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Seventy-five word Abstract:

The church growth theory that different generati(@wslder, Boomer, Buster and Bridger)
respond best to different forms of expositionabgpteng for effective communication of the
gospel seems to be generally accepted, but needelfield tested. This paper presents
empirical data and unexpected results from a qualé study of the responses of two different
churches by generation and gender to deductivagctna, dialogical, dramatic monologue and
narrative forms of expository preaching.

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to explore one ottiteeal areas of conflict in our churches today,
the problem of generational conflict. One of theant discoveries is the difference in attitudes,
priorities and lifestyles of various generatioob Whitesel and Kent R. Hunter, church growth
researchers, warn of the polarization of societpglgenerational lines and the consequences of
this kind of conflict. They note the same polati@a is showing up in churches along
generational lines which results in an increasiegegational gap. These growing generational
tensions result in young people being separated the needed maturity and experience of the
older generations, and the older generations Idsi@dresh energy and new ideas of the younger
generations. These generational differences provide one ofrthst formidable obstacles to the
growth of the church and it’s fulfillment of the &t Commission in the twenty-first century and
is the source of much of the conflict in local athes today.

According to the church growth experts, the dagsgame when church leaders can minister to
an entire congregation as a unified group. Thegdional differences have always been there,
but American culture has emphasized our individyadi the point that congregations are now a
hodge-podge of generational groups and speciaksitsub-groups. Each generation has its
own set of preferred priorities for: worship stylsermon forms; Bible translations; use of
buildings; church attendance; mission prioritiesidership styles; pastoral care methods;
programs; Sunday school versus small groups; usecbhology; church membership; and
organization models for church governmér@ur culture encourages each individual and
generation to express their perceived needs anckddar personal fulfilment to the detriment
of the group, church, or community as a whole.

The question is why these generational differeies® become such a problem at this time in
history. The answer to this question is the curtielal wave of negative values that is sweeping
over western society as the world enters this gesfd=ourth Turnind. This tidal wave of
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negative values has been building since the 192IF® intensity of the tidal wave has been
multiplied by the rapidly changing technology oéttwentieth and twenty-first centuries.

The Need

The prevailing wisdom of church growth experts sastGary L. Mcintosh, George Barna, Bob
Whitesel, Kent R. Hunter, and others and theolaggrch as Graham Johnston, Lewis A.
Drummond, and others is that different generatreqsiire a different form of expositional
preaching for the most effective communicationhaf biblical truth to that specific generation.
These theories are based upon secular marketiegrodsand personal observations of church
growth leaders. Thus the need was to field testgénerally accepted theory. The goal of this
project was to evaluate the communicative effeass of five forms of expositional preaching
most commonly referred to in the church growthréitare of Gary Mcintosh and George Barna
and the homiletical literature of Lewis A. Drummoawdd Graham Johnston with the four active
generations of church membership today in the lolkatch.

Defining the Generations

The word generation is a common term used in &tyadf ways. To avoid confusion the author
has defined the sociological, church growth, amdkbgical understanding of the word
generation used in this paper.

The Sociological Understanding of a Generation

To understand the concept of generations througlsakiological perspective, one has to begin
by noting how modern social scientists refer toggations as a set of persons born in a limited
span of consecutive yearsStrauss and Howe, in their boGlenerations, base the length on a
phase of life which averages twenty-one years.

The Church Growth Understanding of a Generation

Historically, four generations often exist togethigterlaced in a particular moment in time:
young, adult, mature, and senior. Today these @mmerations are often referred to as the
Bridgers, Busters, Boomers, and Builders. Accordingchurch growth experts these four
generations require different forms of preachind seaching for effective communication and
maximum influence. The result, according to Mclhtoss that “Certain people in your
congregation are connected by a place in time, dimneon boundaries, and by a common
character. We can say that those people are amra®n. As a generation moves through
time, it causes a generational wadet’is the crashing of these generational wavesnati@ach
other that causes much of the conflict in our chascand society today.



The Theological Understanding of a Generation

Scripture uses the word generation in three diffeneays’ The definition referred to by Paul
describing David in Acts 13:36,“For when David had served God’s purpose in kis 0
generation, he fell asleep; he was buried witHdtisers and his body decayed”, is the one used
in this paper because it refers to a specific gafypeople at a specific time in history. Such
groups can be evaluated as to their response ol

The Administration of the Survey

The five different styles of expositional preachimged in this project were deductive, inductive,
dialogical, dramatic monologue, and narrative. fdgason for choosing these five is that they are
the most common forms mentioned by church growtiedgs concerning the four different
generations.

Each of the two congregations identified the foutive generations in their church memberships
for response purposes and brought a different petisge to the generational testing. The author
has adopted the social scientists Strauss and lddmee frames rather than those of the church
growth experts, because of the church growth egpertonsistencies in time frames for the four
generations. Strauss and Howe’s designationsimuedftames are:

1. The Adaptive Generation born between 1925-1942
2. The Idealist Generation born between 1943-1960
3. The Reactive Generation born between 1961-1981
4. The Civic Generation born between 1982-2603

The author preferred to use Mcintosh’s designatfonthe generations instead of Strauss and
Howe’s because of their wider usage among the shdadi church growth materials. Mcintosh
refers to the Adaptive Generation as the Builddes |dealist Generation as Boomers, the
Reactive Generation as Busters, and the Civic Génaras Bridgers® The participants’
gender differences are also accounted for throghdentification on the response sheets.
There were a total of eighty-one participants whmpleted all of the required response forms
and turned them into the author.

The participants selected were given a set ofdarenon evaluation forms. The purpose of the
sermon reaction questionnaire was to give theqpaints a tool for evaluating the five different
sermon styles. The participants reviewed themBim order to more accurately evaluate their
personal preferences when they made the final atialuusing the final evaluation form. The
five sermons were preached in the same order htaaoch in five consecutive services.

The numerical totals were calculated by giving ga&tticipant sermon preference response a
numerical value. The participant’s first choicesvgaven a point value of five with remaining
choices assigned a point value in descending ortleese point values were then totaled and
used to place the participant’s sermon preferehoees in the order of priority of first through
fifth. Those final calculations were then listedorder of priority from the highest point total to
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the lowest point total. The highest numerical edior a sermon style was placed first in the list
with the numerical total placed beside the serntefepence. Then the second highest rated
sermon preference was listed second with its nu@letotal placed beside the sermon
preference. This process was repeated from the ttimiough the fifth sermon preference.

The Results of the Survey

The final evaluation forms were collected, the hsseollated, tabulated, and placed in tables
showing the total number of participants, the bdeakns between the generations, churches, and
genders. The following five pages show the chamésdlts of the survey.



Table 1. Total Number of Participant Sermon PrefeeeResponses from
Both Churches, by Gender and Generation

OVERALL
CHURCH A CHURCH B TOTALS

All Participants

Male 28 | Male 12 | Male 40
Female 26 | Female 15| Female 41
Total 54 | Total 27 | Total 81
Bridger Generation

Male 5| Male 4 | Male 9
Female 9 [ Female 1| Female 10
Total 14| Total 5| Total 19
Buster Generation

Male 7 | Male 2 | Male 9
Female 8 [ Female 5| Female 13
Total 15| Total 7 | Total 22
Boomer Generation

Male 10 | Male 2 | Male 12
Female 5| Female 3| Female 8
Total 15| Total 5| Total 20
Builder Generation

Male 6 [ Male 4 [ Male 10
Female 4 [ Female 6 | Female 10
Total 10| Total 10| Total 20




Table 2. Sermon Preference Response Totals of BAURarticipants,

by Gender and Generation

BOOMER BUSTER BRIDGER

BUILDER

MALE
Inductive
Dialogical
Deductive
Dramatic Monologue
Narrative

MALE
Inductive
Deductive
Dialogical
Dramatic Monologue
Narrative

MALE
Inductive
Narrative
Dramatic Monologue
Dialogical
Deductive

MALE
Dramatic Monologue
Inductive
Deductive
Narrative
Dialogical

25
15
14

29
22
21

13

36
32

29
23

21
19
14
12

Church A
FEMALE
Inductive
Deductive
Dramatic Monologue
Dialogical
Narrative

FEMALE
Inductive
Dramatic Monologue
Deductive
Narrative
Dialogical

FEMALE
Inductive
Dramatic Monologue
Dialogical
Deductive
Narrative

FEMALE
Dramatic Monologue
Deductive
Narrative
Inductive
Dialogical

30

23
22

21

14
12
11

14
12
10

TOTAL
Inductive
Deductive
Dramatic Monologue
Dialogical
Narrative

TOTAL
Inductive
Dramatic Monologue
Deductive
Dialogical
Narrative

TOTAL
Inductive
Dramatic Monologue
Narrative
Dialogical
Deductive

TOTAL
Dramatic Monologue
Deductive
Inductive
Narrative
Dialogical

59
44
41
36
30

59
46
44
42
32

57
49
45
41
34

41
35
31
24
19




Table 3. Sermon Preference Response Totals of BBiRarticipants,
by Gender and Generation

Church B
MALE FEMALE TOTAL
o | Inductive 19 | Inductive 5 | Inductive 24
% Dramatic Monologue 15 | Dialogical 4 | Dramatic Monologue 18
% Narrative 10 | Dramatic Monologue 3 | Dialogical 14
- Dialogical 10 | Narrative 2 | Narrative 12
____| Deductive 6 | Deductive 1 | Deductive 7
MALE FEMALE TOTAL
. Narrative 8 | Inductive 18 | Inductive 23
I | Deductive 7 | Dialogical 17 | Dialogical 23
§ Dialogical 6 | Dramatic Monologue 15| Narrative 22
Inductive 5 | Narrative 14 | Dramatic Monologue 19
____| Dramatic Monologue 4 | Deductive 11 | Deductive 18
MALE FEMALE TOTAL
o | Inductive 10 | Dramatic Monologue 11 | Inductive 20
'g Dialogical 7 | Dialogical 11 | Dialogical 18
8 Deductive 5 | Inductive 10 | Dramatic Monologue 16
= Dramatic Monologue 5 | Deductive 9 | Deductive 14
____| Narrative 3 | Narrative 4 | Narrative 7
MALE FEMALE TOTAL
e Dramatic Monologue 14 | Dialogical 26 | Dialogical 39
& | Dialogical 13 | Inductive 24 | Inductive 37
5' Inductive 13 | Deductive 22 | Narrative 32
“ | Narrative 12 | Narrative 20 | Deductive 29
Deductive 7 | Dramatic Monologue 13| Dramatic Monologue 27




Table 4. Summary of Sermon Preferences at Bothablesrby Gender

Gender Responses
L Male Female

Inductive 44 Inductive 39
% Dramatic Monologue 28 Dramatic Monologue 30
® | Dialogical 25 Deductive 30
% Deductive 20 Dialogical 27
@ | Narrative 18 Narrative 23

Inductive 34 Inductive 48
o | Deductive 29 Dramatic Monologue 41
E Dialogical 27 Dialogical 36
a Dramatic Monologue 24 Narrative 36

Narrative 21 Deductive 34

Inductive 45 Inductive 31
o | Dramatic Monologue 36 Dramatic Monologue 28
UEJ Dialogical 36 Dialogical 25
8 Narrative 35 Deductive 21
@ | Deductive 28 Narrative 15

Dramatic Monologue 38 Deductive 36
o | Inductive 34 Inductive 34
"'DJ Deductive 26 Narrative 32
5' Narrative 26 Dialogical 31
@ Dialogical 19 Dramatic Monologue 30




Table 5. Overall Sermon Preferences from Both Giesdy Generations

Overall Totals

Inductive 83
r | Dramatic Monologue 59
L(BJ Deductive 51
E Dialogical 50
« Narrative 42

Inductive 82
. Dramatic Monologue 65
& | Dialogical 65
% Deductive 62

Narrative 54

Inductive 77
o | Dramatic Monologue 65
"'EJ Dialogical 59
8 Narrative 52
= Deductive 48

Inductive 68
o | Deductive 64
&l | Dramatic Monologue 58
5‘ Dialogical 58
@ Narrative 56
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The Author’s Evaluations
The Generational Differences

First, the results of the survey reveal differenoegsponse by each of the four generations to
the five styles of expository preaching used is gurvey. While the results did not match the
church growth expectations exactly see (Tableh@ret were measurable differences between the
generations and there were many church growth éxfoeas that did match survey results.

Table 6. Overview of the Expectations and Actual Rallts for the Four Generations

The Builder Generation (1925-1942).

Expectation

The Deductive Sermon should be their first choice.
Actual Result

The Inductive Sermon first then the Deductive Sermo

The Boomer Generation (1943-1960).

Expectation

The Dramatic Monologue Sermon should be their @hstice.
Actual Result

The Inductive Sermon first then the Dramatic Momgoie Sermon

The Buster Generation (1961-1981).

Expectation

The Dialogical Sermon should be their first choice.

Actual Result

The Inductive Sermon then the Dramatic Monologutae Dialogical Sermon was
third

The Bridger Generation (1982-2003).

Expectation

The Biblical Narrative or the Inductive Sermon sldooe their first choice.

Actual Result

The Inductive Sermon was first and the Dramatic Mogue Sermon second with the
Narrative Sermon last

Second, because of the survey results when thieddibdxt allows, preachers and teachers
should use the inductive and dramatic monologue stpre often to communicate the Gospel
more effectively to all the generations (see T&)leWhen preaching to the Buster and Boomer
Generations specifically, preachers and teachensldglincrease the use of the dialogical style of
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sermon (see Table 5). When preachers and teaamteetargeting the Boomer Generation they
should not abandon the deductive style of preachirigecognize that the Boomer Generation
does not respond as well to the deductive preadiyig as the other generations (see Table 5).

Third, the survey results confirm discernible diffieces in the generational preferences of
sermon styles (see Table 5). The preferred ordeeronon styles by all the generational
participants combined was inductive, dramatic mogoe, dialogical, deductive, and narrative.
The most preferred sermon style was inductive Hagemerations combinedhe least preferred
sermon style for all the generations combined Wwasarrative style sermon.

How does one account for the choice by all fouregations of the inductive style of sermon
over all others? The answer may lie in the resesrcorded in Rick Blackwood’s bookhe

Power of Multisensory Preaching. Dr. Blackwood presents the following neurologicedearch
“Some neurological and cognitive experts believdtisensory technology has created a
multisensory-dependent culture . . . Recent corahgsfrom the research indicate that television
may overstimulate and permanently rewire the dguetpbrain to be visually dependent when it
comes to attention spart” Thus the reason every generation preferred thective style of
sermon over all the other styles tested may coora the fact that modern communication
technologies have significantly affected the wagpde can hear, comprehend, and retain
information.

Anyone who seeks to teach must embrace theselogioal facts. Pastors and
teachers may wish that their students were morgaaydbut the fact is that many are
visual and interactive learners. We may wish theye able to learn from our lectures, but
the fact is, many cannot. They need to hear aahieg, see our teaching, and interact
with ii[gfor maximum learning. Multisensory commaation meets this multisensory
need.

This recent neurological and communication reseaedds to be incorporated into church
growth theory if church growth theory is to be mapeurate and helpful in communicating more
effectively to all four generations. This will helpe church growth researchers to be more
accurate in their predictions and the pastorserefifiectiveness of their presentations.

The neurological research may also account foptpeilarity of the dramatic monologue and
dialogical sermon styles by a large number of pgrdints. All three styles are basic to modern
media presentations.

The Gender Differences

There were gender differences, but they were neroept for the Builder and Buster
Generation participants (see Table 4).

The Church Differences

There were generational and gender differencdseipteference of sermon styles between the
churches, but, generally, they were minor (seedsbland 3).
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Conclusion

The purpose of this project was to help pastoesagrers, teachers, and church growth
researchers gain some concrete information abeuefponses of four generations of believers
to five styles of expository sermons. Despitdiitsted scope, this project has produced
measurable differences in the responses of thegienerations concerning five styles of
expository preaching, partially validating previtudescribed generational church growth
theory. However, there are some clear variatiom® fthe church growth expectations found in
the results of the survey. The variations in sermeeferences show the need to do additional
research on a wider scale. The additional resemr@ermon preferences needs to include
generational and gender preferences and to fattweurological research on the impact of
technology on the generations to revise the expentof the church growth theories to make
them more accurate in our technologically dominaigclety. The author hopes to have laid
important measurable groundwork on which othergraspreachers, teachers, and church
growth experts can build. The author also hopisspitoject will provide concrete options for
pastors, preachers, teachers, and church growtrtexp overcome the growing polarization in
our churches along generational lines and morelglaad effectively communicate biblical
truth to everyone.
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