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“Ambition” is a word about which
any of us feel, well, ambivalent. The
onilicting perspectives described above
¢ only the tip of the iceberg. For
iblical Christians, other images come
mind: the prophet Jeremiah’s thun-

eek not great things for yourself,” the
postle James” warning against the evils
envy and selfish ambition. Yet we
50 recall the apostle Paul’s exhortation
tun in such a way that you may
in” and Elisha’s lament that Jehoash’s
[f-hearted use of bow and arrows led
only three victories over Aram.

I am a relative newcomer to the
opt-People idea but an enthusiastic
nvert. Now, as an insider, I'm thrilled
the prospects this concept holds. 1
lieve that, in order for the Adopt-a-
ple idea to succeed, the leaders of
_ frontier mission movement—
duding the readers of this journal—
st pull together as never before in a
lective ambition for Christ-honoring
ellence that is accompanied by a
ing aside of personal agendas and
fish ambition. Are we ready for such
tep? Let's take a look at some of the
portunities and obstacles.

erous rebuke of his scribe Baruch to

B Can churches and mission agencies partner in the task of
eaching every people by the year 20007 What new
nnovations present us with hope that this vital link can be
made as we enter the 1990s? These and many other crucial

BACKGROUND OF THE ADOPT-A-
PEOPLE MOVEMENT

As far as I can tell, the concept of
“adopting” unreached peoples was
born within North American evangeli-
cal circles in the early 1980s, gaining in-
creasing popularity throughout the
worldwide evangelical community as
the decade progressed. The basic idea:
get a church or other fellowship group,
working in partnership with a mission
agency, to “adopt” one or more
unreached peoples for long-term
prayer, financial support, and/or
personnel recruitment.

It has been envisioned that in this
way mission agencies and churches can
whittle away at the estimated 12,000
unreached peoples until eventually all
are the beneficiaries of pioneer church-
planting efforts. In many circles, the
hope is that, as a result, a viable, indige-
nous, evangelizing church
community—a “beachhead”—will
emerge among each unreached people
by AD 2000. The evidence of the 1980s
does indeed indicate that the Adopt-a-
People emphasis can put flesh on the
macro-statistics and give a stronger
focus to the frontier mission movement.

In March 1989 a group of North
American mission executives met at the
US. Center for World Mission to
compare notes at an Adopt-a-People
symposium. They affirmed the value of
the Adopt-a-People approach and es-
tablished the Adopt-a-People Clearing-
house to foster greater cooperation
between agencies and churches, espe-
cially in the area of information man-
agement. A few months later, I was
asked to direct the Clearinghouse, and
in January 1990 I and a small team of
volunteers began operations. Recently

‘ADOPTING” UNREACHED ProPLES IN THE
1990s: How AMmBITIoUsS ARE WE PREPARED

the Clearinghouse became international
in scope, going beyond its North
American base to solicit the cooperation
of non-Western agencies and churches
as well.

WHAT DOES
“ADOPT” AN
PEOPLE?

So what have we learned in the 1980s
and during the first part of 1990? Allow
me to start at the “micro” level—within
the local church—and then work my
way to the “macro” level—the relation-
ships between churches, mission
agencies, and coordinating bodies such
as the Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse.

The first and most fundamental issue
is to define what we mean by adopting
an unreached people. We can answer
this question at least four ways: techni-
cally, by making comparisons with
child adoption, theologically, and with
a “hands-on” definition.

IT MEAN TO
UNREACHED

Technical Definition
According to the consensus defini-
tions of 'frontier mission terms

borrowed from a March 1982 meeting
convened by the Lausanne Committee’s
Strategy Working Group, “adoption” is
the primary role of churches and other
fellowship groups, and “selection” is
what mission agencies do. Within the
seven stages to reaching an unreached
people, stage five, called “Adopted/
Supported,” is defined thus: “A congre-
gation, class, or other group of believers
has accepted responsibility for prayer
and/or financial support of efforts to
reach this people group. The church or
agency has personnel and adequate
resources to move ahead.”?
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Comparisons with Child Adoption

As useful as it is, the technical defini-
tion is dry and a little ambiguous. I've
often found it helpful to also point out
the parallels between adopting children
and adopting peoples. In both cases
there is a special need because of the
absence of nurture that would normally
be expected: adoptable children lack
adequate care from their natural
parents, and unreached peoples lack
resident church communities that can
adequately demonstrate and proclaim
Good News.

In both cases there is the call for a
long-term commitment, Just as parents
cannot adopt a child one year and
whimsically discard him the next,
neither should a church lightly decide
to adopt an unreached people as a way
to dress up a mission conference or
keep up with First Baptist down the
street.

In both cases there is the recognition
that parental responsibility significantly
changes at a ceriain point. When children
become adults, their parents retain re-
sponsibilities for nurture and counsel,
yet the parents release their children
into a new degree of freedom and
authority. When an unreached people
finally gains a resident church
community and thereby becomes
“reached,” the adopting church can
likewise yield primary responsibility for
the evangelization of this people to the
indigenous church without severing ties
either to the indigenous church or the
larger people.

Theological Definition

It's also important to note two theo-
logical dimensions of adopting
unreached peoples. To choose to adopt
an unreached people is, first of all, an
embrace of the Father heart of God for that
people. 1, like many other fathers, have
often watched my children while they
slept and mused on my deep love for
them, my yearnings for their success,
and my fierce jealousy for their safety.
In such a time I catch an inkling of what
my Heavenly Father feels for the
peoples of the earth. When we adopt a
people, we say, in effect, “We want to
participate in the Father’s redemptive
yearnings for one people. We want to
extend His reconciling love to a people
we hope to increasingly understand.”

The f{lip side of people group
adoption is the choice to contend with

“Adopting” Unreached Peoples

Satan’s forces on behalf of that people. It
is encouraging that today’s Church is
growing in its recognition of and power
to deal with territorial spirits that rule
over particular peoples or regions. This
is not merely the topic of exciting
novels, but also the substance of
frontier mission advance. To adopt an
unreached people is to become part of a
fighting force, and adopting churches
should be prepared for the Enemy’s in-
evitable counterattacks on those who
seriously challenge his dominion.

The “Hands-On” Definition

After all this, the bottom line is that
people group adoption means whatever
a church, in partnership with one or
more mission agencies, makes it to
mean. The technical definition of
“adopted /supported” stated above is
broad enough to have permitted
churches and mission agencies to hold a
variety of expectations of adoption
during the 1980s. Some churches and
agencies focus primarily on prayer,
others expect financial commitment of
some kind, and yet others anticipate
personnel recruitment. Many combina-
tions are possible.

To some extent, such a spectrum of
expectations is desirable because it
allows different members of the Body of
Christ to assume different functions in
the Adopt-a-People movement as they
are able and willing. On the other
hand, the spectrum can permit
confusion as to which functions are or
are not being fulfilled on behalf of each
of the world’s estimated 12,000
unreached peoples.  Therefore, the
Adopt-a-People  Clearinghouse  has
proposed multiple “levels” of people
group adoption so that mission
agencies, churches, and other fellow-
ship groups can communicate more
precisely and helpfully.?

To say that adoption means
whatever a church and its partner
mission define it to mean is to under-
score another important point: churches
do well, as an early step in their investi-
gations, to link up with at least one
mission agency and to heed the sugges-
tions of that agency. In their zeal some
churches ignore or minimize such
counsel. But it is the mission agency
that usually has the ability and the
vested interest in keeping the church
well-informed and equipped for its
unique role. Where mission field
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realities require or suggest church-to-
field teams or other alternative routes,
fine, but, in my opinion, these should be
pursued only when it is clear that
mission agencies are not up to the task.

WHAT PEOPLE GROUP ADOPTION
DOES NOT MEAN

By contrast, it’s important to briefly
clarify what adopting an unreached
people does not mean. First, it does not
mean, as a primary emphasis, adopting
the missionaries working among that
people. Sure, these missionaries will be
the subject of special attention, but the
emphasis—unlike many contemporary

church mission programs—is on the

people group itself and what God longs
to accomplish on their behalf. That's re-
freshing!

Second, adoption does not mean con-
descending to the unreached people.
The very language of “adoption,” to
some people, carries not only parental
but also paternalistic overtones. But that
is certainly not the intent. To adopt an

unreached people is to honor the image

of God in that people and to seek to

build on what is noble in their culture

for the sake of their redemption. In
order to avoid the appearance of pater-
nalism, some mission agencies have
chosen other terms for their Adopt-a-
People programs, e.g.,

matters, not the form or label.

Finally, people group adoption does not
preclude other concerns, including other
mission concerns within a church, or

relegate these concerns to inferior rank.

Some agencies, churches, and fellow-
ships have held back from adopting
unreached peoples because of fears in

this area. While it is true that frontie

mission to unreached peoples is at the
heart of the Biblical emphasis on
“making disciples of all nations” it
should be recognized that the adoption
of an unreached people no more
precludes other mission concerns than

the adoption of a child precludes other

important dimensions of a family's life.
It should be noted, however, that in
both cases adoption can lead to a
profound rearrangement of schedule

and perspective!

BENEFITS OF ADOPTION FOR THE

CHURCH OR FELLOWSHIP

The reasoning above may answer

Focus-on-a-
People. It is, of course, the function that
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ome fundamental questions, but it
0es not necessarily make the “sale” to
quiting churches. They need to know
hat adopting an unreached people is
ot merely a noble, practical response to
he Great Commission, but also the
arrier vehicle for other benefits that
more directly address their felt needs.
That's not selfish or illegitimate!

Without pretending that this list is
omprehensive, I've pointed out at least
such benefits. First, the adopting
rch grows in its ability to wage
tual. warfare, including warfare
ser to home, and begins to better an-
cipate what it means to reign with

ist:

Second,  the adopting  church
cquires another “lens” on the meaning of
hristian discipleship, a wider context

mean cof ithin - which to address personal
d peopl sues.  For example, I've asked one
ption,” toup  which has adopted the
ly parenta undanese of Indonesia, “What can a

iddleclass church like this learn from
danese culture in general and the
gling Sundanese church in particu-
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new parents. These 1000 children
represent only 2% of total adoptions,
but the failure rate is disproportionately
higher among older children and
children with special needs: 10% for
children older than two, and a
whopping 24% for ages 12 to 17! Why
these abortive adoptions?

Some are sent back because of unmet
expectations, others because they
have severe emotional problems the
parents cannot handle. In a risk-
averse age when consumer standards
have become more exacting and
family commitments seem less
binding, there is a danger that
adopted children could be viewed as
commodities that come with an
implied warranty.

The reporter then slips, admirably
enough, into an editorial posture:

...5till; there are no warranties on
adoptions. Those who set out lookin
for perfect “designer” children are
likely to be disappointed. Nor is it

ossible—or  even  necessary—to

ow everything about a child....
Instead, adoptive parents, armed with
as much information as possible,
should face the inevitable mysteries—
just as all parents do.3
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community that can demonstrate and
proclaim Jesus to its kinsmen. When
the adopting church gets a strong grasp
of the goal, it is better equipped to hang
on now and let go later.

Finally, it’s evident that an Adopt-a-
People emphasis, if it is to succeed
within a church, must be integrated with
other goals and activities. If it stands
alone, with no mechanisms and forums
to reinforce it, it withers.

One southern California church, for
example, made a splashy adoption com-
mitment in 1983, but the adoption has
sunk into obscurity since then, largely
because of the absence of integration.
Therein lies much of the value of the
“generic” tools and services produced
by the U.S. Center for World Mission—
such as the Year of Vision curriculum,
guidelines for monthly mission fellow-
ships and “loose change” offerings, and
customized editions of the Global Prayer
Digest.4

BUT WHO AND WHERE ARE THE

UNREACHED PEOPLES?
Let’s now shift our attention to a
range of opportunities and

to seek ¢t How do the aspirations and fears
eir cultur 4 Sundanese mother, or businessman,
ption. ew Christian compare to
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[Churches] need to know that adopting
an unreached people is not merely a
noble, practical response to the Great
but also the carrier
vehicle for other benefits that more
directly address their felt needs.

obstacles on the “macro”
level—issues related to the
Adopt-a-People relationships
between churches, mission
agencies, and specialized
agencies such as the Adopt-
a-People Clearinghouse.
Here's where much of the
tough work remains to be
done.

ling othe rative ideas crackle back
church, o d forth as new friends
erior ra firm one another’s gifts and
d fello S6ss one another’s visions.

is is one of the most joyful and
rcious dimensions of the whole
opt-a-People process, and while it
s its complications, e.g., heightening
urity concerns, it’s worth it.
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As we complete this overview of the
icro” level of the Adopt-a-People
vement, we would do well to
hlight a few of the prerequisites to
cess: First, as I mentioned earlier,
ple. group adoption is a long-term
mmitment, and as such calls for
gh-minded perseverance.

A recent article in TIME magazine
rted that at least 1000 children.
pted in the US. each year are
med to adoption agencies by their

The parallels with people group
adoption are obvious and helpful, and
they suggest another prerequisite to
success, the flip side of perseverance: an
embrace of risks and a keen sense of
adventure. Why not decide at the outset
to delight in the surprises?

As I've reviewed Adopt-a-People
case studies, creafivity seems to be
another important element. When
church and mission leaders unleash
laymen to run within specified guide-
lines, good things happen! Survey
trips, video letters, and specialized
newsletters are just a few of the helpful
tools that result.

It’s also crucial that mission leaders
clearly impart and continually reiterate the
goal of all this activity: the establish-
ment of an indigenous church

The first and foremost
task is to obtain a more comprehensive,
accurate list of the unreached peoples of
the world, as well as a continually-
updated status report on the extent to
which these peoples have been selected
by mission agencies and adopted by
churches. This is the primary mandate
of the Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse
and also the focus of other, complemen-
tary projects, such as the joint efforts of
David Barrett, Patrick Johnstone, and
Todd Johnson and the ongoing initia-
tives of Global Mapping International. If
indeed we are serious about a “closure”
mentality and a “countdown” to the
year 2000 or any other date, we must do
a much better job of getting our arms
around the big picture, and soon.

A frustrated church leader in Hong
Kong, at the time unaware of the
Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse, gave

VOL7:4 OCT 1930



120

voice to many others when he pled in a
recent letter,

Cannot you or someone else act as a
central clearing house for all these
various agencies and record the
progress beinl% made by the church as
a whole? you, these various
agendes, and all of us the church as a
body are really serious about §etﬁng to
each of the really unreached groups,
then why isn’t this thing organized so
that somebody (an information center)
is keeping score in a serious, methodi-
cal way? (But surely somebody has
roposed this long ago....) Who really
ows for sure how man
“unreached” groups are really sti
unreached at any given point in time?
If there is no such information center
keeping track, but rather any number
of ‘different agencies keeping their
own records... it's pretty obvious
nobody really knows (italics mine)....

Before I respond to this representa-
tive plea, allow me to reiterate four
provisos commonly voiced by the staff
of the Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse.
First, the nature of this task is such that
we will never have the definitive list of
unreached peoples until the job is done,
until all peoples have actually been
reached. (Witness Wycliffe’s experience
in attempting to tabulate the Bibleless
peoples of the world) Second, the
Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse cannot
and does not aspire to tackle this task
alone; we are enmeshed in a matrix of
complementary research and mobiliza-
tion efforts.

Third, we are progressing and
learning more every month! There’s no
cause for disillusionment, but, to the
contrary, much to be thankful for as
mission leaders begin to bear down on
this subject.

Fourth, most people who insist on
obtaining a comprehensive list really
don't need one to accomplish their
immediate objective—identifying one or
a few unreached peoples to select or
adopt. All that's required in such a case
is to link arms with a mission agency
that has already clearly identified a few
unreached peoples within its sphere of
influence and expertise, and the Clear-
inghouse and other ministries are more
than capable of serving as a broker to
link churches and agencies in this way.

But even after such provisos, we
must acknowledge the truth of what
this Hong Kong leader had to say as
well the legitimacy of his frustration.
The flurry of frontier mission rhetoric in
the 1980s has generated high expecta-
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tions that we know who and where
most or all the unreached peoples are.
But our knowledge base is admittedly
sketchy, resembling an assortment of
occasional “sightings” more than a
comprehensive list.

The Problem of Definitions and Labels

What are the obstacles to obtaining
such a list? First, incredibly enough, we
are still groping for common definitions
and labels that we can not only affirm
in principle but also apply in practice.
The Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse, for
one, has chosen to utilize the consensus
definitions and labels developed at the
March 1982 meeting mentioned earlier.
These terms not only include seven
stages to reaching an unreached people,
but also foundational definitions of
both “people/people group” and
“unreached people.” A people or
people group is defined as

a  significantly large ethnic/
sociological grouping of individuals
who perceive themselves to have a
commeon affinity for one another.
From the viewpoint of evangelization
this is the largest group within which
the gospel can spread as a church-
planting movement without encounter-
Ing barriers of understanding or ac-
ceptance (italics mine).

An unreached people is likewise
defined as

a people group among which there is
no indigenous communit of
believing Christians with adequate
numbers and resources to evangelize
this people group without requiring
outside (cross-cultural) assistance.

It should be noted that participants
at the 1982 meeting have since differed
as to whether the italicized phrase in
the definition of a people (“as a church-
planting movement”) was actually
approved by this group. The Adopt-a-
People Clearinghouse has chosen to
include the phrase because (a) the
phrase imposes a helpful, specific de-
scriptor of the spread of the gospel, and
(b) the other definitions in the 1982
cluster appear to hinge on frontier
church-planting.

So, with such definitions, what’s the
problem? For one, many people—even
many mission leaders—remain
ignorant of the consensus that has been
reached. Other mission leaders have
affirmed the standard terms publicly

_ nolinguistic peoples, micropeoples, soci-

but then permitted other operational
definitions within their respective
agencies, largely because of public
relations pressures and the desire to
dignify existing ministries.

Yet others have made sincere
attempts to apply the 1982 terms but
found them inadequate to answer
practical questions.  For example,
within the definition of “unreached
people,” what constitutes “an indige-
nous community of believing Chris-
tians”? Does this mean evangelical
Christians, or evangelical Profestant
Christians, or evangelical Protestant
Christians from my tradition?  (The
answer will vary from case to case,
depending both on mission field
realities and the theological convictions
with which each agency assesses those
realities.) Or what constitutes
“adequate numbers and resources”?
How, for example, would this apply to
the Japanese church in Japan?

It is largely in response to such ambi-
guities that mission researchers have
begun to build on the 1982 definitions
and. propose greater specificity. For
example, David Barrett and Todd
Johnson propose that the definition of
“people” given above be reserved for
“minipeoples” or “unimax peoples” (in
the acknowledgement of many catego-
ries of peoples, e.g., megapeoples, eth-

opeoples, etc.).6 Barrett and Patrick
Johnstone, working on a Peoples
Database, have suggested three
numerical codes to measure “reached-
ness.”” These are helpful attempts to
provide more empirical means by
which more consistent assessments may.
be made, but they have yet to filtet
throughout the mission community or
to enjoy the stature of the 1982 agree-
ments.

The Problem of Data Collection and Verifi-
cation .

While the standard definitions are
imperfect and incomplete, they are nev-
ertheless used to good benefit bya
number of agencies. We then face the
problem of collecting data, assessing it
and seeking verification from indepen
dent sources.

For its “inner circle” of data, the
Adopt-a-People  Clearinghouse  has
chosen to enlist evangelical Protestan
mission agencies as “participating
agencies” in the Clearinghouse, solicit
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ing their knowledge of unreached
peoples in exchange for help in
promoting their work among these
peoples to churches and individuals
who make inquiries of the Clearing-
house. Participating agencies—now 50
in number, and growing—affirm
explicit guidelines that spell out their
qualifications and responsibilities as
well as the benefits they can expect to
receive.? The Clearinghouse then seeks

supplemental data from primary and
sécondary

researchers around the
world, including centers for world
mission, permanent national research
functions, DAWN projects, specialized
research institutes, and various individ-
tals.

One kink in such a strategy has been
the discovery that many mission admin-
istrators—even those who are genuine
enthusiasts for the Adopt-a-People
idea—facer enormous obstacles to
thtaining accurate data from their own

_missionaries and about their own
_mission fields. ['ve already mentioned

the public relations pressures that tempt
administrators to fudge on

Darrell R. Dorr

others to such a step, but—receptive or
not—peer review is a necessary ingredi-
ent to data integrity and truth in adver-
tising.

INFORMATION SECURITY IN THE
AGE OF NETWORKING

Another fundamental concern is the
security and confidentiality of informa-
tion, especially regarding the presence
of missionaries, tentmakers, or other
Christians among particular peoples.
How can we effectively help Christians
with similar Spirit-given burdens for
the same people—both “selecters” and
“adoptors”—to find one another and
work together without disclosing too
much and actually disrupting the very
ministries we're hoping to strengthen?

It’s in this area, and many others,
that I'm grateful for the Global
Mapping Users Group. This group of
mission leaders, most of whom are
active users of database management
tools developed by Global Mapping In-
ternational (such as the Global Research
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others who can help him and that it will
be up to these undisclosed agencies to
decide how much of their plans and as-
pirations to reveal to the inquirer by
means of their own filtering devices. It's
not very fancy, but it works for a signifi-
cant subset of inquiries we receive.

MAKING THE “SALE” TO
CHURCHES AND OTHER FELLOW-
SHIP GROUPS

All this behind-the-scenes develop-
ment of infrastructure won't accomplish
much unless others can successfully
make the initial Adopt-a-People “sale”
to churches and other fellowship
groups. Fortunately, in addition to the
mission leaders now beginning to
advocate the Adopt-a-People idea to
their respective constituencies, a

" growing number of ministries are

beginning to make “neutral” or
“generic” sales pitches to a wide
spectrum of Christians.
For example, within North America
the Association of Church Missions
Committees and the Mobili-

the standard definitions of
unreached peoples, or the ec-
clesiastical constraints that

Participating agencies—now 50
number, and growing—affirm explicit

zation Division of the US.
in Center for World Mission
have been slowly engineering
what is simply called “the

. of middle managers to solicit informa-

tion from fieﬂd missionaries and then to

_ process it accurately—no small task for

groups of people who already consider

_ themselves overworked and under-
_ saffed. In addition, many field mis-
sionaries are simply ill-equipped to
_ tespond to unreached people surveys.
_ Forthis reason, there is growing discus-
_sion of the need for itinerant “coaches”

who could equip missionaries within

_ and between agencies to report data

from their respective fields.

Another difficulty in data collection
and verification is the common resis-
tance to rigorous peer review even
when such review is needed and
edifying. I occasionally have the
awkward duty of telling an agency par-
tidpating in the Clearinghouse that I
have serious doubts about the accuracy
of one of their reports and that I would
like to obtain their permission to submit
this report to others for verification.
Some agencies are more receptive than

Database software package), has been
working throughout 1990 on an Infor-
mation-Sharing Handbook that suggests
standard guidelines and includes custo-
mizable agreements between two or
more agencies. The Adopt-a-People
Clearinghouse has contributed to this
process and plans to build on these
guidelines in its relationships with par-
ticipating agencies and others. The
Handbook is due to be released to the
public in October 1990.2

It is clear that the absence of explicit,
clear guidelines for information-sharing
has had a chilling effect on networking
on’ behalf of unreached peoples. But
even while we're hammering out such
guidelines, we can agree on provisional
solutions. For example, in sensitive sit-
uations the Clearinghouse staff will
often simply take the name and address
of an inquirer and pass this information
on to the appropriate agencies, telling
the inquirer only that we know of

indine  them to  impose guidelines that spell out their qualifi- North America Campaign.”
parochial interpretations of . R TIN A 1 f hi
these definitions. cations and responsibilities as well as centra ?ﬁm}re_ Ofd t "
Beyond  this, mission the benefits they can expect to receive. 2;’;‘32?&? St;tagn;—ltiz e\;;e
leaders are often dependent : ' proposal to utilize the
_ oncthe ability and willingness regional offices of both

ACMC and the US. Center to prompt

~and equip North American churches to

adopt at least 6000 unreached peoples.
Other associations in other regions of
the world have picked up the idea and
made comparable projections scaled to
the size of their Christian communities.
For example, Costa Rican Christians are
now hoping to adopt 30-50 unreached
peoples.™®

This parceling of responsibility for
adopting the world’s unreached peoples
is undoubtedly a helpful step, even if it
is linked to a total of 12,000 unreached
minipeoples that we've yet to verify.
Such a plan rightfully acknowledges the
Adopt-a-People  enthusiasm  and
resources around the world, especially
among younger, non-Western missions
{(and most notably among Latin
American Christians).

Anocther, hidden benefit is that this
development will soon push us to more
squarely face the question of which
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Christians from which reached peoples
are the best candidates to approach
which unreached peoples. The Adopt-
a-People movement has become a game
of three-dimensional chess, and it will
be fascinating to see the extent to which,
for example, American churches are
willing to adopt North African peoples
in partnership with Argentine mission
agencies, or how it will work for Korean
churches to adopt peoples in Nigeria
via Filipino agencies. Or who will rally
behind the Bolivian missionaries with a
burden for Mongolians? What an
exciting day to be alive!

Key players in the Adopt-a-People
“sales” effort will likely include that
new breed of missionary alternately
called the “non-residential missionary”
(NRM) or “unreached  people
advocate.” The Foreign Mission Board
of the Southern Baptist Convention of
the USA has taken the lead in recruiting
and training NRMs, whose itinerant
mandate is to stimulate and sustain
cooperative mission efforts on behalf of
their assigned peoples. Others, notably
Caleb Project and the U.S. Center’s Mo-
bilization Division, have picked up the
scent and are seeking to recruit larger
numbers of Unreached People
Advocates who will ensure that every
people receives due attention.

A CALL FOR GODLY, COLLECTIVE
AMBITION

As wel come to the end of this
overview, I want to return to the theme
with which I began—ambition. I
believe that while we can be justifiably
grateful for the recent progress of the
frontier mission movement in general
and the Adopt-a-People arena in partic-
ular, we must be candid in acknowledg-
ing that we have barely begun to extend
ourselves, to dream big dreams and
then to resolutely and collectively act on
those dreams. We must confess that we
are nowhere near a “wartime” footing.
And what would a wartime footing
entail? A sense of urgency and the need
for speed, a sustained commitment to
excellence and professional thorough-
ness, and an unprecedented coordina-
tion of the gifts within the Body of
Christ.

A Sense of Urgency

It seems to me that it’s time for
mission leaders to talk a great deal more
about the reality of the horrors of hell,

“Adopting” Unreached Peoples

and not merely in sermons on the
mission conference circuit. We need to
remind each other that each day, while

we plod along, thousands upon
thousands of priceless men and women
cascade into the Abyss.

Is it quaint that I would reiterate
such a basic truth in a professional
journal?  Would our work pace be ac-
ceptable in a war between nations? I
think not. Then why we do we tolerate
it in Christ’s redemptive mission among
the nations?

Herein is no justification for frantic
appeals or workaholic tendencies,
merely a call to align reality with
thetoric, especially rhetoric that would
dangle the year 2000 as a possible com-
pletion date. By the way, I for one am
hearing fewer and fewer serious refer-
ences to “A Church for Every People by
the Year 2000.” Does this betray an
admission that we're losing our
window of opportunity?

A Commitment to Excellence and
Thoroughness

1 am often ashamed when I look
around me and see the exertions and
ambitions of unregeneréte man and
then compare the resources committed
to these great projects to what has been
assigned to the Adopt-a-People effort.
Admittedly, missions will always be a
“minority concern, and frontier missions
even more so. But does this prevent us
from allowing the Superconducting Su-
percollider, the Human Genome
Project, or the Hubble Space Telescope

(flaws included) to spur us to new zeal?

Are we really serious about estab-
lishing the church among every
unreached people, by the year 2000 or
any other date? Do the love of God and
the fear of God really constrain us?
What should I have said when a percep-
tive caller asked me one day, “Isn’t the
Adopt-a-People idea the heart of the
U.S. Center complex? Why, then, don't
you guys appear to be serious about
assigning the kinds of personnel
required?”

Within recent issues of the Interna-
tional Journal of Frontier Missions a
prophet from a century past, AT.
Pierson, has appeared again and again.
Among the many stirring challenges
Pierson issued, one has stood out to me:
his righteous indignation at the stark
contrast between the secular and
mission ambitions of his era, the latter
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years of the nineteenth century. Listen ste
to Pierson’s anguished cries on three
separate occasions over a period of ten.  g;

years: M

These are days of giant enterprises in
the interests of commerce, science, art
and literature. Why not carry the
spirit of sanctified enter?n'se into our
religious life and work?1

It seems to me that the Church of God
is trifling with the whole subject of
missions. Why should we not show a
spirit of enterprise in the Church such
as the world shows in all business
schemes?12

1 am more and more satisfied that if
the Church would but imitate the
laudable “push” and “dash” of the
men of this generation, the children of
light would flood the world with the
Gospel in as little time as Ahasuerus
dispersed his royal decree from the
Bosphorus to the Indus. Will any one
tell us why not?13

“The spirit of sanctified enter-
prise”—that’s a phrase I've taken into
my prayer closet and my conference
room. I’ve come to see all too painfully
how the absence of the discipline of the
marketplace within the world of
nonprofit Christian ministries can lead
us to tolerate a sluggishness that would
likely result in bankruptcy for the com-
mercial enterprise. Is it not time, to use
the title of a recent article in Christianity "'
Today, for the “taming of the shrewd”?
To say such things is not to advocatea
glavish imitation of corporate models
and mores, nor to minimize the devo- '
tional or supernatural, only to provoke
us to love and good works.

A Coordination of Gifts Within the Body
Christ

I wish to add my voice to the
growing chorus of Christians who are
calling for an unprecedented coordina
tion of gifts and abilities within the
mission community. David Barrett ha
been especially eloquent in railing
against what he calls the “standalon
mentality” that characterizes so mucho
our strategic planning and review . Bill
O’Brien, executive vice-president of th
Foreign Mission Board of the Southerr
Baptist Convention JUSA, has called u
to “yield our corporate giftedness,

suggested that we take
orders” from one another, and Bo
Waymire of Global Mapping ha
likewise heralded the value ©



mutually-acknowledged
stewards.”

And Paul McKaughan, the new
director of the Evangelical Fellowship of
Mission Agencies (USA), recently
added his own insights on this subject:

“category
y. Listen
on three
od of ten

rises in
nce, art
rry the
nto our

It is important that we as leaders
begin to interact together and find out
what God's will is for us collectively.
I've heard “comity” talked about.
Comity is a marvelous principle, but 1

of God don’t think we're talking about geo-

bject of g{aphic comity today. I don’t even

fft‘owﬁ ink we're talking about “people”
suc

comity. But I do think we may be
talkin% about visionary comity. We
may be talking about surrendering
some of our prerogatives. We may be

usiness

£ if talking about applying some of our
iattg athle computer skills. We may be talking
of the about some of our unreached peoples
Idren of ground force.
vith the We are all accumulating a body of
asuerus knowledge and we're all trying to do

everything. We can’t do everything in
the world in which we live. And
we're going to have to begin to trust
one another enough to use the tools
and the abilities and the giftedness of
the various members of our

om the
any one

d en.terw community in order that the body of
aken into Christ can move with an

Darrell R. Dorr

database manager, merely a general-
purpose.editor and administrator who
has made himself available!) While I
believe that the Clearinghouse is
worthy of the cream of the crop of the
frontier mission movement (“for where
your treasure is, there will your heart
be alsc”), I am much more concerned
that the functions of the Clearinghouse
be capably performed, either under our
own roof or someone else’s. The stakes
are much too high to cling to any
vestige of selfish ambition!

PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

The next few months will be critical
for the Adopt-a-People movement
around the world. We should be
keenly aware that we're now in a rela-
tively-narrow window of opportunity
both for the Adopt-a-People idea and
the AD 2000 movement within which it
nests. An Adopt-a-People report is
scheduled for the September 13-15
meeting of the International Society for
Frontier ~Missiology in  Denver,
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we lay our personal ambitions on the
altar. &

Darrell Dorr is the executive director of the
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Clearinghouse, cf. the Adopt-a-People
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Allow me to illustrate once more
with the Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse,
which seeks seconded workers as its
primary avenue of personnel recruit-

s called us ment. I readily confess that the Clear-
iftedness,” inghouse does not currently have the
Center has pesonnel  required to adequately
“marching exercise its mandate. (That includes its

~and Bob.
pping  has
value of

current director, for I am neither a
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Colorado, and the limited experience of
the Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse will
provide a series of case studies for the
“Dallas III” huddle on research and in-
formation management in mid-October.

Then, perhaps most significantly, an
international Adopt-a-People Consulta-
tion is scheduled for October 22-25 in
London. This  consultation—co-
sponsored by the International Society
for Frontier Missiology, Global
Mapping International, the Global
Network of Centers for World Mission,
and the Adopt-a-People Clearing-
house—will be the forum in which ap-
proximately 50 Adopt-a-People activists
from around the world will rigorously
review our progress to date and
attempt to anticipate the future.

May our Lord and Savior grant us
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meetings—to not setile for half
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“spirit of sanctified enterprise” even as
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rections provided.
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