 1980).

Having been directly involved, myself, in training church leaders and workers for

a number of years, I am naturally challenged to help meet this great need. 50

during the next three months, I will be conducting a special research survey

about voluntary workers' training in several selected churches in different parts

of the Philippines. This research will involve meeting with the decision makers

and workers of each church to discuss their training interests and needs and to

get their reactions to at least three training alternatives by way of a written

questionnaire and personal interviews. It is expected that this research will yield

some very valuable information which can help decision makers in local

churches, in denominations, and in parachurch organizations determine the

training program or programs that will bring them maximum benefits for a

particular level of resource use.

One of the churches I am considering for this research is a rural church, with less

than 100 members and with 5 to 19 workers (both paid and voluntary). Now I

would like to request you to help me identify one such rural church under the

Conservative Baptist Churches of the Philippines in Northern Luzon. I would like

also to seek an official permission from you to conduct this research in that

particular church.

Your prompt reply to this request will be deeply appreciated.

Respectfully yours,

a , fl

2:1. M1$wmoc
ELIZL>31BET R. JAVALERA

General Secretary
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June 1, I983 ILIPPINE ASSOCIATION OF CHRISTIAN EDUCATION. INI.

ACPO Box 301, Quezon City, Philippines — Tel. 78-75-25

Pastor Pacifico Basto

Cauayan Baptist Church

Cauayan, Isabela

Dear Pastor Basto:

In a church growth survey conducted in the country in 1979, it was reported that

almost all church leaders in the Philippines who are concerned about church

growth recognize the need for better training and mobilization of their lay or

voluntary leaders and workers (Montgomery 6: McGavran, 1980).

Having been directly involved, myself, in training church leaders and workers for

a number of years, I am naturally challenged to help meet this great need. So

during the next three months, I will be conducting a special research survey

about voluntary workers' training in several selected churches in different parts

of the Philippines. This research is expected to yield some very valuable

information which can help decision makers in local churches, in denominations,

and in parachurch organizations determine the training program or programs that

will bring them maximum benefits for a particular level of resource use.

One of the churches I selected for this research is your church in Cauayan. As

the enclosed letter shows, Rev. Gilbert Vitaliz, President of CBAP, and Rev.

Jacob Toews, CBAP Director for Church Planting, officially endorse this

research. Now I would like to seek your consent and cooperation in arranging

two types of meetings. One is a eneral meetin to be participated in by all the

decision makers and workers of your church (including you, the Church Board,

the Board of Elders, the Board of Deacons, the organizational leaders, the

Sunday school and vacation Bible school staff, and other paid and voluntary

workers) to discuss their training interests and needs, and to ask them to respond

to a written questionnaire. Another is a private meeting (with you and no more

than four other church leaders who are responsible for making decisions

concerning the educational and training ministry of your church) at which three

training alternatives will be shared by this researcher and at which these

decision makers' reactions to those alternatives will be surveyed through

personal interviews.

As this research will have to be done in different parts of the country (in Luzon,

Visayas, and Mindanao) within the limited period of three months (June, July, and

August), I would like to request you to schedule these meetings at the Cauayan

Baptist Church during the fourth week of June. Should you find, however, that

week very inconvenient, please let me know right away so we can arrange other

dates which are more convenient for all concerned.

I will be most grateful for your kind COOperation and prompt reply, if possible,

within the next two weeks.

Respectfully yours,

A 9’1

at; “V MTJLCS MINISTRIES

ELI l' BET‘ R' JAVALERA
CAMP COUNSELORS TRAINING INSTITUTE . . .CHURCH YOUTH

General Secretary
LEADERSHIP INSTITUTE . . .INTERNSHIP IN CHRISTIANHEgoUL-

CATION ...LEARNING CENTER . . .NATIONAL SUNDAY sc

CONVENTIONS .. . SPECIAL SERVICES To SCHOOLS ANo

CHURCHES . . .STANOARO TRAINING COURSE . , . SUNDAY

SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' INSTITUTE . . . TEACHERS

TRAINORS CAMP.
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REPLY FORM

Miss Elizabeth R. Javalera

PACE, Inc.

ACPO Box 301, Ouezon City 3001

Philippines

Dear Miss Javalera:

I will be glad to arrange for you at the
 

the two types of meetings you have requested for your
 

research:

1. a general meeting of all the decision makers and educational workers

of the church to be held on 1983,

at (am/pm), and

a private meeting with the local pastor and with no more than four

other decision makers of the church to be held on

 

, 1933, at
 

(am/pm).

 

signature of local pastor

 

date





Church

Address

211

General Information about Your Church

Pastor
 

 

Date
 

 

INSTRUCTION: Kindly fill out this questionnaire and mail it immediately to:

Miss Elizabeth Javalera, PACE, Inc.

ACPO Box 301, Quezon City 3001

Beginnings of your church (i.e., your local congregation)

a.

b.

C.

When was it started?
 

Who started it?
 

How was it started?
 

 

Two years Last This

Ago Year Year

Number of communicant members

Average attendance in workship service(s)

Average attendance in Sunday school

Number of small Bible study groups

Average attendance in each Bible study group

Number of paid church workers

Number of voluntary church workers

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional information about the training programs of your church:

a.

b.

Average duration of each training program?
 

Average number of participants per training program?
 

Average number of new voluntary leaders/workers mobilized in

Christian service after a training program has been

completed?

THAN YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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