The General Council at its meeting held on July 5th/6th, 2010 commissioned an  evaluation of the Edinburgh 2010 process with the aim of learning initial lessons for future collaborations in Christian mission. This work was done by Stephen Lyon. This evaluation did not include the general evaluation carried out among the delegates to the Conference. 

EDINBURGH 2010 – WITNESSING TO CHRIST TODAY

Evaluation Report

Introductory remarks and observations

1. This report was commissioned by the by the E2010
 General Council at its July 5th/6th, 2010 meeting with the aim of learning initial lessons for future collaborations in Christian mission. The views of approximately 50 people closely involved in a variety of capacities with the total E2010 venture were sought. I am extremely grateful to those who took the time to fill in the questionnaire
 sharing your reflections and insights as well as for the frank way many of the comment were expressed. A great deal of this honesty also exposed personal Disappointments and misgivings in the way the respondent him or herself had behaved. I wonder if this, at times, brutal honesty ‘after the event’ points to painful lessons to be learned about the event for future work of this nature.

2. 25 questionnaires were completed:

6 from General Council

4 of which served on the Executive Council

6 Study Group leaders

5-7 Staff members [some who described themselves as ‘others’ clearly undertook a major staffing role in their involvement with E2010]

5-8 ‘others’ 

3. What was overwhelming clear from these 23 replies was that E2010 mattered deeply to all who responded. Because of that the achievements were joyfully acknowledged and the frustrations, disappointments and failures deeply felt. Before trying to map out the details of both these aspects of E2010 I would like to offer a number of broad observations that need to be held onto in order to inform more fully what follows.

4. E2010 was seen as a global, ecumenical and missiological event where the legacy of a century of conflict over theology and practice was not in evidence. It proved it was possible to organise a conference and study process in common offering a possible step to healing of the memories and reconciliation. Nothing in the evaluation was said about differences in theology and spirituality. There were, however, hints at underlying tensions that could be said to mirror these theological divides but these manifested themselves in the administration and organisation of the event.  

5. A significant amount of the detailed feedback, especially from those closely involved in the governance structures of E2010, remarked on the contribution of staff both positively and negatively. For a number of reasons – the scope of this evaluation; outstanding personnel issues being dealt with by other bodies; a desire not to personalise this evaluation – it is not my intention to discuss these at length in the report. However, I feel I need to make three observations – the contribution of the staff to all that was good about E2010 was immense with them regularly going the extra three or four miles; less positive contributions in the words of one respondent   ‘sadly cost a lot of energy on all the different levels’; and many responses came from heavy hearts accepting responsibility for possible contributions to distress and failures.

6. Finally by way of introduction, it was clear that not only at staff level but right through the organisation of E2010 – despite its failings – there were buckets of goodwill and hard work. One institution that kept being commended for their contribution was the University who appear to have been a quiet but invaluable partner.

7. The report will now seek to follow a route signposted by the questionnaire itself as it explores:

The perceived purpose of E2010

The achievements of E2010

The major frustrations and failures of E2010

The key defining moments in E2010

The important lessons for future collaboration in Christian mission

Final observations and recommendations arising from this evaluation exercise

Purpose of E2010 

8. The responses offer a remarkably cohesive picture of the purpose of E2010. While expressed in different ways with differing emphases the big picture saw E2010’s purpose as threefold: looking back; taking stock; and looking forward 

9. Looking back – it was to celebrate the centenary of Edinburgh 1910, note its achievements, chart the course of Christian mission in the past 100 years and identify the lessons that can be learned. As one respondent wrote it was a “chance to reflect on the dramatic changes in the landscape of World Christianity which a hundred years ago nobody would have dreamt of.”

10. Taking stock – its purpose was to bring ALL Christians together in their rich diversity to recognise what God has been doing. E2010 set out to explore the 1910 themes in our contemporary world, to be renewed in worship, prayer and fellowship and reassess Christian mission in the light of change. It was seen as a cycle of study/reflection/engagement/challenge together with confession and repentance for all that had gone wrong.

11. Looking forward – E2010 was a way to renew the perennial call to missionary obedience in the way of Jesus Christ, to offer a common vision of a way forward. A common dialogue leading to joint commitment and common action, revitalising a conversation between theory and practice.

12. The responses in this section, supported by further comments elsewhere, suggest that the perceived purpose of E2010 was to go beyond classical ecumenism to embrace the wider constituency of those not traditionally involved in the former grouping – ALL Christians. As an example of this one respondent remarked “Pentecostalism found an honoured place in the global Christian family”.  

Achievements of E2010

13. Most of the achievements noted fell broadly into three areas of the overall project – the E2010 Study Process, the Edinburgh Conference and the legacy of E2010. But a number of respondents commented more generally about what E2010 achieved:

14. Multicultural interface and interaction; a chance to hear voices across the ecclesiastical spectrum at all levels; ecumenical encounter that was wider and more significant than most with a focus on mission; new relationships were created, new networks established leading to increased respect and appreciation of the emphases, interpretation and history of others. Women were seen and heard from as leaders.

15. The E2010 Study Process – This was described as the widest Christian study process to date. It sought to involve all the Christian family with its global and theological diversity in missiological study and serious reflection on Christian mission in order to resource future generations. In taking topics/themes the study process became a catalyst for regional events, good research, some imaginative and challenging outcomes, increased connection between scholars of mission and practitioners. It had the hallmarks of breadth, depth and quality and was highly decentralised. 

16. The Edinburgh Conference – was described as one of the most diverse gatherings of the global Church in recent centuries. It enabled dialogue among Christians; opportunities for participants to tell their story; motivating and encouraging worship moments, experienced particularly at the closing celebration; and closer respectful cooperation. There was also some notable local impact with visits to local churches and the interfaith evening.

17. It is worth noting at this point the statistics of those attending – 300 delegates from 202 organisations/bodies; 115 denominations; 75 nationalities; just over 2/3:1/3 male:female; under 10% youth. We return to the ‘other side’ of these figures in the next section as they failed to meet the initial aspirations of diversity.

18. The ‘legacy’ – the two most commented on legacies of E2010 come from the Study Process and the potential of Common Call. The former provides publications of critical reflection and scholarship on relevant missiological topics. The latter, while not formally adopted as a confessional binding text, offers an indication that many actors in world mission have come nearer to each other in their thinking on mission thus overcoming old battles. E2010 did not achieve that consensus but documented it and through the study process contributed to it but, as one respondent said, “there is potential for moving into new relationships”. 

19. Other parts of the E2010 legacy include the visual/audio records of the Conference, personal stories those attending went away with, the growth of ecumenical cooperation and understanding, links that E2010 strengthened and birthed between individuals and some international bodies. 

20. The question was raised by a number of respondents as to who will take responsibility for building the legacy? Encouraging the commitment to a common witness as far as this is possible; providing study guides for the main themes; and keeping before the Church the awareness of how tough it is to really operate effectively cross-culturally, ecumenically and sustainably. The report returns to this question in the final section.

Observation

21. If you seek to correlate the last two sections it appears from the sum of the responses that the purposes of E2010 were to a greater or lesser extent fulfilled. Whether that marrying of aspiration and achievement is captured in ways that as time moves on those looking at E2010 will recognise is a different matter. Can this part of the E2010 story be told in a way that does not ignore what follows [in this report] but does justice to what was achieved?

The major frustrations and failures of E2010

22. This section of the questionnaire, not surprisingly, gave rise to the most comment often expressed out of emotions that come from a deep commitment to something that has not reached its highest expectations. But it is much of what was said in this section that needs to be mirrored in its more positive form in the section that looks at the lessons for future collaborations.

23. There seem to me to be two broad, though overlapping, categories of reported frustration and failure – those that are ‘operational’ i.e. are to do with how E2010 was delivered; and those that are ‘strategic’ i.e. are to do with what E2010 was all about – its purpose. It seems the most significant comments concerned the former and while they affected the latter, they did not overwhelm it.

24. The majority of ‘operational’ frustrations and failures fell in four major categories – governance, finance, personnel and communication.

25. Governance structures were reported as inadequate for the task they were trying to fulfil. The vision of a network of international organisations working towards a common goal was admirable but appears to have lacked the detailed work necessary to make it operate well. A lack of clarity about basic structures, lines of decision-making and accountability adversely affected the other three areas of concern –finance, personnel and communication. In turn these three areas compounded problems in relation to governance. The big question that seems to come through the variety of comments was “who held ultimate responsibility for E2010 - the Director, the Chair, the Executive Committee, the General Council, the Church of Scotland, the University of Edinburgh?” It seems this nettle was never really grasped and the need to ultimately deliver forced the issue but at considerable cost to many of those involved. 

26. Finance was reported as a major contributory factor to some of the issues around governance. This seems to have two elements to it – first was the lack or difficulty of funding E2010 and second the transparency and accountability of the funding. The lack of sufficient funding hampered the fullest involvement, especially of institutions and individuals in the global south, in all aspects of E2010. The lack of transparency and accountability led to uncertainty about the exact financial position and therefore what was both necessary and possible financially. At the end of the day it is reported that the whole venture may have a small surplus or a small deficit but it is clear that the way this was achieved, reported and managed frustrated the whole venture.  

27. Personnel – E2010 called on a large number of people to deliver its stated purposes. Most of these were volunteers who had demanding ‘day jobs’ they were fitting E2010 commitments into. The remaining few were staff paid by or seconded to E2010 to take on particular roles or fulfil specific tasks. The impact of the areas of reported frustration and failure varied from person to person but there were a number of common themes that were noted. These included working in situations of strained relationships; lack of clarity about role and duties; lack of support and accountability; and a lack of clear structural coherence enabling those involved to know where they fitted into the bigger picture. This led to the need for a great deal of pastoral fire fighting consuming considerable time and energy.

28. Communication was another factor at the heart of a great deal of frustration and failure. It appears to have affected every level of the structures – between staff; between the Executive Committee and the General Council; between partner organisations; between E2010 bodies and their membership; and between “E2010” and the wider Church constituency beginning in Edinburgh and moving out across Scotland, Britain and Ireland, Europe and the wider world. All means of communication – face to face, written, electronic – were used but comments raise questions about how appropriately and consistently this was done

29. There were two underlying frustrations reported that affected E2010 but seem to cause under-currents that had to be responded to rather than having the ability to deal with directly. These were the affect of other 2010 centenary events and therefore the ecumenical and international nature of E2010.

30. Other 2010 events – the WCC had hoped, and encouraged others to positively note their hope, that there would be only one big event to celebrate the centenary of 1910. This proved unrealistic and events like Lausanne III in Cape Town and other big denominational Assemblies and Councils on the same centenary theme have been arranged. This limited involvement in and commitment to E2010 by some organisations, sapping energy, finance and representation. Dietrich Werner in a lecture given after E2010 in America paints the wider context when he says, 

a. “the sad fact that E2010 fell short of expectations of many which would have liked to see a clearer follow up strategy and some real commitment for joint action on theological education worldwide also reflects the enormous fragmentation of World Christianity and the weakening of ecumenical spirit and international solidarity for this key area of the missionary task of Christianity in the beginning of the 21st century”
 [Italics mine]

31. So E2010 was swimming against the stream of other 2010 events, the weakening ecumenical spirit and weakening international solidarity.

32. Ecumenical and international nature of E2010 – possibly unfairly, one respondent asked whether E2010 was an international conference hosted in Edinburgh or a Scottish Conference to which the World Church was invited? Responses to the questionnaire seem to leave Scotland – its Churches, ecumenical bodies and other partners – damned if they do and damned if they don’t! They were criticised by some for not taking a strong enough lead particularly in areas of governance and finance; they were criticised by others for taking too much control again in areas of governance; but those from outside Scotland were criticised for ignoring local advice, again in areas of governance among other things. It will no doubt depend on your vantage point as to which side of this triangle you come down on.

33. However, the responses do raise important questions about ownership of a venture such as this. Edinburgh – as a place – was bound to take a central position in these centenary celebrations but some asked whether the E2010 Conference needed to take place there. The responses also highlight the delicate balance that needs to be struck and acted out when a global gathering is being planned to take place in a specific location. E2010 did not get it all right but it does provide one of a few templates – however flawed – for the future.

34. There were three mainly ‘strategic’ frustrations and failures that were reported; these were – issues around how E2010 took the emerging outcomes from the Study Process into the Conference; the role played by the mission agencies in E2010; and how well E2010 reflected the World Church.

35. Study Process at the Edinburgh Conference - For Study Group leaders a great deal of the frustration reported was in the area of how the work they had undertaken was handled in Edinburgh – time restrictions, deadlines set too tightly, range of discussion, co-chairing arrangements. This was summed up by one respondent who said, “there was an imbalance between the huge work in the preparatory phase of the study process and all its elaborate materials and the very short time frame for parallel sessions which did not allow too much in depth dialogue on the issues at stake”. In the end, some concluded, that this inevitably led to difficulties in strategising. 

36. Role of the mission agencies in E2010 was much less high profile than it was in 1910. This raised questions, for some, as to whether these bodies – possibly because of their voluntary nature – were under represented because of an emphasis on denominational diversity and parity.

37. Reflecting the World Church – while the figures quoted above of the attendance breakdown in Edinburgh are impressive for any gathering that seeks to demonstrate it is global and diverse they fall well below the original aspirations. It also resulted in a disappointing representation of Church leaders both denominationally and globally. This led to a widely held feeling of failure. Comments touched on two aspects – the actual make up of those who were involved and the faces that didn’t or couldn’t come. 

38. On the first point one respondent put it quite succinctly when commenting that there were a good number of ‘global south faces’ but fewer ‘global south Church representatives’. Other commented on the fact that, mainly due to financial constraints, a significant number of global south Christians living in Europe were drawn in to bring balance to committees, work and task groups. Others commented that the decision-making was done mainly with ‘northern voices’. These comments came from many of the evaluation respondents who were in the main from the ‘global north’. Where those from the ‘global south’ expressed similar comments they carried a quality of expression that suggested this issue is still deeply systemic within the way the Church seeks to order its life that is still not being clearly addressed.

39. On the second point financial constraints and visa problems excluded some. It also seems that when nominations had to be drastically cut the overall balance E2010 was initially seeking was adversely affected. What is clear is that global south church representation, women and youth were under-represented – for explicable reasons – at all levels of E2010’s activities.

Observation

40. If the number of words written and the strength of emotions expressed point to the aspects of E2010 that - at this stage after the event - are uppermost in peoples’ minds then frustration and failure are predominant. This is not at all surprising and to some it may feel as though I have neutralised the impact and importance of these matters in the way that they have been written up. As I say in the introduction E2010 mattered deeply certainly to those who responded to this evaluation but to many others as well. Hours of patient, committed, creative and sacrificial time were given to make this venture a success. So when clear, obvious and, for many, avoidable frustrations hinder this task the results are painful. As a partial observer, after the event, my only comment is to ask that the frustration and pain is not buried or allowed to dominate but is used creatively to take forward the good that E2010 produced.

The key defining moments in E2010

41. While there was little overall agreement, with one exception, on the actual moments in the responses they did cohere around two important elements in the planning process. 

42. Those moments that directly affected the respondent’s role or task in E2010. So, for example, the Study Group leaders pointed to moments when either their work took a step forward – publication of a report, appointment of key group members – or when their work was seen to be hindered – being asked to work with co-chairs who failed to communicate. They also seem to be moments that made E2010 real for certain participants because it advanced its central purposes (or, of course, not!)

43. Those moments when important staff decisions were made. Many of these moments arose from situations of failure, corporate as well as personal, so were painful, at times extremely so. In all cases they were ‘defining’ as they took the enterprise forward.

44. There was one defining moment that resonated quite widely in the responses – the moment it was decided to downsize the conference from over a 1000 to 300. This seems to carry a symbolism beyond this one decision as it represents a shift from likely failure to possible success by acknowledging the understandable disappointment with a strong dose of realism leading to a new sense of hope.  

The important lessons for future collaboration in Christian mission

45. Perhaps the most obvious lessons for any future collaboration in Christian mission are the need to have a much more carefully planned approach to the areas of governance, finance, personnel appointments and relationships and communication. A number of the respondents have written in greater detail and with considerable care as to what these might look like and, as suggested in the next section, these should be collated to provide a detailed blue-print. What is clear is that the balancing of the needs, aspirations and expectations of the global family – formal bodies and informal networks; the host family; and the staff is a complex but necessary mix that needs to be achieved.

46. Having said that, there are other, less complex but still important, suggestions for the future:

47. The languages used and translations available reflect the willingness to make a venture like this as globally friendly as is possible. 

48. Where and how to meet – this question received considerable commendation in relation to the Study Process and offers an excellent model. Both questions were viewed less positively in relation to the Conference element of E2010.

49. E2010 does point to the possibility of bringing together a diversity of backgrounds around a common theme and inspire them to work and think together about a task given to the whole church in the whole world – mission.

50. It is also an example of grassroots and academy but how can it be done more successfully?

Final observations and recommendations arising from this evaluation exercise

51. This report can only represent a snap shot of what E2010 offered to those lives it touched and might continue to touch. It does not go into great detail on certain matters that still have the feel of ‘unfinished business’ but hopes that the appropriate body or organisation will deal these with honestly but sensitively. With only 25 responses there are clearly gaps in the reflections I have tried to capture; it might be helpful to find a way of listening to these. Having said that, there are some key reflections that have been received and this report does not do justice to some of these. It also needs to be said that E2010 goes on through the published work of the study groups, the output from the conference and in the lives of those who were present in Edinburgh in June 2010. Out of these observations I offer the following three modest recommendations:

i. That the E2010 General Council consider appointing/inviting some body or person to take on the mandate to encourage and build the potential legacy of E2010 on their behalf.

ii. That the E2010 General Council invite certain key personnel and post holders to document their lessons for future collaboration in the light of E2010.

iii. That the E2010 General Council consider testing out the findings of this report with some of those not represented within it as a way of discerning the larger truth and helping to heal some recent painful memories that E2010 has contributed to. 

Stephen Lyon

                                        
    November 2010

                   stephenplyon@gmail.com

Appendix – evaluation questionnaire

Section A – Your profile 
What was your role or position within Edinburgh 2010? [Please indicate which apply or use the “other” category]

General Council member


Yes / No

Executive Council member


Yes / No

Study Group leader



Yes / No

Edinburgh 2010 Staff member

Yes / No

Other – please expand on the above if you wish or describe your role if not covered in this list.

How would you describe the responsibilities/purpose of the answer to the previous question?

Please define the key relationships you saw attached to your role.

Did you attend the Edinburgh 2010 Conference? If so, how long were you there for?

[Optional] What is your name and the position you presently hold (or held during the time of your involvement with Edinburgh 2010]?

Section B – Edinburgh 2010 – the vision, achievements, frustrations and lessons 

How would you sum up the original vision or intention of Edinburgh 2010? 

What was achieved (or is being achieved) by Edinburgh 2010?

What were the major frustrations (missed opportunities) within the whole process? 

In what ways did it fail in what it was attempting to do? 

What are the important lessons that can be learned for the future especially in terms of future collaboration in Christian mission? 

 Section C – Edinburgh 2010 – key or defining moments in the planning process. 

What, for you, were up to three key or defining moments in the planning processes for Edinburgh 2010 and (if it is not clear) why?

 Section D – Edinburgh 2010 – learning for the future. 

Are there further comments you would want to make that will add to the learning from the event for the future? 

The General Council’s Response

In greatly appreciating this perceptive evaluation offered by Stephen Lyon, at their meeting in November, the General Council offered these additional comments and responses:

1) A Statement for the official report
The General Council gives thanks to God for the privilege of its engagement with world mission during the process to mark the centenary of the 1910 World Missionary Conference.

We record great thanksgiving for the significant achievements and for the many people across the world who have worked tirelessly and with deep commitment to enable the process to be carried through successfully.

We acknowledge the many tensions, hurts and failings that have marred the process in its execution; we have caused hurt, and we have been hurt; for our failings we ask forgiveness; we long for reconciliation and restoration for all; and from both our successes and our mistakes we seek to learn lessons for the sake of God’s mission in the world.

2) A summary of achievements

The General Council at its closing meeting in November 2010 wishes to lift up especially the following achievements:

· There was unity of purpose and planning together displayed by the different churches involved in the process.

· Edinburgh was a remarkable achievement in its diversity and in its Witness to Christ Today.

· Breadth of participation in the event had been remarkable. There had been a feeling of inclusiveness and positive energies in many areas.

· The diversity of the General Council should be something to affirm.

· The E2010 website provides a wealth of information which will be managed by WCC; it would be a good site for scholars and other interested parties for a long time to come.

· Contribution of young people to the programme was very positive.

· The Pilgrimage exhibition had been beautifully put together and had been appreciated by Conference participants.

· The study process had been a positive process and provided a range of accessible resources for the study of Christian mission and world Christianity. This was a major achievement which was distinctive for its breadth of participants and the integrity with which its work was drawn together.

· There had been value in the title of the Conference ‘Witnessing to Christ Today’ as it was missional and transcending some of the theological diversity reflected in participating churches.

· Many church organisations had provided financial contribution to this whole process and this had been much appreciated.

· The General Council had encouraged celebrations around the world, which indicated how far things have moved on since 1910.

· There was less emphasis on mission agencies and more on self-governing churches than in 1910.

· Many letters have been received indicating how good, effective and constructive the process had been.

3) A commentary on the Evaluation Report

Section on introductory remarks and observations:

On page 1, paragraph 4:  it would have been good if the evaluation had unpacked the last 2 sentences; there should be a link between spiritual and theological diversity and structural issues.

Section on Achievements of E2010

Paragraph 18: Within that section, there were comments about the Common Call; churches would need to take it to their congregations, but there was some lack of clarity as to how this going to happen. The Common Call was not very well articulated, and though the issues were there, they were somewhat unstructured. The study guide would also need to be looked at and initial responses to the Common Call mapped.

There had been no mention of the Pilgrimage exhibition which had involved a lot of work and was beautiful; it had not been used since the Conference and needed to be publicised. This initiative had been appreciated and was available for churches to use. It would be particularly suitable for use in cathedrals which had space for exhibitions and a lot of visitors. 

Section on major frustrations and failures of E2010

The meeting noted that a lot of people who had not been included in the evaluation questionnaire had said that E2010 had been a valuable and appreciated event. However the General Council did need to understand what went wrong and what lessons could be learned. The evaluation was born in part out of a crisis and a search for reconciliation, but it was also about closure and legacy.

Governance (para.25): The GC had underestimated the level of difficulty of working with new structures and had not always been able to take up its responsibilities; it also struggled at times with finances. There was a lack of clarity regarding some key aspects; for example a lack of clarity regarding the International Director's job description created problems, though he had been appointed before the GC had been formed. The GC recognised that the organisation of the conference had needed more staff, and it was too much work for one person. The meeting acknowledged the difficulty in finding an employer as the GC could not fulfil that role. The meeting recognised the importance of owning up to its own failures and its lack of consensus about what went wrong. The GC then discussed the issue of handling the hurt that people felt and how best to engage in a process of healing and reconciliation. It was agreed that the GC should be a catalyst for reconciliation and should contact people 
involved to initiate this process. 

Finance (para.26): The GC noted that it had not always been clear about financial information and that a budget had only been drawn up quite late on.

Personnel (para.27): The GC noted the challenge in not having the ability to employ staff in its own right.

Communications (para.28): The meeting noted the need to affirm the work done on communications at the beginning of the paragraph; Andrew mentioned that E2010 had been extremely well served by the Communications Manager, Jasmin. The GC acknowledges the help from WCC in this area.

Ecumenical and international nature of E2010 (para.32): The GC noted that the whole process had needed to clearer about expectations, and should have had more transparent procedures, for example regarding the election of the Executive. An early Memorandum of Understanding of expectations might have been helpful. It was clarified that the Church of Scotland had been a partner in this project, but hadn't taken on the running of it. 

Study process (para.35): The meeting noted that there had been too much material at the conference and the actual design of the conference had been problematic.

Paragraph 36 – role of mission agencies: Mission agencies had not been sufficiently mobilised in 2007, after which it was probably too late.

Other comments on the evaluation related to the rather limited reference to the worship and prayer at the conference. The meeting noted that Stephen Lyon had not had access to the conference evaluation questionnaires filled in by the conference participants.

� Throughout this report I have used E2010 as shorthand to cover the whole process of planning both the Study Process and the Edinburgh Conference held in June 2010.


� See Appendix for the text of the questionnaire.


� Unpublished lecture given in Philadelphia, USA: Theological Education in the changing context of World Christianity – an unfinished agenda. Global and ecumenical perspectives from Edinburgh 2010 process and beyond. 





