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INTRODUCTION


"Behold, I am doing a new thing."  Isaiah 43:19

How This Analysis Came Into Being


This diagnostic analysis of the organizational functioning of the Presbytery of Central Washington was conducted as part of the Presbytery Transformation Process authorized by the Presbytery in the February of 2009.  The Presbytery of Central Washington recognizes that the nature of its membership, its context for ministry, and the thrust of its ministry must take into consideration the challenges of a new day.  An era in the history of the church has ended and a new era is beginning, causing a veritable sea of change in the identity, role, and mission of North American churches.  The Presbytery contracted with the Center for Parish Development in Chicago, Illinois for consulting support for the diagnostic analysis process and support in designing and guiding the overall Presbytery Transformation process.  Ray Schulte is the consultant from the Center working with the Presbytery.
Social Transitions


Along with all other churches in North America, the Presbytery of Central Washington is making its way through several complex transitions, even upheavals, which are occurring in western society: changes in the role and status of women, immigration and its effects, new ethnic consciousness among minority groups, new emerging economic patterns, and new patterns of religious expression, to name just a few.  

Transformation:  A "Yeasty" Opportunity


The church's role is being redefined at this moment in history.  A strategic question for the Presbytery of Central Washington is this: Who will define the role of the Presbytery of Central Washington as it looks to the future?  Will its role be defined by default, by forces within the cultural /social /denominational /religious context?  Or will the Presbytery of Central Washington itself take the initiative to discern afresh its divine calling, redefine its role and mission, and reshape itself for this new era?


There is a growing body of knowledge to tell us that times like this can be the most valuable of times in the life of a church.  Theologically, a time of transformation is a "time between the times," a time between the "already" and the "not yet," between the resurrection and the end times.  It is a time between how the church once understood itself and its mission and how its identity needs to be redefined in a new era.  A time of transformation provides a church body with an unusual opportunity to take stock of itself, to examine the direction it is currently heading, to discern God's call afresh, to choose a new direction or, perhaps, deliberately and with increased conviction, to choose to continue on its present path, and to organize itself for the future.  A time of transformation is therefore potentially a yeasty time, a time of unusual openness when something ends and something new can begin.

How the Diagnostic Analysis Process Works


The organizational analysis process uses a Systems Model of the Church.  This model is a diagnostic model based on general systems theory.  The model is used by the consultant to gather information about six different systems in the life of the Presbytery.  A depiction and brief explanation of the model is shown in the Appendix beginning on page 40.  Several data gathering and data-analysis processes are used, including observation, specific dialogue opportunities, and primarily a diagonal slice of interviews across the Presbytery organization.

The consultant analyzes the data from interviews with key leaders and members, along with the consultant’s own observations, plus additional information from records and documents of the Presbytery.  The consultant develops a series of hypotheses, testable but tentative statements of problems and their causes.


These hypotheses are shared in written form with the leaders and members of the Presbytery.  The sharing occurs in an appropriate setting so that the results can be properly understood.  The goal of the analysis is to stimulate reflection and enable leaders and members to have a common view of major issues with long-term implications that the Presbytery of Central Washington must confront.  When most of the people can see the same strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats from the same perspective, planning and decision-making are greatly facilitated and unnecessary destructive conflict can be avoided.


As the process unfolds, both long term and short-term challenges and their causes are identified and explored.  A consensus is developed about which of these challenges have priority.  The process of building this consensus is essential to the success of all future steps taken by the Presbytery.

The Persons Interviewed


The majority of the interviews were conducted from April through May of 2009 and were on average two hours in length.  The following persons participated in the interview process. 

Andrews, Fritz


Baker, Anita and Tom


Barker, Rev. Steve

Beattie, Rev. Frank


Blane, Bob


Brown, Rev. Muriel


Caudill, Lyle


Caulkins, Rev. Jim


Clarke, Rev. Chuck

Cowan, Ted


Dawson, Debbie

Deal, Ann




Deal, Rev. Jim


Fishburn, Stan


Fredericks, Rev. Paul

Freeman, Marge

Gasper, Ken


Gillin, Rev. Albert


Hagan, Rev. Rob

Haney, Rev. Katie

Hanks, Ed and Mary Ellen
Irwin, Francie



Jackson, Rev. Bob

Johnson, Rev. Bob


Klein, Ardith


Lambertson, Rev. G. David


Lind, Rev. Kevin

Macduff, Dianne

McFarland, Rev. Curt

Nixon, Mike


Nordgren, Rev. Richard
Peebles, Rev. Jack

Pember, Zola


Peterson, Rev. Ken

Pfeiffer, Rev. Ron

Schlimmer, Margaret


Shepard, Rev. Bob

Smith, Pete


Starr, Rev. Bill


Thompson, Rev. Pat


Welsh, Bob



Interviews were conducted by: 

Ed Allan


Kriss Bottino


Ann Deal


Jim Erixson


Eric Frey


Ken Gasper


Francie Irwin


Bob Johnson


Dianne Macduff

John/Doris Rogers

Ray Schulte


Steve Syre



Interviewers received training for this task from Ray Schulte of the Center for Parish Development.  In each case, the interviewers gathered information and took notes on the conversation.  Quotations from the persons interviewed (without attribution) are found in this report.  The persons interviewed were generous with time and demonstrated deep commitment to the Presbytery of Central Washington.  Any misunderstandings or misinterpretations in this report are the consultant's and not those who provided the information.
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HOW THE PRESBYTERY OF CENTRAL WASHINGTON’S 
ORGANIZATION FUNCTIONS
"The question which has to be put to every local congregation is the question whether it is a credible sign of God's reign in justice and mercy over the whole of life, whether it is an open fellowship whose concerns are as wide as the concerns of humanity, whether it cares for its neighbors in a way which reflects and springs out of God's care for them, whether its common life is recognizable as a foretaste of the blessing which God intends for the whole human family."

--Lesslie Newbigin

Introduction


In this report we are concerned with organizational effectiveness and faithfulness.  Most organizations want to be effective.  Church communities, however, are concerned not only with effectiveness, but are also called to be faithful to God's purposes.


"Effectiveness," as used in this analysis process, is defined as the degree to which ministry, services and common life at individual, group, and presbytery levels are similar to expected results as specified by the vision, mission and goals of the church organization.


"Faithfulness," as used here, is defined as the degree to which ministry, services and common life at individual, group, and presbytery levels are similar to and manifest the vision and mission of the church organization as a “sign in and for the world of the new reality which God has made available to people in Jesus Christ.”
  Whereas "effectiveness" is concerned with whether or not the church organization achieves the results established by its leaders and managers, "faithfulness" is concerned with whether or not the church organization achieves its divinely-given mission.


The analysis process used in Presbytery of Central Washington was designed to reveal people's expectations of organizational faithfulness and effectiveness, and to discover how the persons within the Presbytery experience the Presbytery as being faithful and effective.

Hypotheses to be Tested


Because of the recognition that the consultant undoubtedly has not seen the total picture, or may have drawn incorrect conclusions, the consultant's observations are put forth tentatively as hypotheses-to-be-tested rather than as judgments, final pronouncements, or unqualified assertions of fact.  Each hypothesis, tentative as it may be, is supported by data from interviews, church documents and observations.


A hypothesis-to-be-tested is a statement made, supported by interview data, which summarizes one of the findings from the analysis process.  The hypotheses-to-be-tested are stated in a declarative way, and sometimes in a provocative way, in order to stimulate a discussion.  As part of the Presbytery Transformation Process, each hypothesis will be tested, argued with, explored, thought about.  As presented in this report, the hypotheses-to-be-tested should be thought of as part of an analytical process, not a final word on the subject.  As the data are reviewed and the hypotheses tested and explored, additional data will be shared and undoubtedly the key issues that need to be addressed will be identified and accepted as the part of the Presbytery’s operational and strategic agenda.

Areas of Congruence


In this section several areas of strong congruence are identified.  The objective of this part of the analysis is a limited one -- only to identify SOME of the strengths upon which Presbytery of Central Washington can build as it considers God's call for the future.  

General Comments

One of the positives of this presbytery is that we have recognized that we need to change the way we do business and refocus our goals.

This is a great Presbytery with good people who want to do the work of Jesus Christ.  The Presbytery wants to grow, to deal with issues, and to provide resources for smaller churches.

A passion to witness to and serve people in the name of Jesus Christ characterizes this Presbytery.  Our passion is to consider how we can most effectively do that.  

Churches are faithfully proclaiming the gospel through the pulpits in our Presbytery.  We need to remember Jesus Christ more favorably in what distinguishes us as Christians.

For the last 14 years we have tried to develop the concept from Colossians that we are a tapestry woven by God with new threads and colors.  It has been important for us to see.  We are strong churches that relate to each other and share a common faith.  Historically because of the agricultural bent, the vine and the branches and barren trees and wilderness images have been strong.  There is a feeling that this is definitely God’s land.

1. The Presbytery has had a long-standing and consistent commitment to a set of priorities and core values.  These represent shared commitments and strengths on which to build. 

The Presbytery has always valued mission.

Our core is the desire to act and encourage behavior that emulates what Christ taught.

An orthodox theology, the essential tenants of the faith seem to be the driving value of the presbytery.

We value mission.  We see this in our budgets with redevelopment grants.  Evangelism is a priority in the Presbytery.

Scriptural basis has been the strongest value over the years.

I think this Presbytery has valued the support and promotion of diverse mission within and outside of the Presbytery: i.e. camps, Mending Wings, diverse ministries.

We value homogeneity of theological perspectives.

We value camping ministries.

We have had a very consistent witness to young people: Christian education, to church camps.  We have valued evangelism, strong Biblical teaching – taught and preached.  We have significant foreign ministries (emphasis on Cuba until the mid 60s, now Haiti, Ethiopia).  Each generation has a love of mission and finds ways to express that.

The Presbytery values its Presbyterian connection; it is proud to be Presbyterian

We value education and young people interested in ministry.  The Presbytery has had a remarkable commitment to camping with three facilities.

We value orthodoxy

Connectionalism is important to me.

2. The Presbytery has had a strong commitment to programming in key areas.

The two camps are the best single thing this presbytery has going.  They are marvelous resources.

We have a number of processes that work very well: the Permanent Judicial Commission and the Administrative Commission.  David’s leadership is working well.  Campbell Farm, Camping Ministry, the Stated Clerk’s Office, Mending Wings ministry, Presbytery Evangelist Karel Coppock and the Alpha ministry and the Hispanic ministry are all working well.  The Journey of Discovery process is helping congregations.

G. David’s relationship with pastors, both personal and corporate is strength.

Camps tend to hold Presbytery together.

We have valued mission; we contribute well to missions.

We are faithful in worship and in responding to community needs.  Even small churches are reaching out to their communities.  Big churches might write a check, but in small towns leadership comes from the Presbyterian church.  Being faithful to the Gospel is very consistent.  Ministries of compassion are in place; without a Presbytery committee there is not the networking and coordination that could happen in those places.

3. There is a sense of hopefulness and dedication in the Presbytery as we begin to look to the future

We will rely on the grace and goodness of the Lord Jesus Christ.  We need to recognize that we are a different society and are constantly changing.  We are not serving people that are different.  We still seek out Jesus Christ, even in the midst of all these differences, for His guidance and wisdom as foundational and fundamental.

I am excited about the Presbytery choosing to launch itself into this transformation process.

We really do care for each other.  We have difficulty doing this on the floor of Presbytery.  We are all concerned for one another in need or crisis.

I continue to be amazed at how caring Presbyterians seem to be.  We show great compassion.  It is the most caring group I have seen.

4. There are positive actions, programs, and staffing that are foundations of hope and the source of strength and direction for the future. 

Corporate worship at presbytery meetings expresses our unity best.

I remember whole Presbytery meetings based on the great ends of the church.  There is a real awareness of what are the vital things we are supposed to do.  Asking the question, “What is essential”, drives Presbytery, or whoever happens to be leading Presbytery at the time.

We are the Body of Christ by working to reconcile differences; helping churches in conflict, like Ephrata; helping with differences within churches, putting out fires.

When I look at finances we are blessed with an Executive who can think through and manage properties, etc.  He works well with the BCA; they are prudent with resources.

The foothold with the Yakima Nation in ministering to their youth is very good.  The growth in Moses Lake Church proves that a new church can happen.  Many ministries in churches are good, but there is a problem in communicating to other churches what is being done.  The number of kids that have been touched by both Tall Timbers and Camp Ghormley is very positive.

We do an excellent job of managing our financial resources

Communication is generally good.  Our presbytery office does this well, using email and technology – very important. 

We have had an incredible stewardship of finances.  We have set aside funds with interest and it serves needs that could not have been budgeted for.

I was very impressed with the process that the COM uses when it interviews candidates.  It was clear with rules and procedures and good questions. The whole process was well done.

The Committee on Preparation for Ministry works very well as a team.  There is real trust and openness.

Presbytery is most helpful when seeking a new pastor.  The real value of the Presbytery is the counseling that the Executive Presbyter gives to the small church as they are evaluating candidates to fill their need.

Areas of Incongruence


This section describes areas of incongruence in the organizational functioning of the Presbytery of Central Washington.  The objective of this section is to discover points where developmental steps will be needed in order to strengthen church faithfulness and effectiveness.  These areas of incongruence are stated as hypotheses-to-be-tested and are supported with quotations drawn from the interviews as well as other data provided by the Presbytery.  It is these points of incongruence where the energy can be found to participate more fruitfully in God’s mission through the Presbytery of Central Washington. 


Several areas of incongruence exist within the Presbytery of Central Washington.  How could it be otherwise!  The self-understanding, practices, and structures of the Presbytery of Central Washington were formed in another era of the church’s history.  The Presbytery of Central Washington finds itself today in a missionary environment of a different kind.  But it has not yet fully recognized and reoriented itself to ministry and mission in this new context.


All of the hypotheses-to-be-tested that follow are based on this fundamental interpretation of the context in which the Presbytery of Central Washington is operating today, and in which it must learn to operate faithfully and effectively tomorrow.

Hypothesis #1:  Changing Circumstances – Destabilizing Effects.

The social, cultural, denominational, and religious environment for the Presbytery of Central Washington and its congregations is changing dramatically.  To be faithful in ministry given its context requires that the Presbytery of Central Washington and its congregations be adventurous and open to rethinking assumptions it has held about its context, and what it will mean to be the church with a minority witness in this context.

Today churches in the Presbytery of Central Washington are functioning in a religious and cultural context where their influence is marginalized.  This has a destabilizing effect on a denomination (presbytery and congregations) whose expectations of what it means to be church were shaped in a different context.  This presbytery has not yet fully discerned how to assess and engage this context with the Gospel, and reorient itself for ministry-from-the-margins for the future.

The culture “out there,” also exists “in here,” among us, in our congregations, in the committees and groups of the Presbytery of Central Washington.  For many and maybe most people, the church is not the primary community to which they belong.  Church participation is one among many activities and choices.  Becoming aware of the cultural context and its impact on us is an essential skill for the Christian community.  Reading the “signs of the times” is a condition of discipleship required to bear faithful and effective witness.

Changes in the cultural context

This hypothesis invites leaders to explore how the role and place of religion has changed on the North American continent and what its impact is on the Presbytery and its churches.  Where once the Christian churches existed in a "church-friendly" environment, it does so no longer.  The implications of this hypothesis for the Northwest as described in the Religion in Public Life in the Pacific Northwest, The None Zone sociological study edited by Patricia O’Connell Killen and Mark Silk invite reflection about the unique challenge and opportunity for ministry that Central Washington Presbytery faces as it looks to the future.  Throughout the Pacific Northwest region’s history, most people have not participated in institutional religion, and the few who have are divided among many different groups. No single denomination or religious community has been present for any period of time in numbers sufficient to constitute a dominant public force with which all must contend.  The absence of a single, persistently dominant, strongly institutionalized religious reference group colors all individual and institutional religiousness in the Pacific Northwest region. (See appendix for a fuller summary of this study.) 

 We are living in an increasingly secularized culture that competes with the church and bombards us with a different set of values.  While some of those interviewed seem aware of the impact of our current cultural context, many appeared less aware by their comments or lack of comment.  The following comments indicate a variety of perceptions about the destabilizing effect of the changing context for ministry in the Presbytery of Central Washington:

Technology will impact how we relate and enhance our sense of community.  We are touched by the economic strain.  Our culture is more anti-Christian.  This should prove to unite us, but needs to be connected with a mission focus.

The church has been marginalized by our society.  And yet there is a hunger among some for authentic Christianity.  People are starved to see it; people are seeking a safe place where they can come and talk about God.

There is a loss of the centrality of the church in our society, especially in small communities.

The cultural influences are influencing members of Presbytery to become more extremist, both conservative and liberal.  There is no middle ground as in the past.  Neither side is comfortable.

Presbytery has been a structure that is pretty clear, this is the way it works and it has not recognized the cultural changes.  More congregations have been impacted by the cultural changes.

The Presbytery is slow to accept technological development.

There is no such thing as denominational loyalty among young people.  Youth and young couples do not transfer to Presbyterian churches when they leave home.

My concern is that Presbytery is not being affected enough by social forces beyond its walls.  We are entrenched in a “modern” understanding of world rather than a “post modern” understanding.  My fear is that most churches aren’t communicating with the post modern world.  The impact will be that our churches will continue to get older in age and decline in number.  The positive aspect is that God is in charge; a crisis may lead to loosening of our rigidity.

We have a rise of technology that diminishes personal contact.

The time crunch on people’s lives impacts on what we do and how we are church.  In a large presbytery like ours, this is a major factor. 

In society I see how little we interact with each other.  People keep to themselves and are private.  Kids relate to computers and computer games.  There is some interaction with others.  Can the church do this?

Connections to and changes in the National Church impact on us 

Historically the connection to our religious heritage has been strong.  Being part of the reformed family has been strong.  As the institution, the GA has been the institution of compassion and justice.  There has been an eroding of this connection.

We will have to learn to prioritize as a presbytery how we relate to the national church.  We have gotten so off track on issues and causes.  We need to talk about real life changing experiences, not a cause.

Cultural trends impact on the General Assembly, which in turn affects the Presbytery.

There is a lot of head butting over the gay and lesbian issues, and this is causing a major rift in relationships.  Instead of the Presbytery pulling together at this time, it is being pulled apart.

The homosexual debate and the same sex unions impact us negatively.  We are impervious to the other social issues.

Our denomination has an obsession with sexual/homosexuality.  While nationally we may be defeating the new Amendment B, we should note that significantly fewer Presbyterians are voting this year versus years ago when it was voted down.

Changes in the make up of the Presbytery’s ministry context


This hypothesis invites the Presbytery with all of its congregations to continue to explore and document more fully the very real environment in which it exists in Central Washington.  What is the shape of the changes that are taking place in the parts of Washington that make up the ministry setting for the Presbytery?  Which shifts are projected to continue and what is likely to stay the same?  What are the assets and opportunities that exist in our communities?  What are the possibilities and the implications for the ministry and mission of the Presbytery?  The challenge/opportunity is to look for positive potential and capacity for the ministry of the Presbytery’s congregations.  

We will always be tied to the land; this is changing slowly.  We are an aging population.  Few young people stay in their communities.  There is an infusion of wealth that does not necessarily buy into the community. The communities are diverse.

Demographics have changed from White to Hispanic.  We are serving a smaller proportion of the population.  How will we change this? How willing are we to change our methods of reaching?

There is a cultural line drawn between the Columbia Basin, where there is a large Hispanic migrant work force, and the areas of Odessa and Marlin, where there are virtually no migrants.

On a humorous note, it seems like God has predestined Hispanics to become something other than Presbyterian.  Perhaps CWP should team/partner with Presbyterians in Mexico to have them come into our region and evangelize and establish ethnic Hispanic Presbyterian churches.

The rural nature of most of our congregations is being impacted by the decline in the rural areas, which causes decline in the churches.  Additions to large urban congregations mask the losses in the rural congregations. The combination of elderly and rural congregations has made them less willing to cope with societal changes in a way that makes the church relevant.  The church needs its message proclaimed in a changing world, but not a changing message.  We need more modern communication methods.

There have been major shifts in the local economy of the Walla Walla region.  Formerly, wheat farming and sweet onion raising dominated, and there were seventeen canneries.  Now there are no canneries.  Yet there is a major new company, Key Tech, that performs optical scanning, and the wine industry is new and flourishing.

We are struggling to address cultures within the Presbytery.  How do we include and reach different ethnic populations -- Native Americans and Hispanics?  We have a poor record in these ministries.  The population of our churches is mostly older and white.

Sometimes Central Washington Presbytery is insulated or ignored from the other Presbyteries on the west side of the state.

We are buffered from the national economic cycles but hit by agricultural influences.

We are historically, a relatively unchurched area.  Political and ideological outlook is conservative and individualistic.

The Presbytery seems to be following the trend to be less connectional.  Churches are becoming less involved in presbytery camping; churches are more focused on themselves.

There are a lot of ethnic changes happening in the Presbytery, but we really aren’t dealing with them.  If we continue for five years, the churches will continue to decline and lose its market share of the population.  How can the Presbytery help churches deal with these social issues?  Ethnic change is an opportunity and a challenge.  Many churches see this as a threat, but it could be used as an opportunity.

We have had a progressive loss of members (10,000 to 7,000) which makes it difficult to do the work in churches.

This area was historically insulated and independent.  There was no government assistance to the orchardists; they did it on their own.  There were no passable roads across the mountains from the west side until 1932.  This has shaped some of our churches with their vigor and independence.

There has not been a strong sense of denominational identity in the region.  Community churches were the emphasis historically.

Changes in the make up of the membership of the Presbytery’s congregations

Death, death, death.  We aren’t capturing our young families.  People aren’t taking membership in the church as they once were.  We have cafeteria Christianity; pick and choose what you like.

In the small churches it is a few families that become the matriarchs and patriarchs.  They almost become committed to a hospice mode to the church.  They do not want the church to change – just close.  Of the 42 churches, 60% have fewer than 150 members.

If we are not able to meet the needs of churches we will go out of existence.

Congregational integrity today has greater value than being part of presbytery or the PCUSA.  Congregations do their own thing.

The bulk of Presbyterians in Central Washington are now in cities rather than small rural communities.  New people are highly educated; our economy attracts professional people.  They bring a much more global perspective on the world; it makes people able to look at things from a larger standpoint, more than me, myself and I.

Historically generational relationships were important (e.g. farmers would take care of parents, extended family).  Occupational relationships were important.  All the orchardists or all the wheat farmers supported each other.  Co-ops would be formed: electric co-ops, apple warehouses co-ops.  People maintained those relationships in their churches.

A lot of our smaller communities are getting smaller.  The growing percentage of these communities is Latino. 

Hypothesis #2:  Confusion about vision, purpose, and goals

Most persons do not know what vision is guiding the Presbytery of Central Washington. There is lack of clarity about the purpose, or reason for being, of the Presbytery (what work it should do and why).  This leads to unrealistic and competing expectations and haphazard participation in its life.

Lack of a compelling and shared guiding vision.


The interview process underscored that, at the present time, the Presbytery of Central Washington has a vision gap.  There is currently no clearly articulated, compelling, and broadly accepted vision to guide and unite the members of the Presbytery of Central Washington as they move into the future. 


Presbytery of Central Washington cannot afford to be without a vision for its ministry in the future.  To be without a vision is to be without a direction.  A church that lacks a vision will be a reactive organization rather than a proactive organization.  It will drift without a sense of purpose.  It will allow forces outside of itself to determine what it is and what it becomes.  God is always calling the church into the future--out of the "already" and toward the "not yet."   Vision is a gift from God that provides focus, energy, and the willingness to risk.  Vision draws us forward into a creative and faithful future.  The Presbytery Transformation Process is a focused and proactive initiative to discern God's vision for the Presbytery of Central Washington.


The following comments reveal the vision “gap.”

David articulates a vision for the presbytery but is not listened to in part because he is so familiar.  Members of the presbytery are reluctant to accept a corporate vision due to being so individualistic

Our presbytery currently spends a lot of its time trying to address the decline in membership of individual churches.

Our current vision is we want to be missional.  There is some question with the Presbytery whether we should be Presbyterians, or whether we should be connected with this presbytery.

We drift along as a Presbytery waiting for external events to determine our future.

For the most part our vision is the support for the survival of churches.  Every church is for itself.  Churches celebrate their success and do not care about any failure of other churches.  We are like distant cousins.

There is a desire by some to be missional, which is good.  But there seem to be competing aims.  There is a tendency to be reactive to denomination and culture.  That becomes unhealthy and we chase our tails a lot.  Seems we have a split personality.

Our vision is to preserve and protect the tradition of the Bible, as we understand the reformed tenets.  The emphasis is on preservation at all levels within the Presbytery.

There are two competing visions.  The Executive Presbyter’s vision, G. David has a real heart for not getting caught up in General Assembly issues, but focusing on how we as a presbytery can serve Jesus Christ.  The second is the coalition of those who want to shape the Presbytery in reaction to General Assembly issues.  The two visions pull at each other.

There is no single unifying image or sense other than what we are opposed to.  We have multiple voices but a short following.  Geographic disbursement discourages a critical mass of discontent.

Structurally the Council is charged with the responsibility of being the guide for the vision of the Presbytery.  We tie those pieces together of resourcing churches; we lift up ministries to congregations.

I do not know if this Presbytery has a coherent vision; it is in disarray except for those whose vision is to leave the denomination.  I think through the transformation process we are trying to create a vision, although the term transformation is not defined and might be scary.

Unclear Mission or Purpose: What’s a Presbytery For?

While the Presbytery of Central Washington has a constitution and by-laws it also suffers from some ambiguity about its purpose.  Coupled with the lack of consensus around its guiding vision, this creates a powerful and potentially destructive vacuum as persons and key groups attempt to provide leadership.  Based on the Book of Order and past experience there is a lot of hope and perspective about what the purpose of the Presbytery should be.  This provides a basis for the work of discerning direction for the future.  It can allow the Presbytery to begin to test assumptions that are made about the purpose of the Presbytery.  


The following quotations depict some of the confusion, but also some of the history and hopes that can guide us as we look to the future:

We exist in part to do mission.  We should exist to encourage one another; we can do mission better when working together.

The presbytery should be responsible for assisting and guiding individual churches as they struggle to discern God’s purpose for them.

Our purpose is regulatory but more important is encouragement among pastors and laity – fellowship of a positive nature.

I think the Presbytery is becoming an obsolete structure that is hanging on to a governmental form meant to administer a unified vision that doesn’t exist.  If there is not a unified vision, what is the point?

We exist to establish the connectional nature of our churches.  Right now that is primarily COM and COPM’s work.

Our purpose is to create accountability and the sense that we are a part of a larger body.  We can articulate polity and theology based on God’s word.  This is the theory, but I do not see this really connecting us within the Presbytery or with the denomination as a whole.

Our current mission is to respond (react) to General Assembly issues; we are not proactive in any significant way.

It is supposed to serve the churches and pastors of the Presbytery.  We are a structural bureaucracy.  You do not look to Presbytery for pastoral support.  Presbytery is a machine that has to operate to maintain orderliness.  This is why the Book of Order keeps growing.  I don’t experience the Presbytery as full of light and joy. I wish that the Presbytery were more than ordaining and securing pastors.

 The presbytery should provide resources, encouragement, and spiritual guidance to all the churches within the presbytery.

The mission of the presbytery is to help individual churches be as relevant to reaching out to their communities as possible.

The Presbytery exists because this is a key governing body, closest to congregations.  Congregations are the primary agent for mission.  Without presbyteries, knowledge of what is happening in other congregations is lost, as well as elders not being knowledgeably of the Book of Order.

The mission of the Presbytery is to advance the Kingdom of God.  We really want to help.  Our purpose is to exercise discipline.  The Presbytery’s job is also to connect us, but I do not feel this or see it.

Our mission or purpose is to represent the PCUSA in our region.

Unclear goals:  

The Presbytery currently has no clear consensus about its overarching goals.  The lack of agreement about the goals of the Presbytery weakens it as a vital and dynamic body, de-motivates its members, inhibits generous gifts of time and money, increases competition, and leads to distrust of one another and of leaders.

Are we doing too much?  Do we need to get back to basics?  How should we prioritize?  The following quotations reveal the range of assumptions people across the Presbytery have about its goals.

We do not have much of an emphasis on ministry to the larger community as a presbytery.  Perhaps a new missional focus may change this.  A clear focus for the presbytery, like a mission or evangelism project, would draw me in more than just an invitation to fellowship.

Our goals are: theological training and oversight, fellowship, mutual support, ministry to Hispanics.

The presbytery has tried to create mission within the Presbytery besides camping; it has failed.  It has tried to provide educational and community building opportunities throughout this year and the last ten years – has failed.  Churches are for themselves.

We have no goals other than mandatory items.  COM functions according to the crisis du jour.  The Council has no long-term leadership, so not comprehensive multi-year plan.

We are trying to become a missional presbytery.  But there are some churches within the Presbytery who are missional and others just dying.  COM is trying to be an effective gatekeeper to bring in strong clergy to the Presbytery.

There are goals: producing healthy congregations, seeing healthy pastors, developing into vital communities of Christian faith.  If a community needs a Protestant presence, then the Presbytery is obligated to provide for that.

We have no goals at the Presbytery.  We get an Executive’s report with his goals for the Presbytery.  We respond to David’s ideas.

The key area is missions, foreign missions in particular.  A key goal is highlighting churches that are growing in membership. “The goal seems  to be trying to be as good a Presbyterian as you can; I don’t think it is effective.”

The key area COM tries to achieve results is “making sure churches and pastors are falling into line.  I think it comes from the top down, starting with the Executive Presbyter.”  
We are strongly committed to not letting churches die.  Not sure that this should be such a strong goal.  Why have two or three small struggling churches in a small area, when one stronger church would be more effective?

Whom Do We Serve?

When asked about the key groups the Presbytery is in ministry with there is a range of responses.  This indicates that there is some confusion, perhaps a gap requiring clarification and strategic choice in this part of the planning for ministry.

We get internally focused.  At our best we have Mending Wings, Trail Seekers.  We should be reaching Hispanics. If we look at the Presbytery, we are very gray.  We need to be thinking about young families.

All the unchurched in the area of our 42 churches fall through the cracks of who is served by our churches.

First of all we serve congregations that are in trouble and conflict.  They get the work of the COM and the Executive.  From our mission funding standpoint, 40% of our budget goes to camps and conferences, 20% to small churches, 15% to development and redevelopment, 5% to seminary, then ministries of compassion 20% (Hispanic ministries and emerging needs.).

It is very rare to have racial minorities in our Presbyteries.  We try to be open to mission.  Even our mission is conservative; the mission of the church should be open to receiving people as who they are.

I think self preservation is our core perspective. We give out of our abundance.  I do not think we are really interested in the person who does not darken our door.

Historic churches are key groups we serve.  Recently, the Native American ministries have become a key group, getting enthusiasm from the Executive Presbytery.  Hispanic ministries were key for a while, but they are fading away.

Small communities are of great value and key, small rural churches.

We serve primarily our membership, camping ministry and Campbell Farm.  The opportunity to form new churches is missed.  Social justice and ecumenical partnerships are not strong.

If I am not a pastor in the Presbytery I am not important.  What about validated ministry?  These folks are treated like a stepchild.

Youth are a key population we serve.  We are also engaged in ministry with the Yakima Nation (through Campbell Farm).  Hispanics always come up.  Also, struggling rural churches take up a lot of time at Presbytery.

We can’t meet the needs of all and will need to seek out how to support those with whom we can work with in ministry.  We need to be willing to start some things that don’t work and be willing to accept that as failure.  It is not the program that is important; it is really about the focus of the message of Jesus Christ.

Hypothesis #3:  Presbytery Identity: bureaucracy, regulatory agency, an expression of Church?

One of the central challenges before the Presbytery is confusion about its identity.  There are different understandings and expectations operating about who or what the Presbytery is.  Is the Presbytery the office and staff, a bureaucracy and regulatory structure, an expression of church, a covenanted community of communities?  Prayerful discernment of these fundamental questions is at the heart of helping the Presbytery find its unity and look faithfully to the future.

What is our present ”notion" of Presbytery?


Underneath all of the sociological, environmental factors that impact the church today lays a system of understandings or notions about church that make up a presbytery’s identity.  Some understandings come directly from the Book of Order, while others are born out of experience, while still others are shaped by today’s contemporary culture.   These notions are powerful, influencing a presbytery’s behaviors and choices and giving shape to its identity.  

Consider three understandings or notions about church that shape a presbytery’s identity:

Presbytery as a place and meeting

Presbytery as a regulator and service provider

Presbytery as a covenanted community of communities

By identifying these understandings, our intention is not to pass judgment upon past or current understandings of presbytery.  Instead it is to provide a contrast in order for us to become more aware of the power of images that shape presbytery identity, behaviors, and choices. By being more aware of the images that are shaping us now, we can become more proactive in discerning the image(s) that will shape our presbytery identity as we move into the future.

All three of the notions are operating across the Presbytery.  In the Central Washington Presbytery where do you see the emphasis?  How does this compare to what we believe God calls us to at this time?

1. The Presbytery as a place and meeting.  With this notion, the Presbytery is primarily identified as the office and the formal meetings where certain things happen.  People go to a particular building or particular events at a particular time to engage in particular activities.  Staff is the central focus of the Presbytery's ministry since they are trained in the tradition and are in charge of making sure that the activities of the Presbytery are carried out in appropriate ways.  

2. The Presbytery as a regulator and service provider.  With this notion, the presbytery is an agency external to the churches and pastors that provides certain services for them.  These include regulatory services, providing the “shoulds” of what churches and pastors can and can’t do. But also, as a result of shaping by our consumer culture, presbytery is expected to be a service provider that meets the needs of churches and pastors however they define their needs.  In this notion clergy and congregations relate as "customers, for whom the programs, services and goods produced by the 'Presbytery' and its administrative committees and staff are intended. 

3. The Presbytery as a covenanted community of communities called by God and sent on a mission.  The biblical image of church, while expressed in different ways in different writings, is a body of people called by God and sent on a mission to be sign, foretaste, and instrument of the reign of God.  This involves congregations and pastors together living a covenanted life of love for one another, compassion for one another, living at peace with one another and service to one another as a witness to God's transforming power in a broken world. 

· Presbytery is a corporate expression of the church consisting of all the churches and ministers of the Word and Sacrament within a certain district. (G-11.0101)

Comments from those interviewed illustrate different understandings of the shape of the Presbytery:

We are seen as an organizational structure.  We do not sell anything, we are seen as a major source of support for building up the Body of Christ.  We need to be more supportive to one another.  We are a family model as dysfunctional as it may be.

We understand ourselves with difficulty.  Part of our problem is struggling to understand what we are and what we should be, as an expression of the church and as managing the bureaucratic structure.

In the past we dedicated the Presbytery to shaping the churches, but today the Presbytery is looking for what the churches can do for the Presbytery.  We felt that the churches would have their own ministries and the Presbytery would support the churches in their individual ministries.

Presbytery is a small group of people who attend meetings called “presbytery” and the same ones have been attending for decades.  They are doing the same things over and over again with little input from the 7000 members of the Presbytery, also with little impact on those members.

If the Presbytery went away, it would have a major impact on the local congregation.  That is because they need the support of others in a similar context; they need the challenge of others; they need the oversight of others; and they need to be challenged to think of others outside of themselves.

The idea that Presbytery can help churches become more than they were called to be has been a difficult concept for the Presbytery to understand.  Slowly the Presbytery is beginning to understand the role of the Presbytery is to help the congregation rather than what can the congregation do to help the Presbytery.

We don’t do much out in the world by ourselves as presbytery.  The intent is to enable congregations and mission funded activities to effectively reach out to the world.  Presbytery does very little to enable congregations and mission agencies.  What we do is fund mission agencies and provide some policies/rules and regulations and occasionally volunteers.  For congregations we provide Executive Presbyter services to pastors.  PNC support to find new pastors and COPM support for new candidates.  This is very minimal as a connectional church.  We lack in providing cross fertilization and communication, including lessons learned.

I am not sure the Presbytery is to be the Body of Christ.  But if so, there needs to be more emphasis on supporting the local congregations.  Help them develop more spiritual leadership.  But beyond that, “minimal” is best.

We are an expression of the Body of Christ.  There is an intentional commitment of a major portion of our meetings to worship; we pray for our staff and our people.  We provide resources, encouraging conferences, events that empower churches, national day of prayer, electronic newsletter to advertise events that will enrich churches.  We provide a system where pastors are called to serve particular churches; we have a working COM; we develop mission studies  that help churches understand who they are and what they are called to do.  It is the reformed sense of calling and the affirmation of the body coming together.  The Presbytery installs and ordains; it is an expression of the Body of Christ.

Presbytery does not function as a network of churches.  This does not seem to be a high priority of churches or the Presbytery.  We lack enthusiasm, Presbytery is a necessity, not a joy. I credit/blame pastors for not making it a priority.  There is no unity.  It seems elders enjoy it more than pastors.

People see Presbytery as a bureaucratic body and therefore don’t expect Presbytery to be a community.  If Presbytery is functioning well, it needs to have a sense of the people seeking the Spirit of God together.  First priority needs to be building the Kingdom of God together rather than just doing business.

The strength of the Presbytery is the connectionalism it provides with the churches and the pastors.

Hypothesis # 4:  Losing a Sense of Community.

While historically valuing collegiality and a rich connectional life, the sense and practice of community within the Presbytery of Central Washington seems to be disappearing. We are losing the spirit of our Presbytery family.  Churches and pastors are going their separate ways and are no longer a community of congregations who know each other and seek to be in fellowship with each other.  

There is built into our experience of Presbytery a dichotomy between the idea of pastors, congregations and the Presbytery being in a covenant relationship with each other, and the idea of individual or congregational autonomy.  In the Presbytery of Central Washington this dichotomy raises questions today about what it means to be the church, what it means to be church together, and what holds congregations in relationship with each other.  This dichotomy plays itself out in confusion over what we are to expect of others and ourselves “as Presbytery” while loyalty and stronger allegiance is given to the local church or other causes.

The Presbyterian connectional vision and practice is suffering in the Presbytery of Central Washington.  Scarcer resources, busier lives, less sense of identity and purpose as a Presbytery, holding meetings that are not life-giving, competing loyalties -- all are symptomatic of lack of vision, purpose, and commitment to a compelling connectional life.  While Me-ism – for each to go one’s own way – is a powerful force at work both in culture and in church, individualism and independence are overrated. People long for a life together. Most people in the Central Washington Presbytery know they will not survive in isolation.  

We have opportunity to recover a fresh understanding and practice of being church together as a Presbytery in a new day.  We can clarify and strengthen our identity and the purpose of a connectional life to be the Body of Christ in the Central Washington Presbytery.

If we don’t claim this issue and address it our churches will become even more separated and isolated. We will look even more like the culture of individualism that surrounds us.  We will miss opportunities for mission and ministry together, no longer celebrating oneness in Christ and Christ’s mission that transcends local congregations and personal loyalties.

The following quotes illustrate this hypothesis:
It is hard to build community when we are hundreds of miles apart.  Building community is extremely difficult and will become more difficult in the sense of personal relationships.

We have a culture of congregationalism – self sufficiency, not partnerships.

Some just want to do essential business at presbytery; others want more substance at meetings.  There are differences in the sense of the importance of community within the Presbytery.

Pastors are not seeing the value of being connected through Presbytery.  Pastors are very happy to be independent.  Congregations don’t understand why they have Presbytery and don’t understand what the losses would be if we did not have Presbytery.

We do worship together and provide accountability to each other and provide resources for each other.  This happens when Presbytery is at its best and sometimes it does.

I like the fact that we have some theological unity, but probably we seem to be unable to get a critical consensus for Presbytery events.  I think this is because people are focusing on their individual churches.

The Presbytery has valued individualism.  Currently there is a lack of trust; no longer do we trust the elected body.  We are no longer a connectional church; each church does what it wants – individualistic.  Congregationalism and individualism feeds a lack of trust in Presbytery.  I don’t think there is any way to go back; the task is to do something new.

The foundation of the Presbytery is hard to create due to artificial structures of support for various groups of pastors who don’t have enough common theological background.

Christian community is impeded by lack of time together.  It takes time to build relationships.  Our Presbytery geography is not conducive for close relationships; spatial separation is not conducive for close relationships.  Theological conservatism is another impediment; it creates a lack of tolerance and trust.

How faithfully does the Presbytery manifest itself as the Body of Christ, I give us a “C”-- not very effectively.  Things are done more effectively in congregations and by small groups in the Presbytery.  For the Presbytery to be an effective connectional community, relationships must be developed.  I believe through small covenant groups is the answer.  The Presbytery needs to be more connected through relationships.

Committees are more about work and getting work done than building community.  We are not going to invest much time in creating community when the committee membership keeps changing.

New people find it hard to be a part of the Presbytery community.  It’s a closed community.

There isn’t much unity between the Presbytery and the various bodies of Christ.  But there is an attempted unity between the Presbytery and the upper leaders of churches.  Decisions of Presbytery have minimum impact to medium and large size churches.

There is a church family and there is an administrative function of the Presbytery and they seem to function in isolation.  Outside of the worship service at the Presbytery meetings, there is very little connection.

We value being a connectional church.  When we did the structure and flow we wanted more time to come together to develop relationships – have a two-day meeting.  After a time people would only stay for one day.  Parts of this dropped off.

Hypothesis # 5:  Stalled by our Differences.  

We need to learn how to communicate with one another when we are divided.  We get hung up on issues demanding action, which divide us, frustrate us and trigger win/lose behavior and dynamics.   In the face of this dynamic, communication breaks down, behavior becomes aggressive and the costs for people and the Presbytery are great.  Huge amounts of time and energy are spent pouring over issues from outside our presbytery, while the priority of our own common life and shared ministry often gets sidelined.

Differences among us within the Central Washington Presbytery are real and significant.  The opportunity before us is to claim the heart of our unity and mission in the face of and even enriched by our differences.  We seek to discover afresh what the Gospel is calling us to be and do because of one another, not in spite of each other.   We seek to stay at the table together, to stay open to the gifts of the Spirit given to all for the sake of all.  Without taking seriously this opportunity and challenge, division will increase, our connectional experience will be further diminished, energy for vital mission and witness will be drained, and the fear of further alienation, conflict and decline will become a reality.

The following quotes illustrate this hypothesis:

During the last six years homosexuality debate has shaped our Presbytery.

Our current mission is to respond (react) to General Assembly issues; we are not proactive in any significant way.

If 20% of the churches in our Presbytery leave, it’s not certain how our Presbytery will change.  In recent years those threatening to leave have had a significant impact on the actions taken by the Presbytery: e.g. they motivated our formation of the Task Force on Faithful Response; they influenced the vote to deny the chosen candidate for Coulee Dam; they influenced the vote to have the Presbytery forward only GA per capita received, and not the whole obligation.

We are a dying presbytery (i.e. we are losing members); we need to have our focus on ministry, not on denominational issues.

We have developed and approved statements establishing our position on several issues. e.g. The Santa Barbara statement and the San Diego Presbytery overture.  If this Presbytery doesn’t take a strong stand it will lose many of its churches.  This is who we are. 

Negative issues have a hold of Presbytery. Issues have dominated our effectiveness and pulled us apart.

If we have a pet heresy it is Donatism.  We do not want to be part of an impure church.

People with a more liberal perspective and congregations more open get ignored, feel left out and unheard, invisible.  Liberals feel like the conservatives are on a witch-hunt so they are not free to express an opinion.

I do not like the politics.  We are monolithic. I feel like people have to apologize for liking the PCUSA, and any who are loyalist are deemed part of the “mushy middle.”

I think the challenge of being able to talk about our theological diversity has strained the relationships in the Presbytery. (fidelity and chastity)  Trying to respond to the national debate.  We have broken down trust.  We use Roberts Rules of Order to push issues through.

In these times denominationally we have jettisoned our polity of being Presbytery-centered.  The Presbytery is historically our central entity: ministers belong to the Presbytery and congregations belong to the Presbytery.  Sessions control purses; Presbyteries control properties and ministers and ministries.  These are not controlled by Synods or by General Assembly.  Now, we have churches within our Presbytery willing to leave the Presbytery because they disagree with something at the General Assembly level.

A large segment of the presbytery is committed to fight the ordination issue, so time is not available for mission and outreach.

Hypothesis # 6:  Leadership Development

Demands on time, geographical distances, dealing with differences and the lack of a shared compelling vision for our Presbytery life all have an impact on the availability of leadership resources in the Presbytery of Central Washington.   Without effective development and utilization of the Presbytery’s leadership resources the future of a viable and effective Presbytery organization is in question.

Leadership resources:

The following comments reflect the concerns that were expressed about leadership recruitment and leadership training and development:

We need to find and cultivate leadership in the younger generation but the traditional methods aren’t going to work because of the change on the stresses of those younger members from culture, family, time and relationship.

When there is a vacuum in leadership, there is a problem with people stepping into positions with their own agenda

We need to encourage leadership development in local churches but people don’t want to go to a workshop on leadership.  We do not know how to grow new leaders.  We need to quit relying on people who have always done it, the faithful few.

The Executive Presbyter does a pretty good job in identifying people’s gifts.  There is a serious let down when people don’t follow through.  Our churches are not training elders to serve in positions in Presbytery.

I think we have a huge abundance of leadership in our Presbytery.  Unfortunately our default is to turn to David.  I would like to see us do a better job of using the gifts out in the Presbytery.

Presbytery could benefit from training on how to be on a committee.

We use the same key people to do everything.  The newer trend is to find people to do short term service such as task forces instead of boards and committees.

The ideal would be: 1) People see importance and value of a connectional system; 2) believe that Presbytery has an important and legitimate mission; 3) they would look for and encourage leaders in their congregations to take roles in the presbytery.  We need to avoid seeking new leadership only from those who agree with us or have the same theological or ideological axes to grind.  We lack a spirit of enjoyment of being a part of a connectional system.

We normally are nominated to a committee or task force and then learn by on the job training.

You have to rely on churches and pastors to identify leaders.  Presbytery needs to go to the churches to look for leadership.  Ministers sometimes don’t disclose their good workers and notices to sessions sometimes get lost in a minister’s round file.  Notices to sessions should go to clerks also.

It is very difficult to get people to serve in leadership roles.  We wear out those who do serve.  We don’t know how to honor those who serve.

I am concerned about adequate training on COM.  In the past COM divided into specialists, now we are all generalists.

We continue to work with a databank of names from churches.  Our leadership grows out what is happening at the local church level.  We take the names given to us or identified by the Nominating Committee.  We also cultivate names from events that bring us together.  We take care not to be entrenched in the names of the past.  It is hard because of geography, time off work, night meetings and travel.

.

Hypothesis # 7:  A Climate of Trust: lost and in the process of being found

The climate of openness and trust in the Presbytery has been eroded over recent years.  This climate is potentially destructive.  Instead of enriching us, our differences turn into hurtful conflicts and unhelpful divisions, creating winners and losers.  It weakens the witness and mission of the Presbytery because it demonstrates the ways of a broken and conflicted world rather than the unifying ways of the Gospel.


“Church climate” is the technical name given to the pattern of interpersonal and intergroup relationships, influence dynamics and trust dynamics that affect the quality of the ministry and mission of a church.  When the climate of a church organization is highly supportive, people not only work harder but they also have a positive attitude toward the church, and they are more generous with their gifts of time and money.  When the climate is more coercive and competitive, then work is of lower quality, it is more difficult to enlist competent volunteer leaders, and giving is reduced.  In a competitive or coercive church climate, people's energies are inevitably directed toward self-defense and survival.

A desire for collaboration and trust in the Central Washington Presbytery is a strength upon which to reclaim an open, trusting and collaborative climate in the Presbytery.  Without consistent efforts, however, the Presbytery, its staff, clergy, leaders and congregations could slip into more competitive or isolated behavior patterns. 


The church in all its expressions (national, Presbytery, local) is called to be an alternative social reality.  A church as Christian community teaches people how to talk, how to act, how to fight, how to love, how to see the world in a peculiar--namely a Christian--way.  The role of the church is to cultivate a people who "can risk being peaceful in a violent world, risk being kind in a competitive society, risk being faithful in an age of cynicism, risk being gentle among those who admire the truth, risk love when it may not be returned, because we have the confidence that in Christ we have been reborn into a new reality."
  Most of all, the church needs to learn to be what it is – a redemptive Christian community.  This is both the lifestyle and the vocation of the church.  The challenge to be church – a redemptive community of communities – is key to our life and witness together as the Central Washington Presbytery.

Comments illustrating how this dynamic of community, trust, openness and collaboration are experienced in the Presbytery are listed below:

There are groups that are “noise” single agenda groups that try to have a loud voice but then we don’t seem to have the open and cautious exploration of issues as we should.  We personalize things too much.  They probably aren’t the power block they wanted to be.

A very serious concern is the liberal vs. conservative struggle in the church these days.  This demands our time and effort so we have lost the ability to communicate with each other in positive ways.  The conservative element is putting everyone else in another class, a “you’re in and you’re out”.

Those with the most influence are those who talk the loudest, the squeaky wheel syndrome.  Big churches with conflicts call the shots.  Smaller churches feel bullied.

The “power churches” want to push their agendas on all the other churches.  Conflict management is lacking for resolving sharp and emotional issues. G. David seems to sit back and become passive in the face of this, choosing not to get involved, when he needs to and should be at times.

It is unfortunate that 1% of the crowd that are dissenters can often get 99% of the attention, such as with the gay and lesbian issues.  That voice can color or shut down relationships in total.  We need to find ways to agree and not be so disagreeable or toxic.  Instead, try to learn new techniques for accentuating the positive things with which we are so blessed.

We have not learned how to reconcile differences.  This is the greatest need we have.  There is a kind of assumption of unity in Christ, but an inability to talk about it because if we bare our soul, we will be wounded.  This Presbytery has been brutal to women in ministry.  There is surface acceptance of persons with a different ethnic background but no real place at the table.  It is totally intolerant of theological differences.  There is no tolerance for orientation differences.

It is sad that what could be a rich and life giving body is life draining.  We see church at its worst in Presbytery.  We could be a model to the outside world of the beauty of being a Christian.

Refraining to speak reflects disagreement.  Some pastors boycott presbytery meetings because they do not agree with the majority opinion expressed at the meetings.  There is withholding of per capita when a congregation disagrees.

St. Paul addressed the problems in the early church and the fact that the Holy Spirit resides in clay pots.  We don’t allow the Spirit to be in Presbytery in the same sense as it resides in us as “clay pots.”  We are very judgmental.  Our clay jars are shattered.  Connectionalism is lost.  

Last year we denied membership to a candidate for pastor of a local church.  This isolates us from other presbyteries.  It was a very hostile meeting.  This hostile attitude affects all boards and committees and their abilities to work together.  This stand that we can’t accept pastors from more liberal presbyteries will hurt our pastors seeking to move to other presbyteries.

We do not deal with differences well.  Ethnic differences, we are getting more used to those in our communities.  We don’t deal with theological differences at all.  We lack respect for one another.  We are quick to personalize issues and label individuals.

It is difficult for women in ordained ministry; they are looked down upon by some of our leaders (male pastors).  When a church is getting a female pastor, the Committee on Ministry needs to help that church learn how to work with a female minister.

We deal with differences poorly.  Pastors who have expressed their theological diversity are not truly welcomed in the presbytery.  There is a lack of affirmation of their ministry.  There is a sense of rejection when speaking out at a committee or presbytery.

In terms of our ability to love one another, Presbytery may not be so faithful.

Hypothesis # 8:  Structure to facilitate ministry.  

The effectiveness of Presbytery organizational structures is uneven, leading to frustration with how ministry gets done.  Some structures are effective, while others are less effective.  As a result people do not feel the satisfaction they might from participating in Presbytery life.  There is an unsettling sense that some things are not working as they could. 

Presbytery structure has to do with roles & responsibilities, work groups, linkages, policies, procedures & rules, and information flow.  Ideally, structure should facilitate the organization’s vision, mission and goals.  “Form” should follow “function”.  All too often, however, church structures exist with little or no regard for organizational strategy.  The impression is that structure exists for its own sake.  In fact, some church bodies have probably redrawn the structural chart as a substitute for clarifying its vision and mission strategy.


The functionality – or dysfunctionality – of a church’s structural design is a difficult subject.  Because the church has endured as a continuing organization (albeit with reformations) for so long, it inevitably carries elements in its design that are dysfunctional.  Sometimes people attribute holy meaning to the dysfunctions and cover them over with religious trappings making them difficult to see.  Yet, when there are problems with the organizational structure, they are usually manifest in these ways:

· The way various groupings are created that share a particular responsibility, task, or geographic ministry area.

· The way work roles and responsibilities are defined for persons and groups.

· The way groups are linked with each other to assure communication, pacing, and coordinated decision-making.

· The way information flows throughout the organization in a timely manner to those who need it for decision-making.

· The way policies, procedures, and rules are defined and carried out.

· The ways an organization learns from its experience

Presbytery meeting structure:  a reflection of our common life:

The presbytery meeting is intended to be a primary structure for cultivating a common life and forming ourselves together in the Reformed tradition and in the life of faith we share.  For many, the Presbytery meeting is the experience of Presbytery.  While worship has been a strong and powerful part of presbytery meetings, the experience in this presbytery has been mixed, with negative reactions to the meeting process and experience.

We attempt to provide a sharing and praying time at Presbytery meetings.  I have not sensed the tension in the room as a year ago.  Calling for a time of prayer and discernment has helped heal wounds.

I have seen inquirers unjustly reprimanded on the floor of Presbytery.  Some do not feel safe there.  This leads to not having a trusting relationship with Presbytery, the feeling of the Presbytery trying to control people, no feeling of support.  As a Presbytery we are hurting and something has to change.  When folks do not feel safe in Presbytery they will not get involved in Presbytery activities.

Individual congregations want due process in the whole presbytery.  When special meetings are called, no one’s at their best.  We seem to be anxiety driven.  Anxiety, that’s something we really need to address; seems to be a viral dynamic to our reactionary responses. – it all saps energy.

We need an atmosphere of love in the best sense of the word to permeate our presbytery.  This doesn’t develop with a goal in mind.  That isn’t how we get it.

The use of fear and scare tactics is easier to use in the whole than in the smaller working type groups.

Too much time dealing with divisive issues or issues that we allow to become divisive.

A sign of our unity is the way our debates on the floor of presbytery are handled fairly.

We need to get rid of presbytery meetings as we have known them.  For better or worse, presbytery is important.  We should conduct the necessary business in two hours, then have a two hour worship service and lunch time for all, followed by one hour for church pastors and elders to talk about working together. All of this meeting should be sharply focused, with the clear objective of churches moving forward.

Cohesiveness and effectiveness of the Presbytery Council and Committees

The Presbytery Council and Committees tend to function well with clarity of role.  Appreciation was expressed for the good will and dedication of the members of the Presbytery Council and Committees.  However some concern was expressed for the lack of collaboration.  Some concern for the “at large” status of Council members and some grieving for the lack of certain program committees.  The following comments illustrate these observations:

We have committees with clearly defined roles.

People can be open with each other, especially at the Council level.  People are not degraded at Council.  There is an open give and take and it is clear that the members of Council are very much interested in fairness and equality.

Groups function well when they have a common goal.

Council seems to work well with each other.  There is trust, and it feels like everyone is on the same team.

Good work is done on the Council, but you don’t always know if it will carry on because of the changing Council.  Took me a year to get oriented on the Council and figure how things worked.

Any structure not mandated by the Book of Order was eliminated, and the rest evolved to the Council when the program committees were eliminated.  This lack of structure has impeded ministry in these areas and added to the work load of the Executive Presbytery.  Roles within the Council are not clear.

We do not do programs as a presbytery; we believe that the mission focus is within the congregation and if there are needs a church cannot meet we try to develop a covenant group with churches coming together.  Our committee structure is not programmatic; we only have committees mandated by the Book of Order.
If the ministry of the Presbytery is to ordain and secure pastors, the structures are designed to do that.  COM and COPM are the two most powerful structures in the Presbytery.

Fifteen years ago the structure was reduced to the minimum required by the Book of Order.  The assumption was that interest groups would form for other reasons, but this has not happened.  In order to reduce the size of the Council, committees are not represented on the Council.  Council is also empowered to act independently in place of Presbytery.

I feel the rules and framework limit the work of a committee.  Sometimes I feel that the Spirit is limited by the rules and bylaws.

I have never liked this “member at large” status on Council. You never really have a job.  You never have anything to report what had been done or not done.  As “at large” I felt very unuseful.

In the past the Council was more of a coordinating group.  Members at large was a good move, but have lost that coordination piece.  The Executive tries to respond to this need by writing up a monthly report.

Committees know what their jobs are and function well in their entities.  Not a whole lot of collaboration between them.  Structure does not really allow for collaborative efforts.  It does not encourage congregations to have shared ministries.

We should have a committee functioning in the joint role of evangelism and social justice, as these areas tend to compliment each other and may tend to take the edge off the sharp relationships we have toward each other.

BCA and its process in the Presbytery works well without controversy.

Policies:  

The Presbytery has had helpful policies written or expressed over the years.  There is some concern about where the policies are and how to have access to them.  Some only know of policies when they break them. This leads to confusion and unevenness in enforcing them.

Comments regarding the need for policies follow:

COM has the best known policies.  They are well understood by the committee and used to guide their work.

Our policy manual is current and up to date.  Processes are carefully followed.

Policies are written and approved, but limited in access because they are primarily in minutes; not collected for access by congregations.

Lots of rules.  We are reminded of them when we do not do something.  I have never seen a Presbytery manual.

There are extensive policies and rules.  They reside in the Stated Clerk and the Executive Presbyter.  There are so many rules and structures it is hard to know what they are and understand where they come from or why.

Written reports exist through detailed manuals.  But who knows who reads them.  More corrective rather than being woven into the DNA of the Presbytery.  Lots of good things have been written taking up space in a binder.

Policies being found are an area we have worked on.  We have lots of policies and guidelines.  Not unnecessarily so, they serve a good purpose.

The Presbytery has less than 10 policies.  We try to make policies when there is real need.  There is a policy section in the operations manual.  Committees have sections in their toolbox with policies.  There was a time we were nervous about policies so we had guidelines.

We have an orientation for new pastors coming in to review the policies.

Good policies and rules exist and are enforced by the Presbytery Executive.  They are set forth in a policy manual.

Perhaps we could define these better.  I would like a note book, something to pass on. i.e. for Nominations this would be very helpful.

Feedback mechanisms/research.  

There is a gap in the presence of regular feedback processes with the effect that the Presbytery fails at times to learn from its experiences.  Comments about how the Presbytery learns from its experience follow:

We learn from our experience with difficulty.  We evaluate paid staff, but no evaluation of Council, committees or taskforces.

Personnel committee provides opportunity for evaluating David and Debbie.  The annual statistical report gives us feedback on membership.  The pastor’s salary report gives them feedback.  These are measures of how healthy we are.

The Presbytery does not see itself as an intentional learning community for our mission.  It does not adopt best practices, with the exception of the adoption of the Alpha program.

I am not sure there is a set feedback system that exists.  Do we evaluate our meetings? If we do, it is not effective.  We seem to be afraid of honest evaluations of our effectiveness as a whole.  Desire to present the positives even during the glaring negatives show.  We need to celebrate the positive and face the negatives head on.

I think part of the feedback process is the BCA budget meeting with mission groups.  In other areas every couple of years we have cluster groups for presbyters to get together and ask about issues and keep communication open.

We have Council retreats, but with very little follow through.  There is no formal mechanism beyond reports to Presbytery.

The only formal evaluation is by the Personnel Committee.  Also, to a limited degree, some analysis of our statistical report happens each year.  But these evaluations say little about the Body of Christ.

We respond to concerns expressed.  We have no process each year of asking how are we doing.  Council used to reflect each year on how we are doing, but did not do anything about what was discussed.

We don’t evaluate task forces, Council, Committees or Commissions.  We do evaluate the Executive and Administrative Assistant each year.

We do a good job of gathering information, but we do not do a very good job of sharing the information.

The ministries of the Presbytery are determined by “this is what we have always done.”  There does not seem to be any real evaluation of effectiveness.

Much of the face of the Presbytery falls on G. David Lambertson.  If we evaluate Council, committees, etc it is informally.  We have not always done evaluations.

We do very little self-evaluation.  We should allow the Presbytery to evaluate various aspects of the Presbytery.

Linkages:

Few structures and processes currently facilitate the linking functions necessary for the effective collaboration in Central Washington Presbytery.  

Linkages refer to the structures and processes that facilitate collaboration and cooperation across levels and between areas in the Presbytery’s organization.

While appreciation is expressed for the complexity and efforts put forth for collaboration, this is an area where additional effort is needed.

Most linkage happens through our very capable Exec. and administrative assistant.  Information flow too.  Debbie coordinates for the rest of us.

We are coordinated well through the Council.

Linkage happens primarily through ex-officio members.  A few groups are linked by common members. (Council members on task forces)  More coordination is needed – more involvement is needed.  Only 40 people do most of the work of the Presbytery

Not much coordination goes on between groups in the presbytery.  Each work group is narrowly defined.  The flow is through the E. P. and Clerk as the links.

Groups in the presbytery coordinate their efforts nominally.  Maybe G. David is the catalyst.  I am not sure how groups coordinate.

COPM and COM had one joint meeting that was very helpful.  There should be more of that when it could prove beneficial.  There does not seem to be a lot of cross communication.  There is reporting, but not real give and take communication.

The Presbytery could do a better job of facilitating the coordination and sharing of resources between churches in areas of music, speakers, mission outreach efforts and youth ministry to name a few.

A new thing is on the Presbytery website; each committee has its own spot and we can share information.  All is available on the website.

Council does not function as a coordinating body.  Coordination happens when the need arises between the COM and COPM.  The Exec serves as the link between groups.

A major contributor to our inability to be connected is that the right hand does not know what the left is doing.  The Executive Presbyter is the only link.

Information flow is a major issue.  It flows only through the Executive and the Moderator of the Presbytery.  Who is “in” and who is “out” is determined by pastor groupings of like minded pastors.  Congregations and others in the Presbytery don’t have the accurate information because many times when it is sent out, it never gets to the right people.

The presbytery does a good job in communicating what it is doing.  We are not so good about communicating what the individual churches are doing for connecting the churches together.  We share only in the ministry and mission of the Presbytery itself.

Summary


These are the major hypotheses to be tested.  They are not the only significant challenges that are facing the Presbytery of Central Washington today and that will continue to face it tomorrow, but they are certainly among the most significant.


Each of these challenges requires prayerful thought, careful examination, and creative planning.  Each will require important changes in the ways the leaders and members of Presbytery of Central Washington think and act.

Appendix

Living in the “None Zone”


The Religion in Public Life in the Pacific Northwest sociological study edited by Patricia O’Connell Killen and Mark Silk invites reflection about the unique challenge and opportunity for ministry that faces Central Washington Presbytery, as it looks to the future. This study looks at church affiliation in the states of Washington and Oregon. 

 In the Pacific Northwest (Washington and Oregon) there are simultaneous tendencies, at different and sometimes the same moment, to cooperate across and beyond religious institutions, to almost sectarian religious conflicts and extremes, to religious indifference…. Here theological heritage, creative imagination, fascination with the new, and the promise of unlimited possibility coalesce to make religion present in both conventional and unconventional ways.

Throughout the Pacific Northwest region’s history most people have not participated in institutional religion, and the few who have are divided among many different groups. No single denomination or religious community has been present for any period of time in numbers sufficient to constitute a dominant public force with which all must contend.  The absence of a single, persistently dominant, strongly institutionalized religious reference group colors all individual and institutional religiousness in the Pacific Northwest region.

Religion has never been a strong mechanism of social control. With minimal social pressure to affiliate with a religious institution, individuals are free to pursue or abandon a spiritual quest, as they will.  Individuals and groups develop belief, practice, and sensibility under little pressure to conform and with considerable freedom to experiment and innovate.  This physical and spiritual environment confronts all who enter the Pacific Northwest region with a set of religious tasks that involve clarifying individual religious identity, constructing social relationships, and making sense of the land itself.

Low levels of religious adherence (affiliation with an organized religious community), coupled with the lack of a dominant denomination, render religious identity, commitment, and long-term belonging within a religious organization an ongoing problem.  Each individual’s religious identity and organizational affiliation can be a lifelong project.


Most people who come into the Pacific Northwest region do not come seeking to replicate what they left behind.  They come for a better opportunity or to escape hardship elsewhere.  One thing they seek to escape is the social pressure to conform. … Each person who enters the Pacific Northwest region must choose whether, if, and how to reconnect.  That choice is part of a larger question of community in the Pacific Northwest, a question about how an individual can be fully free in nature and part of society.  People seek community, often through churches, and yet feel ambivalent about the constraints that community entails.  This ambivalence leads some out of churches and drives others toward intense commitment and ownership.  This is our back yard and context for ministry.


For most of the region’s history, people supported religious institutions for the services they provided and as signs of civilization and progress.  A widely shared view of religious institutions as a social utility, coupled with institutional religious leaders’ realization of the fragility of their enterprises, contributed to ecumenical cooperation in the region. … 


Throughout the region’s history individuals have joined, dropped out, and switched organizational affiliation.  While this practice is not unique to the Pacific Northwest, it has been more common here and historically has had greater impact because of the small populations within religious organizations.  


In many ways the same is true of religious institutions.  The environment that renders them weak also provides impetus for innovation and experimentation.  … Creativity in religious organizations has been part of the region’s religious environment.  At the same time, however, religious institutions, like individuals, become concerned with boundaries of identity and exhibit the same alternation between expansiveness and self-absorption.

The None Zone argues that four clusters of religious communities, each joined by theological, historical and social affinities – and all reflecting the region’s characteristic religious style –

have emerged.

1. Mainline Protestants, Catholics and Reformed and Conservative Jews.  These three groups share theological visions that impel their members to action on behalf of the broader common good.  Those visions have motivated experiments in providing social services, innovations in worship, self critique, civic leadership, and prophetic political involvement.  … To the extent that there has been a religious establishment in the Pacific Northwest, these groups have constituted it.  … The extent of their future influence will depend on several factors, including the growth of other religious clusters, internal conflicts within each community and their ability to motivate their members to political action based on historical theological principles in a context in which people increasingly are disconnected from the teachings of historic faiths and uncritically receptive to economic market metaphors for conceptualizing and organizing public life.

2. Sectarian entrepreneurs, including some older evangelical denominations and newer post-denominational groups that have embraced with renewed energy the entrepreneurship that always has been a feature of the Pacific Northwest’s more open religious environment.  This cluster may soon rival the first in size and perhaps influence.  Today’s sectarian entrepreneurs wed an exclusivist, evangelical theology with skillful use of modern communication technology and organizational structures borrowed from the information economy.  Contemporary worship, emphasis on small group experiences that meet member’s needs, and an entrepreneurial ethos directed toward expansion and success contribute to their growth.

3. People of the Pacific Rim.  Native Americans, ethnic communities from Oceania and East and South Asia.

4. The “secular but spiritual” group constitutes most of the region’s population.  It includes two groups, both outside conventional religious institutions.  The first identifies with a religious tradition but does not belong to one of its congregations.  The second is the Nones proper, who respond no to the identification with any religion.  Neither group is without religion.  Only a small minority of the “nones” identify as atheist or agnostic.  … Post-modern global trends in individual motivation and social organization coalesce with the region’s religious fluidity and with internal tensions in religious communities to erode individual connections to religious institutions.  If this is the case, those who identify with, but do not belong to, an institution of a religious tradition may be moving toward full “None” status.

Foundations for a Church Organizational Analysis

Understanding Systems Theory.  


Systems thinking is exactly that -- a way of thinking.  Systems thinking enlarges the mind-set of the observer.  It enables us to see how events are caused by many different forces working in complex relation to one another.  Systems thinking helps us observe, diagnose, and intervene in the complex web of interdependencies that characterize most church organizations.


Organizations as open systems display a number of basic systems characteristics.  Many of these characteristics could be discussed in detail, but a few of the most important characteristics are mentioned here.

1. Internal interconnectedness.  ("You can't rock one end of a boat.") Changes in one part of a church system usually cause changes in other parts.  The pieces are interconnected.  

2. Capacity for feedback.  Churches (systems) can learn from their experience and correct errors and change themselves and change what they do because of this characteristic.   Church organizations have the potential to use feedback and be self-correcting systems, but they do not always realize this potential.

3. Equilibrium.  Churches (systems) have energy to move toward or maintain a "steady state."  Whenever something occurs that creates a change, the system reacts and moves toward a balanced state again.  

4. Equifinality.  In a church (system)) there is no one "perfect" or "right" way of the system to be constructed, since many different configurations will produce the same results.

5. Adaptation.  For a church (system) to survive, it must continue to adapt and change.  Systems must adapt by changing as environmental conditions change.  New services, new ministries, new programming is always needed if the church is to continue to be relevant in a changing world.  


Systems theory provides a different and helpful way of thinking about the church in ministry and mission.


The primary objective of your presbytery organizational analysis is to learn how the presbytery organization functions.  The primary tool for learning about the presbytery organization is the Systems Model of the Church.  The model is shown in an abbreviated way at the end of these  pages.  Among the features of the Systems Model which will benefit your presbytery analysis are the following: 

· It shows the interplay among the six different systems within the whole of the local church:

· Input System - the "givens" that shape our ministry (history, environment, heritage)

· Organizational Strategy System (our vision and understanding of mission for our church)

· Internal Management System (how ministry happens)

· Output System (effectiveness of our ministry)

· Results System (faithfulness of our ministry)

· Feedback System (how we learn from our experience)

· The Systems Model indicates which factors are most important to look at in the church organization.

· It shows how factors are related.

· It shows which factors cause other factors to change.

· And, especially important for your task now: 

· It serves as a guide for analysis and interpretation.  

· It shows what data need to be collected.

· It can guide future action.


The Systems Model of the Church illustrates how different parts can fit well together and thus the church functions effectively, or fit poorly, thus leading to problems, dysfunction, or performance below potential.  The state of relative balance, or "fit" between important elements of the church organization refers to the presence (or lack) of congruence.  The interaction and consistency of the fit among key elements of the church organization are essential to its functioning effectively.
 


It is important to remember that the model concerns itself with how the church behaves in its common life and shared ministry.  It concerns itself with the elements that ultimately produce traceable patterns of behavior and thus performance of the church.  In the simplest "systems" language, we are dealing with the following questions:

(1) What "givens" does the church system have to work with in considering its ministry and mission?

(2) What results does it need to (and actually) produce?

(3) What are the major components of the internal management system by which work gets done and ministry results are produced?

(4) How do these components interact with each other?.
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    �	Lesslie Newbigin, Sign of the Kingdom (Eerdman's Publishing Company, 1980), p. 64.


� Book of Order G.3.0200 on “The Church and Its Mission”


� Patricia O’Connell Killen and Mark Silk editors, Religion and Public Life in the Pacific Northwest: The None Zone (Walnut Creek, CA: Ave. Maria Press, 2004) p.9-13.


    �	Stanley Hauerwas, Against the Nations: War and Survival in a Liberal Society (University of Notre Dame Press, 1992) p. 118.


� Quoted and paraphrased from Patricia O’Connell Killen and Mark Silk editors, Religion and Public Life in the Pacific Northwest: The None Zone (Walnut Creek, CA: Ave. Maria Press, 2004) p.9-19.


    � The SYSTEMS MODEL OF THE CHURCH developed by the Center for Parish Development builds upon the work of Homans (1952), Leavitt (1965), Seiler (1967), Lawrence and Lorsch (1969), Lorsch and Sheldon (1972) and Nadler and Tushman (1988).






