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CHAPTER TWO

THE STATE OF THE ART IN THIS MINISTRY PROJECT

This Chapter examines a number of areas that offer important insights related to the subject of this research. The chapter is divided into two parts. The first presents three perspectives birthed in the world of business and science that offer important insights into the nature of creation and closely correlate with the biblical images developed in Chapter Three. They are: Insights on Organizations Emerging from the New Sciences, The Servant as Leader, and the Nature of Work. Together these topics color the landscape of human efforts to organize activity, develop necessary leadership, and discern the nature of work to be done with a more spiritual hue. This section also includes a discussion of the work Ian Mitroff and Elizabeth Denton published in A Spiritual Audit of Corporate America. Their work illuminates many issues faced by people seeking to deepen spirituality within church governance.

The second part explores three insights relevant to this research from the experience of the church. They are: The practice of prayer, spiritual disciplines, and corporate spiritual discernment. Also included are summaries of two studies that inform this research. The first, Spirituality for Ministry by Urban Holmes examines clergy spirituality in a small sample of mainline clergy in the Carolinas. It is appropriate in this context because the denominations cited figure prominently in this research. The second, Chester Michael and Marie Norrisey’s Prayer and Temperament: Different Prayer Forms For Different Personality Types offers important insights into how temperament shapes prayer preferences.

In The American Dream and the Economic Myth, Betty Sue Flowers argues that contemporary America lives in an Economic Myth. It is a myth that values numbers and images, net worth (versus birth, race, or gender), and more and bigger. She believes that change must therefore work through this myth rather than challenge it head-on. As pointed out in Chapter One, business and government have shaped the leadership and administrative practices of the church since the beginning. The question now is in what ways might business and the world of science inform the governance and administrative culture of the church today? The material in this chapter is offered, not as logical arguments in a sequence, but as data points on a grid. No attempt has been made to connect them into a coherent argument; they are simply points. But, it is possible to discern in these points a pattern that shifts the focus of church governance and administration toward a system that is more holistic in its view of the world, sees leadership through the eyes of a servant, understands the complex nature of the work faced, and is deeply rooted in the commitment to live a life of prayer focused on discerning and living out God’s invitation.

Insights on Organizations Emerging From the New Sciences

The manner in which people organize themselves in the world of work is closely related to how they perceive their world through the lens of science. Newtonian physics told of an ordered and structured world; a world where everything could be broken into components studied in detail, and reordered with mechanical precision. Organizational models followed. People became interchangeable parts that could be shaped to fit specific roles and easily replaced. Metaphors of machinery and clocks shaped the language; prediction and control the expectations. The Quantum Age calls all that into question. 

The Quantum Age began in the first decades of the twentieth century as scientists such as Werner Heisenberg, Niels Bohr, Max Planck, and Erwin Schrödinger began to advance new theories on the fundamental nature of matter and energy. Newtonian physics wasn't wrong; but there was much about the world being discovered that it did not account for. Similarly, the view of organizations that it spawned wasn't wrong; it simply was not adequate. 

Christianity has always understood itself and the world through the eyes of a language and menu of metaphors that are defined by everyday human experiences within society dominated by male models of dominance and subordination. The Reformation, Newtonian physics, and the Age of Enlightenment all built on this. In the last half-century, however, science has offered a whole new look at the creation that God pronounced “good” and finally “very good” in the first chapter of Genesis. In the process they have raised the specter that human organization might be more effective if it modeled the more organic model suggested by quantum theory versus the mechanical model inherent in Newtonian physics. Today physicists, biologists, astronomers, cosmologists, brain and cognitive researchers, and innovators in the world or organizational life and leadership are offering new insights that transcend the traditional language and systems inherent in the Newtonian view of life. John Biersdorf in Healing of Purpose; God's Call to Discipleship states: “Modern scientific theories, especially in physics and brain-mind research and interestingly in biology, suggest a remarkably different understanding of reality from that of classical physics and the common sense view of the world that resulted from it. The congruence between these emerging world views and central themes of the biblical witness is equally dramatic.” 
 Physicist/theologians Ian Barbour, Arthur Peacock, and John Polkinghorne and social psychologist/priest Diarmuid O’Murchu have contributed enormously to the task of helping the church understand the implications of quantum theory and challenging it to act.

In 1992 Margaret Wheatley published Leadership and the New Science. Her work became a “Rosetta Stone” connecting people in the world of leadership in organizations, with the emerging reality of the world described by quantum physics. She offered a bridge between the reality of day-to-day human experience and life at the sub-atomic level. Physicist and educator Charles Tollett in a working paper entitled, Leadership in a Changing Environment, draws together observations from Leadership and the New Science and Wheatley’s later collaboration with Myron Kellner-Rogers, A Simpler Way. Tollett points out that living systems are self-creating, self-defining, self-referencing, and self-regulating. They have the capacity for continuous change and continually create new structures and processes to fit the needs of the present. They do this by accessing the intelligence found everywhere in the system and they engage this capacity through shared meaning. The world envisioned by Tollett, Wheatley, and numerous others is an emergent world, one that appears to be continually unfolding. It is a universe in which the characteristics of the whole almost always cannot be deduced from even the most complete knowledge of its components. It is a world of continuous instantaneous communication and emergence with enormous creative potential. These insights affirm that:

• Creation is connected and interdependent and continually unfolding

• Clear identities and boundaries exist. 

• There are wholes that are a part of greater wholes.

• Creation is self-organizing.

• The creative response to change is always present.

• Chaos is order without predictability and control. 

• There is much, especially at the sub-atomic level, that is probabilistic.

• Order appears as shapes or patterns.

• Complex structures can have simple beginnings.

• Freedom is essential.

One fascinating observation from the quantum world concerns the nature of light. Light appears as either a particle or a wave depending on how researchers set up their observation. In real life there is really no objective observation because the observer is always a part of the observation. Change the observer and you change the observation. This discovery coupled with the work cited below by Chilean biologists Humberto Maturana and Francisco Varela raises powerful questions about what is determined to be truth, by whom, and under what circumstances.

Other research shows the depth of the interconnection of life. Scientists know, for example, that the particles that make up the cellular structure of a human being are continually moving. Thus the matter that is a part of the human body today will over time become a part of something else either within that same body or outside it. Human bodies are not entities as much as they are patterns around which matter is continually collected, organized, changed, and released to the outside or reused within. Bell’s Theorem suggests that life is connected in yet more profound ways. It holds that pairs of particles once they have interacted continue to communicate with each other instantaneously even though they are widely separated in space. This type of “interpenetration” as Andrew Park terms it has profound implications at all levels. John Biersdorf writes: “Bell concludes that ‘reality is non-local. The difference between here and there is, on some level, unreal.” 

Some of the more intriguing insights emerging in science beyond the quantum world are in understanding the brain and how this most complex of organs works fully integrated within the body system. Particularly interesting are the observations about perception, connection, and memory. Tollett cites the work of Chilean biologists Humberto Maturana and Francisco Varela. It shows that when humans see something, 80% of what they see is already in their brain; the other 20% comes in through the visual sense.  In short people see what they are prepared to see by virtue of the genetic predispositions, experiences, and reflections on those experiences.
 If the work of Maturana and Varela is valid, then how might the long experience in governing models that emphasize hierarchy, canon law, parliamentary law, and contemporary business experiences have conditioned the church? 

Another fascinating line of research concerns memory. How do people learn and remember? It appears that memory may be stored throughout the brain in a holographic fashion. Recall that a hologram is constructed in such a way that any piece also reflects the whole. If a piece of the image becomes disconnected it is not lost; there is simply a slight degradation in the detail. According to the holographic model, information is stored in the brain in two ways. The first is the actual sensory input. If a person sees a butterfly that image is recorded as a separate image; reality then becomes a matter of separate objects coexisting in the space/time. But memory apparently has another level where information about the whole is stored in each part of the relevant receptor area. This information is essentially incoherent without some means of focusing it into images or concepts that make sense to the person involved. This subject gets much too complicated for purposes of this paper, but another quote from John Biersdorf draws together the relevant points and raises the possibility of each organism in some way representing the totality of the universe of which it is a part. 

By violating Einsteinian locality and separability, external reality demonstrates holographic characteristics of information simultaneously distributed throughout the whole. Therefore external reality as well as the mind must be constructed similarly in some fundamental way. Specifically they both seem to exist in two domains: the holographic realm and the realm of objects and images sanctioned by Newton and common sense. Pribram writes: “In the holographic domain, each organism represents in some manner the universe within it.”

Science is revealing a world that does not always fit well into the more slowly evolving models of theology. Science is concerned with the nature of the physical world; theology with the nature of God. Science and theology are both a part of the human culture as are the sociological processes by which humans construct meaning and organize themselves to meet the challenges of life. Science is on one track using a specific discipline, theology on another, yet both are focused on the same world. Friction inevitably emerges when one or the other claims their understanding is right and the other wrong. John Polkinghorne, a mathematical physicist and ordained priest in the Church of England looks at the continuing friction between science and religion: 

Science and theology lie at opposite ends of a spectrum of rational human inquiry into reality. At the scientific end is the realm of impersonal experience; at the theological; end is the realm of the experience of the transpersonal. In between lie the realms of human personal encounter with reality, which are the subjects of disciplines such as aesthetics and ethics. The whole spectrum makes up the rich many-stranded texture of human knowledge, surveying the encounter with the multi-leveled reality of one world of human experience. Ultimately these disciplines must find their mutual reconciliation and integration with each other
 

Scientific understanding enables people to get things done. Science’s offspring is the technology that drives society’s economic engine.  Science provides opportunity for action, but it does not prescribe how these opportunities should be used. It confers knowledge but not wisdom and value. Religion has the capacity to integrate belief and practice. Theology seeks to confer both knowledge and the wisdom to make the right choices. People view the world from many different places through many different internal lenses. As long as they hold on to the rightness and completeness of one worldview versus another they will be in conflict. Seeking to live independently in an interdependent world is arrogant and contemptuous and borders on idolatry. 
What are the implications of all this for organizations, especially the church? A closer observation of creation at the sub-atomic level reveals a world vastly different from the predictability of Newtonian model and the rigid structures of dominance and patriarchy that prevail. It is a world of complex relationships and continuous communications. Science is learning that matter is not fixed; it is a mix of particles and waves that can never be completely captured because they cannot both be measured at the same time. Emerging organizations may be more properly viewed as patterns of relationships, an ever-changing mix of particles (people), and waves (transactions). Physicists speak of particles as "bundles of potentiality." This appears to be a better metaphor for a person than a cog in a wheel. In new organizations prediction and uniformity may no longer be possible in any detail, especially if the act of observation changes the thing observed. Emerging organizations are less likely to be the visible, tangible, obvious places they once were. No longer must people be in the same place at the same time to get things done. Place and time may be independent. Information has become the raw material of work, knowledge the currency. People can work together and relate to one another separated by thousands of miles. More important, organizations no longer have to "own" the people needed to get the work done, nor have them where they can be seen. Partnerships, outsourcing, and flexible labor forces are descriptive of the ways organizations can keep risks within bounds and cope with the peaks or the emergencies. They can indeed be little more than a database of people.

Power, in these new organizations, comes from relationships, not from structures, and authority; from service rather than position. Those who are open to others create positive energy around themselves, energy that did not exist before, and love, a word used cautiously in the world of organization, can certainly release unsuspected potential. This can make for an untidy world depending on one’s world-view, or it can be extremely positive. Unlike physical systems and older models of organizations, emerging organizations do not obey the Second Law of Thermodynamics, with its relentless downward drag; instead they have the capacity to renew and grow themselves, as they become truly learning organizations. 

There is order in creation, but what is that order? Many emerging organizations tend to appear to be slightly out of control, their structures flexing as their people adapt and innovate. Such nonlinear systems tend to feed back on themselves, creating unforeseen results. In these new organizations, some older ideas, such as management hierarchies, spans of control, grading systems, job descriptions, or career planning can seem as out of place as trying to send a telegram in the world of e-mail and text messages. 

A new language of organization is also emerging, a language of metaphor, simile, and story. It is low in definition and rich in suggestion. Field theory is an appealing metaphor from science. Electrical fields are real; their effects can be seen, measured, and, predicted (within limits); but the field itself is invisible, intangible, and not measurable. These fields create energy, activating inert points and holding the whole together. The fields in organizations are such things as spirit, culture, values, trust, ethics, beliefs, or vision.  These words are increasingly commonplace in organizations as they seek a common thrust motivated from within the individual. When a tight plan is no longer feasible, a central ethic replaces control and norms of behavior emerge instead of rules.

Organizations that rely on trust as their principal means of control are more effective, more creative, more fun, and often cheaper. They are, however, very different from the organizations we know today, most of which are based on hierarchical control systems, with an unspoken undercurrent of fear. These organizations are not easy places to “run.” Trust imposes its own constraints and has its own rules. “Running” trust-based organizations requires leaders to adopt radically different attitudes and assumptions. Corporate spiritual discernment, a subject explored elsewhere in the Chapter, requires trust or the willingness to move toward it together.

Field theory works best if it is combined with another metaphor, the "strange attractor," The “strange attractor” becomes the organizing focus of the emerging patterns, the way out of chaos, the thing which gives meaning to movement and provides order.  As noted above, the world is self-organizing. It is analogous to an organization motivated by meaning and a clear sense vision and values. To the extent meaning exists and vision and values are understood; the organization becomes less like a machine and more like a body. Indeed, the metaphor of body, self-organized around a purpose and core values, closely parallels the model Paul describes in Eph. 4:11-16

. . . It was he who gave some to be apostles, some to be prophets, some to be evangelists, and some to be pastors and teachers, to prepare God's people for works of service, so that the body of Christ may be built up until we all reach unity in the faith and in the knowledge of the Son of God and become mature, attaining to the whole measure of the fullness of Christ.

Then we will no longer be infants, tossed back and forth by the waves, and blown here and there by every wind of teaching and by the cunning and craftiness of men in their deceitful scheming. Instead, speaking the truth in love, we will in all things grow up into him who is the Head, that is, Christ. From him the whole body, joined and held together by every supporting ligament, grows and builds itself up in love, as each part does its work.

Some have called this "strange attractor" the "soul" of the organization, another soft but pregnant word. It is the principal task of leadership to find and communicate what gives meaning to movement, and around which a field of trust can be built that will allow the organization to devote most of its energies to its reason for being instead of to its own entrails. 

If an organization is largely virtual, then there is little investment in things. People are now the principal assets. If they leave, they take their skills and know-how with them. People are more than instruments; they are to be cherished, guarded, and invested in as well as meaningfully employed. Karl Marx longed for the day when the workers would own the means of production. Now in a sense they do, at least some in high demand occupations. Marx meant, of course, that workers would become the financial owners. Instead, they have become the literal owners, because the means of production in emerging organizations resides in the heads and hands and hearts of the workers themselves; if they leave, almost nothing is left. 

In the process of redefining ownership, people are more likely to become leaders because people want them to lead. Leaders draw their true authority from the people they serve. This makes the job of the person in a position of leadership more difficult but much more legitimate. Many are rethinking the "bottom line "culture that dominates the business culture and spills over into many church settings. Data in books like Built to Last by Jim Collins and Jerry Porras and Collins’ fourth book, Good to Great, clearly demonstrate that even in corporate America ethics, values, trust, humility, etc. are the most important determinants of long term sustainability and development.

What does the future hold for organizations, specifically church organizations?  Who knows? They are changing incrementally and unevenly but nonetheless continuously, relentlessly, and dramatically. For some the subject new science and the implications for leadership and organization is still an unfamiliar topic in books unread. Some see it as irrelevant or unbiblical; others as impractical. Some seek a return to traditions of the past. A few are immersed in it; some to the detriment of their mission. For still others it unlocks whole new ministries. Whatever the view, the reality of what is happening in the world of organizations cannot be ignored. The church must to try to understand it so that it can better live with it and use it to become more finely tuned bodies that Paul points toward in passages such as Phil. 3:12-21. The issue is not just about what it means in terms of the way the church organizes itself, but what the church represents to people in the world of work whom the church is called to serve. Science and the emerging patterns of leadership and organization invite people to see God beckoning through the observation of the created order to perhaps rethink the way the church organizes and equips itself for ministry. 

The Servant as Leader

Historically, Leadership has been viewed as something that happens when the actions of someone, typically called a leader, changes the behavior and/or attitudes of others called followers. Leadership has been and continues to be associated with specific roles in social structures. This line of thinking has shaped leadership performance and expectations in the Western world since the Greeks. It is the model that pervades the Biblical text where leadership is associated with kings, elders, judges, priests, or patriots who lead the people to faithfulness, defense, conquest, or the accumulation of power and wealth. Because that model pervades the Bible stories told in church, it shapes the way of thinking about all the arenas within the church that touch on leadership. But is that what leadership is about? Dominance and influence are certainly a part leadership, especially under certain circumstances. But, there is more, much, much more that needs to be considered, especially in the church where Jesus should arguably be the model. 

In recent years leadership has experienced a movement from a more male-dominated hierarchy involved in defense, production, or service toward a model that recognizes the many ways leadership emerges in the complex fabric of more egalitarian social structures. Wilfred Drath and Charles Palus point out that: “The difference in these two basic views of leadership rests on deep assumptions about the nature of human energy and motivation.”
 They suggest that the views of leadership in society are incomplete. Drath and Palus believe leadership is not about changing people’s behavior or attitudes but about helping them find meaning. As such it is both formal and informal, and it emerges (using the imagery from Luke 22:27-28) from those who sit at the foot of the table as well as those at the head; it may also emerge from those who are not even “at the table.” 

Many authors today are holding up a model of leadership and community that emphasizes a more participative role for people throughout organization structures. In the process more traditional forms of leadership and organization, rooted in the dominant social structure and story of our culture, are viewed critically. Peter Block is one of those people who look at the legacy of leadership with a critical eye. In his book, Stewardship he says: “The strength in the concept of leadership is that it connotes initiative and responsibility. Good friends in hard times. It carries the baggage, however, of being inevitably associated with behaviors of control, direction, and knowing what is best for other.”
 Block asserts: “The point is simple. The great institutions, which produce our wealth, which put meals on our table, provide shelter for our families, medical care, and all the other pieces that make up our lives, have made a bet. The bet has been on an idea. The idea is that compliance and control are the best means to ensure future survival and prosperity.”
. Block’s point is well taken, but it must not obscure the reality that structure and hierarchy do play an important and continuing role in any society. 

Paul Hersey and Ken Blanchard nailed it when they offered the concept of “situational leadership” some three decades ago. Organizations, tasks, situations, potential, people’s capacities, and dreams all differ. A style of leadership that works in one situation may or may not work in another. Ron Heifetz in Leadership Without Easy Answers uncouples leadership and authority. Authority can be a powerful tool for leadership and leadership a great gift to those in roles with vested authority, but power and authority are not synonymous with leadership. Authority is a tool for helping make sense of things as are other human tools such as language, metaphor, values, and goal-path structures. Drath and Palus state:

 Whatever else we can say about people, one thing that we all share-across cultures, geography, and time—is the ability, and the hunger, to make things make sense. What does “making sense” mean? . . . let’s say that making sense is the process of arranging our understanding of experience so that we can know what has happened and what is happening, and so that we can predict what will happen; it is constructing knowledge of ourselves and our world.
 

Among the implications of the notion that leadership is situational, is independent of authority, and should be centered in meaning is the idea that instead of focusing on specific individuals as leaders, everyone should be included in the process. People who are more natural leaders typically are able to connect at a deeper level with others in various situations. Howard Gardner in Leading Minds studied eleven world leaders. He points out that the nature and processes of leadership occur within the human mind individually and collectively. He believes that: “The ultimate impact of a leader depends significantly on the particular story that he or she relates or embodies, and the receptions to that story on the part of audiences (or collaborators or followers)” 
In other words a person’s story and their ability to communicate that story in ways that enable others to find meaning is foundational to their leadership.

A “community of practice,” as Drath and Palus define it, is more than membership or employment. It is a community of people who are involved with one another in action. People belong to a variety of communities of practice. They are more centrally involved in some; less so in others. Those near the center participate more fully in creating, nurturing, and evolving the meanings of the community. They may also have more authority. People in positions of more authority generally participate in the leadership process in ways different from people with less or no authority. In a healthy community, people nearer the center make space for those more on the periphery to participate and to move toward the center. Meaning making and community are co-constructive––meaning constructs community and community constructs meaning. Influence is not the essence of leadership but the outcome. “More specifically, meaning-making happens through such processes as identifying vision and mission, framing problems, setting goals, arguing and engaging in dialogue, theory-building and testing, storytelling, and the making of contracts and agreements.” 

Leaders engage people in facing challenges, finding meaning, adjusting their values, changing perspectives, and developing new habits of behavior. In times of crisis, people tend to look for strong leadership that will solve the crisis or remove them from the threat. They want someone with answers, someone who is strong and decisive, someone with a clear map for the future, someone who "knows" where people ought to be going, and will lead them there. The hardest and most valuable task of leadership may be advancing goals and designing the strategy to get people to do the tough work inherent in times when the way is not clear and to question the foundational work on which the social structure is built. It emphasizes giving clarity and articulation to a community's guiding values. People discover and respond to the future as much as they seek to envision it. Leadership must not only meet the needs of followers, it must elevate them. The strategic challenge is to give work back to the people without abandoning them. The long-term challenge is to develop people's capacity for tackling an ongoing stream of hard problems for which there is no immediate solution. The point is to counteract the inappropriate dependency on authority that distress tends to produce in difficult situations. Yet in the actual exercise of leadership, dependency must wax and wane. People in roles of leadership need to rest the weight of their burden on someone's shoulders from time to time. People need the hope of being protected or rescued in times of distress. Leadership requires carrying the social structure’s burden, and containing the distress, for a time, sometimes a long time, while people adapt sufficiently to take it back. Ron Heifetz sees this task of creating a holding environment, a place of managed stress, as one of the most basic tasks of leadership.  In the world of spiritual discernment this would equate in many ways to living in the question or holding paradox.

Drath and Palus raised the issue personal motivation. Are people motivated? If so, how? How different are their motivations? What motivations do their society, world of work, family, and church honor; and which ones do they not honor? How are values formed and communicated? To what extent can people be motivated from the outside? To the extent are they aware of alternatives? Christians believe that it is the Holy Spirit that moves them. If this is true, then the Spirit must be enabled to move freely. The things held most dear in a community’s religious practices are often Spirit limiting.

Much of the biblical story is told in terms of the societal structures and leadership that emphasize male roles associated with a tribal society, a monarchy, a cultic religion, and small communities of believers in traditional Mid-Eastern and Greek family settings. Jesus, however, repeatedly speaks of being a servant, of being the least, of the foot of the table versus the head, of washing feet first, and of an upside down hierarchy all of which seem antithetical to the leadership roles in the society of his day. But, there is a connection between being a servant and being a leader that those who serve in roles of responsibility and authority within organizations must confront. It is not one of style; it is an issue of being. Can a person seeking to follow the servant model of Jesus, so dramatically conveyed in Isaiah in passages such as Is. 52:13-53:12, effectively serve in a position of leadership in an organization? If so, how might that look?

Much of the insight into the challenge of being both servant and leader in the context of current institutional life comes from Robert Greenleaf, a former senior American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T) executive. His perceptive definition of servant leadership and extensive writings provide the foundation for a significant and growing movement within the contemporary business, non-profit, academic, and church communities that sees the two terms, servant and leader, as a whole. The process begins in the heart with the desire to serve and to enable others to grow. Greenleaf says:

It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead . . .

The difference manifests itself in the care taken by the servant-first to make sure that other people's highest priority needs are being served. The best test is: Do the served grow as persons; do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants. And, what is the effect on the least privileged in society; will he benefit, or, at least, will he not be further deprived?
 

What does such a servant leader look like in different situations with different types of people? Do effective parents act the same way toward a three-year old as they do toward an adult child? How does the behavior of a firefighter committed to Greenleaf’s approach differ from that of pastor also seeking to be a servant? How might the behavior of a servant manager of a lab filled with Ph.D.’s differ from a servant who is responsible for group of migrant workers harvesting vegetables? The servant leader does not have a formula; the servant leader has a vision rooted in the desire to serve and that can take many forms. 

Ken Blanchard and Paul Hersey’s concept of situational leadership has already been referred to. When their book, Management of Organizational Behavior, was published, leadership was typically viewed as a preferred set of qualities or traits common to all situations. Blanchard and Hersey took a different approach. They held that the task of leadership was to understand and act responsively to the nature of the work that is and that can be, the level of motivation and potential present, the personal and organizational capability and capacity, and the preferences for leadership style for both leaders and followers. The servant leader serves by enabling the served to become healthier, freer, wiser, more autonomous, and more likely to become servant leaders regardless of the situation. Thus the leadership style of a servant leader serving one group of people may be very different from the style of a servant leader serving another group. 

The Biblical narrative shows how God leads the Israelite people beginning with the call to Abraham through the Pauline churches. Early on that task involved a great deal of structure. Like children, the Hebrews were given a structure in which to grow and develop so that when others who saw them would want to be like them and hence be brought into a relationship with God (Deut. 4:4-8). While the Old Testament narrative contains some of the most beautiful servant language, especially in the Psalms and Isaiah, the Old Testament model of leadership remains patriarchal. As Jesus’ leadership unfolded through the events of Pentecost the fullness of the servant role emerged. Paul's guidance to the churches he serves ranges from a very directive style through a more delegating depending upon the situation, the people, and the task. Both Jesus and Paul model being a servant to people in development in a variety of circumstances. In each, the process is more circular than linear and must continually embrace structure and the freedom to accommodate new people and varying rates and directions of growth. The argument has been raised elsewhere that the biblical text does not offer a prescription but rather a choice. The difference is not in the structure or the behavior but in the goal. Servant leaders want to see the people they support with leadership grow, and they are always working toward that goal. That path may involve being directive and closely supervising behavior as with three-year olds, or it may involve a different strategy more appropriate for talented, skilled, and motivated adults. Parents do not seek to keep three-year olds the same all their lives; why do organizations seek to bind people? 

 A creative leader is one who recognizes the potential in people and strives to establish and maintain a climate where individuals may develop and maximize their contributions. Within this creative environment, they involve others in the process of identifying and pursuing meaningful goals that bring both short-term and long-run benefits to all.

Servant leadership then is both an art to be practiced and a set of values to be lived by people in service to the people they have relationships with and the institutions to which they belong. Greenleaf says that the ability to lead with integrity depends upon the leader's skills for withdrawal and action, listening and persuasion, practical goal setting and intuitive prescience. The rhythm of action and withdrawal and reflection is important. Jesus practiced this same rhythm of engagement and withdrawal in his ministry and it is an essential part of the practices of Christian mystical traditions. 

Servant leadership is not simply personal; it is also corporate. Churches and corporations have both a plural and personal identity; both are servants. In the biblical text, ancient Israel had a corporate identity as a people and a personal identity as the first-born Son of God. The church also is a plural representation of a singular entity (Jesus). Corporations have the status of an individual within the legal system of the United States and many other countries. The idea of servant is not simply about individuals; governments, corporations, universities, seminaries, medical facilities and churches have the responsibility to serve. Robert Greenleaf understood this movement. In his essay entitled Institution as Servant he writes: 

 This is my thesis: caring for persons, the more able and the less able serving each other, is the rock upon which a good society is built. Whereas, until recently, caring was largely person to person, now most of it is mediated through institutions––often large, complex, powerful, impersonal, and not always competent, sometimes corrupt. If a better society is to be built, one that is more just and more loving, one that provides greater creative opportunity for its people, then the most open course is to raise both the capacity to serve and the very performance as servants of existing major institutions by new regenerative forces operating within them.

. . . Furthermore, I believe that if just one major institution of these three types (churches, universities, businesses, my addition) makes a substantial move toward distinction as servant, and if it sustains this performance and is able to communicate its experience, the quality of the total society—all our institutions—will start to improve.

The market place today has a rich assortment of texts that are written from the perspective of a servant leader in the context of contemporary organization life. Among them are James Autry, Richard Broholm, Max DePree, Bill George, Parker Palmer, Peter Senge, Thomas Sergiovanni, and Margaret Wheatley. The language of servant used by Greenleaf and others is not always well received, however, especially by people who are experiencing or have experienced oppression. To them servant is a word in the vocabulary of the privileged that sustains the separation they seek to emerge from. The work of James Cone, Andrew Park, and Rosemary Ruether emphasizes that the language of the material included in this chapter about leadership and organization is a language of the privileged, not the oppressed. Numerous alternatives to the word “servant” have been suggested; each brings with it a legacy of some sort. This paper uses the term servant because of its use in the biblical text. Regardless of the language, the intent of focusing on the needs of others not in a way that is condescending, but in a way that enables them to become healthier, freer, wiser, more autonomous and more likely themselves to become servants seems to capture the essence of the model Jesus lived with one possible exception.

Graham Standish in his book, Humble Leadership, moves the conversation one important step further. He subordinates all of the above to the intense desire to focus on discernment of the will of God. In this context leadership the ultimate goal of leadership is to lead people toward the humility where humility is a state of being in which we are radically open to God throughout our lives. In this context “humble leadership” is leading others toward that openness. He states that humble leadership is working “to develop and ever-deepening awareness of where God is leading us and then lead others in that direction.”
 The desire to seek the will of God together, the ability to recognize the adaptive work that needs to be done, and commitment to the servant form of leadership are fundamental to moving church boards in a new direction. Appendix G is a description of the being and behavior a that might describe a person who is both spiritual and a servant.

The Nature of Work

The world has become a place of rapid and profound change. Many of the challenges that confront society and organizations and their leadership today are challenges that have not been faced before. The models and maps that have pointed the way in the past no longer do so reliably. The science that served as a foundation for many principles has evolved. Predictability has been replaced by near-chaos. New models, mindsets, and metaphors are required. The challenge is to recognize and properly name what is happening so that appropriate responses can be initiated. This may be more difficult for the church because of the added weight of religious tradition and the continued challenge of differing practices, beliefs, and perspectives. This section will explore the nature of the work to be done by organizations and what gets done based on the work of Ron Heifetz and Stephen Covey.

In Leadership Without Easy Answers, Ronald Heifetz explores the work of social systems. He suggests that the work of a system can be projected along a spectrum that ranges from those issues where the problem is clear, the solution is known, and the responsibility is well defined (technical work) to conditions where the problem is unclear, the solution unknown, and the responsibility is undefined (adaptive work).
 Indeed, adaptive work includes the very real possibility that a problem or opportunity may exist without being known or knowable. Recognition and definition are major tasks that require awareness and creativity. The leadership challenge develops because in times of uncertainty the natural tendency is to look for some one who has the answers––who has the vision and can point the way.

The strong leader approach may be necessary and expedient in some situations. In the long run, however, it reinforces an unhealthy dependency on authority for answers and dramatically restricts the window of understanding of what is happening and the landscape of possible responses. The challenge for people in roles of leadership is not to succumb to the pressure to point the way but to help people discover a path. Leadership consists not of answers or assured visions, but asking the right questions, helping clarify values, creating a holding environment for the process, and firing or containing the forces of intervention and change. Unlike rote learning situations in which the answer is supplied, adaptive work demands that people discover, create, and take responsibility for their learning. 

The leadership required for technical work is dramatically different from that required for adaptive work. Adaptive leadership is foundational; its focus is more on what work needs to be done for the good of the social system and the environment. This is the primary world of discernment and consensus-based processes. Technical work is more focused on doing the work that can be done; adaptive work is focused on doing the work that should be done. The vast majority of the work experience of governing boards involves technical tasks. Most men and women who sit on governing boards within churches are there because of their success in managing various technical tasks. As a result, these are the lenses through which members of governing boards view the landscape ahead. Most work within the church is technical by Heifetz’s definition. It concerns worship, education, service, and developing relationships. Even prayer in its more formulaic forms is technical work. 

It is difficult for people accustomed to thinking in a technical framework to provide the type of leadership necessary to work in an adaptive environment. As a result adaptive work often goes unrecognized and undone until it erupts as a personal, environmental, political, relational, or organizational crisis. The crisis is then often dealt with as technical work and the cycle repeats itself. Much of what is being critiqued today in international economic and geopolitical world is the continued attempt to do work that must be adaptive with the visions, tools, and processes that are essentially technical. The same can be said for the church. Too often the culprit is the unwillingness to devote the time and intention to simply become more aware of the complexity of the world situations.

Adaptive work requires a different set of skills than the leadership required for technical tasks. Technical leadership focuses on maintaining stability and solving problems; adaptive leadership is concerned with identifying, challenging, pointing out new pathways, offering new insights, and asking new questions. Discernment and consensus-based processes are the tools for adaptive work. It can be said that discernment is the adaptive work of the church.

Knowing the difference between technical work and adaptive work is critical if governing boards are to respond most appropriately to the challenges and opportunities they face. Because they tend to think in terms of technical work, however, they often miss the true nature of the work before them. Typically this means they continue putting out “brush fires” while core, underlying issues and potential for creativity go unaddressed and major changes in direction and opportunities for necessary fundamental change go untended. Governing boards either simply don’t see the possibilities or they set them aside as too tough to tackle in the time they have allotted. This occurs frequently in church settings where board membership is often task-oriented committee chairs who rotate annually. The familiarity and comfort with “technical” work, limited time, and the tools boards rely on such as Robert’s Rules usually make it too difficult to see the true adaptive nature of the work before them. 

In First Things First, Stephen Covey and co-authors Roger and Rebecca Merrill describe the impact of the tyranny of the immediate that grips so many organizations. They use a matrix that groups tasks into four categories: Category One, urgent and important; Category Two, not urgent and important; Category Three, not important and urgent; and Category Four, not important and not urgent.
 The difference between “high performing” organizations and more “typical” organizations is the amount of time each devotes to Categories Two and Three. High performing organizations devote sixty-five to eighty percent of their time to Category Two; typical organizations fifteen percent. Typical organizations devote fifty to sixty percent of their time to Category Three; high performing organizations only fifteen percent. Corporate spiritual discernment is Category Two work; it is important, and it is not urgent. Whether one approaches governing board work from the spiritual perspective as an advocate of discernment or from the more pragmatic perspective of business organizations, the message is unequivocal; time spent getting clear on the challenges and opportunities within and around is essential. The writings of Richard Broholm, John Carver, Robert Greenleaf, and Charles Olsen all make this make this clear. Governing boards should be reservoirs of wisdom and communities of discernment and that takes time and intention and in Broholm’s terminology, a “balcony perspective.”

A Spiritual Audit of Corporate America

In 1999 Ian Mitroff and Elizabeth Denton published the results of their study of spirituality in corporate America in A Spiritual Audit of Corporate America: a Hard Look at Spirituality, Religion, and Values in the Workplace. Their research, while focused on and conducted in the business world, offers an invaluable gift to people in the church seeking to create a more spiritual environment within church governance and administration. They conclude: “With a few notable exceptions, on every dimension organizations that identify themselves as more spiritual are superior to their less spiritual counterparts.”
 

Altogether Mitroff and Denton conducted more than ninety in-depth interviews with high level managers and executives and received more than 200 mailed surveys. They also analyzed a number of previously published articles and books on spirituality in general and on spirituality in the workplace in particular. They found that people in the organizations they studied:

• Have a pretty consistent understanding of spirituality.

• Do not want to compartmentalize or fragment their lives. 

• Wish for ways to be more spiritual in the workplace

• Differentiate strongly between religion and spirituality. 

• Hunger for models that work without offense or acrimony

• Fear using the words spirituality and soul. 

• Tend to see spirituality as an individual phenomenon. 
• Do not see spirituality as a “soft,” or its softness does not matter. 
• Are either fearful or ambivalent toward spirituality. 

The authors conclude that, “nonetheless, in spite of the tremendous fear associated with spirituality, the quest for it will not go away. Like it or not, the management of spirituality is one of the most fundamental of all management tasks.”
 

Mitroff and Denton found four orientations toward spirituality and religion among the people they interviewed. The results offer some important insights for those who feel called to attempt to introduce spiritual practices into church governance and administrative settings. Thirty percent of their respondents viewed religion and spirituality as virtually synonymous and the source of their basic beliefs/universal values. Sixty percent believe that spirituality (versus religion) was the source of their basic beliefs/universal values. Two percent said that religion (versus spirituality) was the source of their basic beliefs and values. Eight percent reported that their beliefs and values were defined and attained independent of religion and spirituality. 

In response to the question: “How much of yourself can you bring to work”? people in the more spiritually oriented companies felt they could bring more of themselves, their creativity, their feelings, their soul, their intelligence, and their sense of humor to work. The positive role of religion on work in the workplace was also noted. Ultimately, Mitroff and Denton were able to define five types of companies and the principles each embodied. The five types are: (1) The religion based organization, (2) The evolutionary (spirituality) organization, (3) The recovering organization, (4) The socially responsible organization, and (5) The values-based organization. Taken together these five types of companies mirror much of the spectrum of organizational and administrative life in congregations. 

It is clear from the principles embodied these companies embrace that they work in a different way. The financial bottom-line is not the bottom-line; economics are important, but profitability is more a means and not an end.  They tend to operate in the long term with a clear focus on the future and the long-term effect of their corporate behavior on the world in which they live. The value of what they do and who they are is measured in lifetimes not quarters of a year. The texts that guide their business are not the ones that guide most conventional business programs; they look beyond the business world for wisdom and measure themselves by standards that reflect a more holistic view of life. Ownership is vested less in a person or persons and more in an ideal or set of ethical principles. Hopefulness is a powerful and pervasive concept. 

Many companies began the search for deeper meaning and purpose at work as a result of a series of precipitating events and they continue to struggle with continuing to be more spiritually open as they grow. Continual performance audits, personal accountability, and making amends are important attitudes and behaviors. One apparent anomaly is the evidence that the leaders of a number of the models govern according to what many would see as rather autocratic management styles.  

Mitroff and Denton observe: “For organizations to become more spiritual they will have to learn to incorporate a deeper set of texts and practices from both Eastern and Western traditions.”
 They continue: “A far deeper transformation of organizations than has ever been dreamed of is required. Unless this happens, neither organizations nor individuals who work in them will prosper materially as well as spiritually. Spirituality gives us the constant hope necessary to embark on the path of transformation and to endure the constant setbacks in its way.”
 

Spirituality is best attained through gentleness and softness. Organizations are advised to choose the softest and the most gentle path. They are not to cram spirituality down the throats of individuals or the organization as a whole. This does not mean that the leaders of organizations should be either covert or deceptive, let alone, Machiavellian. It means that they are extremely well‑advised to put actions over words. Because Western societies are extremely wary of false religions in disguise, and rightly so, the leaders of organizations are forewarned not to promote anything that smacks of religion. This does not mean that they should not declare their values or their spiritual feelings. Instead, they are advised to let their sentiments emerge naturally, as part of the natural evolution and development of their organization.
 
 Finally, Mitroff and Denton caution, “Spirituality is not a final state. It is an ongoing process––a process that leads to itself. Above all, spirituality is not a simple-minded how-to list or checklist. It is a perpetual process of becoming, a continual unfolding of the human spirit.”

Spiritual Disciplines

Spiritual Disciplines are a rule of life or pattern of living intended to help individuals become more and more like the Christ. By themselves, spiritual disciplines cannot change people, but they offer a way for them to more fully participate in the grace that is available for spiritual growth. Spiritual disciplines are also relational expressions of the openness, longing, commitment, hope, and belief people have in God. Richard Foster, in his book, Prayer, lists twelve spiritual disciplines. They are: meditation, prayer, fasting, spiritual reading, social mercy, solitude, simplicity, submission, worship, confession, spiritual guidance, and celebration.

Spiritual disciplines are not ends in themselves. They call people to move beyond the materiality of the world that permeates culture. They invite people to enter the depths of their soul. The purpose of the disciplines is the liberation from the slavery of self-interest and fear and ties to the material world. “The Spiritual Disciplines are an inward and spiritual reality, and the inner attitude of the heart is far more crucial than the mechanics for coming into the reality of the spiritual life.”
 

First Century Christians were much more familiar with the disciplines than the people of the church are today. Richard Foster says: “It is hard to overstate how saturated we are with the mentality of popular science.” To this needs to be added “consumerism” and a myriad of other “isms” that bombard people. Robert Wuthnow in After Heaven examines the ways in which people in the United States express their relationships to the sacred in their spirituality. He documents a movement from a spirituality of place through a spirituality of seeking toward a spirituality of practice or discipline. He states that: “Of course, the point of spiritual discipline is not to encase the soul in rigid rules but to give it room to maneuver and to grow. When it is rightly understood, the sacred is always too powerful to be tamed by simple formulas and techniques. But spirituality also requires practice, a serious engagement with the sacred that moves one beyond the realities of everyday life.”
 

Spiritual disciplines allow practioners to place themselves before God so that God can transform them. As seeds cannot grow until they are placed in the ground so it is that the disciplines help create the conditions necessary for growth. 

The disciplines are God’s way of getting us into the ground; they put us where he can work within us and transform us. By themselves the Spiritual disciplines can do nothing; they can only get us into the place where something can be done. They are God’s means of grace. The inner righteousness is not something that is poured into our heads. God has ordained the Disciplines of the spiritual life as the means by which we place ourselves where he can bless us.
 
The grace of God is free, but it is not cheap; it is unearned and unearnable, “but if we are ever expect to grow in grace, we must pay the price of a consciously chosen course of action which involves both individual and group life.”
 The disciplines must not, however, become soul-killing law. “Law bound disciplines breathe death.”
 Spiritual disciplines help us to set aside the other voices that clamor for our attention. They help us to turn toward the rhythms of God, God’s timing, God’s vision, God’s call. 

It is the surrender of things that people have been taught to value especially in a society so invested in the economic myth that is so difficult. Richard Foster touches on a struggle evident throughout the history of church that is inherent in every church setting once it takes root. It hits very close to home when he writes, “If we are to progress in the spiritual walk so that the Disciplines are a blessing and not a curse, we must come to the place in our lives where we can lay down the everlasting burden of always needing to manage others. This drive more than any single thing, will lead us to turn the Spiritual Disciplines into laws.”
 

Spiritual disciplines are merely preparations. They are not the goal, but they are a trusted path toward it. The goal is union with God. “Jesus Christ has promised to be our ever present Teacher and Guide. His voice is not hard to hear. His direction is not hard to understand.”
 These words fill the liturgy, sermons, bible classes, and personal conversations of people professing to be Christians yet they so very rarely make it into the corporate governance and administrative dimensions of the church. 

The Practice of Prayer

As far as can be known from the biblical narrative, Jesus’ followers never asked him to teach them to preach, to teach, to heal, or to work miracles. They asked only that he teach them how to pray. Prayer is the center point and totality of each human being’s relationship with God. It embraces all that can be experienced or envisioned and more in ways that both offer comfort and stretch each person. Prayer is both individual and communal. This section samples thoughts on prayer from contemporary writers, not as a way of forging a definition, but as a way of shining a light along a rich and ancient path of deep yearning to experience in prayer the fullness of God’s embrace across breadth and depth of human existence. Prayer is God’s gift. It is the space between the hand and heart of God reaching to the outstretched hand and heart of the human. 

Patricia Brown, in Paths to Prayer, points out that the English word for prayer means petition or request. The Latin word, precari, means to beg, The Hebrew word, palal, means to meditate and a related Hebrew word, tsela, means to bow down. Finally, the New Testament Greek word, euchomai means to wish or vow. Prayer is that, but as she points out, it is so much more.

When we pray we use words and gestures to express what we believe about God and how we think about our relationship. In prayer we communicate how God is active and present to us. In faith we pray, believing that God is concerned about and responsive to human need. Prayer expresses our personal relationship to God––a relationship that God intends and initiates and that we accept through the intercession of the Holy Spirit.
 
Brown concludes: “In the end, prayer is about a relationship in which we see God face to face as God loves us, with unflinching mercy, and gives God’s self as a gift to each and everyone of us. We give ourselves to God in return.”
 Richard Foster in his book, Prayer: Finding the Heart's True Home, writes, “…prayer is nothing more than an ongoing and growing relationship with God the Father, Son and Holy Spirit”
 whose primary purpose is to bring people into a life of communion with God through the power of the Spirit so that they are increasingly being conformed to the image of Jesus. 

Eugene Peterson highlights the importance of language to prayer. He believes that foundational presupposition of all of prayer is that God reveals himself personally and by means of language.

Prayer is language used in relation to God. It is the most universal of all languages, the lingua franca of the human heart. Prayer ranges in form from “sighs to deep for words” (Rom. 8:26 NRSV). To petitions and thanksgivings composed in lyric poetry and stately prose, to “psalms, hymns and spiritual songs” (Col. 3:16). To the silence of a person present to God in attentive adoration (Ps. 62:1,3). 

Prayer is formal and structured as in those ancient and modern prayers that are so much a part of formal liturgy, countless prayer books, and carefully crafted personal notes. Yet prayer should be natural and regular, as much a part of life as pulse and breath. Richard Foster writes: “ . . . healthy prayer necessitates frequent experiences of the common, earthly, run-of-the-mill variety. Like walks and talks, and good wholesome laughter. Like work in the yard, and chitchat with the neighbors, and washing windows. Like loving our spouse, and playing with our kids, and working with our colleagues.”
 
Urban Holmes in Spirituality for Ministry states “Prayer is the movement of God to humanity and humanity to God, the act of meeting.”
 It is the entering into a relationship with God where communication flows both ways in all dimensions of life. But, he cautions, “Prayer that is not primarily listening always runs the risk of getting in the way of the ultimate purpose of prayer, a deepened sharing in God’s vision for his world.”
 It is the dimension of listening that may be the most difficult aspect of prayer for people and organizations to come to grips with. God welcomes our prayers of supplication, thanksgiving, adoration, confession, but what seems more important is to be still and listen. Prayer is also perspective. Holmes writes: “Prayer is a way of seeing. There are two components to an act of seeing. We look in a certain direction and we look through a lens, as in the lens of the eye. What we see depends on both these elements: our direction and our focus (the shape of our lens). In prayer we look in and through ourselves to God and through him to the world.”

George Lane, speaking of the spirituality of the desert fathers and mothers of the third and fourth centuries A. D. in Christian Spirituality: A Historical Sketch, says, “In this spirituality prayer is the raising of intelligence above and beyond all things to God. All is to be sacrificed for it.”
 Richard Rohr in Everything Belongs writes: “Prayer is not primarily saying words or thinking thoughts. It is, rather, a stance. It’s a way of living in the Presence. It is, further, a way of living in awareness of the Presence, even enjoying the Presence. The full contemplative is not just aware of the Presence, but trusts, allows, and delights in it.”
 

The Scriptures offer both a model and a source for prayer. Eugene Peterson writes:

The Scriptures, read and prayed, are our primary and normative access to God as he reveals himself to us. The Scriptures are our listening post for learning the language of the soul, the way God speaks to us and the vocabulary and grammar that are appropriate as we in our turn speak to God. Prayer detached from God, is no longer biblical prayer. Our words to God disconnected from God’s words to us short-circuit the relational language that is prayer.
 
The Psalms are a special gift. In most of scripture God speaks; in the Psalms men and women speak to and wait on God. The Psalms speak of action and contemplation, joy and frustration, anxiety and anger, confidence and abandonment. They are both rational and irrational. Alan Richardson points out that “The Psalms exemplify the direct approach of Israel to God: the Israelite, whether individually or corporately, poured out his concern to God–for his safety, his harvest, his sins and failures, his joys and sorrows, his thanksgiving and praise.”
 Together the Psalms touch the full range of emotions inherent in being both beloved of God and estranged. 

“If the Psalms are our primary text for prayer, Jesus is our primary teacher, the theological and personal center for a life of prayer.”
 Peterson continues:

Prayer is shaped by Jesus in whose name we pray. Our knowledge, our needs, our feelings are taken seriously, but they are not foundational. The God whom we address revealed in Jesus gives both form and content to our prayers. In prayer we are most ourselves; it is the one act in which we can, must, be totally ourselves. But it is also the act in which we move beyond ourselves. In that “move beyond” we come to be defined not by the sum total of our experiences but by the Father, Son, and Spirit to whom we pray.
 
Richardson asserts, however, that the prayer of Jesus goes beyond the Psalms. It introduces a distinctively personal relationship, as is instanced by his use of an intimate family-address, Abba or “daddy.”
Christian prayer is possible only if we believe in the God whom Jesus called Father, not the clockmaker God of the deists, or the Absolute in whom all differences are reconciled, or the “problem solver” or Aladdin’s Lamp of popular misconception. If our belief in God is childlike (not childish) trust in one whom we can always turn quite spontaneously, there is nothing that can be asked “in the name of Jesus” about which we cannot pray to God.

Christian prayer is possible only where Jesus’ own utter trust in the loving Father is present. In this it differs from all other prayer: other religions have developed well-tested methods of contemplation and of mystical identification with what Tillich would call “the power of being,” and these might indeed be valuable accessories to the prayer-life of the Christian. But they do not approach the distinctively Christian continuous intercourse (not merely on formal occasions, whether individual or corporate) with the Father of Jesus and our Father.
 
Urban Holmes stresses the value and richness of the prayer traditions within the church. He writes, “Christian prayer emerges from the worship of the church. It is also an expression of the individual’s unconscious. When the church possesses a rich symbolic life that stirs the deep memory of its people, then a person’s own inner life is drawn into consciousness and becomes available to him or her in an unself-conscious manner.”
 

Christian Prayer is always corporate in nature even in the deepest moments of solitude. Alan Richardson explains it this way: “Even then it is the church, in heaven and on earth, praying through us. We cannot enter alone into the presence of ‘our’ Father; God is ‘my’ God only because he is the God of my fellowmen, and therefore my concerns are his concerns and vice-versa.”
 In The Orthodox Way, Bishop Kallistos Ware states that in additional to immersion in the Scriptures, intimate involvement in the sacraments within the community of the church is foundational to prayer. Richardson points out that prayer is also independent of personal feelings. “Prayer is utter dedication and self-forgetting; it should lead to action, not to introspection.”
 Graham Standish reminds his readers “Prayer weakens us, but not necessarily by taking away our physical, mental, or even political strength. It weakens us by centering us in God so that God’s will becomes more prominent than our own, Prayer enables our will and God’s will to come more into alignment as we diminish our will, letting God’s will become more influential.”
 
As the above material suggests, prayer takes many forms. Richard Foster in his book, Prayer: Finding the Heart’s True Home, lists twenty-one forms, which he divides into prayers whose primary movement is inward, prayers whose primary movement is upward, and prayers whose primary movement is outward. Patricia Brown lists forty forms from 2000 years of Christian tradition. She divides her list into: Searching Prayers, Experiential Prayers, Relational Prayers, and Innovative Prayers. George Lane in Christian Spirituality adds yet another dimension as he observes: “While prayer itself remains an essential of the Christian life, the precise form it takes in any culture must be suited to the mentality of the age, and it must also conform to the Gospel.”
 Finally, David Steindl-Rast in Gratefulness, the Heart of Prayer expresses his belief that prayer in its most elemental and complete form is simply gratefulness. 

Any attempt to make prayer more fully a part of church governance and administration has to be able to continually seek to create the space and the vision for people to come toward God in ways that are most natural and meaningful to them, invitational to others present, and help develop a deepening sense of dependence and gratitude.
Prayer and Temperament

The many forms and dimensions of prayer mirror the rich diversity in people, their contexts, and their prayer preferences. In 1982 Chester Michael and Marie Norrisey led a study involving 415 participants to determine the relationship between prayer and temperament using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). The results were published in their book, Prayer and Temperament. The MBTI may be the most widely used instrument in the culture that shapes the governance and administrative structures in the Western church. Since its introduction in the early 1960’s, massive amounts of data have been collected, studied and published on type and human behavior. Michael and Norrisey found a strong correlation between Type and preferences in worship and prayer. They state: 

All indicators point to a close relationship between our innate temperament and the type of prayer best suited to our needs. Introverts will prefer a form of prayer different from Extraverts. Intuitives approach God from a point of view different from Sensers. Feelers pray in a way different from Thinkers. Judging persons want structure in their prayer life, while Perceiving persons want flexibility.
 
Michael and Norrisey go on to point out that different ages of history seem to have their own peculiar world-view and temperament and preferences for prayer. The tensions between mystery and revelation, prayer and action, spirituality and administration, freedom and structure that are reflected within the various dimensions of human difference continue into prayer. They use the four temperament or personality types defined by David Kiersey: Sensing-Judging (SJ), Sensing-Perceiving (SP), Intuition-Thinking (NT), and Intuition-Feeling (NF) to report many of their findings. Of particular interest for this study is their statement: “In this present generation of Americans we find a rivalry between the SP “free spirit” type of people and the SJ “law and order” people, which is evidenced in the struggle between liberals and conservatives in politics, government, religion, and even business and industry.”
 
Michael and Norrisey remind their readers that none of the classifications they identify in their study are definitive, but they suggest the diversity present in the body of Christ and the breadth of invitation of the Holy Spirit. “The more mature and Christ-like we become, the more balanced we become in the use of all four attitudes and all four functions.”
 

The Spirituality of Ministry

In Spirituality for Ministry Urban T. Holmes offers insights into spirituality and prayer life of contemporary clergy in the Roman Catholic, Episcopal, Presbyterian, Lutheran, and United Methodist traditions Since these same denominations are prominent in this research, and since his interest is focused on spirituality and prayer, Holmes’ insights seem relevant. Although the sample size is small and regionalized, it is insightful and helps support and deepen many of the observations emerging from the surveys that are part of this project. 

Holmes reports little difference in the pattern of prayer and spirituality across the denominations he surveyed. He noted a palpable tension and significant confusion among participants around the word “spirituality,” however. To some spirituality was all of life while others associated it with being charismatic. He suggests that the generation of clergy (middle age in 1980) he interviewed may have lost their understanding of the depth and richness of the spiritual heritage of their denominations. Holmes asserts that there are not two classes of people: those who are spiritual and those who are not. Rather, spirituality is the universal human capacity for relationship that transcends sense phenomena and an expanded or heightened consciousness that expresses itself in creative action in the world.

Among other observations, Holmes notes that spiritually mature men and women exhibit a more androgynous personality than the general population. The difference between men in the general population and the men in the survey was especially significant. He also noted a great deal of uneasiness with sexuality and the effect that sexuality had on spirituality. He noted with great concern the undisciplined spiritual lives of the clergy he interviewed and the absence of a conceptual mooring in their spirituality, especially in a group that tended to be thinkers. While he attributed much of this to the historic tension between spirituality and theology, he expressed the belief that the spirituality mature clergy could ill afford to ignore the disciplined thought theology offers. He argues that the disciplined life of obedience is not obsolete, but instead of submission to external authority it turns inward toward memory, understanding, and the will that embraces a person’s whole life. This is similar to Robert Wuthnow’s observations on an emergent spirituality of practice in After Heaven. Holmes urges that spiritually mature clergy not abandon the church but seek to share their experience in dialogue with the church.

Holmes believes that greatest enemy to the type of attentive listening necessary for the spiritual formation of clergy is extraneous noise, both externally and internally generated. Most clergy live in a fairly constant state of noise from both their unresolved past and uncertain present. Indeed, many seem to have a fear of silence. Holmes urges a type of unfocused yet directed listening from within, an intuitive hearing that embraces heart and mind.

Another issue uncovered by Holmes that speaks to this research was the difficulty participants had in recognizing and claiming their own unique story amidst the multiple realities of the world beyond and the world within. Holmes also found little evidence of a consistent understanding of poverty, purity of heart, and peacemaking as characteristic of the Christian posture within the world. What was there was more or less ad hoc. In other words, people spoke clearly of the need for an active role in social and environmental issues, but did not live them into being. Holmes also identifies a significant level of discomfort around issues of sexuality and the role sexuality plays in their personal spirituality and the roles of men and women in the church.

In his chapter on parish piety, Holmes asks if there is a piety unique to the parish and distinct from other forms. His response highlights one of root causes for the difficulty many boards and committees have with incorporating prayer into their meetings. His observations are significant for this study.

I think in fact there is, but it is difficult to state and answers are even less frequently attempted. Current ministry studies are almost no help here. The sterility of the professional model of ministry, which has dominated American pastoral care for half a century, makes the problem almost unsurmountable. If prayer ever gets mentioned in this model, which is rarely, it is almost always in terms of personal pietism.

There is also a clear connection between the spiritual life of the pastor and his or her work within their community. Holmes observes that: 

The spiritual discipline that constitutes the core of self-knowledge within the priest or pastor comes to be the center from which his or her life within the parish is shaped. Perhaps it is important to remind ourselves that, when explored, this internal structure of meaning acquires a coherency and direction that open out on the mystery of the divine presence. As we identify the mystagogue within ourselves, so are we better able to be the mystagogue to the people whom God has called us to serve.

Corporate Spiritual Discernment

The goal of corporate spiritual discernment is not to reach a decision, but to determine the movement of the Spirit and to follow. Discernment is closely related to consensus-based processes that are widely used in many organizations. The difference is not the process, but the focus; spiritual discernment seeks God’s leading while consensus seeks the wisdom of the participants. Seeking God’s desires opens a dialogue with the Holy that may pass along the same lines as those focused on developing consensus; they may even arrive at the same place, but the emphasis on seeking the invitation of God transforms the process. 

Over the past decade the World Council of Churches has made a major contribution to the practical use of discernment in corporate settings. Jan Love in Practicing Consensus at the Table quotes Eden Grace, a U. S. representative of the Friends in the World Council of Churches Central Committee: 

How we make decisions matters, because how we treat each other testifies to whether we are living in the spirit or not. “Our behavior as Christians in governing bodies should reflect; love, respect, and generosity.” Rather than “suspicion and competition,” she says. Many who advocate processes of “discernment” in U. S. churches would agree.
 

The most frequent fear voiced by people in governing roles seems to be that discernment will blunt the cutting edge on any agenda or push away decisions that need to be made. This is a legitimate fear. Discernment should never be used for avoidance of conflict or decisions that must legitimately be made in tough situations where the community is best served by decision and timely action. The deeper question that must be resolved, however, concerns the longer-term goals in place and the assumptions made about the capacity and motivation of people and the nature of the work to be done. 

Discernment assumes people are motivated and have the capacity to work together toward something. If they do not, or do not have the time, or believe that the knowledge or moral position of one group is superior and needs to be imposed; then discernment or any consensus-based processes will likely not work.

The primary goal of church governance and administration must be to encourage, equip, and enable the community of faith they represent to discern and live out the desires of God. “Spiritual discernment is a prayerful, informed and intentional effort to distinguish God’s voice from the other voices that influence us.”
 Discernment was central to Jesus’ life and it must be so for Christians today. Many people understand this, but evidence suggests that most churches do not. Humble leaders, as Graham Standish defines them, make discernment the cornerstone of their lives and often seek to influence the institution they serve to do the same. If the Spirit is always present, and if the Spirit knows the mind of Christ, then the first priority of any church group must be to focus all of the body’s attention on listening to the Spirit’s leading. Anything churches do that is not in accord with the Spirit’s leading is wasted and anything that is in accord will succeed regardless of how difficult or unlikely it appears. Corporate discernment has its roots in personal discernment, and many believe that people are more likely to buy into in a life of corporate discernment when they practice personal discernment. 

If people focus on discernment, then they must seek the wider, deeper, longer view of emergent issues within their culture and context. The church must continually seek to be keen listeners, especially to the voices of those different from themselves and beyond their community. They must continually work to let go of the desire to control and defend. It is not what an individual or group believes is good or what must be done, it is about what God desires. To better understand the desires of God, governing board agendas must be built around prayer, biblical theological reflection, and envisioning; and they must leave plenty of space for relationship development, trust building, and telling stories. People live in the gracious space of God’s forgiveness for the past, gratefulness in the present, and the promise of the future. The image of a leader who articulates a vision and then leads people toward it is severely dated. Those situations still exist, especially where people are ill prepared, but they should always be transitory. Letting go of attachments is crucial if people and groups are to listen more faithfully for the Spirit’s invitation. In Beyond Majority Rule, Michael J. Sheeran offers the following from his studies of the Religious Society of Friends (Quakers): 

The meeting for business is in essence, the meeting for worship focused on specific matters. “Friends are not to meet like a company of people about town or parish business . . . but to wait upon the Lord. Every business meeting was concerned with knowing the mind of the Lord and sought to guide the action by the weight of spiritual judgment rather than by mechanical counting of heads or the rhetorical and argumentative skills of the speaker.”

It takes skill, commitment, and time to seek to implement corporate spiritual discernment in a culture especially one as entrenched and as bureaucratic as the one that ensnarls the church. It is not that the culture is wrong, but it is incomplete and limited. If people, however, are to be truly attentive to God, then they must press on seeking and working with others who are receptive to making the discernment of God’s will their sole focus. It is important to stay with it, but not to own it. It takes hospitality, resources, coaching, and encouragement. Critics must be heard, for they hold the key to ultimate acceptance and success and often offer light in places that might otherwise be ignored. It is also important that whatever practices emerge be owned by the people using them. Lack of acceptance of the process, mistrust of other participants, and the inability to put aside one’s own interests are common obstacles to corporate discernment.

When a group focuses on listening to God, leaders become less agenda-setters and more recorders of what is unfolding. In that role, they must be patient and allow the process to develop and have faith that the members of the group can come to understand what God yearns for. When a person has a clear sense of where God is inviting him or her, that person needs to be faithful to that leading, but that leading should also be verified. Verification can occur in a variety of ways both personal and communal. If what the person discerns is real, then the community will verify it. People in leadership roles who seek to cast the vision for the community diminish the value of others and the validity of the Spirit’s working through them. This is not to say that God’s will is not made known through one person. It certainly can be, but leaders can also confuse their own sense of God’s call to them for a call to the larger community. Most groups find that it takes time to work important issues, but as the climate of seeking God’s will becomes the focus of a culture, the organization’s capacity to better respond to continually unfolding challenges grows. 

There is an old saying, “we don’t have time to do it right, but we have the time to do it over.” It could be said also that, “we don’t have the time to build relationships, but we have the time to take to deal with conflict.” Staub Leadership Solutions
 estimates that up to 80% of a typical manager’s time in an organization is involved in working relational issues. That is a great deal of time. One wonders if the issue is time or if it is lack of skill, comfort, or outright fear. Too often governing bodies focus on the perceived tasks at hand and the desire to accomplish them and move on. In the process they do not attend to the continual development of relationships and set themselves up to spend far more time and emotional energy in the long run than they would have had they committed to developing relationships and trust all along the way. 

Discernment helps governing bodies focus on the right things. Most of the time people spend together in meetings could be spent differently. Too often time is spent on tasks that are relatively unimportant while the time essential to the planning and forethought necessary for a culture of discernment is judged not to be available. Nothing should be done in a meeting that can be delegated or done outside. Face-to-face time needs to be focused on discerning God’s will together, drawing on the collective wisdom present, and understanding the emerging climate. Governing bodies need to move toward becoming learning organizations as defined by Peter Senge in The Fifth Discipline. This requires time and the seeking of perspectives outside well-worn thought paths. Identifying paradigms, biases, and regions of blindness is critical. Discernment requires that governing bodies cultivate their sensitivity to the way God works in the world. This is often a mind-opening experience for it invites participants to look through the eyes of others different from themselves. Karen Marie Yust writes:

 When church committees constitute themselves as bodies for discernment, God becomes an active participant in their decision making process. God is worshiped, engaged through prayer, and sought as a founding partner in the realizing of God’s realm. God’s presence on committees changes them from business groups concerned primarily with practicality, frugality and efficiency to spiritual discernment groups determined to be good stewards of all God’s gifts within the congregation.
 

In her book, Coming to Consensus, Jill Tabart documents the Uniting Church of Australia’s implementation of discernment. The book outlines a denomination’s grappling with the question of, “What sets the church apart as an organization from secular institutions in determining the outcome of deliberations”?
 In it she describes how the denomination went about deciding to pursue corporate spiritual discernment and the challenges they faced along the way. She also identifies the principles that have emerged from the Uniting Church of Australia’s experience, the functional aspects of implementation, the chairperson’s role and a host of practical issues that needed to be addressed. The principles are noteworthy. They are:

• Corporate discernment is theological

• God has a way forward for the church

• Reliance on the guidance of the Holy Spirit is essential

• Recognition that all people are gifted and in need of each other to function

• Respect for each person’s contribution

• Openness to hearing Spirit’s voice through those with whom you disagree

• Willingness to risk and openness to unexpected outcomes. 

The path was not easy. Tabart makes clear that implementing corporate discernment requires a lot of old-fashioned hard relational and planning work in addition to prayer and biblical theological study and reflection. It is the critical foundational work that is most often neglected. Too often the attitude seems to be that discernment is God’s preferred method and people need to get in line. In reality it is far more complex and failure to recognize that complexity is the formula for disaster. Discernment, especially corporate discernment in larger structures, is hard work.  

Graham Standish in his book, Humble Leadership, identifies the qualities of the leadership he believes are necessary for this work. They are humility, self-awareness, a life of prayer seeking alignment with God, seeing unity amidst division, a willingness to plan and work toward specifics while remaining open to God’s possibilities. Standish concludes his book with some practical steps for people in roles of leadership seeking to implement corporate spiritual discernment, they are:

• Surround yourself with good leaders and let them shine

• Elicit ideas, seek God’s guidance, and set direction

• Give guidance and let go

• Accept criticism, resist offense, and provide support

• Become thankful 
In his book, The Prophetic Imagination, Walter Brueggemann suggests that it is the imagination of people in power or roles of authority that governs the agenda of a society. The argument of this chapter is that there are a number of important areas that need to find a place in that imagination. These are not areas of peripheral importance; they are areas that are at the core of relational existence with God, others, and the world.

 The areas discussed in this chapter and the studies summarized are a sample of the abundant wisdom and resources readily available to people seeking to help church organizations listen more attentively to God, think of themselves differently, and respond with greater effectiveness and integrity. This paper’s appendices and bibliography are filled with additional materials. Yet it seldom all comes together. Church people too often eschew the learnings emanating from the leading thinkers writing to the business world and business leaders steer clear of anything that suggests “religion.” Both hold spirituality at a distance. Only when all else fails and the need for change becomes overwhelming does a window of opportunity open. Too often, the desire is for a “quick fix” that can be implemented with minimal time and effort. Many efforts die there because people are simply unwilling to do the work necessary to do it right. The real treasure, however, awaits those courageous enough to embark on a course of discovery, in the company of the others in their community, to seek out a way of governing and administering their churches that focuses first on discerning God’s desires. 
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