0 mega-
least one
of  major
cance.

i ethng-
v own
ness.

nificantly
als who

CONCEPT

e of their
city, o
ion, ete,

believing By Darrell R. Dorr
heir own
le group
iitiplying
reach a
: to plant
churches
the indi-
ing these
ingelized

_ This society has been very instrumental
in the development of the Adopt-a-
. People Clearinghouse. It was at our
1988 meeting in Colorado Springs that
the idea of an Adopt-a-People Clearing-
house got more explicit discussion for
the first time. It was the following
March in 1989 that a group of North
American mission executives met at the
U. S. Center for World Mission. What

Frontier, _came out of that meeting was the formal
/86 establishment of the Adopt-a-People

Tiuideiineé Clearinghouse. Then, last year at the
1ner1(98§)0 . 1989 meeting of the Society, the Clear-

To Plant i{aghﬁuse was a major topic of discus-
on, UK sion.

Planting, At that point, even six months after
Notting- the Adopt-a-People symposium, there
was no staff for the Clearinghouse. ]
 think that was part of the reason for the
sense of urgency that then undergirded
the Society’s conversations. A couple of
_ months later, I sensed freedom from the
 Lord to accept an invitation to help the
_ Ulearinghouse get off the ground. In
_ January of this year I began operations
with a small group of volunteers.

I've been the only full-time person
. working on the Clearinghouse staff.

_ But our volunteers have been valuable.
- One is on loan from RBMU Internation-
alfor & few hours each week, and
_ another comes with a background of
. service with the Missionary Church.
hen just next week, the second full-
ime person—on loan from the Evangel-
_ical Free Church—is due to arrive, and
_ he will serve as the database adminis-
 rator,

My comments to you on the Adopt-
& People topic largely largely spring
_ from my relatively-limited experience
during the last year with the Clearing-

house and also from activity at the U. 5.
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REFLECTIONS

B What have we learned about the Adopt-a-People concept in
the last decade, and what will it take to make this emphasis
effective in the 1990s? The director of the new Adopt-a-People
Clearinghouse offers his perspectives at the 1990 meeting of the
International Society for Frontier Missiology.

Center for World Mission during the
previous nine years. I've gleaned bits
and pieces from various jobs.

As we begin, I want to remind you
of something that I frequently need to
remind myself: the Adopt-a-People idea
is conceptually very simple, and much
of its appeal lies in that simplicity. To
get a church or other fellowship group
to adopt an unreached people for
prayer, financial support and/or
personnel, to adopt that people for
long-range attention, and to hang in
there until the Lord births an indige-
nous church movement among that
people—that’s not so hard to under-
stand, is it?

We would do well not to adorn this
basic idea with too much missiological
or logistical gingerbread and thereby
complicate it unduly for the man in the
pew. It is true that there are some very
complex logistical dimensions—and I'll
give an overview of some of these—but
we need to allow the strength of the
concept’s simplicity come through
when we're communicating to the
average layman.

Let’s look, first of all, at the “micro”
level of the Adopt-a-People emphasis—
namely, at what happens within the
local fellowship. This is not the major
focus of the (learinghouse. Others,
such as the Mobilization Division of the
US. Center for World Mission, give
their attention to this area. We need to
at least acknowledge a few lessons in
this arena before moving on to some of
the “macro” dimensions of the Adopt-
a-People concept. In these comments
and in others I'm going to borrow
liberally from my article in the October
1990 issue of the International Journal of
Frontier Missions.

" people

First of all, it's important to define
what we mean when we talk about
“adopting” a people. There are a
number of ways to do this. There is a
technical definition which comes out of
the March 1982 meeting sponsored by
the Lausanne Strategy Working Group:
“A congregation, class or other group of
believers has accepted responsibility for
prayer and/or financial support of
efforts to reach this people group. A
church or agency has personnel and
adequate resources to move ahead.”

While in many cases that's a very
adequate explanation, I've found that in
other contexts we need to come at the
question in other ways. One is by very
explicitly making parallels between
group adoption and the
adoption of children. There are at least
three parallels.

First, there’s the recognition of the
need for special nurture. Unreached
peoples are not in a position right now
to get the kind of “parental” nurture
that other peoples are receiving.
Second, there’s the call for a long-term
commitment. -Adoption is not
something you do on a whim.

Third, there’s the recognition that
parental responsibility changes signifi-
cantly at a certain point. When children
become adults, their parents retain rela-
tionships with them and yet release
them into a new sphere of freedom and
responsibility. The same is true with an
adopting church. When an indigenous
church movement is birthed among the
previously-unreached people, there
needs to be a relationship maintained
between the adopting church and this
people but alsc the ceding of primary
responsibility for the evangelization of
that people to the indigenous church
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movement. It’s helpful to anticipate
such a shift from the outset of the rela-
tionship.

Then there’s another way to define
people group adoption—theologically.
To adopt an unreached people is, for
example, to consciously, deliberately
embrace the Father heart of God for that
people.

I'm the father of three children.
Before I became a father, teaching about
the Father heart of God was for me little
more than pretty rhetoric. But when I
became a father, that dimension came
alive for me. One reason is the recogni-
tion of the ferocity of protective love
that a parent feels for his children.
Often, when I've watched my children
sleep and thought about my love and
concern for them, I've realized that I'm
just starting to get a glimpse of how
God loves the peoples of the earth.
When a church says, “We will adopt
this people,” it’s also saying, “We want
to understand more of the Father's
yearnings for this people.”

Also on the theological front, to
adopt an unreached people is to con-
sciously enter into spiritual warfare
with Satan for that people. Now this is
exciting, but it also can represent
dangerous, uncharted territory. So we
need to acknowledge the risks involved.

I think, for example, of my own
adult Sunday School class. There are
four couples—going on six—who are
working among or planning to work
among a particular unreached people,
so we as a class have adopted this
people. One of these couples went out
to the mission field, walked right into a
spiritual fistfight, and took it on the
chin. Now, as they say in boxing,
they're down for the count.

That’s been a very sobering thing
for our class. We recognize that all of us
are at risk. We have taken on
something we didn’t have to, but now—
for better or worse—we're involved,
and we'd better be ready. We'd better
know how to use the weapons of our
warfare and care for this one couple at
the same time.

Finally, do you know what is the
bottom-line, hands-on definition of
adopting a people? Within the basic
framework we've sketched, it means
whatever the adopting congregation and its
pariner mission agency make it to mean.
There’s room for all kinds of variations.
My October 1990 IJFM article mentions

ISFM Special Report
a five-point spectrum that Dale
Kietzman has suggested.

[ think it’s helpful to acknowledge a
range like that and to specify which
functions are or are not being
performed in an adoption rather than
trying to mandate one particular defini-
tion. For one thing, each mission agency
is going to insist on defining adoption
in different ways, so we might as well
acknowledge that now and try to
develop a typology or spectrum so that
people know that we're talking about a
“Level 2” adoption or a “Level 5” or
whatever.

Once again, perhaps an example
from my own adult Sunday school class
will help. We're in the process of trying
to decide whether we adopt “our”
people primarily in partnership with
one agency working among that people
or with another. The two agencies have
different expectations as to what an
adopting church or fellowship does.

As we continue to look here at the
“micro” level of the Adopt-a-People
emphais, a second dimension to
consider is the “sales pitch” to churches
or other fellowship groups.

Here's where we should praise the
Lord for the non-residential missionary
movement or “unreached people
advocates” that Caleb Project and the
US. Center for World Mission are
trying to raise up. Here are people who
are trying to sell the adoption concept
to churches in a “generic” sense. I'm
really looking forward to what will
develop in this area. [ also think that
David Garrison’s article in this (October
1990) issue of the IJFM is very good.
It’s really exciting to me to see how
there’s an increasing depth in the NRM
movement, which fits hand-in-glove
with the Adopt-a-People concept.

Many people have recognized that
written people profiles can be very,
very important in making the Adopt-a-
People sales pitch. That's one reason
that the Adopt-a-People Clearinghouse
has come alongside Global Mapping In-
ternational to take on the job of trying
to produce many more standardized
people profiles that a range of agencies
can use.

Another part of the sales pitch is the
explanation of the benefits of adoption
for the church. Just as in this conferenc-
es we're talking about links in the
frontier mission movement, I think it's
important to help churches make links
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for themselves between an Adopt-a-

People decision and other dimensions:
of Christian discipleship. We need to
put the Adopt-a-People step in context.

for them.

Now, moving on, once an adoption
is made, there’s the whole question of
sustaining it over the long haul. One
mission executive, for example, told me, |
“Listen, my big question is not how we

make the sales pitch but how we keep

these adopting churches fueled for

prayer and all the rest. How do we
sustain their interest and keep them
actively involved with us?”

Let’s look at some of the ingredients
of a successful adoption. One of them is
simply encouraging the church at the
outset to persevere. Are they going to
be able and willing to hang in there?
Just as baby boomers need to be accom-
modated in some ways and also figura-
tively spanked in others, so churches
need to be accommodated in their
Adopt-a-People aspirations but also
challenged and corrected. Part of that
correction is in challenging them to get
past a superficial understanding of
adoption and encouraging them to hang
in there when the going gets rough, asit
inevitably will. Encourage them not to
bail out just because there aren’t
exciting breakthroughs to report every
three months or six months.

Another ingredient of a successful
Adopt-a-People church program in its
placement in context. If it’s not integrat-
ed with other mechanisms and forums

within that fellowship, it will die on the

vine. Frankly, that’s been my experi-
ence in my own home c¢hurch, which

made an adoption commitment in 1983

(prior to what my Sunday school class
did) but which has not adequately
followed through. This is largely
because of the absence of integrating
mechanisms like monthly mission fel-
lowships. In order to restore that
adoption to an operational level, we're
going to need to re-create the mecha-
nisms.

Now, let me jump quickly to the

“macro” level of the Adopt-a-People

emphasis—the functions that need toi

take place between churches and mission
agencies. I'll focus on what the Adopt:
a-People

me.
First of all, the policy of the Clear-

inghouse is that the primary—but byno.

Clearinghouse has done
because that’s what is most familiar to.




ot-a- means only—mode of people group
éons adoption by a church should be via one
to

or more sending agencies. Generally
speaking, a church shouldn’t adopt a
people group on its own, independent
of a relationship with a sending agency.
That's not an assumption that’s univer-
sally shared. Even churches who are
receptive to such a policy tend, in the
first flush of enthusiasm, to rush past it.

Another Clearinghouse policy is an
exclusive focus on the adoption of
unreached peoples. Our title doesn’t
carry an explicit reference to unreached
peoples, but that’s where the emphasis
I, and an emphasis on unreached mini-
peoples at that. I agree with Todd
lohnson and others that in many
instarces the best way to approach
_unreached minipeoples—both from a
strategic and a mobilization perspec-
tive—will be via the larger ethnolinguis-
tic peoples of which they’re part. Often
_we just don’t know enough about the
_component minipeoples of a megapeo-
ple. But ultimately, in the Clearing-
ouse, we're trying to work our way
own to the so-called “unimax” or mini-
cople level for adoption.

Another basic policy of

itext

Darrell Dorr

Clearinghouse not become an indis-
criminate extension of the PR depart-

- ments of these participating agencies.

In some of the early data we've
received, for example, 've had some
doubts that some of the peoples being
reported are either separate peoples or
are unreached according to the
consensus definitions hammered out in
March 1982. So, for the sake of truth in
advertising and integrity in the sight of
the general public, there does need to
be a data verification process. That's
where I think that research institutes at
the U. 5. Center for World Mission,
other centers for world mission, and the
work that Todd Johnson, David Barrett
and Patrick Johnstone are doing can
really help us.

Speaking of the 1982 definitions, the
Clearinghouse is leaning pretty heavily
on these. They emphasize minipeoples
and seven specific stages in reaching a
people. However, 1 very much appre-
clate how friendly critics have helped
us look at these definitions and
consider that they may not be specific
or measurable enough and still too
subject to subjective and inconsistent
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formation. (That handbook, Lord
willing, will be unveiled in November
at the “Dallas ‘90" meeting on research
and information management.) The
Clearinghouse will build on these
guidelines in order to tag and safeguard
data that should not be shared in certain
contexts. That's going to be a special
challenge.

I'm going to move on quickly to
four major contributions of the Adopt-a-
People emphasis to the frontier mission
movement. First, I think the Adopt-a-
People emphasis creates for us a much
better bridge between research/
scholarship and mobilization.

Research and scholarship on
unreached peoples does need to be very
careful and deliberate. 1 think we
should be grateful that David Barrett,
for one, has been a real champion in em-
phasizing this point, whether or not
you agree with all his assumptions,
terms, or conclusions. We do need to be
careful and deliberate for the sake of
integrity and effectiveness.

On the other hand, research can
become too abstract and stratospheric.
A lot of our discussions here would go
way over the head of the

the Clearinghouse is that
_we're recruiting only evangel-
al Protestant agencies to be
articipants.  Earlier today
odd Johnson encouraged us
widen the spectrum of our
sources  and  narrow  the
rget of our frontier mission
fforts. So why would the

context.

An Adopt-a-People emphasis within a
local church clearly needs to be put in
If it’'s not integrated with
other mechanisms and forums within
that fellowship, it will die on the vine.

average man in the pew, not
because of his lack of intelli-
gence but because of our lack
of practicality. The Adopt-a-
People emphasis can help us
to put the cookies on a lower
shelf.

A second major contribu-
tion of the Adopt-a-People

learinghouse recruit only ev-
ngelical Protestant agencies?
y answer: for practical as well as theo-
gical reasons. It's tough enough to get
vangelical Protestant agencies to work
ogether, and many of them would not
ork together in a Clearinghouse if the
oundaries were any broader.

Another guideline has been that the
nner circle of data for the Adopt-a-
eople Clearinghouse is what these
gencies themselves tell us they are
oing or planning to do in work among
nreached peoples and in serving
hurches in the Adopt-a-People arena.
hey submit to a specified range of dis-
iplines and receive specific benefits in
eturn.

_ Inaddition, the plan is for their field
ata, with their permission, to be
ubmitted to others for independent
erification. The concern here is that the

class
ately

evaluations. I'm open to suggestions
for improvement!

One other area to mention is infor-
mation security, which comes up very
quickly when you get into this kind of
data-sharing. I'm asked, “If | share this
data with you for the purpose of
promoting our work to churches who
want to adopt these peoples, how do I
know that you will share it in a
sensitive and appropriate way and that
you won't divulge more than you
should?”

Well, we're still learning, and here
is where I'm very grateful to be part of
the Global Mapping Users Group,
which has been developing an informa-
tion-sharing handbook. It develops
guidelines whereby two or more
agencies can develop specific bilateral
agreements to govern the sharing of in-

emphasis is that it helps us in
our aspirations for “countdown” and
“closure”. Many of us have long talked
about and yearned for—as part of the
rallying cry for “A Church for Every
People by the Year 2000”"—the mecha-
nisms where we could count peoples off
as reached, one by one, until closure is
achieved. The Adopt-a- People mecha-
nisms can get us a lot closer to that.

We've talked here about the need to
reason backwards from our goal. If
indeed “A Church for Every People by
the Year 2000” is substantively the
major goal that this society and others
can agree upon, we need to incremental-
ly work backwards from that goal, iden-
tifying the intermediate objectives to be
accomplished.

Certainly one of those intermediate
objectives is that each of the unreached
peoples would be adopted by a certain
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point. One suggestion in the past has
been that each be adopted by 1991 so
that each could be engaged by 1995 and
then possibly reached by AD 2000.
Now the adoption goal is shifting to
1993. But if we're going to be serious
about any of our AD 2000 rhetoric, we
must do much more specific thinking
along these lines. We must, together,
think through how each people can be
identified, selected, adopted, engaged
and finally reached, and not be afraid to
assign deadlines or jobs.

This leads me to a third way in
which the Adopt-a-People emphasis
helps us: it provides a prompt for more
explicit discussion about role definition,
about who is doing or should do what,
about overlaps and gaps.

I have seen evidence in some
instances of what I would call the “Bal-
kanization” of the frontier mission
movement. What I mean by that is the
tendency for people to unilaterally
determine their niches. By
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the Adopt-a-People emphasis can be—
within ministries and between minis-
tries—the kind of integrating, synergiz-
ing, synthesizing force to help us as a
movement to really click.

‘We've had a parable of sorts on this
topic at the U. S. Center for World
Mission. In our attempt to raise the
funds to pay off the campus mortgage
during the “Last $1000” campaign, we
had to reason backwards from our goal
of convincing 8000 people to each
pledge $1000. We had to pull together,
harness our energies, and make sure
that each department’s efforts were in-
terlocked like we never had before. It
was a difficult experience but also a
very beautiful one. We had to hang
together, or we were going to hang sep-
arately!

In the two years since that success-
ful campaign concluded, we've tried to
sort out how we can re-create that kind
of synergy. What substitutes for a

know if that betrays an admission that
we know that we're losing our window
of opportunity, or whether that decline
is just inadvertent, but I think we need
to talk about it.

A second window is the receptivi
of the evangelical public. Their patience
and receptivity is not unlimite
They've heard us talking about Ado
a-People, and “A Church for Every
People by the Year 2000,” for at least t
years. They need to see evidence that
we are serious and specific in trying to
make that happen. '

But how serious, specific, an
ambitious are we prepared to be? How
committed to success are we? Her
where this fellow A. T. Pierson has been
so challenging to me. Ireally apprecial
the work that Todd Johnson has gone
in the last year or so to excavate a lot of
what this man had to say to us 100 years
ago. Pierson’s exhortations have often
come to me like a voice from the pa
when I've sat at my desk ovi

contrast, the Adopt-a-
People emphasis helps us
to talk more to each other in
identifying respective roles
in this movement.

The

There is beginning to
be—and there needs to be
more—discussion of role
definition between those of
us who are working on the
“macro”  level. For
example, the Adopt-a-

Adopt-a-People emphasis

prompting discussion as to which
reached peoples can best approach
which unreached peoples.
example, North American churches be
willing to adopt Nigerian peoples via
Brazilian agencies?

will, for

the last nine months.
is What 1 remember most
that Pierson looked around hi
and was simply stunned by ]
stark contrast between t
grand ambitions and specific
plans of unregenerate man an
the relatively tepid aspiratio
and plans of the  missio
community of his day.
encourage you to go back
recent issues of the IJE

People Clearinghouse has
been talking with Todd Johnson and
David Barrett in Richmond, Global
Mapping and MARC in southern Cali-
fornia, Patrick Johnstone in England,
and others. Often these discussions can
be awkward or painful, but they’re
necessary.

The Adopt-a-People emphasis is
also prompting more discussion as to
which reached peoples are in the best
position to be on the front line of ap-
proaching which unreached peoples.
Now there's a whole set of questions
that are only now beginning to be
discussed. The jury is still out on the
extent to which, for example, North
American churches will be willing to
adopt Nigerian peoples via Brazilian
agencies—if indeed it appears that
Brazilian missionaries are the best
people to be on that particular front
line.

Finally, apart from role definition,

daunting financial deadline?  The
leading candidate in my mind has been
the Adopt-a-People emphasis, and 1
think that it can serve as such within
and between many other ministries.

Before I conclude, I would point out
that we've got at least two major
windows of opportunity in the Adopt-
a-People area in the weeks and months
ahead. First, there is the AD 2000
milestone. Is our rhetoric keyed to the
calendar when we talk about a church
for every people by the year 20007 Are
we indeed reasoning backwards specifi-
cally and trying to identify together
what such a goal will require if we are
serious about achieving it?

I find it curious that 'm hearing less
and less explicit discussion about “ A
Church for Every People by the Year
2000.” That goal was embedded in the
early discussions of this society, but the
emphasis is slowly fading. I don't
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remind yourself of Pierson
insights, and apply these insights too
own discussions of Adopt-a-People.
What a jolt!
May the Lord Jesus find each of 1

to be worthy stewards of what He ha
placed in our hands. To whom much
given, much is required. And may Hi
knit our hearts together, that we ma
learn to submit to one another and lea
on one another as we exert ourselves o
behalf of unreached peoples.



