Continuous L anguage and Culture Studies are indispensible
Detlef Bloecher

Recently a well-known international mission ageoalfed its missionaries to work through
English and to abstain from learning the vernacsiathat they enter faster into ministry as
today’s missionaries wouldn’t stay long in theiaq® of service anyway. These days many
people understand English (or French or Spaniskhaanissionaries are tempted to minister
through an international trade language. Crosss@llministry is indeed expensive and
donors expect maximum results for their donatidsthis trend good stewardship or a dead
end?

There are various missiological and theologicakatpto this issue but what about empirical
evidence? For this purpose | reanalysed the extedsitabase ReMAP Il. In the years 2004-5
600 mission agencieéassessed on their own policies, practices perfocsand experiente

as well as providing statistical data on their noisaries longevityi.e. how many of them are
(a) still in active service, (b) have moved on nother mission agency, (c) left for
unpreventableor (d) potentially preventable reasariglethodolog¥ and various results have
been published elsewhér@he ReMAPII questionnaire also included the Goaeswvhether or
not ‘Continuous language and culture studies’ (C).B&/ond the orientation phase is
expected and how this works out in practice.

The response to this very item is then correlateqg, =~ Fi9- 1 Retention Rates

to various characteristics of the agency and the Continuous Language & Culture Studies CLCS
longevity of their missionaries, in particular. 900 || BCLCS13 0sC
In the following we focus on the results of the @CLCS4 ==
312 “Western” mission agencies from the older 4, | | BCLCS5 =
sending countries (OSC), i.e. Europe, North BCLCS6 =

America, Australia and New Zealand. 97% |
According to their self assessment of this item,

the mission agencies were grouped into four  gge
blocks of equal size: 76 Agencies (with 3875
missionaries) put little emphasis on continuous ose%
language and culture studies (CLCS = 1-3); 60
agencies (3823 missionaries) gave a mediocre 94% -
self-assessment (CLCS = 4); 108 agencies

(10449 missionaries) rated it 5 (high/important/ 93%
good) and 68 agencies (8632 missionaries) gave
a 6 (very high/important/good). The 92%
characteristics of these four groups of agencies
are compared in the following diagrams.

RRT RRU RRP

! From 20 countries of Africa, Asia, North Ameri@guth America, Europe and the Pacific

2 According to the Swiss school mark system wites&ellent, very high/important) to 1 (poorly dovesy
little/unimportant).

3 40’000 long-term missionaries who had first mourd a cross-cultural service with this agencyhia years
1981-2000

* Including normal retirement, completion of prdjeteath in service, loss of visa, expulsion frdwa tountry,
disability due to illness or appointment into adegship position in your agency's home office.

> These were personal, family agency, work or tealated reasons or dismissal by your agency.
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Figure 1 depicts three retention rates: the toteRtion Rate(RRT), retention rate for
unpreventable reasons of return (RRU) and for gaténpreventable reasons (RRP). The
diagrams clearly show that RRT and RRP vary conaidg: mission agencies that put strong
emphasis on continuous language and culture stiaiegonly) 1.3% of their workforce per
year for personal, family, cultural, work, teamagency related reasons. Agencies that put
little emphasis on language study however losesthmes as many (3.6%).

The return for unpreventable reasons varied mush-evhich is unexpected — although this
definition included reasons such as completionrofgat or a limited assignment (to be
expected from agencies that put little emphasigoguage studies).

Fig. 2: Retention Rate (pot. preventable reasons of return only)

Figure 2 shows the retention rate Loy

(COnSidel’ing pOtentia”y preventable Continuous Language & Culture Studies CLCS 0osc
reasons for return only) RRP of those DCLCS1-3 BCLCS4
missionaries that had been commissioned 99% FICLCS5 BCLCS6

for their first assignment with this agency
in the stated period.

Agencies that put strong emphasis on
continuous language and culture studies
have been able to uphold their high staff 97% -
retention during this 20 years period. By
improved personnel selection, prefield
training, organisational development and
personal care they have been able to
withstand the global trend towards 95% 1
shorter assignments and rapid change of
employment. Yet RRP of agencies with
little emphasis on language studies is
almost doubled (from 2.5% to 4.4%). In
the youngest group of missionaries (with first
assignment in 1996-2000) the rift in RRP widened to
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Fig. 3: Length of Service of Returnees
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factor of almost 4 (1.2% vs. 4.4%). This is a hggH. Contin. Lang. & Culture Studies CLCS
How many broken dreams are hidden behind these DCLCS1-3 0sc
numbers: shattered vision, disappointed expecw&bn 217 mciesa

sending churches, wasted investment, spiritua¢sris BICLCSS

and doubts about God’s goodness and calling! 10 7 BCLCS6

These empirical numbers demonstrate the enormous &1 [

importance of ongoing and careful language and g

culture studies for lasting ministry. They help ay

missionaries grow, become enduring, resilient and
flexible. They let them grow in their understandofg
the local culture, its values and ways of
communication. Missionaries become part of the
community; they can communicate effectively and
understand even the indirect, hidden signals aof the
local partners. 0

8 Retention means how many missionaries of 1 Jamyear are still in active service on 31 Deceally it is
100%, yet in practice slightly less. The wantingsmnaries left the agency for various reasons.vEhtical line
gives the standard deviation (uncertainty) duédgolimited number of missionaries in the study.



Fig. 4: Communications
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In addition there is the
extended length of service, Boloss | BoLoss
even of the returnees (figure

3) as returnees from agencies %

with little emphasis on
language studies (CLCS 1-3)
come home on average after
8 years of service vs. 10.5
years (CLCS6). Considering
the fact that the first two
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years are usually covered
with orientation, finding your
way and building . o o e - o0 (e

. . ‘po o\ X . a = . O ) e P(a
relatlonshlps,_ the Iatt(_er are é\o“&wv\a“s& o‘ooescom e ;\e\dmc\“ o 320‘\5\95006\3“‘ e
much longer in effective
ministry. Fig. 5: Leadership

6 Continuous Language & Culture Studies CLCS 0OSsC

It is striking that leaders of

agencies that put little emphasis on:
continued language studies also
rated many other issues of their
own agencies much lower, i.e.
vision and purpose, plans & job
assignments, communication with 4| 7
missionaries, inclusion of
missionaries in the decision
making on site, written policies, 31 N ]
emphasis on prayer and
maintenance of own spiritual life

BCLCS1-3 BCLCSs4
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(Fig. 4) — and this is the self- ) | |

assessment of these very leaders. e gt WS o gans

We found similar results also in =~ \e«t*® pro0® pds? ¥ °

respect to some aspects of

leadership, i.e. leaders lead by example Fig. 6: Orientation & Continuous Training

and they SO'Ve prOblemS tlmely and ¥ Continuous Language & Culture Study C
CLCS

BCLCS1-3 @CLCS4
BCLCS5 HCLCS6

effectively. Supervision of missionaries,
annual appraisal for all missionaries,
effective procedures for handling 5
complaints from missionaries (fig. 5), as

well as for orientation of new

missionaries in country, language 4
learning of new missionaries and _£
development of new gifts (fig. 8)
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Are these leaders just more self-critical
applying higher standards to their
agency? Yet their rating of a number of

“neutral” items (i.e. loyalty of their 2 . N T
. . . . . \ \!
missionaries to their agency, assignment F\e\do‘-\ema“o \“_\“?)\Lamea Co“““w“gsm o oo

® The third set of bars Continuous Language St@bntinLangStud) served as the selection criteniaHe four
subgroups and thus does not contain new information




Fig. 7: Retention Rates

of missionaries according to their gifting and 100%
experience; effectiveness of Missionary teams in
providing mutual support, national church values th 99%
ministry) was similar to that of leaders of CLCS 6
agencies, so that the above hypothesis can be 98% -|HCLCSS-6
excluded.

OsC Organisational Structure 3.5 - 4.6
Contin. Language & Culture Studies CLCS

#ECLCS1-4

97%

It appears that agencies that put little emphasis o
ongoing language study of their missionaries in 9%
general are more task-oriented and invest ledsein t
care of their workers and the further developmént 095% Hhn
their organisational structure — and readily aceept

higher staff turn-over. 94% 1

Now one might also argue that the increased staff 93% -
attrition results from the agency’s mediocre
organisational structure or personal care than from 92%
restricted language study. To test this hypothasis
selected the group of agencies with average rafiig organisational culture (Org 3.5 — 4.6)
and split the group according to its attitude tgaing language and Culture studies (CLCS 1-
4 vs. CLCS 5-6. Thus both groups had a similarrsginhg of its Organisational Structure

(Fig. 8) and Personal Caf®(Fig. 9) CLCS 1-4 lost twice as many missionaftes

potentially preventable reasons compared with CB&54.1% vs. 2.4% (Fig. 7). Similar
results were found when mission agencies with @yesssessment of its personal care (PC =
4.0 — 4.9) were selected and analysed regardintnc@a language study (CLCS 1-4 vs.
CLCS 5-6, data not shown). In spite of similar assgent of its personal care the annual
attrition for potentially preventable reasons ofigger missionaries (commissioned 1996-
2000) differed by a factor of two (2.0% vs. 3.9%y),that the above hypothesis is rejected. A
large degree of unnecessary loss must resultstfiertimited language and culture studies.

Fig. 8: Organisation & Leadership

Apparently they are 6
a different type of
agencies that
primarily focus

more on projects
and achievements
and less on lasting
trusting
relationships with
local people. They
are more focused on
doing than on being
— and they might
have good reasons
for this (i.e. disaster
relief, teachers for &
MK, specific e
development or

technical projects).

Organisational Structure 3.5 - 4.6 Contin. Language & Culture Studies CLCS
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10 CLCS1-4 invested a similar amount of time andfices in Member Care and even significantly ma in
preventative Member Care, a very positive factuaintgroup CLCS5-6.



Fig. 9: Personal Care

Organisational Structure 3.5-4.6  Continuous Language & Culture Studies CLCS
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Sustainable
development
happens very
slowly. A 6 )
new attitude , %
IS growing,
values and
habits are
required and
this takes lots
of time,
patience,
trustworthy
relationships.
The ©
missionary &
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the vernacular and local culture which is very tioomsuming. It requires the support by the
mission agency, its ethos and practice as wel@ghcouragement by its leaders. 2000 years
ago, Jesus did not come for a short term missi@atth but for 36 years. He did not
communicate with people in the then world langu@geek but learnt Aramaic and studied
the Torah. He perfectly adjusted to the Jewistucalof his time and was challenged as we
(Hebr 4:15). In this way he became our friend (Jbbrb) and brother (Hebr 2:11). And only
in this way we will become friends and brothershi® people in our place of service. Faster
and cheaper is not an option.



