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Abstract

TWO BY TWO LEADERSHIP: A DESCRIPTION OF IDEAL LEADRSHIP PAIRS FOR
CHRISTIAN MINISTRY.

Joseph Thomas Swanner IV
Liberty Baptist Theological Seminary, 2013.

Mentor: Dr. Charles N. Davidson

A growing number of scholars are accepting the sstygn that shared leadership is
preferred over individual leadership. The sharediéeship model is proliferating into new fields
where it is being modified and improved. Biblicaltitere is a pattern of sending individuals two
by two into leadership, as well. Christian leadgrshodels of the future must to return to the
two by two, co-leader ideal. There is room for t&gizing the details of what this model will
look like on a practical level. Utilizing a casedy and surveys, this project examines the effects
of this leadership model in a church plant contexih an urban small group network. This
context will provide insight on the details of heWared leadership might look in the modern

church.

Abstract length: 126 words.
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INTRODUCTION

A Statement of the Problem

The modern church is facing a leadership crisispademic proportion. There are more
moral failures and missteps in the personal liiespaitual leaders than ever in the history of the
Christian church. Beyond this, the confidence |lefe¢he leaders that survive the onslaught of
moral degradation is also at an all-time low. Thiglence that the church in the West is quickly
slipping into irrelevance is irrefutabteThe general state of Christian leadership is snegiute,
disrepair, and disempowerment.

The reputation of the church is in disrepute. €hae so many examples of this that it
almost seems passe to review them. The main rdéastris lack of credibility is the lack of
perceived integrity of Christian leaders. Therefardoo many instances of infidelity and deceit
extant among those who have occupied the top sp@ihristian ministrie.It is interesting that
many of church members see these problems in otheches and not in their own church. It is
as if they believe that other leaders are notwraghy, but their pastor is above reproach.

The church is in disrepair. Even a casual glanhe@ephone book or online registry will
indicate that there are many flavors of the chumciny given locality. Far too many of these
have found their origins in church conflict. Itas if the very fabric of the church is tearinglitse
apart. In 1511, Martin Luther posted his 95 theéeanark the beginning of the Reformation. The

schisms have not ceased sifid¢éot only are there new congregations that havergadefrom

! Mark Driscoll, Confessions of a Reformissional Reveréhnd Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2006), 16-18.

2 Richard J. Krejcir “What is Going on with the Rastin America?” Schaeffer Institute of Church
Leadership Development, accessed September 14, B@i2/www.churchleadership.org/apps/articlesddétasp?
articleid=42347&columnid=4545.

? Michael Tummillo, “Surviving an American ChurchIBp accessed September 14, 2012,
http://ezinearticles.com/?Surviving-an-American-&inaSplit&id=161200.

1



this, but also most churches have internal stniée is almost comical if it were not so very éad.
The anecdotal illustrations about members fightiwgr the color of the carpet in the sanctuary
are not only proliferated, they are fully beliewvabThe church is not only in disrepair due to
splits and divisions, she is often caught engagethproductive activity.

The church is disempowered. There is a huge g&mierica on the subject of fulfilling
the requirement of the Great Commission, which grasn by Chrisf The American population
is growing steadily while the numbers of those wlaam the name of Christ have begun to
decline’ Those in leadership try to put a positive spirthia fact, but the church is not doing
what she was created to do, make disciples. Futtedisciples who are being made are not of
the type that may be seen in the New TestamentoDiine attributes of these New Testament
disciples was that they make even more disciplbeer& are a number of indicators that point to
the fact that this is not being done in adequatebrrs. “The typical church is in declin®.”

One of the reasons for the decline in leadershtpe Christian church is that of
unrealistic expectations. The modern church requher leaders to be better than proficient at all
aspects of leadership. There is an expectatiorthibdeader must not only be a very spiritual
person, but also a motivational speaker and axeputive manager as well. On this level, the

modern Christian leader must wear the proverbitd bboth the chief executive officer and the

* Alfred Poirier,The Peace Making Pastor: A Biblical Guide to Resg\Church Conflic(Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Books, 2006), 9-10.

® Colin Marshall and Tony Paynghe Trellis and The Vine: The Ministry Mind-Shiftaf Changes
Everything(Kingsford NSW, Australia: Matthias Media, 2008)10.

® ElImer Towns, Ed Stetzer, and Warren Bikdl,Innovations in the Local Church: How Today’s tlees
Can Learn, Discern and Move into the Futxéentura, CA: Regal Books, 2007), 14.

" Julia Duin, “Just in: Latest Church Growth Stadisf’ The Washington TimgBebruary 12, 2010,
accessed September 14, 2012, http://www.washirigieatcom/blog/belief-blog/2010/feb/12/latest-chugtbwth-
stats-in/.

8 Aubrey Malphurs, “Strategic Planning for Leadepsini the 21 Century,” Enrichment, Winter, 2010,
accessed December 21, 2013, http://www.malphurggrom/images/Articles/EJW10_Malphurs_article.pdf



chief financial officer for the church. He or sheshbe expertly skilled in all the specialties of
the modern business leadership model and findetb@urces to hold the hand of the dying
member at any given hour of the day or night.

On top of all this, the particular style of least@p, which is employed by the modern
Christian leader, must match the preferred stylinos$e individuals that he or she would lead.
This expectation is in place despite the fact évatry individual in a given room expects
something different from their leader at any gitieme or situation. If this were not enough, the
Christian leader must maintain a personal housebfoiagith and must make time to be the
example of how to be the best spouse and pareatcdimpensation for this must be minimal,
not unlike the expected compensation for a teaich@public school systemh.

In short, the modern Christian leader is not ableeet all the expectations that are
placed upon him or her. There is too much to dorestcenough resources. The objective
numbers of disciples being made are abysmal. Tlaese are known and felt by most Christian
leaders on a weekly basis. Because of this, tlo@ifisdeence is gone. The profession of Christian
leaders is one of the least self-assured of anyodeaphic’® This group of leaders is not doing

their job; they cannot do their job, and they knaw

Limitations of the Project
While there is always a hope by researchers eaptitset, that their contribution will cure
all the ailments of the world, a realization sooses that their part of the puzzle is only one

problem among many. This project is no exceptiamtter, since the problem or question is

® Chuck Bentley, “A Pastor’s Salary,” Crown Finard¥inistries, accessed September 14, 2012,
http://www.crown.org/library/viewarticle.aspx?aitl=148.

10 Jim Fuller, Pastoral Care Inc., “Statistics in Mimistry,” accessed September 14, 2012,
http://www.pastoralcareinc.com/statistics/.



merely one problem among many, the proposed salugien if it is correct and able to fix the
problem, will only fix that one problem. The fabtt there are solo leaders in ministry today is a
problem. The proposed solution is partnershipsadérship in those ministries. These
partnerships will not change much if the other peots in the ministries are not addressed as
well.

The heartfelt desire of this researcher is toamby raise awareness that there is a flaw in
the current leadership model, but also to showttieat.ord Jesus has already given a way out
from under the consequences of continuing to emghisyfaulty model. Above all else, the hope
is that all who read this paper will gain an untiarding that partnerships are more desirable
than solo leadership models.

One specific limitation that is apparent in thisjpct is the slim number of participants in
the study. About 200 invitations were sent, howgwaaty about ten percent of these responded
to the survey. Of these, only a handful of indiattulive and work outside of Richmond,
Virginia. In order for the study to carry more wieiga much larger number of individuals would
need to participate. Further, these leaders woeddi no represent more regions, geographically
in order for the sampling to be more robust andibte.

There are a number of types of evidence that wardde for the continuance of the
discussion on partnering in leadership. These dechiblical, literary, evidence from church
history and the human condition. The biblical evickeis compelling and begs the question
concerning why the modern church is largely ndbfeing the practice of pairing leaders. Since
one of the only things to be lost is the individpatle of solo leaders, this discussion should
continue with a view to how the standard operapiragcedure for the typical modern church

should adapt.



A Statement of the Solution

There are at least two parts to understandingpaolyiem. The first of these is to well
define the problem and the second is to proposduian. Philosopher and author, John Dewy
(1859-1952) is credited with saying that a “Prohlemll-defined is a problem half-solved.”
What has been discussed thus far in this papetdéseription of the problem, utilizing sweeping
statements and broad parameters. However, moréseamtderstanding of the dilemma facing
the modern church is required before any real gsgymay be realized.

There are three categories of problems that aiegaChristian leaders today. First, they
are not getting the job dorWhen the founder of the church left, He gave irdtons
concerning what the goals and objectives of theathshould be. These are found in all four
Gospels and in the book of Acts (Matthew 28: 18M@rk 16: 15, Luke 24: 47, John 20:21,
Acts 1: 8). It is easy to understand from thessageass that the church is supposed to be about
the business of making disciples of every peopbeigt? This is to become an ongoing,
growing, healthy church that ultimately reachesrgwedividual on the planet. However, this
ideal church is not what is seen in reality today.

Second, there seem to be a plethora of unreatispectations placed on the average
Christian leadet? These seem to come from all stakeholders in amsharthe church. Those
outside the church seem to believe that the chemohand should do more to help them in their

difficulties. Those inside the church seem to expleeir leaders to be all things to all people and

1 Aubrey Malphurs, “Strategic Planning.”

12 Rick Warren,The Purpose-Driven Church: Growth Without ComprangjsYour Message & Mission
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1995), 103-107.

13 George BarnaGrowing True Disciple$Colorado Springs, CO: Water Brook Press, 200898.

14 George Barnalhe Power of Team Leadership: Finding Strengthhiar&d ResponsibilitfColorado
Springs, CO: WaterBrook Press, 2001), 1-7.



meet their every need. The leaders themselves seerpect to be able to live up to very
demanding standards of excellence and competeraieareas of life and leadership.

Third, there is an undercurrent of instabilitythe sub-conscious of most Christian
leaders:> Some have labeled this undercurrent, burh®tihis may be due to the first two
difficulties stated above. It is as though the agerleaders knows that the job is not getting done
and that he or she is not able to fill all the soléhich are required to get the job done in thst fir
place. This leads to the third problem of lack&f-sonfidence.

These real problems have been discussed in ayafieontexts, and a variety of culprits
have been indicted, from the incompetence andoficedividual leaders to the idea that the
average church is too compl¥XThese and other proverbial smoking guns may agpeaime
as being the reasons for the leadership crisisekiery when examined more closely, they lack
credibility as the real causes.

There is one cause that may seem too simpliste toredible, however, when contrasted
against the problem of the leadership crisis, iy tn@ exactly right. In most cases, under the
current model of today’s church, there is only tesler at the top of the organizatiSrSince it
is impossible for any one person to do all the jiblag are required for this role, there is an easy

solution.

15 Jim Fuller, Pastoral Care Inc., “Statistics in Mimistry,” accessed September 14, 2012,
http://www.pastoralcareinc.com/statistics/.

1% Nicholas W. Twigg and Bomi Kang, “The Effect ofdaership, Perceived Support, Idealism, and Self

Esteem on BurnoutJournal of Behavioral Studies in Busin€sgril 2011), accessed September 14, 2012,
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.liberty.edu:28d@siew/ 928758842,

Y Thom S Rainer and Eric Geig&imple Church: Returning to God's Process for MgKirisciples
(Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman, 2006), 26-27.

18 Barna,Team LeadershigGhapter 1.



There should be more than one person at the tafp Ghristian organizations. “The key
to a fulfilled life is relationships™® Rather than a single person filling the roleerisr pastor
or the equivalent, there should always be a cospaguation in the leadership structure of every
Christian organization. The solution is not that thodern church needs to find better, more
effective leadership; it is that there needs talsbared leadership role in every situation. “One
person alone will never change the whole woffd.”

Some have suggested that the idea of the pluctlisadership is what is need&d.
While it is true that teams always beat individy#t® model that embraces a team leadership
structure is doomed to repeat the problems of tineent situation because of the nature of
leadership. When there are many leaders in a caeenibr example, nothing gets done until a
person emerges as the leader of that committes.iJkhy the first instruction given to a jury is
for the members to elect a foreperson. The veryresalt of team leadership models is another
echelon of bureaucracy. Rather than somethingngetitone by the committee of “leaders,” one
individual sets the agenda and gets the others@ndmmittee to follow or get off the
committee. Therefore, all this model breeds isdrhical bureaucracy.

The possible solution is to install partnershipgeadership in all Christian organizations.
This needs to be put into place at the top echedbtizese organizations and carried down
through all levels. These partnerships need toutsigly known and privately upheld. The
individuals who occupy the opposing halves of thenerships need to be committed to the

leadership and ministries of their other half ahé&y were more important and authoritative than

19 Oscar W. Thompson JConcentric Circles of Concern: Seven Stages foriMpRisciples(Nashville,
TN: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1999), 11.

2 Alvin L. Reid, Radically Unchurched: Who They Are and How to ReBtwem(Grand Rapids, MI:
Kregel Publications, 2002), 62.

% Barna,Team Leadershifd,9-27.



their own. Partner “A” needs to see partner “B’hasor her boss and accountability confidant.
Partner “B” needs to see partner “A” as his orlh@ss and accountability confidant, as well.
There is no room for one superseding the other rggpect to the question of who is in charge.
The only time one may possibly override the otheuld be in an area of specialization or
giftedness.

The solo leader in the local church is a monsiyo#is base of support comes from the
felt need of many in leadership for control. Théesed has no place in Christian circles. Not that
this felt need is altogether misplaced or thatfaeling this need is altogether healthy, but that
the need for the leader to feel that he or she ec®ntrol is out of bounds in the Christian
experience. The fact is that the Lord Jesus CHiisself claimed to be the One in charge and
He does not share this responsibility. He declématiHe would build His church and the very
gates of hell would not prevail against it (Matth&@: 18 b). The Lord is very much in control of
His church via the agent of the Holy Spirit. A dateexamination of where this need for control

came from is the next topic.

Theoretical Basisfor the Project
The discussion on solo leadership begins in thel&eof Eden. There, the first time God
said that anything was not good was that man waseglGenesis 2:18). This was the reasoning
that brought the fairer sex into the world. Theiefact is that it is not good for humans to be
alone in anything that is typically done outside thodern bathroom. Howard Hendricks used to
exclaim, “Never go anywhere without somebod§This is especially true in Christian

leadership.

22 Howard Hendricks, Lectures on leadership, Dallasdlogical Seminary, 1994.



One of the first formal partnerships seen in titsdidal record is that of Moses and his
brother Aaron. In Exodus 45:15-16, God, in appaess@asperation, told Moses that He would let
his brother speak to Pharaoh in Moses’ stead. Agmplgr Moses was self-conscious about a
speech impediment. It is interesting to note, havethat Moses’ brother, Aaron, was already en
route to meet Moses when God relented on this gdint

It is important to cite the lack of success ad aglthe presence of it in the biblical
record. InJudges 2:14-28e writer provided a synopsis of the cycle of ai@nd physical
degradation that the nation of Israel experienagthg the time of the Judges. The people would
cry out to the Lord after judgment became too gasat He would deliver them via leaders that
were known as judges. These leaders were solorkeadd their leadership was incomplete. The
evidence for this is that the nation of Israel vabsin again, bringing further judgment.

During the time of the kings, it was God’s desirat there would be a shared leadership
role in the nation of Israel. The king would be tiaional or political leader; he would be in
charge when there was a need for defense or anahtesponse to something. The spiritual side
of the lives of the Israelites was to be led byiagt or prophet. This person would be in charge
of the cultic practices that were prescribed inlthe and in confronting the king when he was
in error. When this partnership was in effect, ribgults were peace and prosperity. However,
most of the time, this policy was not followed, ahd gradual decline in both spiritual and
physical realm was the result. In the end, bothd®sbf a divided kingdom were sent away from
their homeland. One of these kingdoms was dispemsedhe sea of humanity never to be

recovered.

Z william S. LaSor, David A. Hubbard, and Frederic Buish,0ld Testament Survey: The Message,
Form, and Background of the Old Testamemid ed(Grand Rapids, MIl: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1968),
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After this, the nation of Judah was allowed tainetto the land that was promised, and
the people flourished under the joint rule of Nef@mand Ezra. Nehemiah was the political
governor, and Ezra was the priest. The people edjpyosperity and peace while they listened
to both of these leaders in their respective rdtas.interesting to note that this prosperity and
peace endured very real threats that challenged theing this time, but in trusting God via
their leaders, the people were not thwarted.

Before leaving the Old Testament’s treatmenthi; subject, it would be unfortunate
not to mention the extensive attention that thedams literature gives to it. In Ecclesiastes 4:8-
12, the teacher presented a vivid picture contrgshe tragedy of being alone with the
prosperity and joy of having a companion. This wageneral statement concerning the
damaging effects of being alone and it mirrorsgheciple first found in the Garden of Eden
that it is not good for man to be alone.

During His earthly ministry, Jesus had a policysenhding His disciples out two by two
(Matthew 21:1, Mark 6:7, 11:1, 14:13, Luke 10:1;2M). He sent the twelve out for ministry.
He sent another seventy-two out for a similar niigidHe sent two to make preparations for the
Last Supper. This was His standard opergpimmgedureand the disciples did not forget it or
turn from it after His ascension.

If the evidence of the fact that Christ modeledphging of leaders was not enough for
imitation today, He also provided the rationaleibdthis policy. All three of the synoptic
Gospels record the conversation that He had wighdiiciples on this subject (Matthew 20:25,
Mark 10:42 and Luke 22:25, NIV). In it He compaet contrasted the leadership of the
Gentile rulers to that of the leadership in the réwrch that was to be created. He contrasted

these effectively taking the hierarchy out of theirch’s leadership equation. In the spiritual
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economy of His church, there were to be no leatlets‘lord it over” the others in the church. In
an attempt to counter any tendencies toward teisrchy, He established the example of
sending the disciples “two by two” into ministrytsegs.

In the “Upper-Room Discourse” Jesus promised tiiaiHoly Spirit would soon come to
the disciples (John 14: 16, NIV). In this discusskée enumerated the various roles and
functions that the Holy Spirit would occupy on bElod the Godhead. The arrival of the Holy
Spirit would only happen after the Son (Jesus) taken away. The Greek word that the Lord
used for the Holy Spirit in this passage wasaklete

The wordparakletemeans “one who comes along side in order to gite. & Jesus
utilized this word a number of times in this dissios, however, in this verse, He included the
adjective “another” in front of it. This descrip&iwvord in front of the word helper or comforter
(parakletg means that there will be another helper or cotafoDid He mean to say that there
would be another in kind or another in number efsame kind?

If He meant that there would be another in kihéntHe was probably referring to
Himself as the firsparaklete.lt may be that Jesus was saying that He Himsedftiva first
helper of the disciples and the Holy Spirit wouklthe next one. In this case, the Holy Spirit
would provide another kind of aide to the discidiesn the kind of aide that Jesus had provided.
There are problems with this interpretation, whigh be discussed later.

If, on the other hand, the Lord was meaning thetd would be a secoparakletewho
was similar in kind to the first one, then the aus question is, who or what was the first
paraklete In light of the pairings that the Lord had dornghwhem previously, the answer

would have been apparent to the original hearetisi®tdiscourse. The disciples would have

2 W. E. Vine,An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Word#& wieir Precise Meanings for English
ReadergOld Tappan, NJ: Revel Company, 1966), 208.
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considered the firgtarakleteto be the other disciple in the ministry pairingnig'would

probably be the disciple that they had been asdigméor the first campaign when Jesus sent out
the twelve and in the second campaign when Heaérthe seventy-two. This was the original
buddy system. What Jesus may have been sayinghatthée Holy Spirit would become the

third person in this well-established system.

If the firstparakletewas to be understood as being Jesus and the wotleat was with
respect to different in kind, then why did He nay & that way? While it is true that the
departure was the signal or prerequisite for timelisgy of the Holy Spirit, nowhere in the
Gospels is Jesus called by the tgranaklete® In fact, the only occurrence of this word being
used referring to Jesus is in the First Epistl@adin. John utilized it in a forensic sense (1 John
2:1, NIV). In this passage, John said that Jesisstiaone who pleads before the Father for
forgiveness of the sins of the believer. In thtémce, Christ is seen as the Christian’s advocate
(parakletg.

Since this is the only reference to Jesus, usiisgtérm, it is probably safe to say that He
was not calling Himself the firgarakletein John’s Gospel. The fact is that the apostle John
probably borrowed this term from Jesus’ words is thospel passage to comfort the suffering
Christians to whom He was writing. It is, howevenpugh to say that Jesus may have had
someone else beside Himself in mind as the iastkletewhen He said, “anotheparaklete.

Since there was no mention in any of the Gospellseodisbanding of the pairs of
disciples that were used in the first two campai¢ims reasonable understanding is that they
would remain paired for the third and last campalfthis is true, it is wise to recognize that the

first parakletein the minds of the individual disciples was thkesthalf of the pairing, or their

% D. A. CarsonThe Gospel According to JoliGrand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1991), 499.



13

partner in ministry. In the case of Peter, he wdwdde understood the firgarakleteas John.
Matthew would have understood his fipstrakleteas someone that he had previously been
paired with, for example, James. Five pairs ofigiss would have been immediately cognizant
of who the firstparakletewould have been. The exception to this would Haeen the disciple

who had been paired with Judas Iscariot. It isregeng that one of the first things on the agenda
for the early church was to replace this missirsgigie.

It is apparent that the early church understoadtlttiis policy of sending out ministers
two by two was to be the normal operating procedliney did this on several occasions even
before they were instructed to do so (Acts 3:1, 8:14, 11:25-26). On these occasions, the
partners were already together as they went abmng dhe various tasks that they were assigned
by the Holy Spirit and the church to do.

It is noteworthy that the Lord was the one whaguiSaul (Paul) and Barnabas. One of
the only mentions of the Holy Spirit instructingetbhurch directly is concerning the subject of
this partnership (Acts 13:2). On this occasion,Hody Spirit instructed the leaders of the church
at Antioch to set apart Saul (Paul) and Barnabaa feork that He had for them to do. This

became the First Missionary Journey, which is réedrin the book of Act&

Statement of M ethodology
Chapter 1 of this project will include the hist@i background for the shared leadership
model in the church. Most of the rationale for thé&ckground is biblical in its origin. For this
reason, most of this chapter will be dedicatedhéottacing of the idea that God never intended
for man to be alone. This began in the Garden ehEahd continued through the disciples of

Jesus. In theory, it continues to this day.

% Homer A. Kent, Jr.Jerusalem to Rome: Studies in the Book of f&tand Rapids, MI: Baker Book
House, 1972), 107-108.
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One of the products that will be produced as alre$this paper is research concerning
the desirability of utilizing the leadership modeht is being proposed. This research will take
two basic paths. First, there will be a survey,clhwill be distributed and filled out by a group
of church leaders. The hope for this survey is ithatll show that the leadership model (solo)
that is being utilized in most ministry situatiasdess than desirable. Another hope is that
patterns will emerge from the data concerning whaeldership model is better.

Second, there will be an in-depth study of a chuihat is already employing the
proposed partnership leadership model. A relatimely church began as a leadership
partnership. This church has two pastors who ageviery real sense, partners. About four years
ago, Phil, called a former classmate, Bill and ps®al that they move to this city in order to
plant a church. After several repeated requestisa@ieed to this proposal. Phil is the person
who regularly preaches on Sunday mornings at tiusoh. Bill is the person who works behind
the scenes to develop many of the emerging leadswsattend this church. It is obvious to all
who have joined this congregation that these twecaacountable to each other in an authentic
partnership. One does not tell the other what tardomore than the other the other one does.
They are visibly and publicly submissive to thedieeship of each othéf.This lends strength
and credibility to their individual ministries, atige net result is rather impressive. They are not
only effective as leaders and leader-makers; thewassured that their counterpart has their
proverbial back.

One of the expectations for this phase of thearebeis a template for future use in the
realm of church planting leadership models. Thei$ipeskills and temperaments that are

evident in the ministries of these two pastors seenomplement each other very well. Each of

" Richard FostefThe Celebration of Discipline: The Path to SpiritGrowth (New York, NY:
HarperCollins, 1998), 110-125.
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these men has strengths that complement the dtheir. interests and abilities cover the entirety
of what is required for church ministry as they wor tandem. Many of their individual skills

and interests are in apparent contradiction tather’s skills and interests. For this reason,gher
is always a healthy tension that exists concerplags and future emphases. In spite of this, they
maintain a fierce unity that has, to date, remaunaharred.

Another expectation for this case study is theraness that the differences between the
ministries that Phil and Bill maintain may be pafranother prototype for further study. Phil is a
person with one bent with respect to ministry aftigquite another. The fact that they work
well together and push each other may give riskg¢ainderstanding that the ideal pairing may
be of two different types of leaders with seemingdynpeting emphases. From this partnership,
the idea that there are two types of leaders, laaucthese leaders need to be paired with each

other may become part of a firm leadership model.

Literary Review
One of the most informative committees on the ectbpf church polity was the Lausanne
Movement. In 2004 the congress convened in Patidland to discuss the need for a more
missional focus among the various churches in twdwvThe document that was produced from
this congress was the Lausanne Occasional Paf&t®#ARer a brief introduction, the
committee identified and named the chief obstdolend in church polity, which is responsible

for the hindrance of the Great Commission. Thigadle was identified as the Constaninian

% | ausanne Committee for World Evangelization. “Tloeal Church in Mission: Becoming A Missional
Congregation in the Twenty-First Century Global @t and the Opportunities Offered Through Tentmgki
Ministry.” (Lausanne Occasional Paper No.39).
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Model for church polity. As the paper states, “Timedel began with the Roman Empire,
especially after Constantine’s conversion and @hrity became the official Roman religioft”

Prior to the conversion of Constantine the offisiate religion was the worship of the
emperor, and any religion that accommodated thigioa was acceptabl€.However, the
Christian sect embraced the idea of exclusivittheir worship and did not worship the emperor
as a god. This brought them into disfavor and eraged persecution by the governmental
leaders until Constantine. When he assumed powattilized the existing religious system to
maintain power.

One of the initial roles (and later excesseshid tinodel was for the priest to keep a
regular check on the citizens of a town to see whs loyal to the new state religion,
Christianity. This was done by a strict requiremairdttendance to the weekly meetings by
everyone in the town. The leader of the meeting pidstor, essentially took roll. Anyone not
present was called into question concerning hiseoloyalty to the emperor. Thus, the baton of
control of the congregation and often of the tovas\wassed to the pastor. The Constaninian
Model will be discussed in more detail, later.

Another work that has been very helpful in prorglhistorical insight on this subject is
The Reformers and Their Stepchildi®nLeonard Verduin. In this book, the author présén
his decade of research in the field of church hystespecially since the Reformation. Near the
outset of the book, he provided a compelling ratlerior not coining words or phrases. His
point was that there were too many words alreadlyaary writer needs only to do his or her

homework to find the right extant word to fill theed to express any new ideas.

% | ausanne Committee for World Evangelization, 2.1

% Earle E. CairnsChristianity through the Centuries: A History o&tEhristian Church2nd rev. ed
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1981), 481.
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He then proceeded to coin the phrase “Sacralisni¢wihe loosely defined as the union
of a religious entity with the ruling authority engeographical area of the worfdThis union
bolsters the political power of both the religiamity and the governmental ruler. However, it
ultimately undermines the effectiveness of the chum accomplishing her mission.

Since the mission of the church is to fulfill thieedtive of Christ to make disciples of
every nation. The real authority in the union & tihurch and the state should be in the hands of
the church rather than the state. The church sHegitimize the leaders of the country in which
she is housed for the simple reason that she \itasele after Christ's ascension as an
occupying army, in place to carry out the conquekimg’s directives. Sadly, however, the role
of the church and her leaders has been relegatbdttof a royal courtier, eager to please
whomever is in political power.

Verduin showed how the church had gained thisasacrion with the Roman emperor
Constantine in the fourth century. Constantingagd his spiritual authorities to augment and
solidify his political situation. The resulting wm became a cartel, which would hold sway in
Europe for a thousand years. As this time of urgtented power came to a close, the
Reformers began to be heard speaking dissent agfagnexcesses and abuses of the monstrosity
that had become the Roman church.

Verduin successfully argued that although theseiiRedrs were against the corrupt
Roman Catholic Church, they did not have a cluaittiee need to separate the church from the
government and they ended up committing the sameesrthat Rome had committed when the
Catholics were in power. The Reformers committegséhcrimes against the radical reformers,

or as Verduin called them, their Stepchildren.

31 verduin,Reformers13-15, 23.
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These Stepchildren were committed with the Refesnte dethroning the Catholics from
ruling the church and ruining the message of trepgb They desired to see Jesus Christ as the
true head of the church and His Word as the authdro this end, they began to speak of things
like believer's baptism and personal salvation.wlio could catch them persecuted them,
including the Reformers. The Stepchildren wereameting any political power of their own.

All they wanted was for the gospel to be free terg\person and for the message to not be
polluted or diluted by the government.

The truth of the Radical reformers has not beegditen. Frank Viola and George Barna
wrote the boolPagan Christianity?This book proverbially points to the emperor @rged
Christianity) and exclaimed that he hath no cloffiékhey traced the historical beginnings of
several issues and common practices of the modhemeic and showed where these first began
in the church. These topics included: the churaldimg, the order of worship, the sermon, the
pastor, dressing for church, ministers of musiajistér’s salaries, Christian education and proof
texting>® The origins of these practices, which are padhefrch policy today, have their roots in
unbiblical places. This is a book that has an impadhe person who truly wants to utilize the
Bible as the standard for life and practice. klso another proverbial nail in the coffin of the
Constaninian Model for the church of Jesus Christ.

There seem to be no end to books on leadershspnple search on the Internet
produced 7.5 million sites. Almost all of these inegith a problem or two similar to the three,
which have been noted in this paper. They thenigeodetailed descriptions of the reasons that
those problems exist or exhaustive definitionshefpgroblems themselves. Most of these

perceived problems feed on the idea that if a lekhdd a little bit more information, he or she

¥ Viola and BarnaPagan,1-8.

* bid., xi.
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would be able to fix the problem. The rest of théhars on leadership seem to feel that if the
real problem (the leader himself) would be fixdtittee other problems with organizations
would fade away and become nothing. However, bbthese remedies rely on one common
factor for success.

The common factor for the success of these remmeéslihe requirement that a single
leader has the courage and ability to fix the protd. Since the leader that must possess this
courage and ability is probably the same leader evhated the problem in the first place, this is
an unrealistic expectation. This type of reasominky puffs-up leaders and causes no
progressive change. It feeds his or her pride aadd to even more excesses and abuses.

The real value in all the books that have beettavrion leadership is not their solutions,
but their incessant reminder that the proverbigl siileadership is off course. They all seem to
land in one of two schools of thought on the subgéevhat is wrong with leadership. The first
school believes that if the leader simply had #ebetystem in order to serve, he or she would be
successfuf? These authors remedy the system and say thatdter should try something new
on his or her church so that that church could egpee success. An example of one of these is
Simple Churctby Thom Rainer and Eric Geiger. In this book, dnéhors provided a four-part
model for bringing any church from a complex misti@n to a simple, streamlined disciple-
making machiné&> While this book and the ideas that are champidmaee a great deal of merit,
the remedy of simplification will only remedy conegity in ministries.

The other school emphasizes the leaders as bernone with the problem and these

authors provide a plethora of self-help tips argpinng quotes in order to remake the leader into

34 Bennis,Essential 6.

% Rainer and GeigeSimple 232-241.
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a success. A noteworthy book with this benthge Painful Side of Leadershyy Jeff lorg. The
title of this book really does describe the maimpdhat leadership, especially in the church, is
painful. His remedy, however, is lacking. He migdithe Hospice ideal, which believes that
when a person is dying, the most humane thing tis tomanage the paifiHowever, the

church of Jesus Christ and the leaders that Hekteled are not dying, but living and growing
and the pain does not need to be managed, bunelied. In the human body, this is the reason
that pain comes in the first place. It comes toivat¢ the person to eliminate the cause of the
pain so that healing may occur. In the body of &hthe pain that is now being felt in the
leadership ranks is there to motivate leadersi diut what things are wrong and jettison them.

There is a new kind of model as of late that setente a hybrid between these two
schools. It argues that since the problem lieoth he leader and the system, the remedy must
be found in both of these. On this subject AubreaigMurs has written the bodkNew Kind of
Church.While his emphasis seemed to center on the sysisrapposed to the leaders, he wisely
argued that the systems and the leaders must @eptge to fix the deficits) in order to meet
the new challenge¥.It is interesting to note that Malphurs argued tharder to change the
systems, the leader must change at least his oninel:

Thus far, the discussion on relevant literature d@vered the fact that there are problems
with the modern church. A reason for this may [z some methods have outlived their
usefulness. The conversation has progressed tdehe¢hat something is wrong with not only
the systems that leaders lead in, but also theetegdemselves. In is now prudent to fully turn

the focus of this discussion to the nature of daglership model.

% |org, Painful, 17-18.

37 Malphurs,New Kind of Church10-11.
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In order to fully understand what leaders showdlbing with respect to systems a few
words must be given to a clarification of termstHair insightful bookThe Trellis and the Vine,
Colin Marshall and Tony Payne provided two of th@muactivities facing the Christian leader
on a daily basis. First, they called trellis wahnlat part of Christian ministry that is concerned
with the non-disciple making activities in the Idéthe church. This is the support work that
must happen for the vine work to happén.

Second, vine work is that part of Christian wortkieh is concerned with actively making
disciples of the Lord Jesus ChrisfThe authors made their case that competition betwesse
two aspects of Christian effort is unnecessaryr§leader needs to do both trellis work and
vine work in order to be successful. However, Glamsleaders must never lose sight of the fact
that they are called primarily to make disciplelisTbook is an encouraging and gentle reminder
that there is a primacy of importance concerningintadisciples and Christian leaders must get
back to it.

The historic pendulum of leadership discussiorssrba its proverbial course. It started
with many of the words of the Lord Himself with pegt to what is now called the classical four
parts of leadership. These are vision, communigapositioning and the ill-defined fourth,
which is largely known as integrify.As the reasoning goes, a leader must first haxsian for
what is not, but needs to be. He or she must tla@smit (or communicate) that vision to others
in order to gain support for it. He or she musntpesition people into the right roles for the

right reason at the right time doing the right gsrtogether. He or she must then not let his or

3 Marshall and Payndyellis, 8-11.
*1pid., 11-15.

“CWarren Bennis and Burt Nanuseaders: Strategies for Taking Charfiéew York, NY: Harper and
Row, 1985), 25.
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her integrity slip and ruin what has been accorhplis Although the Lord Jesus began this
discussion, it was not continued until as latehaspiast fifty years.

A leader, according to this classic model, is whe has a vision, communicates it,
organizes others around it, and does not let patsotegrity sidetrack it. This is the business
leadership model that has dominated the seculdstape for several decades. In the last two
decades, Christian leaders have reentered thesdisouand re-redefined these terms and ideas
according to the original author of them, the Ldesdus Christ. They have reemphasized the need
for leaders to have vision. They have begun tanléacast these visions to those they serve.
They have revisited the need to get the right peppkitioned into the areas of giftedness and
expertise for which they were created. Finallyythave begun to take hard looks at the lack of
integrity in their personal lives and dealt witlesle sins biblically.

One of the premier books on this subje@psritual Leadership: Moving People in to
God’s Agenddy Henry and Richard Blackaby. After recappingheiit readers the above-
mentioned aspects of leadership, the authors dgmeihinded them that the vision for the
church of Jesus Christ has already been given ted visions are not need&dThe vision is
that leaders need to connect people to God in aimgfal way so that they (the people) can
learn from and follow Him. This is really all theieto do as a Christian leader. Most everything
else a Christian leader might do gets in the wayigfprimary task.

Although the previously mentioned debate concegrfeadership and systems continues,
the simple fact is that it is almost impossibl@lieorce a leader from the system in which he or
she works. Since leaders are only effective inesgstthat allow them to thrive, the system bears
mention and scrutiny. Much of what Neil Cole ha#ten is seen as anti-establishment in its

orientation. It is easy to envision him as the prtwal boogey man in the minds of many in

41 Blackaby and Blackabgpiritual Leadership75-76.



23

Christian leadership. However, in fairness, heosanperson who has anything but a deep
affection for Christ’s church. He is deeply entwdrnia her welfare and concerned for her health.
For this reason, he has written many books, nolethst of which i€rganic Leadership:

Leading Naturally Right Where You Are

In this book, Cole argued that the organic chundwg naturally and should have an
organically grown leadé?. This leader does not need a great deal of traimirsyipport, he or
she only needs the Holy Spirit and a willing heéarollow Christ’s leading. In Cole’s model for
organic church systems there is a DNA. This stédodBivine truth,Nurturing relationships, and
Apostolic missiorf? When the leader begins to grow into the systenartshe will see success
and will not have the pain of failure and ineffgetiactivities that so often accompanies Christian
leadership.

There is a component missing from this discusemChristian leadership that may be
the proverbial smoking gun as to why leadership such dire straits. Team leadership models
are the biblical models. One main proponent of tmiglel is George Barna. His extensive
background in the field of research and Christianveys has afforded him a voice on most
subjects in the Christian world. He has weighedrnrthis subject in the bodkhe Power of
Team Leadership: Finding Strength in Shared Respuitg In this book, Barna has provided
not only the evidence-laden proof that solo ledistiies are in trouble, but he has also given a
new model that may work in fixing the problems fdun both the systems and the leaders

themselves. The answer is found in team leadef$hip.

2 Cole,Organic, 140-148.
3 Ibid., 91.

4 Barna,Team Leadershif21-23.
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Since today’s church system promotes solo leaBarsia argued that there should be
change in those parts of the system that requicelsaders. Since the solo leaders have inherent
flaws because of their fallen natures, a team shamake them accountable to a team of leaders
who will come alongside and augment their shortesu This all makes sense on paper, but the
reality is that when a group is formed, someonélwbble to the top and lead it. This last
condition is the same as the first and will brihg same results. The real answer is not in teams
of leaders, but in partnerships.

The world of leadership has recently been desdtva&re blow by the death of one of the
prime thinkers in this field. Stephen Covey wast lk@swn for his contribution ofhe 7 Habits
of Highly Effective Peopldn this book, he categorized these seven habdsreade them
understandable to the average person. The firs¢ lare summed up in the phrase, “Make and
keep promises? The second three are about involving people irptbelem and working out a
solution together. The last one is concerning tickvidual renewal of the leader. He later wrote
The &' Habit: From Effectiveness to Greatneagere he championed the idea that good leaders
habitually do the seven things in the first bookjle/great leaders pass being a good leader on to
others?®

This book relates to the discussion in that Coveyproach to partnering in leadership
involves finding another person to pass leaderghdlities, skills and ultimately positions on to,
in the next generation of leaders. In this bookwias obviously determined that his readers find

their voice as leaders. After this he strongly drges readers to make sure others find their

*5 Stephen R. Covefl,he 7 Habits of Highly Effective People: Powerfakkons in Personal Chan@dew
York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2004), 89-92.

“6 Stephen R. Covelhe &' Habit: From Effectiveness to Greatnddtew York, NY: Free Press, 2004),
161-183.
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voices, as well. In this way, he has added to tbeudsion on partnerships by advocating trans-
generational mentorships.

As the above review of the literature has showerd are a growing number of authors
that are joining the conversation about the needhi® plurality of leaders both inside and
outside the church. The idea that the solo leagembdel is problematic is emerging in

leadership discussions, and the remedy that igh@mmposed is leadership partnerships.

Periodical Review

In the field of education, there is no shortagenaterial in print on leadership. Team
leadership is a concept that is rising in popufainong teachers. In the article, “Team
Leadership in Practice,” the authors promoted dlea ithat team leadership is more palatable
than other leadership modélsRather than directing and controlling faculty memsh this
article proposed the approach of making facultynt@@embers leaders in their own right by
empowering them to make decisions and chart netgrpatin order to answer the complexities
of their professions.

In the church, whenever the discussion turns tmpeships in leadership, someone
inevitably brings up the subject of laity and chergihey rehearse the tired longing for the laity
to step-up and assume positions of leadershipeimidnial tasks that typical clergy avoid. In the

article “Life’s Lessons of a Lay Leader,” the authecited her résumé of accomplishments as a

“" Christopher P. Neck and Charles C. Manz, “Teandeeship in Practice,Thrust for Educational
Leadership28, no. 2 (Nov/Dec 1998) accessed June 9, 2Qt8//tx9vh3hy4r.search.serialssolutions.com/
?ctx_ver=239.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUB&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com
&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genrearticle&rft.atitte=Team+Leadership+in+Practice&jtitle=T
hrust+for+Educational+Leadership&rft.au=Neck%2C+8lopher&rft.au=Manz%2C+Charles+C&rft.au=Manz%?2
C+Karen+Pé&rft.date=1998&rft.issn=1055-2243&rft.vahe=28&rft.issue=2&rft. spage=26&rft.epage=29
&rft.externalDocID=EJ575259&paramdict=en-US.
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lay leader in the Episcopal ChuréhHer apparent goal was to inspire others to follower
footsteps and perhaps to foster more respect femalarical counter-parts. There was little of
value in this article for this discussion.

In a continuation of the mobilization of the latheme, the article, “Introduction to the
Mini-Theme Leadership for Church Ministry,” promdtthe idea that “ministers and teams”
need to replace “pastor and staff’ in the compaosiof the leadership of the church of the
future?® The author appeared to be fostering the approficawing pastors provide oversight to
ministries that are mostly run by ministry teamsiishared leadership model.

The idea that teams of leaders are more desitladtesingle leaders has begun to catch
hold in some business circles, as well. In thel@tiTeam Playing is on the Risdlie author
provided some anecdotal evidence of this in a fetigenerational family business&sin these
cases, the families were moving away from a soiletbehe family business in favor of several
related members of succeeding generations leaditepms. The author made a strong argument
for consideration of this model.

In the next article, “Teamwork and Team Leadershipe author compared and
contrasted four different types of leadersHtiffhe first three of these — dictatorial,
compromising, and integrative teamwork — were seeless than desirable because they often

result in less-than-efficient production. The fduoption, synergistic teamwork often produced

““Pamela Wesley Gomez, “Life’s Lessons of a Lay Leddenglican Theological Review?2, no. 1
(2010), accessed June 9, 2013, http://search.psbgam.ezproxy.liberty.edu: 2048/docview/215262590.

““Orbelina Eguizabal, “Introduction to the Mini-Therbeadership, Christian Education Journag,
(2009), accessed June 9, 2013, http://search.psbqam.ezproxy.liberty.edu:2048 /docview/205455507.

*%Sharon Nelton, “Team Playing is on the Rig¥dtion’s Business84 (June 1996), accessed June 9, 2013,
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.liberty.edu:20d&/iew/199817251.

1 Raimo Nurmi, “Teamwork and Team Leadershipgam Performance Managemeht(1996), accessed
June 9, 2013, http://http://www.emeraldinsight.cerproxy.liberty.edu:2048/journals.htm?articleid=882&show
=abstract.
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more output than the sum of their participantsliaés. Sadly, this level of team leadership is
usually short-lived. While this article was preszhfrom the business perspective, its ideas may
be transferred to church polity quite easily.

Another article that was presented on the sulojeshared leadership from the business
perspective was “New Roles in Team Leadershipthis article, the author presented a shared
leadership scenario that put the old manager osou$, for a time, until he learned the
importance of his new role with respect to the yefotmed tean?? The old ideas of
management that required a great deal of time Had #or command and control were phased
out in this scenatrio.

The original manager felt that his job was in jeolyaHowever, after learning the
proverbial ropes of the new system, the managerddliat his new team took care of most of
the day-to-day operation. This left him time tdyriead and develop the members under him for
even higher levels of productivity and job satisifat. In the end, the not altogether fictitious
manager found that he was fully engaged in his r@s of mentor and coach.

Transitioning into the spiritual realm, the nericde presented team leadership as it may
apply to the subject of preaching in the local chufThe Power of Preaching Teams” was
provided as a primer on the how’s and why’s of tgaeaching The idea was that several

effective communicators share the pulpit on conseebundays. This model was provided as a

*2Harlan R. Jessup, “New Roles in Team LeadersHimihing and Development Journéd (Nov. 1990),
accessed June 9, 2013, http://rx9vh3hy4r.seardddssolutions.com/ ?ctx_ver= 239.88-2004&ctx_enés¥a3
Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serial$stons.comé&rft_val fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:
journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitte=New+Roles+in€bm+Leadership&rft.jtitle=Training+and+Developmeitir
nal&rft.au=Jessup%2C+Harlan+R&rft.date=1990&rfis®041-0861&rft.volume=444&rft.issue=11&rft.spage=79
& rft.epage=83&rft.externalDocID=EJ416086&paramedien-US.

%3 Scott Wenig, “The Power of Preaching Teanigadership Journad2.4 (Fall 2011), accessed June 9,
2013, http://go.galegroup.com.ezproxy.liberty.e@d@ps/i.do?action= interpret&id=GALE%7CA
271990938&v=2.1&u=vic_liberty&it=r&p=AONE&sw=w&autGount=1.
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substitute for the single preaching pastor modeé duthor argued that multiple preaching
personalities in the same pulpit would attractedifig personalities in the pews.

Continuing in the spiritual side of the equatitre next article was the product of a study
of 101 senior pastors on the measures and catsgiredfectiveness in the ministry. The study,
“Evaluating Pastoral Effectiveness: To Measure ot td Measure,” was apparently designed to
prompt a discussion and further study of this stthjeorder to sharpen the effectiveness of
ministers in general’ This study was based on the perceived effectieeokpastoral functions
by the aforementioned senior pastors. There withibee discussion on this study later in this
paper.

In the next article, “The Precarious Church: Depélg Congregations in an
Individualized Society,” the author presented saliséressing facts about the rise of
individualism in western sociefy. These facts were putting the church in jeopardybse of
the need of community among churches would be watlezd in an individualistic society.

Along with this, the author also offered severdiaps for curbing the subsequent decline in the
church. One of these was a shared leadership rtteatahcorporated combining the leadership
skills of clergy and laity into leadership teambgeTlgoals of these teams would need to center on

facilitating the community building events and ftions.

> Robert B. McKenna and Katrina Eckard, “Evaluatifastoral Effectiveness: To Measure or Not to
Measure,Pastoral Psycholog$8.3, (June, 2009), accessed June 9, 2013, hefgréls.proquest.com.ezproxy.
liberty.edu:2048/docview/199381371.

5 Henk De Roest, “The Precarious Church: Develofinggregations in an Individualized Society,”
Ecclesiology (2008), accessed June 9, 2013, http://rx9vh3bgdrch. serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=739.88-
2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=infadBsummon.serialssolutions.comé&rft_val_fmt=
info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rfatitle=The+Precarious+Church%3A+Developing+Congtiega
+in+an+Individualized+Society&rft.jtitte=Ecclesioy&rft.au=de+Roest%2C+Henk&rft.date=2008&rft.pub=BR
&rft.issn=1744-1366&rft.volume=4&rft.issue=2&rft.sge=204&rft.epage=204&rft. externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.
externalDoclD=n%2Fa&paramdict=en-US.
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The next article was written from the perspect¥a staff pastor in a large church
setting. The author’s goal was apparently to etdiglother ministers to the opportunity that was
found in mobilizing the laity for the real work ofinistry>® In the article, “Open Source
Activists,” the author argued against the antigddtask force” model of church leadership for
the more inclusive “open source” model. In the meadel, those who are not in traditional roles
of church leadership are empowered to follow thedlsoleading in Christian service.

The next article was the product of a study ofrchuninisterial staff that centered on the
idea that a diverse team of pastors is more attetttan a homogenous one to perspective
members. The article entitled, “Top Management T&awersity and Performance of Christian
Churches,” postulated near the outset that churateesade up of people that have found some
kind of common ground’ As the argument continued, the more ways the pEst@aff can
connect the stronger the probability that a peraaht feel that they belong to that church.
There will be more on this study later in this pape

Some of the positive expectations of the sharaddeship model were noted in the next
article. The article entitled, “Exploring the Impaxt Shared Leadership on Management Team
Member Job Outcomes,” asked and answered two questelated to the general negative

stressors in a typical business environmeéfihe results of this study were that those in share

0 J. R. Kerr, “Open Source Activistd,eadership JournaB0.3 (Summer 2009), accessed June 9, 2013,
http://www.christianitytoday.com/le/2009/summer/apeurceactivists.html.

" D. Clay Perkins and Dail Fields, “Top Managemeeaih Diversity and Performance of Christian
Churches,'Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarte®@, p. 827 (2010), accessed June 9, 2013, hitertii.
summon.serialssolutions.com/search?s.q=Top+Manageiheam +Diversity+and+Performance+of+Christian
+Churches.

*8 Michael Shane Wood and Dail Fields, “Exploring theact of Shared Leadership on Management
Team Member Job Outcome®altic Journal of Manageme2t3 (2007), accessed June 9, 2013,
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.liberty.edu: 20d8&/iew/208674357.
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leadership environments experienced a marked reduct these stressors. There will be more
discussion on this study later in this paper.

One of the more comprehensive sources of workishettant on the subject of shared
leadership comes from an unexpected field. TheleytiA Quantitative Evaluation of Shared
Leadership Barriers, Drivers and Recommendatidng 3andra Jackson was the product of a
study that was conducted in the medical fieldjzitiy nursing professionafé.This was a
seminal study and paper on the subject. Sevethkaftudies that have yet to be mentioned in
this paper have referenced it. There will be maseussion on this article later.

The most prolific writer on the subject of shaleadership, at least from the nursing
profession, is Tim Porter-O'Grady.Over the past few decades, he has produced dofens
articles on the subject and most other writershisigubject from the nursing profession quote
him extensively. However, his motivation seemsdwehcentered on the need for an even
playing field in labor negations for nursing stafhe idea of shared leadership was promoted by
Porter-O’Grady to give nurses more power at thgdiamng table. The idea of really sharing the
responsibilities and burdens of leadership wagyreditly emphasized in his writings. Thus, his
writings are not directly applicable to this pagdowever, his early contribution to the subject is

noted and appreciated.

%9 Sandra Jackson, “A Quantitative Evaluation of 8tdreadership Barriers, Drivers and
RecommendationsJournal of Health Organization and Managem&#t(2000), accessed June 9, 2013,
http://www.emeraldinsight.com.ezproxy.liberty.eddd8/journals.htm?articleid =1411548&show=abstract.

Tim Porter-O’Grady, “Whole Systems Shared Goverrafreating the Seamless Organization,”
Nursing Economics$2 (1994), accessed June 9, 2013, http://rx9vh3bgdrch.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=
239.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2 Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfdHinfo:sid/summon.serialssolutions.comé&
rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genrearticle&rft.atitle=Whole+systems+shared+governance
%3A+creating+the+seamless+organization&rft.jtitlaxking+economic&rft.au=Porter-0%27Grady%2C+T &rft.
date=1994-07-01&rft.issn=0746-1739&rft.volume=12€icfsue=4&rft.spage=187&rft_id=info :pmid
/8945273&rft.externalDoclD=8945273&paramdict=en-US.
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The next article was the product of another sindhe field of nursing management. The
article, “Supporting ‘Two-Getherness’: Assumpti@n Nurse Managers Working in a Shared
Leadership Model,” was produced after a three-gaaty of a shared leadership situation with
two nurse managers being examifit@he study was conducted in a Swedish intensive @ait
with the two nurse managers in question accuratedying one leadership position. The findings
were clearly applicable to the subject at hand,taece will be more discussion on this article
later in this paper.

One of the most helpful articles in the subjecstodred leadership was “Leading from the
Middle of the Organization: An Examination of Stditeadership in Academic Librarie¥ The
author drew on the foundation that was laid onsthigiect by Sandra Jackson. In this study, the
author centered on the idea that senior managemembers need to enable leadership to be
shared by those who are under their authority byaemering them in four areas. These areas
include accountability, equity, partnership and evehip. The author encapsulated the basic
ideas that Jackson had in mind with her four acé@®mpetency and evaluation with respect to
shared leadership. Jackson’s four areas were nanregope and only referenced the nurse
management field. This author took the specificdamkson’s four concepts and made them
applicable in other areas of study and practicerdwill be considerably more discussion on

this study later in this paper.

®1 Kristina Rosengren and Terese Bondas, “Suppofiing-Getherness: Assumption for Nurse Managers
Working in a Shared Leadership Modéttensive and Critical Care Nursingg (2010), accessed June 9, 2013,
http://www.sciencedirect.com.ezproxy.liberty.edut80science/article/ pii/S0964339710000674

%2 Jon E. Cawthorne, “Leading from the Middle of Brganization: An Examination of Shared leadership
in Academic Libraries,The Journal of Academic Librarianshg® (January, 2010), accessed June 9, 2013,
http://www.sciencedirect.com.ezproxy.liberty.edut8Gcience/ article/pii/ S0099133310000078.



CHAPTER 1

BIBLICAL AND HISTORICAL FOUNDATIONS

Introduction
The general understanding among Christian leaddesytis that there is a crisis in
leadership. While many have weighed in on the sibygh respect to how this has happened
and possible remedies, the problem seems too carfla quick and easy fix. In order to fully
appreciate the issues that are facing leaders toelagw of the historical background on this
matter is essential. This chapter will cover bdw biblical history of shared leadership and the

examples of this model being carried forward inrchthistory.

Biblical History of L eader ship Partnerships

Any review of the applicable Scripture should ud# an explanation of the hermeneutic
method utilized in the process of determining thprapriate passages and how these passages
may be understood. An explanation of this type pidcede the survey of the applicable
passages. In this study, there will be a numberaofative passages employed to show a
normative or expected method for deployment oféesdThe discussion on the key passages
will begin with a historical overview of what isdad in the Old Testament concerning the
subject of leadership pairs. It will continue witte example that was provided by the Lord Jesus
Christ and conclude with how the early church fetal this example in the book of Acts. Some
in the field of Bible study see the idea that thesels and the book of Acts provide normative
narratives as suspecthis is because the Bible is replete with narestithat are not to be

followed as normative. The fact that Eve followbd advice of the tempter and, with Adam,

! D. G. Fee and D. K. Stuatow to Read the Bible for All Its Worth: A Guideladerstanding the BibJe
2nd ed.(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1993), 106.
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plunged the human race into sin, should not be asem example that needs to be emulated
(Genesis 3).

There are, however, some examples that are givdreiScripture that are to be
observed. On the night that He was betrayed, Jeasised the disciples’ feet. He then instructed
them to do as He had done and follow His exammekr(d3: 15, NIV). It is clear from the
passage that He meant more than mere foot washieg We said this. Specifically what He
meant is a cause for a debate that is outsidectipef this paper. However, the fact that He
commanded that His disciples follow His examplpast of this discussion.

Although this may be seen as an isolated statethahtvas directed at the need for the
disciples to serve one another, the more encommapsinciple is that if Jesus did something,
the first response of His disciples should be tata Him. The burden of showing that a
particular action that Jesus performed is not ntisaas fixed squarely on the proverbial
shoulders of the person making that assumptiorceSane of the main goals of the discipleship
process is to become a person who reflects Chesidea that the disciple should imitate Him is
foundational to this process. Therefore, any agtithiat the Lord participated in is a potential
example for the follower of Christ to imitate.

Disciples today are to follow the example of tpestles, as well. Paul gave a blanket
command concerning this issue: “Follow my examatel follow the example of Christ (1
Corinthians 11:1, NIV).” His specific applicatioarfthis command is not relevant to this
discussion; rather, it was concerned with unitthie local body of believers and the need to
remove distractions and divisions from the chur@tsvities. Because this is not an isolated
verse on the subject of whether the actions oafiwstles should be seen as normative, the

principle is that the church today should imitdte actions of the early church unless there is
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some compelling biblical or theological reason teodlo so”

When considering whether or not to follow a bisliexample it is compulsory for the
person who would argue against keeping the exaagpt®rmative to show a compelling reason
for rejecting the example as non-normative. Ireotliords, the person who would argue against
sending disciples out in two-by-two teams must simdw it was the norm for Jesus and not an
example to be imitated today. Since there is et reason for rejecting this as non-
applicable today, this paper will operate as thotlgh practice is normative.

It is evident that followers of Christ in the wibioday should take narrative accounts of
what Christ and His apostles did as something tontated. One principle is the need for the
plurality of leadership in the church. Jesus sdstdikciples into ministry two by two. On at
least three occasions, He sent them out for wodkldwtwo. These were the sending of the
twelve, the sending of the seventy-two and the isgnof the two for preparation of the
Passover.

In apparent imitation of this, the early churchtsgpostles two by two in almost every
situation that needed some intervention or leader3ine Holy Spirit for the historic first
missionary journey upheld this policy in the deptmnt of two leaders (Acts 13:1-3). He called
two Apostles for this work who were not among thigioal twelve disciples. It is interesting
that the successive missionary journeys that am@natied in the book of Acts, record that this
policy was continued not only with Paul, but alsthvBarnabas (Acts 15: 39-40).

Before the outset of the Second Missionary Jouthese was a disagreement between
the original leaders of the First Missionary JoyrnEhis resulted in two groups going out in two

directions. However, both of these groups empldiiedoartnership principle when forming the

2 Scott Duvall and Daniel Hay§rasping God’s Word: A Hands-On Approach to Readinterpreting,
and Applying the Bible2nd ed (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2005), 273-274.
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leadership teams (Acts 15: 36-41). Paul chose &ddss partner and Barnabas chose John-
Mark. This effectively doubled the potential impatthe Second Missionary Journey. Although
there are no records on the Barnabas leg of tbrag@y, the impact of this journey must have
been great on the person of John-Mark, becauseabéransformed from a quitter into a major
leader in his own right. He is purported to havétem the Gospel of Mark and was later viewed
by none other than the apostle Paul as being pfihdlis last days (Il Timothy 4:11).

There is another hermeneutical principle thatiagphhen considering whether a
narrative is to be considered normative or ableet@pplied as policy for the church today. If a
biblical author repeats a detail of how a biblicharacter operated, the author may be implying
that this is something that needs to be imitat€His is true when examining the writings of a
particular human author. How much more true wohid principle be when discussing the
combined works of the Holy Spirit? If some act etadl may be shown to consistently be

present in the whole counsel of the Word of Godntthis detail must, indeed, be applicable.

Biblical Record
Moses recorded the first time God was not pleasddsemething (Genesis 2:18). God
had made a checklist of sorts at the end of eagjesif the development of the universe and He
saw that the parts were good. No less than fivedidoes Moses record that these stages were
good in God’s sight (Gen. 1:10, 12, 18, 21, 25)hi$ was not enough, the author of Genesis
recorded that God looked over the whole of His timeaand declared that it was very good
(Gen. 1:31). It may be deduced, then, that Godouéte pleased with His creation, both the

parts and the whole.

% william Klein, Craig Blomberg, and Robert Hubbahatroduction to Biblical InterpretatiofNashville,
TN: Thomas Nelson, Inc., 2004), 424-426.
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It was at this point that the story turned a litilesour. When examining the account in
more detail, Moses recorded in the second chapiittwas not good that man was alone (Gen.
2:18). This contrasting statement of displeasurge designed to show that God had a special
place in the society to come for the woman, perlapase the man lost sight of her importance.

God then provided a partner in the person of EMeetawith Adam and to help him. She
was to be the second being that was like the mlwof Ahe other animals had two, except man.
This was a clear distinctive. All of the other aaimwere created by God’s spoken word. They
were created from nothing. They were, thereforgt, ljge the rest of the creation. Man, however,
was formed from the dust of the earth and God heshlife into the body (Gen. 2:7). This set
him apart from all the other created beings. F ibason, the woman had to be made in a
special way in order to set her apart from the eésteation, as well.

Much has been made of the fact that God utilizezl@imPAdam'’s ribs to form her. The
point, for the purposes of this discussion, is tieg was special and a necessary part of God’s
plan for mankind. She was brought to the man sohisaaloneness may be remedied. The first
problem presented in the story of mankind wastti@iman was alone and that this situation was
not good.

The easily gleaned principle found here is that &msmeed other humans. Man was not
created for cloistered independence. The socialgbdrumankind is an essential part that is built
into every person. The fact that Eve was creatél sacial connection in view should provide a
clue to what God had in mind for every person, every human activity with very few
exceptions.

By providing Eve to meet the needs that were cdelayeAdam’s aloneness, God

instituted marriage. There has been much writteugthis institution and most of it does not



37

apply to this discussion; however, the fact thatl @stituted the number two to be the correct
number in this institution is germane to this dssian. God could have named any other
number, except one, and been just as good as nawonglowever, He instituted two to be the
number of individuals in the oldest human instduati

This was the first and is by far the most enduhngian partnership. It is bred into
humans that two is the proper number. There is #unmgeinside every human regardless of race,
culture, age, or historical timing that this ingtibn of marriage is sacred only when there are
two people in it. Although there have been manyohisal and cultural deviations from this
standard, they are nevertheless, deviations. Tégepnumber in marriage is two.

The primary result of this partnership was theillaiient of the original command to fill
the earth and subdue it. God gave this commaritktother animals and to humankind. Built
into His creation is the insatiable desire for peation. This desire has not diminished even in
the face of the evidence that the earth is fulrdmals and humans. It is as though God never
pushed the proverbial off switch for this commafAdimals and humans have spent much of
their lives in this pursuit.

However, due to the seduction of the enemy anda&heéness of their hearts, the whole
earth was filled with slaves to sin. Every humartsithe Fall has been born with this taint. The
sin factor has altered the way humans see theghira God calls proper. As a race, humans are
bent. They are prone to seek their own way andipéas when they see that God has
commanded something.

Jesus later commented on this slavery and considtese significant that he called some
of those who were slaves to sin, “Children of tegill (John 8:34, 44). It is interesting that the

particular people that Jesus was referring to ivere religious people. Further, it is also
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interesting that these people were serving the tone God in the manner prescribed by Him to
the best of their abilities. They did not servet tBad with their hearts, however. This simple fact
condemned them. Since they did everything rightyatdly, this was hard for anyone but God
to see.

One of the major themes of the Bible is the red@ngrom this slavery to sin. God,
though the finished work of Jesus Christ on thegrpaid the price to redeem humankind from
its slavery to sin. This was the climax to the gamltheme in the Bible. When Jesus cried out
that it was finished, the story and the fight foe freedom of the slaves was over. A brief
overview of this theme Bible is in order so thastthiscussion will have a proper foundation.

This is the salvific cause that God began in thed&a of Eden shortly after the Fall of
humankind® God not only promised that the fight for the freedwould be enjoined and won,
but He provided the first provisional remedy in thied recorded chapter of the story of
humankind (Gen. 3:15, 21). In the fifteenth veide foretold the woman that her seed would
crush the head of the one who tricked and enslauetankind This was the first prophecy
concerning Christ.

In the twenty-first verse of this same chapter, @oavided animal skins to clothe Adam
and Eve’s nakedness. There is no record of Godilcgethese skins. In fact, the record of the
previous chapters indicated that all of physicabtion was complete in the first six days of time
(Gen. 2:1). For this reason, it is only rationatiezluce that God killed at least one animal to
obtain these skins. Since this was done in diesgionse to their sin, it may be seen as the first

sacrifice.

* Robert P LightnerSin, the Savior and Salvation: The Theology of Eséing Life(Nashville, TN:
Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1991), 28-31.

® Ibid.
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The Old Testament writers carefully chronicled ¢hese of redemption from sin and the
main players in the adjacent drama. God sent maraasadors to the human race for the
purpose of calling them back to him, after the nearthat He and they had enjoyed in the
Garden of Eden. These people (the prophets) andntiessage only served to drive humankind
further away from God.

The reoccurring issue of physical bondage, slavargccupation by a foreign power
highlighted this drama by providing physical evidef humankind’s spiritual condition. The
bondage that the children of Israel experienceegypt, for example, was a physical image of
the spiritual slavery to sin that controlled tHeies. Thus, the work of God to release them from
this slavery foreshadowed Christ’'s work on the sr@he human leaders in this first release
from bondage were Moses and his brother Aaron.oigh Moses was God’s messenger to
Pharaoh, the actual spokesperson was Aaron (ExbdGsl6).

God told Moses what to say, who then told Aarontvithdell the audience. It may seem
from the conversation between God and Moses timp#rtnering was a concession that God
made in order to overcome Moses’ reluctance to. ldagvever, God had this partnership in
mind before the meeting, because He had sent Aarfomd Moses before the meeting ever
started (Exodus 4:14). And this reuniting of thetbers was after a forty-year hiatus.

The results of this partnership are legendary tk@first and only time in history, a
nation of slaves was ejected en-mass from a matenbol nation that had no prior intention of
doing so and survived for forty years in a desetil this nation was ready to enter their new
territory. The Children of Israel moved from thage of slavery to the place of freedom as a
new nation. This was a type or shadow of what thel later did for mankind. God used a

leadership partnership to accomplish this feat.
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Once the nation of Israel was established inahd,lthey allowed sin to creep into their
ranks. The Lord again allowed bondage to overthket This cycle of bondage became a
reoccurring theme by the time the Judges arriveddggds 2:14-23). These leaders were initially
successful in the deliverance from the physicadage, but they were unsuccessful in enacting

any real heart change and turning from sin.

Kings

The next phase of leadership was that of the ki@gsl's original design in this model
was for the king to have an advisor to whom he @eoeaimain accountable. The first of these
royal advisors was Samuel. He not only filled tloke, but he was also the installer of the king
as well. Sadly, the job of removing the first kialgo fell to him. This was precipitated by the
arrogant disregard for Samuel’s authority on the pfthe first king, Saul (1 Samuel 15:10-29).
This first partnership of its kind failed becaus@d{Saul did not recognize that the Lord had not
made him the absolute ruler of God’s people.

Saul and Samuel were supposed to both be the teaddmrule together. All of the
successive leaders during this phase in Israedtetyi either had success or failed mirroring their
adherence to this model. If they held to a two-pedeadership model, they had success. When
they did not submit to their spiritual counterpéngy failed. An obvious example of one
monarch that experienced both success and fablasgd on his adherence to this model was
Uzziah (2 Chronicles 26:18-23).

It is manifest to say that David epitomized thimpe of Israel’s history as her greatest
king. It is also safe to say that he had advismmshiom he was accountable. The first of these
may have been his supposed chief rival for thentlyrdonathan (1 Samuel 20:20-42). They were

very good friends, and Jonathan knew that God haahdhe throne to David (1 Samuel 23:17).
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Jonathan’s plan was probably to partner with Dagaoregents. The Lord intervened, and
Jonathan was killed on the same day of his fatieg Saul.

David’s advisors were many and varied after tHs.employed Joab as the commander
of his armed forces and other individuals in vasiteadership capacities. The person who seems
to have filled the role of advisor, however, washéa the prophet. On at least three occasions,
Nathan filled these prophetic shoes and confroKiad David (2 Samuel 7:17, 12: 7 and 1
Kings 1:24). The most famous one of these wase¢bersl when Nathan accused David of
horrific crimes. More applicable to this discussisthe last of these confrontations. On this late
occasion, Nathan actually anointed the next kimmdpi@on. This ceremony was engineered by
David and perhaps was intended as a reminder oti€laauthority over the first two regencies.

The period of the Babylonian Captivity and thetFeslic period had examples of both
successful and unsuccessful partnerships in |daige®@n the one side, Nehemiah and Ezra
rebuilt not only the physical wall around Jerusalént they also reestablished the law of the
Lord as the authoritative rule for the lives ofgbavho lived inside those walls. So impactful
was this partnership that the nation of Israel nesturned to their besetting sin of idolatry.

On the negative side of this equation, most okihgs who ruled during the ministries of
many of the Major and Minor Prophets did not seséhprophets as authoritative. The result was
that most of the kings failed in keeping their dedpom physical bondage. Spiritual bondage to
sin was universally accepted as normal. Sin wasispant that martyring prophets for their
messages of impending judgment was considered tatxdep

Before leaving the Old Testament’s treatment os $hibject, it would be unfortunate not
to mention the extensive attention that the Wisddaerature gives to it. In Ecclesiastes 4:8-12,

the teacher presents a vivid picture contrastiegridgedy of being alone and the prosperous joy
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of having a companion. This is a general stateroemterning the damaging effects of being
alone, and it mirrors the principle first foundtive Garden of Eden that it is not good for man to

be alone.

Two By Two

God, of course, was undaunted in His plan fordaemption of the slaves to sin. He sent
His only Son to pay the price that was requiredlddtethe rest of the required work of
redemption up to His disciples and the church. €hkele taught to act like Christ. He also
deployed them in training missions and other ai¢igiaccording to the time-honored policy of
two by two partnership pairings (Matthew 21:1, Mé&rK, 11:1, 14:13, Luke 10:1, 19:29). These
pairings were not a new idea that Jesus employea fiew dispensation, neither were they
experimental attempts at finding a new way of opena God’s principle that it is not good for
man to be alone from the Garden of Eden was repeaself as Jesus laid out the way He
intended leadership to function.

If the evidence of the fact that Christ modelegl plairings of leaders was not enough for
imitation today, He also provided the rationaleibdthis policy. All three of the synoptic
Gospels record the conversation that He had wighdiiciples on this subject (Matthew 20:25,
Mark 10:42 and Luke 22:25). In these, He comparebantrasted the leadership of the Gentile
rulers to that of the new church that was to bateek He contrasted these by taking the
hierarchy out of the church’s leadership equatinHis spiritual family, there were to be no
leaders who would “lord it over” the others in ttteurch. In an attempt to counter any tendencies
toward this hierarchy, He institutionalized theipplof sending the disciples “two by two” into

ministry settings.
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From the context surrounding the sending of theséership partners into service, it is
apparent that the Lord Jesus intended for thene tonban equal footing, authoritatively. One of
the disciples was not to be the leader and the titlecfollower. Rather, they were to share the
responsibility and accountability for the succesthe mission equally. This model made

possible the command to not form a hieratical lestdp structure from the outset of the church.

Paraklete

The strategy of the Lord for proliferation of tkimgdom of God is one of multiplication.
He was fond of the practice of duplication. On éhoecasions, Jesus sent His followers away
from Him in order to cause His presence to be edpdmn given places. In the first of these
campaigns, He sent the twelve disciples out to theasick, drive out demons, and preach the
good news of the kingdom of God. He did this byipgithem up and instructing them as to how
they were to conduct themselves and what they teeoeing on their journey (Matthew 10,
Mark 6:6-13, Luke 9:1-6).

The second campaign happened later and was caddogiseventy-two other disciples
(Luke 10:1-24). The method was similar to the segdif the twelve. He sent them out “two by
two” and they had great success at furthering tessage of the kingdom of God. It is
interesting, as a side note, that Jesus commeniedgly that prophets and kings (the two
aforementioned parts of the Old Testament leadersioidel) longed to see their day.

The third of these campaigns began on the dagofdeost. Jesus gave specific and
different instructions to the disciples concernihig last campaign. One reason for this was that
Jesus would not be available for the usual delbelt the success of the mission. The second

reason for this was that He would not be avail&dxén person consultation as the mission
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progressed like He was on the first two campaighgd was that the scope of the mission was
to the whole world and not just the Jews.

The last reason for this was that this campaigalevbe very much longer in duration.
Because of the tone and timing of His directiveisceoning this last mission, many have
understood this discussion or discourse as havoggrdorting rather than an instructional
motive. Although this comforting motive may be dlacy, the real discussion that the Lord had
with the disciples on that night was designed twvjgle final instructions for the last and longest
campaign.

In the “Upper-Room Discourse” Jesus promised tiiaiHoly Spirit would soon come to
the disciples (John 14:16). In this discussion kieneerated the various roles and functions that
the Holy Spirit would occupy on behalf of the Godt The arrival of the Holy Spirit would
only happen after the Son (Jesus) was taken aweeyGFeek word that the Lord used for the
Holy Spirit in this passage wasraklete

The wordparakletemeans “one who comes along side in order to gige.ZiJesus
utilized this word a number of times in this disgios, however, in this verse, He included the
adjective “another” in front of it. This descrip&iwvord in front of the word helpepdraklete
means that there will be another helper. Thera islvious question that arises when discussing
the modifier “another.” Did Christ mean to say tttegre would be another in kind or another in
number?

If Jesus meant that there would be another in,kimeh He was probably referring to

Himself as the firsparaklete.lt would mean that He was saying that He Himsel§the first

® Gary M. Burge)nterpreting the Gospel of JoiGrand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1992), 79-82.

"W. E. Vine,An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Word# wieir Precise Meanings for English
ReadergOld Tappan, NJ: Revel Company, 1966), s.v. “pariak!
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helper of the disciples and the Holy Spirit wouklthe next one. In this case, the Holy Spirit
would provide another kind of aide to the discidiesn the kind of aide that Jesus had provided.
There are problems with this interpretation, whigh be discussed later.

If, on the other hand, the Lord was meaning thetd would be a secoparakletewho
was similar in kind to the first one, then the aus question is, who or what was the first
paraklet& In light of the pairings that the Lord had dornghwhem previously, the answer
would have also been obvious to the disciples.dibaples would have considered the first
parakleteto be the other disciple in the ministry team. Thés the other disciple that they had
been assigned to for the first campaign when Jesutsout the twelve and for the second
campaign when He sent out the seventy-two. Thistik@sriginal buddy system. What Jesus
was saying was that the Holy Spirit would beconeethird person in this two-by-two system.

If the firstparakletewas to be understood as being Jesus and the wotleat was with
respect to different in kind, then why did He nay & that way? While it is true that His
departure was the signal or prerequisite for timelisgy of the Holy Spirit, nowhere in the
Gospels is Jesus called by this term. In factptiig reference to Jesus Christ being called the
Parakleteis in the First Epistle of John. John utilizethita forensic sense (1 John 2:1). In this
passage, John said that Jesus is the one who flefmte the Father for forgiveness of the sins
of the believer.

Since this is the only reference to Jesus usiisgénm. It is probably safe to say that He
was not calling Himself the firgarakletein John’s Gospel. The fact is that the Apostle John
probably borrowed this term from Jesus’ words m @ospel to comfort the suffering Christians
to whom He was writing. It is, however, enoughag that Jesus had someone else in mind as

the firstparakletewhen He said “anotheparaklete.
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Since there was no mention in any of the Gospellseodisbanding of the pairs of
disciples that were used in the first two campai¢ims reasonable understanding is that they
would remain paired for the third and last campalfthis is true, it is also sensible to
understand that the firparakletein the minds of the individual disciples was theesthalf of
the pairing. In the case of Peter, he would hawetstood the firgparakleteas John. Matthew
would have understood his fingarakleteas someone that he had been paired with, for eleamp
James. Five pairs would have been immediately eagihiof who the firsparakletewould have
been. The exception to this would have been thepléeswho had been paired with Judas
Iscariot. It is interesting that one of the firisirigs on the agenda for the early church was to

replace this missing disciple.

The Early Church

As an apparent continuation of the pairing polityg early church sent their leaders out
in two by two pairings, as well. Peter and Johneaare of these pairs and may be found
together on several occasions (Acts 3, 4 and 8)tl#er notable pair was the aforementioned
Paul and Barnabas. The exceptions to these as#imgelistic excursions of Phillip (Acts 8)
and Peter (Acts 10).

Phillip traveled to Samaria and then to the roachfJerusalem at the behest of the Holy
Spirit and was successful in evangelizing manyeAlfis evangelistic efforts began producing
fruit in Samaria, the leaders in Jerusalem senleiddership pair of Peter and John to continue
this work. At this point, the Holy Spirit sent FAlplto the road from Jerusalem to Gaza in order
to win the Ethiopian Eunuch to the faith.

By way of another exception to this pairing pojiBeter had some wanderings that are

recorded in the tenth chapter of Acts, and theselted in the opening of the door of the gospel
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to the Gentiles. It is interesting that after tlesve of this reached the hearing of the leaders in
Jerusalem, they eventually sent Barnabas to th&l&ehurch in Antioch to investigate the
work of God among the Gentiles. After a quick assemt, Barnabas went to find the other half

of his eventual leadership pairing, Saul (Paul)t§Akl:20-30).

The Church Age

In order to properly follow the progression ofstisubject after the biblical record ended,
a discussion of the nature of the partnership misdel order. There are two basic outcomes that
are sought when training a person for a partiadks. The particular outcome that is sought
determines the nature of the relationship betweenton and disciple. First, there is the outcome
of a replacement. The nature of the relationshtgvéen the mentor and disciple with this
outcome in view is that of the change and developirokthe disciple. There is an urgency that
cries for a transformation of the disciple into thing useful to the organization after the
mentor is removed from the scene.

This is the type of partnership that has domin#tedvorld of leadership both in the
church and in the rest of human experience. Adigader typically senses his or her end
drawing near, and he or she seeks to extend tigghleh time in office by training a successor.
This heir to the proverbial throne is groomed tatowue the legacy of the previous leader by
providing the same kind of leadership as that efgtredecessor. This type of partnership in
leadership is not only popular in business but aigmlitics. The reigning monarch generally
seeks to train the crowned prince for the diffiedtand responsibilities that will challenge him
in the future; therefore the crowned prince is 1o

The relationship of discipleship naturally carrer to the world of Christianity because

the last words of Christ before His ascension condad the making of disciples (Matthew 28:
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19-20). The reasonable person seeking to obeylit@stive would begin to make disciples.
While the mentor would seek to make these disciplels like Christ, inevitably some of them
would tend to look and act like the mentor, esgdicibhe or she was a particularly charismatic
leader. When the end of this leader’s life neanedor she would begin to feel the need to carry
on the ministry and would typically choose the lagaparent.

This heir would then be given access to the imakings of the original leader’s
decision-making process, so that the heir wouldlie to make decisions that mimic those of
the original leader. In this way, the legacy of dngginal leader’s ministry may continue. This is
how the church has typically followed the examdl€brist to send out leaders two by two. This
is following the outcome of making a replacementlky.

A good example of this may be found in the sucoessf the Apostle John. About
twenty years before he was to be taken from thihedohn befriended the young Polycarp in
Smyrna® The elder influenced the younger, which becamistzop. Polycarp carried this
succession on to IraneoU3his sequence and others like it form the ApostBliccession that
the Roman Catholics utilize to legitimatize theip’s authority® Was this, however, what
Jesus had in mind when He sent the disciples aubinwo?

The second outcome for a teaming of two leadefsaisof a partnership in ministry.
Because the outcome of this model is differentpdmenership is also dramatically different in
several key ways. First, this type of partnershigdifferent in that it begins not at the end of a
leader’ ministry, but at the outset. The idea istodorm a replacement, but a true partner in the

leadership of the ministry. This seems to be whatLiord had in mind when He sent the

8 Cairns,Christianity, 74.
° Ibid., 110.

0pid., 117.
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disciples out in the first place. He was carefulléscribe the difference to them (Matthew 20:
25-28). This description included a clear rejectidthe hierarchal model of leadership that is
connected to the first outcome of a replacememtdea

The second difference between this outcome andtheadining a successor is that of
choosing a potential partner. If the outcome i$ ti@hoosing a successor, then a person who is
like the original leader is favored. With the outw®of choosing a ministry partner in view,
however, the person that would find favor woulelikbe dissimilar. The reason for this is
because the ministry would benefit and enlarge withore robustly diverse leadership team, as
opposed to a homogenous team.

The third key difference between these outcomastise area of training. Training a
replacement involves repetition of teatus quoWhat worked with the first leader must be
repeated for the replacement. Contrasting thisisihg for the partner outcome. This training is
concerned with the weaknesses of the other indalisiuthe partnership. The strengths of one
individual must correspond to the weaknesses obther and vice versa. This is required
because individual leaders like all people havekmesses. Complementary partners often
mitigate these weaknesses.

The fourth key difference is in that of the undansting between the partners concerning
the division of leadership responsibilities. Thagurally follows the previous difference. If one
of the individuals in the partnership is weak ipaaticular area where the other is strong, it is
reasonable to allot this responsibility to the istrex of the two. It is conversely reasonable to
postulate that the other partner will have natstig@ngth in another area.

The fifth key difference is in the evaluation oétéffectiveness of the team. Much can be

said about this difference. For this discussionyéwer, the overall impact on the organization
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and its corresponding increase in effectivenesgat is in view. The organization must be more
effective at meeting the mandates of her charerthie model to be seen as effective. The
exploits and accomplishments of the individual &xadare not on this proverbial table. The
individual leader’s effectiveness is not in viewtbrs point; the leadership team’s effectiveness
is.

The final key difference is in that of the disbarglof the leadership team. The
circumstance that surrounds the disbanding ofiteedutcome is the death or removal of the
original leader. This is obviously a sad occurremce a period of mourning is in order. After
this, the second leader is expected to take owkrnaake any changes that are required to move
forward into a new era. The disbanding of the paghip under the other outcome is not as
personally dramatic; however, it may produce muahenior the kingdom of God in the long
run.

The result of the disbanding of a true partnerghibe opportunity for two new
partnerships. The best-seen example of this idigi@nding of the Paul/ Barnabas leadership
team. Paul took Silas as his new partner and Baswok John-Mark. They went two different
directions and coincidently trained two more indivals for future partnerships. One of these,
John-Mark, went on to partner-up, according toitiaal, with the apostle Peter and gained an
understanding of the life of Christ that later beeahe Gospel according to Mark.

Having said all this concerning the outcomes oflégahip partners in the church, it is sad

to have to report that there is very little evidewn¢ any partnerships in church history that

" Samuel A. Cartledge, “The Gospel of MarBfudiaBiblica (1955): 188, accessed July 6, 2013,
http://rx9vh3hy4r.search.serialssolutions.com/?o#x=239.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3 Aofi%2 Fenc%3AUTF-
8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rfialvfmt=info:ofi/ fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=
article&rft.atitle=XXIX.+The+Gospel+of+Mark&rft.jtile =Interpretation%3A+A+Journal+of+Bible+
and+Theologyé&rft.au=Cartledge%2C+S.+A&rft.date=195601 &rft.issn=0020-9643&rft.eissn=2159-
340X&rft.volume=9&rft.issue=2&rft. Spage =186& rfpage=199&rft_id=info:doi/ 10.1177%2F0020964355
00900206&rft.externalDBID =n%2Fa&rft.externalDoclD& 1177 002096435500900206&paramdict=en-US.
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conformed to the requirements of the second outcdime only one found was that of the
Lollards* These people were sent out two by two into thenislof England by John Wycliff to
read the Word of God in the vernacular of the peophey were some of the forerunners of the
Reformation. Their founder, Wycliff, was committexlobeying the Bible in all things and this
may be why he obeyed the detail of the examplé@Lord Jesus in this. He sent out many of
these Lollards and some have estimated that ofeeirrmen in England later claimed this

distinction®®

Chapter Summary

From the above review of the relevant biblicalgaags and historical evidence it is
apparent that need for partnerships in Christiaddeship is warranted. It is also a sad
commentary on the state of the church that theoaligone example of imitating Christ in the
two-by-two model of Christian leadership in chuhtktory. For this reason, there is very little
extra-biblical information on how this model iskie implemented and carried out in modern
Christianity. The rest of humankind has not ignateslidea that two are better than one
however, and this data is readily available. Thgswssion must now turn to this informative

resource.

2 Elmer Towns and Vernon Whaleyorship through the Agdslashville, TN: B & H Academic, 2012),
91.

13 Towns and Whaleyorship 91.






CHAPTER 2

COMPARING AND CONTRASTING SHARED LEADERSHIP IN VARIOUSFIELDS

Introduction
In order to fully appreciate the recent discusginrthe matter of shared leadership, it is
imperative that proper attention is given to thpleable studies that have been conducted as of
late. Although the studies that have the most tlivearing on the subject were conducted in
other fields, the findings and conclusions seempialy to that of the church, as well. After all,
the greatest hindrances and benefits to this Isagemodel were found in the intangibles of

human nature and these are very similar in evetg.fi

Shared L eader ship in Nursing

Although others have made more headway and ded&gervations in the area of shared
leadership, none have had a greater impact asedthian Sandra Jackson. Working in her chosen
field of nurse management, she has defined thenmeas of how shared leadership is to be
evaluated into the near future. She provided aal@utlining her study findings entitled, “A
Qualitative Evaluation of Shared Leadership Basti@rivers and Recommendations.” In this
article, she provided the field of shared leadgrs¥ith four descriptive characteristics known as
constructs. These four descriptive characteristichared leadership have already served as
guidelines in forming and understanding this nemwgugurated leadership model.

Although she credited Tim Porter-O’Grady for thekbof her insight, the organization of
the four characteristics were plainly Jackson’stgbutions? By setting these four constructs,

she ushered the idea of shared leadership fromevalgscurity to delineated study. These four

! Jackson, “Shared Leadership.”
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useful attributes have been added to the discussidnt is forever on the proverbial shared
leadership map. The model of shared leadership betea debt of gratitude.

The first of these four constructs is a decentealiarganizational structufeRather than
upholding the hierarchal leadership model wher¢halldecisions are made at the top of an
organization, the shared leadership model accomtes@ad, in fact requires decisions be made
at the level of staff who will carry out the deoiss. This makes sense if the goal of an
organization is efficiency and effectiveness. Theleadership model focused accolades and
blame on the leadership at the top of the hierab&@sed on the success or failure of their
decisions. The new model is not as concerned Wweke as it is with the productivity of the
teams.

The second of these constructs is a balance ohanty, guidance, collaboration, and
accountability? This construct is the heart and structure of treeexd leadership model. The fact
that these four must be in balance is of cruciglartance. If one of these moves too far off
center and becomes the focus of the organizatiem, the organization suffers. All of these must
progress and grow with the others in mind for trakance to be maintained. The idea behind this
construct is not unlike the checks and balancdsettiat in the government of the United States.
The four parts of this construct must govern eablerp so to speak, in order to facilitate shared
leadership.

Autonomy is the understanding that each memb#reofeam has a place that he or she
must occupy. Each member must work to fulfill hisher respective role so that the organization
may complete its mission. In a professional setikgnursing, the implications and application

of this part are fairly obvious. Not only are thepecialists who may be called upon to perform

2 Jackson, “Shared Leadership,” 2.

® Ibid.
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certain tasks, but also the specialists themselkeefurther ranked according to competencies
and experience. When all members of a team firfdifioént in the respective roles for which
they are best employed, a level of autonomy ofrtlevzidual begins to emerge.

Guidance, according to the old models, is thectliva that is given to the subordinates
from above in the chain of command in order to eamnething to happen in a correct manner.
The old adage, “The boss is always right,” is wikamh play here. However, when the shared
leadership model is employed, the question is Iygigked, “What if he is wrong?” Under the
shared leadership model, the person who has thectanformation is the person who has the
task of informing the others in the team. The idet@at no one is right simply because they hold
some office or occupy some role. Truth is whatakigd, not political wrangling. This plays to
every member’s strengths. It also minimizes thekneas of any one member.

Collaboration is the idea that teams always bedividuals. The “lone wolf” is not only
seen as out of date, but counter-productive. Thectbn that is usually raised at this point is
something about how the need for someone to stm&-against rampant foolishness
outweighs the need for collaborative teamwork. Tigction presupposes two thoughts: First,
the great majority of professionals in the workplace little more than mindless lemmings,
following each other over the proverbial cliff afrme unnamed catastrophe. Second, the person
with this objection sees the catastrophe and iise&aBoth of these presuppositions are probably
stretching the truth.

Collaboration is found when individuals in teanegin to emphasize the strengths of
their fellows to meet needs. Further, it is wheams with particular strengths emphasize and
rely on the particular strengths of other teammé®t goals. Further, it is when organizations

with strengths emphasize the strengths of othearozgtions in order to effect real change in
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society. President Truman best encapsulated dligmaquired for collaboration to occur: “It is
amazing what you can accomplish if you do not edre gets the credit’”

Accountability is often seen as the reality chetkny organization. Any product is seen
as wonderful until the inspector’s unbiased obs@ugoints out flaws. Accountability does not
allow the inspector to be fired in favor of a blshmed product. If this does occur, the client or
consumer will reprimand that organization by firglemother organization that will deliver a
quality product.

As professionals it is not only important to felldéhe previous three parts of this
construct, but also to do whatever is done, cdgre&tcountability is the right and
responsibility of any team member to say that tteelpct is not up to the quality standards.
When leadership is truly shared, this is not seeanaoddity at all. Rather, as fellow leaders, the
team members eagerly don this and the other ttage @f this construct.

The third construct is an environment of excelesh€he idea here is that every member
of the organization sees his or her individual posias vital to the success of the mission and
performs at his or her best in every task. Therg evece a junior executive in training that was
placed under the tutelage of a run-of-the-mill rekeeper. The executive was given the task of
cleaning a hospital bed for placement of a patigfier the executive cleaned the bed, the
housekeeper got under the bed and really cleanslawving the executive the level of
excellence that was expected in that organizafibrs executive was marked by this experience

for the rest of his tenure at that organization.

* Harry S. Truman, “Harry S. Truman Quotes,” Goo@éRelInc., accessed June 9, 2013,
http://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/203941.H&ry ruman.

® Jackson, “Shared Leadership.”
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This third construct further shows itself when trganization constantly strives for
continuous improvement. Every organization haseeiéittual or potential rivals. If the
incumbent organization in a market niche is noticorally seeking to improve the product, it
can rest assured that another organization is wgttki figure out how to produce something
better, or at least a more attractive alternativenly to ward off the threat of being replaced,
every organization should give attention to thignsent of this construct.

While it is easy to see that this construct ialvibr an organization to even survive, all
too often, the old leadership models focus on naaiirig thestatus quoOne area that needs
another look is the make-up of the leadership mddehe nursing profession this look has
happened and the results are very encouraginge ®memew ways of looking at the structures
of organizations. This is showing that the shaeadiérship model not only has merit, but also
may be transferable to other fields. When it comesxcellence and continuous improvement,
the shared leadership model is a largely untapgsalrce.

The fourth construct is a shared vision within éhganizatiorf. Here Jackson began
down the familiar path of the classical leadershiguel. This includes the four parts of vision,
communication, positioning and the ill-defined faure that includes the integrity of the leader.
However, she stopped at the first part. Rather toeminuing with communication, positioning
and the personal character of the leader, she wileihe shared vision carry the organization
into action and success. This is a triumph forsth@red leadership model in that it bypasses the
other three parts of the classical model and stisamtheir functions into the daily work
schedules of every individual in the organization.

Rather than planning an annual event for the tagdeto announce and sell the vision to

the organization, this construct requires commuiunao be constantly buzzing concerning how

® Jackson, “Shared Leadership.”
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to implement the shared vision. This vision is eabin the shared values of the members of the
organization. Not only is this communication bedane concurrently with the necessary work,
but the need to “sell” the vision is also removemhf the model. Since everyone shares the
vision in the first place, the question is not wietindividuals accept it, but rather how they
may fit into it with other leaders.

The need for the third classical part of the legkigrmodel (positioning) is also trumped
in that people find their own place in the orgaha@a based on their strengths, and not in
someone else’s opinion of their strengths. Theeshbradership team comes into its own in this
area of the vision development. The team will feowd the overly ambitions individuals that
may think themselves more capable than they aret8dm also will advance the individual that
is strong in a particular area.

In addition to these four constructs, Jackson’skvadso uncovered the axiomatic
statement that epitomizes shared leadership ebieswith respect to management and staff:
“The staff are accountable for the work of the migation, and management is accountable to
support the staff and the environment so that thekkwan be completed effectively and
efficiently.”” It is interesting that this mimics the Apostle Padirectives in Ephesians
(Ephesians 4: 11-14). The leaders of the churcloeeguip the saints for the work of ministry.

If these contributions were not enough, Jacksom @isvided barriers, drivers, and
recommendations with respect to her model of shizakrshif. Although this section of her
findings was self-evident and redundant, the ppies bear repeating. The barriers were as
follows: the fact that the whole process was verstly in time spent, the resistant attitudes of

the staff, and the “mental models” that were satltbleadership styles. These three barriers

" Jackson, “Shared Leadership,” 2.

8 |bid., 3-4.
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were easily overcome compared to the fourth aral barrier. The process, with its plethora of
meetings was seen by most of the staff as a wasite@as it took them away from their
perceived role as caregivers for their patients.

The drivers included strong support and commitnfiemb senior levels of leadership in
the organization. Strong lines of communication dradogue were other requisite drivers. An
organizational structure which supports shareddeskdp model was also included. A clear
evaluative process for refinement finished thedisdrivers for shared leadership to thrive in an
organization.

The recommendations that Jackson presented wéneiwith the need to remove the
above-mentioned barriers and promote the aboveioment drivers. At this point in her paper
she encapsulated the four constructs into one eact. These were accountability, partnership,
equity, and ownership. These abbreviated buzzwuaele been utilized by other studies, which
will be discussed later in this paper. They represiee mental models that will be helpful for a
broader application into other fields, like Chstiministry.

While this study was very helpful to set the foumalafor implementation and evaluation
of the shared leadership model, most of it waseastly conducive to a broader application for
other fields besides nurse management. Thereeg@ for a more direct study of the benefits
and implementation of the shared leadership maodalpartnership leadership setting. This more
direct study will be discussed in the next chapter.

The next study that has a place in this discussiok the idea of shared leadership in
nurse management from the theoretical to the malctitilizing an existing shared leadership
situation in Sweden, researchers conducted a sHrieterviews with a pair of nurse managers

that shared a common intensive care unit under tharge. These interviews spanned the initial

® Jackson, “Shared Leadership.”
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three-year period that the two managers workedhegen this role. The insights that were
gained were not only enlightening, but they wess dlelpful in further refinement of the shared
leadership model for other fields. The article tvas produced as a result of this study was
entitled, “Supporting ‘Two-Getherness’: AssumptidosNurse Managers Working in a Shared
Leadership Model.”

One term that came from the two participants instioely wasTwo-GethernessThis
term was coined by the participants to mean a adromethat minimizes their individual
weakness while maximizing their individual strerggih a trustful relationship that is able to
share responsibilities and tasks equalfyjThis definition is loaded with content and bears
further examination. The synergistic attributeswabuinimizing weaknesses while maximizing
the strengths of the partners is easily transferaobther fields, and has implications for the
Christian ministry. The requisite trust is includeetause a partnership of this type demands it.
The fact that responsibilities and tasks are inetligeminds the readers that there must be a
product or service that is the outcome of the shgadership situation.

Two-Getherness is more than just a catchy termntiagtbecome the new buzzword with
respect to this subject. It is the very heart of lshared leadership is possible and why it is
necessary. For example, if the two individualshie eadership partnership happen to possess the
same skillset as a particular strength, this strersgthusly duplicated. In this case, one of the
strengths of one of the partners is redundant. lystiee one that possesses this strength to a
lesser degree is relegated to the background iretagonship if this strength is seen as
important in the leadership context. A rivalryhetefore set-up between the two individuals in

the shared leadership situation and this is notleore to Two-Getherness.

19 Rosengren and Bondas, “Two-Getherness.”
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Conversely, if only one individual in the leadegspiair possesses the aforementioned
skillset, then the other individual in the paiffrise to explore his or her unique strengths. Igeall
these strengths will complement and augment ther atidividual’s strength. Perhaps this
strength will actually mitigate any inherent weagsien the first individual’s strength. For this
reason, pairing individuals with similarities mag & barrier to success of the shared leadership
model.

One of the other important findings of this studythe nuts and bolts of shared leadership
was that of the new roles that the managers folumehselves playing in the intensive care unit.
Because the decision making process evolved intdlaborative effort between the two of
them, it was natural for them to enlarge the ciafleust in this area to include the nursing staff
For this reason, the two managers found that tbirchanged from controlling to teaching and
mentoring'* They realized that many of the decisions that they previously made on a regular
basis were no longer presented to them becausesth#ifelt empowered to make these
decisions without them.

The other major find in this study is reflectiveafinding in other studies on this subject.
The two managers individually expressed a newfaardidence that came from the trusting
relationship that they shared with their counterfait was as though they stopped worrying
about their individual inadequacies and weaknelssesuse they knew that their partner was
able to cover that part of the leadership respditgb. Instead, they focused their individual
energy into making their strengths benefit thensiee care unit. This confidence led to all kinds

of empowered enablement among the staff, whenldteto a much-improved unit.

" Rosengren and Bondas, “Two-Getherness,” 289.
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This study has a great deal of promise concernimgi@ direct application to the
Christian ministry because the ministry is likeegiving in many ways. The idea of Two-
Getherness goes far in expressing the kind ofdfaisite relationship that is needed for the two
individual leaders to work together effectively. wiver, there are a few glaring realities that
must be acknowledged. First, nursing and the Ganishinistry are not the same field. For this
reason, those in the latter may not accept theessdound in a study on the former. Second, the
Christian ministry works with volunteers to care éwhers who do not always see the need for
their services. Conversely, the nursing professiorks with paid staff to care for those who

acutely feel the need for their services.

Shared L eadership in Academic Libraries

The next study that deserves attention in the fiéshared leadership was the result of a
study on how the shared leadership model wouldtéfie organization if implemented through
all the levels of leadership, rather than onlyhattop. The findings of this study were published
in the article, “Leading from the Middle of the @Qugzation: An Examination of Shared
Leadership in Academic Libraries.” While this stuslgis obviously theoretical and academic at
the outset, it provided some practical insightsbimader applications in other fields.

The author of the study and subsequent articledoas. Cawthorne. He wisely
borrowed the four constructs that were set forttsagdra Jackson. He, however, did not
maintain the narrow focus of these for the nurdielgl. On the contrary, he redesigned them to
be more “User-Friendly” for applications to othalds. He began by renaming the constructs
calling them, rather, components. He also did ti6ze the designations that Jackson used
which were narrowly confined to the nurse managerfield. He chose instead to quote her one-

word designations of the constructs: accountabiityity, partnership, and ownership.
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The first of these was renamed accountability aad described as “Owning the
consequences that are inherent in one’s role naligrdefined, and cannot be delegat&tiThe
personal attribute that is required for this i®grity. The leader that would be part of the shared
leadership model must maintain a level of accoulityhbo his or her partner that takes personal
strengths and weaknesses into account. This |leanldd not shirk duties and responsibilities
and take the lazy path. Rather, the individual wehpart of this model leans into the work with
all of the assets at his or her disposal. The atte@mber in the partnership further encourages
this attitude on a regular basis.

The second of these components was equity. Thislessibed as “Mutual recognition
of the unique contribution of each individuaf. The specific strengths of the individuals in the
partnership are seen here. The idea is again brouglthat the specific strengths of the
individual leaders should complement strengths douartheir counter-part, rather than rival
them. Cooperation should be at the forefront ofdsiof the partners rather than competition.

The third of these was partnership. This was diesdras a “Mutually respectful and
trusting relationship among individuals who shammamon goal. Partnership is based on
honest communication™” This is the heart of what the previous study caflBwvo-Getherness.”

It essentially is what is at the core of what anage is supposed to be like. When a child of a
godly marriage views the parental team, he or siseipposed to see a unified leadership team of
two individuals who are working together to lead tamily where it should go. Most of the
components that make a good parental team are chézdeake this part of the shared leadership

model work.

13 cawthorne, “Leading From the Middle,” 152.
“Ibid.
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The fourth component is ownership. This is desdri& “That which centers on a
personal commitment that an individual makes tokwartcomes of their work and to the
mission of the organizatiort® This component mirrored the same construct instaek article.

It is interesting that this part of the model doesrequire a partner to be realized. The integrity
of the individual in the partnership is what is ionfant for this component. Personal integrity is
at a very high premium in this component. Howewdren there is a partner in the mix, this
component is easier to maintain due to the presehite other three components.

As stated earlier, this study began in the realtheftheoretical; however, it did not stay
there. One question that was asked and answerexhateach this latter part of the study: How is
the shared leadership model transferred to thig iireparticular and other fields in general? The
author’s goal seemed to be to stop the tradititezalership tendency to focus on decisions.
These are made at the top of an organization, mseéminated down through the ranks. In place
of this, leadership, with its informational sharipigpcess, was to be broadly spread to all levels
of the organization, especially where the decisias to be implementeld.

This study focused on twenty-two middle manageas diccupied posts in academic
libraries in the Pacific West of the United StafBise original intent of the study was to find out
if the shared leadership model was able to in@tesensus-driven decision making among this
group. Since the surveys were centered on the piwos of the managers that were being
studied, the study would be considered subjectiveature and designed to provide insights for
consideration, rather than concrete directive amichs.

Despite the fact that the study was dependent®suhbjective perspectives of those

being studied, the results had merit. The realevdines not lie in an argument for or against the

16 cawthorne, “Leading From the Middle,” 152.

7 bid., 156.
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implementation of the shared leadership model. $hidy assumed that this model was
foundational for success in organizations that Hanmvledge and teamwork at their core. The
real value of this study was the insight gainedigtgning to the participants as they voiced one
particular criticism.

While this study had at the forefront Sandra Jaclsssamework of the four requisites in
the shared leadership model, the true focus ofstidy was in the area of communication and
implementation. The participants were asked a feintpd questions about their perceptions
concerning the free flow of informatidfiThese managers expressed their feelings that top
managers who they worked under did not freely strerenformation that was required for
effective decision-making. This put many of thesddie managers into internal conflict
because they were concerned that the decisionthéhatmade might be in error due to the lack
of needed information. They typically felt that #sowho occupied posts over them were holding
back information. This, combined with the fact ttiegty were still responsible for making correct
decisions, overall added to their stress leveldimdnished their job satisfaction.

This finding may be seen as a barrier to the implaiation of the shared leadership
model. If leadership is to be shared, then thermé&tion that is needed to make good decisions
must also be shared. There may be a number ofrredisat a top manger would offer to show
that the information that they withheld neededeonithheld. However, these may all be boiled
down to one key reason: lack of trust. The top rgandid not believe that sharing the
information was in his or her best interest; theref the information was not shared. If this was
the case then there are only two options to rentiugebarrier for the shared leadership model to

succeed: cause the trust issue to be removedplaceethat top manager.

18 Jackson, “Shared Leadership,” 152.
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The other consideration that needs to be airedhisrpbtential barrier is the fact that the
information was being withheld according to thegpective of the middle managers only. The
facts were not collaborated in this point. It was that there was some kind of “smoking gun”
pointing to top managers purposely withholding reethformation. The fact was that these
middle managers felt uneasy about important detssibat they made, not knowing all they
needed to know to make a successful decision. Wihat of them did not take into account was
that if a leader waits to have all the informatimfore making the decision, it will either be
made for him or her, or it will be made too lateod?lexecutive decisions are made with not
enough real information. This is one of the inhétarards of leadership.

Another disconnect that surfaced during this stweg the impression that suggestions
and ideas were not given equal weight, based opdlson who presented these suggestions or
ideas. Again, this finding was from the perspectféhe participants and not from those who
were accused of having this bias toward the opsafttheir subordinates. There are three
considerations that may shed some light on thidiriop

First, if the top managers really did see the apisiexpressed by their subordinates to be
of a lesser quality, then this may be due to tetfzat they were. If the first finding in this
report were true, that top managers were withhgl@ey information from subordinates, then
the opinions of those subordinates truly were fldwaed based on misinformation. For this
reason, any suggestions or decisions that were ekl on this misinformation would have
been flawed, as well.

Second, the participants may have only perceiveaginions expressed by subordinates
as being second rate. This is similar to the ceardf Israel’s belief that the Canaanites thought

them to be like “grasshoppers” when they spiedio@itPromised Land. Later, the truth of this
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matter was revealed. The Children of Israel wetealy feared and their arrival was seen with
much trepidation (Joshua 2: 9-11). Since the sway based on the perceptions of those who
felt slighted in this manner, then this may haverba more likely scenario.

The last consideration is a spin-off of the pregiome. The participants needed to
understand something about human nature and Idagetsthis point. They needed to
understand that the top managers are not simphggoiraise middle managers to their level
because they are mandated to do so. Those posttieregarned and assumed. They are earned by
the middle manager thinking and acting like a tamager. Those who need to occupy these
positions in order to accomplish a mission takeé¢hep positions.

For this reason, the opinions of the subordinai#sonly carry the weight that the person
who expressed them carries. If the subordinatgerson of leadership acting accordingly, then
the top managers will allow this person into thecdssion. If not, then he or she will be
frustrated at every turn trying to force the topnagers into compliance.

While this study was helpful in showing a few pdianbarriers to implementation of the
shared leadership model, it did not serve the mepof this paper, directly. This study was
focused on sharing leadership among multiple leiwetscharacteristically hierarchal system.
This paper, however, is focused on the benefitsimpiementation of shared leadership in a
partnering situation in the Christian ministry. Tidea for this paper was not to spread the

leadership to many, but to divide it from one indual to two.

Shared Leadership in Christian Ministry
The next study was general in nature. It explohedmorale of the individuals who
happen to be in a shared leadership model orgamizalready. These organizations were

Christian ministries in the United States. The gtwes focused on the negative relationships
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between the shared leadership model and role @ackrtole conflict, role ambiguity, and job
stress. The study also positively looked at thati@hship between the shared leadership model
and job satisfaction in the team members. The wgrkiescription of the shared leadership
model was a “concept that has grown from the raabn that leadership can be effectively
shared or distributed among members of a groupasnt*®

The study asked and answered a question with regpte relationships between the
shared leadership model in practice in Christianistiy and these positive or negative factors.
The findings surprised the investigators, espgciaith respect to the negative factors. The
investigators had assumed that the ever-presentirobiguity in the shared leadership model
would naturally lead to higher rates of role ovad@and role conflict leading to higher overall
job stress. This expectation, however, did not malize into reality overall. On the contrary, the
exact opposite was found to be true. The moretiaeesl leadership model was actually in place,
the lower the levels of job stress were preé&nt.

Another question that was asked and answeredsrsthdy was concerning the type of
organizational culture that would incubate the stldeadership model most effectively. The
study found that an organizational culture that v@sed on a traditional, hieratical leadership
model would be resistant to embrace the newer isagiemodel. Conversely, if an organization
was based on team operation, the shared leadensitipl seemed to not have any trouble
thriving.**

Although the authors of this study did utilize Semdackson’s general constructs in no

apparent organizational order with respect to raizigg shared leadership in action, they did

Wood and Fields, “Impact of Shared Leadership.”
% pid., 4-5.

! bid.
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not directly quote her. They did emphasize empowatrand accountability as two non-
negotiable for this model. This was a good studittics paper because it focused on the
demographic for this project, that of ministry me$ionals. However, the idea of shared
leadership in the minds of the investigators of 8tudy was merely seen as a division of labor
along blurred lines of responsibility. While ituseful in that it showed the general benefits of an
organization starting in the direction of shariegdership, it did not address the specifics of
partnerships in ministry.

The next study concerned itself with the need feedity in the top management teams
(TMT) of large churches. Eighty-two churches fromsiragle denomination were the focus of this
study. The main thought behind the study was thatem “churches are less neighborhood
institutions than collections of people who areikinin some way.® This being the case, the
idea was that prospective members would gravitagatl attach to a leader in the church who
was somewhat like them in some way. The more wagtsthe TMT members connected with
any given individual, the more probable that indual would consider that church his or her
home. For this reason, diversity in the age, s@opnemic status, racial and cultural heritage or
style among the members of the TMT may attractasmsimilate new membef3.

The results were interesting in that they did supgh® idea that the overall attendance in
churches with a diverse TMT membership tended taldmsve that of non-diverse TMT
membership. However, there was a surprise findiagindicated that the overall monetary
revenue in these diversely managed churches was ktnan the non-diver$& The implications

of these findings are clear. The churches that woupact their communities greatly with the

2 perkins and Fields, “Top Management Team Divefs#g7.
*pid., 833.

2 1bid., 836.
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gospel must allow for a diverse team of leadersthy may have a hard time doing it with less
money.

The last study for this review was concerned whth question of whether or not there
was just cause to study pastoral effectivenedsaritst placé> One hundred one senior pastoral
leaders were interviewed. These interviews focusethe feelings of these leaders concerning
their pastoral effectiveness. Three areas of measemt included Golden rule leadership,
intentional leadership, and trusting G8d hese three epitomes of the pastoral role werelbo
at as being the benchmarks of pastoral effectiveenes

The first of these, Golden rule leadership was simnat the name implied. The leader
was encouraged to regularly ask and answer theaigne®Have | led others as | would have
them lead me?” This question spoke to the integmiy character of the leader as he or she
conducted the affairs of the church. Although #inisa of study was largely subjective in nature,
it fit well with the study overall.

Intentional leadership was concerned with the atasfunctions of leadership in that it
formulated vision, communicated vision and posiidmpeople into roles that help carry out the
vision. This part of the study was more objectivart the rest of the study in that it looked to
specific markers, rather than feelings.

The third measure was the idea behind trusting iGdlge pastor’s personal sphere.
Beyond numbers and staff, the pastor needed tahisxdr her comfort in the belief that God
Himself was in control of the situations that wereountered. This third measure spoke to the

pastor’s effectiveness at being a follower of Ghingeneral.

% McKenna and Eckard, “Evaluating Pastoral Effeciass.”

% bid., 306.
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While this study was limited in that it was largélgsed on the perceptions of the pastors
who were being studied, it was helpful in thathibwed that evaluation and examination has its
place. The all too common practice of placing pastm the proverbial pedestal needed a second
look. The conclusion of the study was that pasteffaictiveness does merit further study and
that the examination itself could provide bendifiisthe kingdom.

There needs to be a discussion, at this point coimzethe four classic views on church
government. These have been identifie@&piscopal, Presbyterian, Single-Elder Congregationa
and Multiple-Elder Congregationdl The Episcopal system of church government is
characterized by a hieratical organization thatlied by a central figure or bishop. The
Presbyterian system of church government emplagnaral committee that governs multiple
local churches.

The last two systems of church government emplaywee democratic form in which the
people in the local congregations largely determathe leads them. The two by two model of
church leadership seems to fit with the secontiese. The acceptance of other leaders in an
organization is foundational to the two by two mioddere is little room for those who would
be seen as rivals in the other three church lehgevgews. While the two by two model does fit
within this view, the specifics of the model seajart effectively. There will be a more though

discussion of this in chapter 4 of this paper.

Chapter Summary
Shared leadership is not a new idea in the moderid. It may be found in several fields

and seems to be catching on in the minds of leaddislds where it has yet to take hold. In

27 Steven Cowar\Who Runs the Church?: Four Views on Church Govent@rand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2004) 12-15.
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order for to be reestablished into Christian migidhowever, there needs to be more data. This
data must include the need for solo leadershigteeplaced by that of partnerships and what the

nature of those partnerships should be.



CHAPTER 3

PROJECT RESEARCH

Introduction
The research phase of this project was dividealtinb parts. The first part revolved
around a survey of Christian leaders. The secortdbpthe research focused on a case study of a
church in the Mid-Atlantic region of North Americéhe second part centered on the two co-
pastors of that congregation. Since the overarchoa] for the project was to change the
understanding of what biblical leadership shouldthe research part of the project was designed
to monitor the true feelings concerning the effgatiess or lack of it among the ranks of current

Christian leaders.

The Survey

The overall goal for the first part of the reséana@s to show a general discontent
concerning the functioning of Christian leadersimpong Christian leaders. This research was
gathered via a survey, which was administered batithor of this paper and utilized Survey
Monkey as the tool for gathering the requisite date survey consisted of ten questions and
was given only to current Christian leaders. Fifteelividuals from a diverse cross-section of
this demographic took part in the survey. Mosthef participants were currently serving in a
partnership leadership capacity. These partnersigps not, however, necessarily known or
recognized in the represented organizations. Huisdnabled the researcher to gather data that
showed that although the benefits of a leadersaimprship may be in place, the impact on

forming applicable models for the next generatibQloristian leaders might be minimal.
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The third questionf the surveywas concerning the participant’s spérception abot
his or herstyle of leadership. This question provided sixices and a brief description of ea
The participants were asked to choose the onal#satribed their style of leadership the b
The choices were as followgisionary leader, Coaching leader, Affinitive ¢k, Democrati
leader, Pacesetting leadand Commanding leader. While some of these maylaqver their

descriptions, the participants were asked about pleeception of how they lead on alistic

level.
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Figure 3.1. Leadership Styles

As Figure3.1 shows, there was heavy leaning on the pahteoparticipants toward tt
first style and a relatively equal spread overrdst of the choices with the exceptior
pacesetting. This may be due to the stage of grasagre most of the leaders firhemselves.
They are in large part at the formative stage&eif tministries. For this reason, they are formr
visions for the respective futures of their fledgliministries

The Visionary leader sets the direction of the org@ion by creating a \ion that
engages people. If the participants chose this stylthe one that best described their leadel
they believed that they are the kind of leader tizatonly knows what the best future of

organization looks like, but also how to causeer people to buy into it and embrace the vis
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as their own. This type of leader is a person wiends time thinking and praying about what
needs to be. This answer drew the best responge4@:6% of the participants choosing it as
their style of leadership.

The Coaching leader connects individual needsaaards with the organization’s goals.
Coaching explores the person’s life and values beyast the work. While he or she does have
the interest of the organization as the primaryl,gba personal goals of the individuals within
the organization are also considered when makiogsidas. If the participants chose this style to
describe their type of leadership, they may hawnlm®mmunicating that they do not like the
directive and negative requirements that accomgame leadership styles. This was the next
most popular response, with 20% of the survey gagnts choosing it as their style of
leadership.

The Affinitive leader connects people to eadieotthereby creating teamwork and
harmony. This type of leader is relationally oretheand seems to believe that when teams are
working well, they are capable of accomplishingagit@ings. If a participant answered that this
style best fit their leadership, they may be vasgdjat causing others to connect to their team
and the synergy, which thereby causes things tdg®t. This type of leader most probably
would embrace the idea that partnerships makerbettdership models. The participants that
chose this as their style of leadership (13.3%)ndidshow a great deal of dissatisfaction with
their present circumstances in leadership.

The Democratic leader utilizes inclusion and pgréition to show that this leader values
each member. They believe that when all individualn organization are included in the
decisions that affect them, the decisions that@aade will be best and owned by all. According

to this leader, the individual person in the orgation has great worth and is vital to the
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organization. If a participant chose this styleohehe may have been saying that they feel the
need to lift up all the individuals in the orgartina and include them in discussions that will
affect their lives and work. Only one participahbse this style of leadership as their natural
style.

The Pacesetting leader sets and achieves chaligrad® None of the participants chose
this as their natural style of leadership. Giveaftrct that the wording of this style is largely
found in the business world and not the ministns tesult is not surprising. However, the
visionary leader description utilized similar idesih loftier words.

The Commanding leader provides clear directionraales all decisions. Most of the
participants were clearly not comfortable with désng themselves as this type of leader. Only
13.3% of the participants chose this as their sifleadership. Those who chose this style were
also not given to the idea of sharing leadershib @omeone else (i.e. a partner). This part of
this question was telling in that the individudiattchose it also seemed to oppose the two-by-
two model in some of the other questions.

The fourth question in the survey was divided mto parts and was concerning the
composition of the participant’s leadership sitoatilt asked if there was a leadership
partnership extant in the model under which théigpant was working. Secondly, it asked
whether the partnership (if existing) was recogaiaeunofficial. The first half of the question
was designed to establish whether or not the paatic was in a leadership partnership. The
second half of the question was designed to firtdfdahe partnership was by design or just
happened due to accommodating circumstances.

All of those who answered the first part of thestion answered in the affirmative.

There were two participants who did not answer plait of the question. It is unclear whether



1

anything may be inferred from this lack of resporidgs may have been c to a dissentin
view, but there is not enough data for this conoh; thereforeno conclusion will be offered

The second half of this question was telling. Gf plarticipants who answered t
guestion, two answered that they had a recogniadner in leadership in their respecti
organizations. This means that someone in thearorgtion saw leadership partnerships
positive component in their leadership model. Tda that the rest of them had unoffic
partners may mean that they ameving in this directio as well.

The fifth question was concerning the confideneellef the participais in doing the
part of leadership that determines the power du@mnice of the leader. If a leader is abl
readily make needed changes, thader’s effectiveness as a leader is viewed as mghtze
leadership rating is good. If, however, there liack of confidence in this area of the job, tl
there may be problems with their leaders

As may be seen drigure 3.2, the response to this question was inéag@dessiv, with
93.3% of the participants feeirigat they would be able to make needed changé®ir
ministries. These answered on the plus side o$t¢hke (-10). Only a few of the participants fi
impotentin implementing change. There is no way of knowfogn this survey if these numbe
are relatedhowever, the same percentage of participants aes\vtkat they have a command

style of leadership.
30

20
B Percetage
10
O >4 ' A >4 >4
1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

Figure 3.2. Confidence Level
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The eighth question wancerning the satisfaction level of the particigan their roles
as Christian leaders. This question was designddédotly broach the subject of the satisfac
level of the participants. The reason for this veadetermine whether something warong
with the current Christialeadership model in the eyes of the participantsil&\bn the surface
may seem to be a good policy to ask the particgadirect question, a risk was taken here
tipping the researcher’s proverbial hand. If theticipants were clued into the ultimate rea:
for the survey, this information may skew theirwess. They may wish to give a “right” ansv
on this or other questions and be too generousvélsely, theymaybe opposed to the idea
leadership partnergls and become contrz in this or other questiong&ither way, their answe
may be slanted away from threith tha is sought by the researcher.

As may be seen frofigure 3.3, dl of the participants answered on the positives $6
the scale (5-10)0f these, the two biggest numbers chosen were A7 aespectively. Becau:
those who are already in leadership partnershipsttoe survey, it showed the results that v
sought by the researcher, but in the positive séifsdesired results were igned to provide
credence to the idea that there was something wkathghe current practice of solo leaderst
However, because not many solo leaders participatéae surve, this conclusion is nc
possible. What is clear is that those in leade partnerships are satisfied, ove, in their

leadership positions.
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Figure 3.3. Satisfaction Level of Study Particig
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The ninth question was concerning whether the @paints would recommend the
leadership model under which they function to tetrgeneration of leaders. This question was
designed to provide the researcher another indiestto the satisfaction of the participants in
their current situations. The participants answenegtwhelmingly in the positive to this
guestion. There was, in fact, only one who woultlreoommend his or her position (solo or
partner) to the next generation.

The last question was concerning anything elsethigaparticipants wanted to add to this
discussion. It was an open-ended question designeek out any more information that was
extant in the minds of the participants on thedayileadership partnerships in the ministry.
There were a variety of comments given in respomsieis question. The most telling response
was that of the directly dissenting view:

| am an Anglican priest. We follow the episcopaldalbof leadership. The bishop
stands in sole authority over the priest and tiespstands in sole authority over the
congregation as an 'extension’ of the bishop. Tinecth board (or 'vestry') advises and
makes recommendations to the priest, but the pniekes all final decisions. If there is
more than one priest at a ministry, the seniorspneakes all final decisions--he alone is
accountable to the bishop for carrying out theovisaf the diocese and for operating
within the framework of the Canons (i.e., churaw)lawith reference to the idea of
ministering in pairs as a type of leadership monhegiht | suggest that the "teams of two"
which Jesus sent out weren't so much practicing@etr(or principle) of leadership as
they were practicing a model (or method) of missiand evangelism. They were under
strict orders by their 'bishop' (Jesus) and welcégactly what to take, where to stay,
what to eat, what to say, and when to move on. Tergn't engaged in leadership; they
were practicing submission, relinquishment, anddadrece. The idea of being sent in
pairs was for mutual encouragement and prayer ¢edpyewhen things got difficult) as
they fulfilled the mission of Anothér.

In this response, there are a number of elembatsate noteworthy. First, the participant
gave a rational defense of his firmly held viewtthigzrarchal leadership is proper for Christian
leadership. However, his final authority is notridun the Bible (Canon), but in the Canons

(church law). This subtle difference holds the keynderstanding the thinking behind those

! Taken from the last question in the survey.
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who hold onto solo leadership. They do so largelganse someone who led the church before
they did said that it was the way to lead. Thisdoee the normal way to lead. They had to then
reinterpret the Bible in light of how the previdesder led. All of this has become the normal
course for most ministries in spite of the abysreallts of doing church in this manner. Is there
any wonder that the church has been marginalizéteiryes of many outsiders?

There was one participant who was a Senior Pasthad been in the ministry for 44
years. The only other verifiably independent comintleat he made was in response to question
number ten. His response was, “Questions you hasedpcan be answered best by those with
longevity... within the same ministry.” This comniaerves the study in two ways.

First, he confirmed that a person who has beenimistry for a long period of time
might provide a different and more complete underding of the subject of leadership models
in the church. This is relevant with respect tofthmised demographic for any future studies on
this subject. In the future, if this researcherdwmis any more studies with respect to leadership,
only leaders with more than a decade of experianit®e invited to participate.

Two other participants stood out with respectrtverifiable answers. The first one
was the aforementioned Anglican priest who answtratlhe had been in the ministry for 26
years. His answer to question number 10 was véoynrative. In his response, he epitomized
the rationalization behind the unqualified accepeaof the Constaninian model for church
polity. This rationalization was certainly behirieetsolo leadership model that so clearly
contradicts the biblical examples and directived trave been discussed earlier.

The second participant that stood out with resfietite questions that may be positively
matched with a particular participant, was the tha responded to question one that he had

been in a leadership position for 15 years. Omthe question he identified himself as a
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Community Pastor. Other indicators have placeddsrthe same individual that is named as
Bill on the case study portion of this project.

On question 10 he wrote the following:

The team leadership model has to be set on a ftiondz grace and honesty.

Identity is found in Christ (by grace), not in tbenstant affirmation of the other leader.

Therefore, since we are not constantly fightingitke sure we're please the other

person, we are free to confront, challenge, engmyrspeak truth ... and also free to

receive such, knowing that our worth is found ird@grace ... though our value to the
organization can increase as we are willing to picckallenge/accountability!

Much of this was written to encourage this researamthe proliferation of the
partnership leadership model. Concurrently, howeweiprovided some valuable insight with
respect to the mind-set behind a successful pairing

As he stated, the foundation for a successfulnzais grace and honesty. The individual
partners must not only trust each other implicitiy they must also slather each other with
grace that overlooks almost all offenses. Thosensks that cannot be overlooked must be
forgiven. This must happen quickly, completely, avithout conditions. This style of relational
leadership will cause teamwork among the partrieswill foster the kind of brotherly kindness
that must be present for real honesty to occurs€guently, this honesty will enable the usual
rivalry among leaders to be almost obliterated.

After the foundation of grace and honesty is lath partners must find their identity
and significance in Christ and not in each oth&isprovides a freedom to confront and
encourage what is unseen in solo leadership scsnditne ideal situation is then realized in that
both leaders are able to face the group in secanityconfidence. This security and confidence

accompanies a knowledge that the leaders areairghon the right track. This confidence is

infectious. The people who they are leading ara tide to draw from this well of conviction
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and launch into their own ministries with confiden@hey, in turn, connect with their own
partner and the cycle will continue as the minigfrgws.

The case study showed that not only is leadeysdnifmerships better than solo leadership
scenarios, but also that the specific personaliti¢dhe partners is also important for the overall
success of the ministry. The partners need to cemmght each other so as to accommodate for

the strengths and weaknesses of the individuals.

The Case Study

The second part of the research focused on thechawh in the city on the Atlantic
seaboard. This ministry was founded by two pastatsis currently led by these same two
pastors. These two leaders have been committdet tiol¢a that partnership leadership was
preferable to solo leadership. In fact, the hunmastigator of this church (Phil) would not move
to the city in question and start the church uhtl other one (Bill) agreed to do it with him. It
would be an understatement to say that they wdlsedommitted to the two-by two model of
leadership.

The research began many months before this paggewnitten. This prolonged period of
observation was needed in order for the reseatohast only determine that partnerships in
Christian leadership were needed, but also to ebdle interaction of the particular
personalities of the leaders. This part of theaggewas very informative.

Although they were in their early thirties, thegns fully educated and experienced
minsters of the gospel before they began plantiegchurch in this city. As stated earlier, Phil
called Bill on the phone and began the processrofihg their partnership. Although this was
the first of several calls that were needed forphenership to be fully formed, there was

intentionality to Phil’'s actions that showed thatgiaced a high value on the partnership.
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Phil was a quiet person at his core. His ssradl@meanor and patient contemplation
added much to the beginnings of planting the chuFbis was juxtaposed to his role as the
primary preacher and teacher on Sunday morningsvasethoughtful and introspective as he
interacted with those under his spiritual care wds a gifted teacher and speaker, and
administration was obviously in his arsenal ofgift

Bill was a people person. He was all about graceraercy when he interacted with
those under his spiritual care. There was a welegrair about him as he worked with those who
were outside the body of Christ as well. Bill wasemergetic extrovert who generally interacted
very well with all those he contacted.

The church plant had been going fairly well uatfiew months before this researcher
arrived and discovered their partnership. Aboud timne both Phil and Bill felt a discontentment
with the church plant that seemed to be the leadirige Lord. The numbers had plateaued and
the general feeling among the partners (their nammembers) was that there needed to be
something more. Phil and Bill earnestly soughtlibed’s direction during this time and felt that
they needed to wait for Him to act on their behalf.

Soon after this researcher discovered their pestiie Phil and Bill renewed their
commitment to making disciples as their first amtiygyoal in the ministry. This was a move
away from their innate desire as church plantarsfionbers. They seemed to shift gears at this
time and stop worrying about the quantity of thministry while they focused on the quality of
the disciples that were being produced. This shétv a number of seminary trained,
experienced leaders to their ranks.

One of the first observations made was that Pad wery good at preaching the doctrine

of grace. This seemed to be somewhat of a contrawlito his personality which seemed to be
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about doing things right. His personality type wbalgue that there must be an exacting
standard, but his sermons emphasized the needddhiis standard fulfilled in Christ. By the
way, his sermons on grace were very well received.

Meanwhile, Bill would preach on the responsibilifyChristians to obey the
commandments of Christ. This was very well receiyeEathaps because this teaching was in
contrast to his personality, which was all aboaicgrand mercy. This contrast between Bill and
Phil's personalities and their life messages wag sgnificant. It was as though they were
transforming into their partner while they occuptid pulpit. It would have been beneficial for
this researcher to be the proverbial fly on thel dating their early conversations concerning
their respective roles and messages.

This brings up the second observation. Whereverodhe partners had a weakness, the
other had an inherent strength. They called theakmesses “dislikes” and their strengths
“likes.” In their meetings, when a task would seddhat one of them needed to complete, one
would say that he did not “like” to do it. This lzene code for the understanding of the other one
that he really was not very good at doing that.t&sy often, the other one did “like” to do it,
which meant that he was quite good at it. Forason, the partner that was the best at the task
did it and often did so with confidence and exaetk2 Once they became comfortable delegating
to each other in this way, the partnership begayeton earnest.

Another observation was that both Phil and Bikigted in a very confident manner both
publically and privately. This may have been dughtar submission to one another’s authority
in their lives and ministries. For whatever reasbrs confidence was infectious and attractive.
They have drawn more than a handful of Christiadées to their ranks as fellow partners

(members).
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One of the indicators of effective Christian leathép is the ability to make needed
changes in the ministry. About four months agoy theutely began to feel the need for their own
space. Phil and Bill wisely presented this burdemafchurch building to some of the other
leaders that had joined the plant. They then subdhtb the will of this group of seasoned
veterans and moved into a building that was idealdrge parties. The net gain from this move
has been astounding. Not only has there been aeehemphasis on discipleship, but also a
further influx of experienced leaders has augmetitedanks of those who are making disciples.

In an effort to utilize the resources that thed_bad obviously given them, they began to
employ these experienced leaders into the lifeleadership of the church. These experienced
leaders had many different views on how a churclulshbe governed and were not shy about
voicing these differing opinions. The fact that the® pastors were significantly younger and
less experienced in the ministry than these leatkrsr became an issue. On the contrary, their
youth and inexperience was seen positively as foolseaching the new generation for Christ.
The fact was that there was such an air of conédemd authority emanating from the two of
them that they were never questioned concerningdhely of their new ways and innovations.

This reoccurring idea that the elevated confiddacel of the co-leader in a shared
leadership model situation easily refers back t® @fithe cases in chapter 2. The idea of “Two-
Gethernes<"is admittedly subjective and open for misinteratien, but it does provide the
individual leader in a partnership with some valaabols. One of these tools is confideride.
may be the case that these two young pastors stard up under the pressure of conformity to

thestatus qudhat came from the older leaders because of theio-Getherness.”

2 Rosengren and Bondas, “Two-Getherness,”

3 Ibid., 291.
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Another benefit, derived from “Two-Getherness’he mitigation of the individual
leader’s weaknesses because of the correspondamgst in his or her partnéiThe converse of
this is true in the ministry of the other individurathe leadership pair. Both of their weaknesses
are diminished in direct correspondence to theemogss and submission in that area of their
lives to their partner. Their partner is superratyrendowed with strength that augments this
weakness. The honesty level between these two wifisient to bring about the “Two-
Getherness” that was described in the case stody ¢hapter 2.

Bill and Phil decided to train the leaders thateveining the church in the methods that
were valuable to them and the mind-set behind theet@ods. They utilized the bodke Trellis
and the Vinen this pursuif As the introduction of this paper explained, thi®k turned many
of the established norms in church polity on tipeaverbial heads. Trellis work, which are those
activities in ministry that do not directly makesdiples, is valued much less than in other models
of ministry. Vine work, conversely, is those adi®$ in ministry that directly cause disciples of
Christ to be made. This is given top priority andsinof the resources of the ministry need to be
used in these activities.

The two pastors asked the experienced leadeeatbthis book and provide feedback. If
any of these leaders came back with negative pe&hdrathis book, their leadership was valued
less in the church plant. Once one of these learlgaced the notion that discipleship was the
highest valued activity in that church, they betgmabe placed in increasingly more strategic
positions. Although it was never sated outrighg, blook became a training and operational

manual for the polity of this church plant.

* Rosengren and Bondas, “Two-Getherness,”

® Marshall and Payndyellis.



87

Although allowing a book besides the Bible to @pelin this capacity is dangerous, the
pastors were wise in implementing it in two waysst-they never said that it filled this role
outright. They simply began to follow the steps thare enumerated in it. Because all the
leaders that had been place in significant postloand given their approval, this unofficial policy
was never challenged.

Second, they introduced the various componentsusggl in the book slowly and with
biblical authority. For example, Phil, who usudilied the pulpit on Sunday mornings, began to
downplay the importance of the Sunday morning sermdavor of the people living sermons
for their friends and families. This was in an agoa effort to conform to the eighth chapter in
the bool® This chapter is all about how the sermon is viiat, not enough to make viable
disciples.

In an effort to utilize the leaders that were Ip@gig to join the church, Phil and Bill
began two new small groups and instituted anothesl lof leadership in the existing groups.
Following some counsel, they decided to allow @@lamong their leadership model for women.
Initially this position was restricted to hospitglibut it quickly extended to that of mission
leaders as well. The ranks of official leaders gfiemn 8 to 16 with this move alone.

Despite this, there were still more than a fewutihzed leaders that considered this plant
their church home. For this reason, Bill beganharge the existing leaders with the duty and
privilege of discovering new leaders and developiregr potential. This idea that leaders need to
be identified and promoted from within the rankgh# existing church body comes right out of
chapter ten in the above-mentioned bbadk this chapter, the authors showed that thedaibl

source for leaders is the church that the leadereedrom and where they were developed in the

® Marshall and Payndrellis, 93-108.

"bid., 127-142.
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first place.This has led to Bill's vision for another doublinfithe small groups over the next
twelve months.

It is important to underscore the point that he®k is not to be seen in a negative light.
It has opened the discussion concerning the neezhfither look at the idea of innovation in the
church of Jesus Christ. It is not presented as@&lsy-step manual for a new kind of church and
should not be expected to fill this role. The Bildehe only legitimate source for such an
endeavor. Having said this, the fact is that tloeigkois one of the ever-increasing numbers of
books that are calling for a serious second lodtoat the western culture does church. This look
needs to start with biblical directives and norvatractices. It further needs to incorporate

these into current culture in order to reach thituce.

Chapter Summary

The survey did not turn out the way it was intenafethat there were not enough
participants who were working under the solo legligrmodel. The survey was designed to
show that those who were operating under the salddrship model were not satisfied. Despite
this, the participants who did respond and werngairinerships were very positive concerning
their outlooks and feelings on this subject.

Another finding from the survey was the rationaddind the promotion of the
Constaninian model. This hierarchal mindset is baserstood when the Word of God is
jettisoned as the final authority for the Christieaders and something or someone else fills this
void. The traditions or “Canons” of men would guicknd neatly become the standard when the

Bible is rejected as the final authority. The sabp partnerships in leadership for the Christian
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church has been replaced by the idea that onerpeiso is not Jesus Christ is the final authority
and all models are subject to his or her judgment.

Not only are leadership partnerships better tlodm Isadership models, but also the case
study revealed that the particular personalitigslwved in the partnerships also have an impact
on the success of the model. Phil had a persorthlityhad certain strengths and weaknesses
built into it. Bill was likewise endowed with bo#trengths and weaknesses. The strength of the
one augmented the weakness of the other and wvisa.vEhis presented a whole and complete

leadership team to the church.



CHAPTER 4

THE TWO BY TWO LEADERSHIP MODEL FOR CHRISTIAN LEADERSHIP

Introduction

This project has thus far shown that there is msgproblem facing the leadership of the
modern church. The problem is wrapped around &dn<Christian leadership. The leadership
model that has been in force since the fourth ecgnsuat the heart of the problem. This model is
known as the Constaninian model. The leadershipttpaomotes is the solo, hierarchal model
and is unbiblical. The solution to this problem nieyfound in returning to the example of
Christ and forming into leadership partnershipssThapter is offered as a possible reference
for implementation of the two-by-two model for Gitran leadership.

The discussion thus far on the subject of leadprgartnerships in the Christian church
has yielded several insights. First, there is idde@roblem with the current leadership model.
This model includes the idea that solo leadershipot only acceptable, but also that it is the
ideal situation. Second was the review of applieditérature, which held that there is a crisis in
the leadership of the modern church and that teagelrship was preferable to solo leadership.
Third, the applicable biblical references showeat #olo leadership was not the model that the

Lord promoted and sponsored.

The Two By Two M odel
The solo leader in the local church is a monstyo#is base of support comes from the
felt need of many in leadership for control. Thesed has no place in Christian circles; this felt
need is altogether misplaced. The need for theeldadfeel that he or she is in control is out of

bounds in the Christian experience. The fact isttiLord Jesus Christ Himself claimed to be

90
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the One in charge and He does not share this chdegdeclared that He would build His
church, and the very gates of hell would not preagainst it (Matthew 16:18b). The Lord is
very much in control of His church via the agentref Holy Spirit.

Having said this, it would be a misstep to disdudtadership in the church. The fact is
that the Lord set up leaders in His church andgddhthem with leadership tasks. The problem
is that God’s human leaders have always had a pstgdor overstepping their bounda.the
absence of the physical presence of the Lord tsplrieaders tend to do things that do not please
Him. Aaron, for example, made an idol when he dittkmow what else to do (Exodus 32:1-9).
The result of this action caused the breaking efahiginal tablets of stone and endangered the
first Exodus. God desired to clear the proverbaard and start over with Moses.

In addition to the literary and biblical evidenm®vided in this project is the research
that has taken place during the entirety of theggmt. The survey showed that those who are
now in leadership partnerships are very satistiethis situation, at least among the participants.
They have a high degree of confidence and satisfaas they face the issues of leadership in
their various ministries. There was also a casgydtivat was conducted to determine some “best
practices” with respect to the shared leadershimpeships model.

The church that was the subject of this case dbedgn in the mind and heart of Phil as
he began to feel the leading of the Lord to plach@arch about five years ago. After attending a
yearlong church planting course/internship in thetlsern part of the country, he felt the leading
of the Lord to relocate his family to a city on th&stern seaboard. He also felt that the leadership
team needed to include Bill as a real partnerimplant. Both of these men had already been in

the ministry for a number of years when they beychurch about three and a half years ago.
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The research for this case study began aboutrébgéare this paper was written. The
researcher gleaned insight as he conducted intes\aed field observations not only on the two
persons mentioned, but also on the ministry they there leading. This was a turbulent time for
this church. Not because of the leadership, butilee the Lord was preparing the leaders and
the church for significant growth.

During the time of the study, the church moved m&emi-permanent building and
adopted a ministry model of disciple making in tioatext of formal communities. This led to a
quality of disciple makers that has caused a numbdividuals to join their ranks, not the
least of whom were already Christian leaders iir thven rights. While they experienced the
usual resistance to change during this time, theydt allow this to even momentarily dissuade
them from their mission. Their clear commitmene#xh other and to the biblical model of
making disciples as the core responsibility of¢harch held strong amid pressure to adopt the
Constaninian model.

The three insights that were gained as a restitti@icase study were juxtaposed
messages, juxtaposed strengths, and high confidewnels. The message of Phil centered on
grace; while Bill contrasted this with responsiyiliThey had complementary strengths. Their
weaknesses were largely mitigated as a resuligfTihey knew that their partner had their back
and this gave them an inordinately high confiddegel.

There is ample evidence that the model of leagetkht includes solo leaders in the
church of Jesus Christ is debunked. Not only this the idea that the true model that needs to
be recaptured is that of leadership pairs or peshigs. Another look at the biblical record is in
order at this time to determine what kind of indivals work best with others in leadership

capacities.
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Paul and Barnabas

It is established that the biblical standard ofeggprocedure for leading is two-by-two
teams. Is it a stretch to try to further disceimathe specific pairs are like? It is interestinagt
the New Testament pairs who are named are Peteladdomdand Paul and Barnabas. It is not
farfetched to see that Peter and Paul were simildrthat John and Barnabas were similar.

Peter and Paul were clearly leaders and they tetadimke on the role of spokesperson
for the groups to which they were attached. Thati lalso wrote or dictated multiple books of
the New Testament. John and Barnabas, on the lndinel; were all about people and their
ministries showed this quite well. John was alsariger, but his books were not theological in
nature. Rather, they had an application orientatida and Barnabas were known to cause
people to become all that the Lord had for thernetoFor the sake of clarity, the first of these
personality categories will be labelBdul and the second type of leaders will be labeled
Barnabas

It is noteworthy that the Lord was the one who g@iBaul (Paul) and Barnabas. One of
the only mentions of the Holy Spirit instructingetbhurch directly is concerning the subject of
this partnership (Acts 13:2). On this occasion, oy Spirit instructed the leaders of the church
at Antioch to set apart Saul (Paul) and Barnabra feork that He had for them to do. This
became the First Missionary Journey, which is réediin the book of Acts.

Paul was a leader that was all about truth andéether. He had his terminal degree and
was well on his way to becoming one of the topgrelis leaders in his sect when the Lord
confronted him and changed his tune. Howeverl thid did not change his basic bent with

respect to his gifts and personality. The Lord w@drio utilize his hard-charging, type-A
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personality for the kingdom. The control on Patgsiperament came in the form of the
subjective internal leading of the Holy Spirit aado-leader named Barnabas.

When all the facts of the story are told, it wasrabas, under the directive of the Holy
Spirit, that went to Tarsus and found Saul (Paubrder to bring him to Antioch in order to put
him to work (Acts 9:27, 11:25). It has been suggshat Saul was a bit discouraged at this
time in his life. The believers in Jerusalem hast previously shunned him because they were
suspicious of him due to his violent past. Theg Batended to him the right hand of fellowship,
but did not fully trust him. So, he went home &or undisclosed period of time.

Barnabas was so nicknamed as the son of encoueagetis real name was Joseph, and
he was a people-person. He was all about findiagperson that needed edification and lifting
them up to service for the Lord. He was knowndats of generosity that became the catalyst
for many others’ generosity in the early days @f ¢thurch at Jerusalem. The fact that he was the
one that went to a possibly discouraged Saul ierai@ put him back in service makes perfect
sense. He did not stop with Paul, however, irabifity to make a broken disciple useful.

The facts that surround the break-up of the finstsionary team find Barnabas nursing
John-Mark back to leadership health. This Johni\b@came the guy who is credited with
writing the Gospel of Mark as a compilation of #teries about Jesus, which was recounted by
Peter.

Near the middle of the First Missionary Journ@hrdMark left the team and went home.
If he was a leader cut from the same mold as Baikeason for this defection is obvious. Paul
and John-Mark clashed. Anytime two strong persbeslare forced to live with each other,
they butt heads. Later, the soothing Barnabas d¢mudleto John-Mark and showed him how it

was unacceptable for him to leave. Paul stillrbttrust this young upstart who was perhaps
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nothing but trouble before he left. The result was new teams. Nonetheless, in the end, Paul
did see the usefulness of John-Mark (2 Timothy $:11

There was another person who was in the compaRauwaifwho was so much like him
that it is possible that they clashed. A caredalding of the narrative in the book of Acts
concerning Paul’s missionary journeys will reveahg “we” passages and many more “they”
passages. Doctor Luke was the human author dfdbk of Acts, and he inserted himself into
the story when he was present. It is interestuadg he was only present during the first part of
the Second Missionary Journey. He apparently dtay@hilippi during most of this trip. Itis
pure speculation to try to ascertain why, but ltkely that Luke was another strong personality.
The potential for needless personality conflict wesy high. The point is, “Pauls” tend to clash
with each other, so do not put them on a two-by-team.

After recognizing that “Pauls” tend fash, it would seem that the only personality type
that is fit for Christian leadership would be Baraaes. However, this is not the way that the
Lord has done it in the past and it will not wodk the future. Two “Barnabases” if paired
together would love each other into lethargy. Tivewld be so polite and affirming that they
will get nothing else done. They need to be attddb their respective “Pauls” in order to be
prodded into service. They need a Paul to keap thretrack and going somewhere. Without
“Pauls,” “Barnabases” flounder. They look like gréeaders, but they do not go anywhere and
they lead the rest of the church there with them.

This idea is firmly grounded in the previouslyaddished principle that the shared
leadership team needs to be populated by pairsasitiplementary strengths. Bill and Phil were
able to find comfort and confidence in the fact ti@ other in their partnership was strong

where they were weak. This led not to competitimrt,to greater confidence and ultimately,
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growth. This is also largely what was intended iy termTwo-Gethernesthat was coined in
one of the aforementioned studfes.

It is interesting to note that the particular sg#h of a leader may be an accurate indicator
of an inherent corresponding weakness. It has baeithat every leader in history was plagued
with classic, glaring fault§The strategy to mitigate these is to pair leadéits a fellow that he
or she trusts in the ministry to be his or her &radhis person must exhibit strength to offset the
first leader's weakness.

Some “Pauls” have so alienated the modern churthtieir hard-charging fanaticism
that they are often marginalized as proverbialty teavenly minded for any earthly worth.

Their visions and plans are seen as too grandiudéaa-fetched. What they need is a real
Barnabas to come alongside and lead with them. pldres that they have are often from the
Lord and are the right plans. However, withoutaartaibas to “sell” these plans, many will never
be adopted. What the church of Jesus Christ rteegist back to on track is a right
understanding that no one is an island, leastl thalleaders. “Pauls” need to know that they are
less effective without their “Barnabases.” “Baraa®s” need to know that although they might
look good as leaders, they do not have the whakeig and their ministry is incomplete without
their respective “Pauls.”

There is another obvious application to this sartplo-by-two pairing that is needed.

Any future leadership teams who are commissioned e bear these differences in mind. Itis
foolish to continue to ignore the need for two-lwstand the facts concerning “Pauls” and
“Barnabases.” Once a person knows who he or shi@ssperson can begin to look for their

respective partner. Leadership developers nebd tooking for these pairs and pairing them

! Rosengren and Bondas, “Two-Getherness.”

2 Howard Hendricks, lectures on leadership, Dallasdlogical Seminary, 1994.
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together, as well.

| dentification of Leaders

There seems to be some question with respecetmitial identification of leaders.

After all, the question goes, since everyone catesat and there are only limited resources, who
should receive the leadership training? How dodheaders surface? What qualities should be
seen in individuals as leadership attributes thatlze base elements of potential leaders?

One of the first questions that must be askedaastvered on the subject of leadership
development is where they come from are they bomaale? In secular circles this is a
guestion that polarizes those who have knowledgi@subject. The person who would argue
that leaders are born into leadership would pairithé plethora of evidence that some great
leaders begin leading from early childhood. Thegmns to come out of the womb with a scepter
in their little hands. These people exhibit thessic, outward signs of leadership from very
young ages and begin leading in earnest in thely tsens. Some of the greatest political and
military leaders from history may be seen in tigst.

Alexander the Great, Cesar Augustus, and others great leaders from their teens and
would be good arguments for the “leaders are boanip. However, biased, leader-worshipping
followers wrote the records on these, so they neaguspect. There may have been not a few
legends on how these men became leaders in ortletdier their greatness. Leaders who fall
into this category also had the very best tutoteXander had Aristotle) and this is a very good
argument for the “leaders are made” camp.

All of this banter goes out the proverbial windesven considering leaders in the
Christian camp, however, because all Christiandesadre both born and made. Christians are

born in Christ and made into His image. Christeaders are to have already been through these
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phases before they begin training. One of the mibsttive environments for this to take place
is that of the small group. Most real spirituabgth happens in one-on-one mentoring or in
small groups. There is no substitute for thisneiee nursery.

The most important goal for the small group leallgrteam is that of making disciples.
The second goal is to multiply groups. Develogimg next generation of leaders does this.
However, the question remains, how is the futuaelée identified? The answer lies in the
natural group dynamic.

After the group starts up, the leadership teamt inusediately begin the process of
identifying future leaders. Apparently there ame types of biblical leaders, the answer may be
found in identifying who is the Paul and who is Bernabas. The clue to which is which may be
found in their natural strengths and correspondiegknesses.

The second generation untrained leader will extubitain characteristics inherent to his
or her bent. For example, the raw Paul will quesgverything, while the future Barnabas will
seem very caring and sensitive. Most small greapé¢rs see untrained “Pauls” as problems.
Not a few have secretly hoped that they would goihing to the group. Conversely, the
Barnabas of the next generation will be so intedhhat it is often difficult for the group

leaders to draw them out and help them with them growth.

Development of Leaders
Once they have been identified, future leaders beaglaced in their own small group for
leadership training. This group will consist ofween three and ten individuals with a leader
who has experience at making equipping leaderghé\butset, all participants in this new group

would be informed that they are being groomeddadership. The fact that they will someday
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make their own groups is part and parcel of theure as a Christian leader. No one will be
given a group; they will build their own.

The group that these new leaders will build walhsist of the various people in their
worlds that are not already in a Christian smadlugr. Most of these individuals will first need to
be introduced to the Savior. They will need todgght to hear the Lord’s voice for themselves
and begin to obey this voice when they identifysiisirce as that of Christ. For this reason, the
leaders themselves will need to become firm inrtbein faith so that they will be able to train
others on knowing and following the voice of therd.o

One of the many checks and balances that mustrguaooy this kind of group in order to
avoid deformity will be the requisite deploymenttioé new leaders in pairs. One of these leaders
will naturally check his or her partner when theestbegins to lean toward error. The error may
take one of many forms, not the least of which tlpride. This confrontational discussion can
be kept in confidence so that the group will naedhéo suffer. Many of the errors that leaders
currently fall into would be averted if the leaderd someone to talk to that was on their
perceived level. For this reason alone, the nesénd leaders out in leadership pairs is obvious
even to the casual observer.

Based on the needs of the church and the newrlaadenew leader will officially plan
to stay in this new group for six to eighteen menth reality, however, this group becomes a
haven for most leaders, and it never disbands tn&imembers of it move or graduate to their
final home. The curriculum that is utilized mustthe leader and those who are being developed
as leaders. It must also be transferable. A traaisfe curriculum must not only be able to be
used by the new leaders when making disciple maKetsir own, but it must also be available

when the time comes for them to do so. One thathesck record for being successful on both
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of these levels is thBesign for Discipleshipy the Navigators.This is a very helpful resource
for this purpose.

Although this Bible study workbook series covermnytopics that concern the Christian
walk and discipleship, much of the series is dedtbepropagating the four basic disciplines of
the Word of God, prayer, witnessing, and fellowsfipese are seen as the foundation that
causes the follower of Christ to walk correctlyellraders in training must so incorporate these
activities into their lives that they become secaatlre. These are the capacities that they will
need to model for the people they will lead infileire. A special attention needs to be paid at
this juncture concerning the motivation of the le&dn training.

The mentor needs to be especially attentive astothe new leaders are keeping these
disciplines. The sense that a person may readBit@e or pray simply to put the proverbial
check in the box is not acceptable. They need ¢p kiee disciplines to please Christ. Not seeing
Him as a taskmaster that demands certain actiyiigsas a friend that wants to spend time with
them. The former motivation will lead to legalisthe latter motivation will lead to a walk with
Christ that will survive until the end.

Once the new leaders are into the curriculum teskevel, they must be deployed into
service so that the cycle may continue. This malgdst begun very early in their training so that
they may use and retain what they are learning.tiffiag for full deployment is ill defined
because it is different for every individual. Byfidéion, a leader is no longer a follower (at leas
when he is leading). However, followers of Chrisver stop following Him. There is an ever-
present tension that should never fade in the moiride leader over the course of his or her life.
With this in mind, one of the indicators that agmr is ready to be given Christian leadership

responsibilities is when he or she begins to listeaind obey the voice of the Lord.

% Chuck BroughtonDesign for Discipleship6 vols. (Colorado Springs, CO: Navpress, 1973).
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14 Stepsfor Transitioning a Ministry to the Two By Two L eader ship Model

It is very important at the outset of any activityChristian ministry to pray. This not
only causes the creator and sustainer to helgeiadhivity, it also causes the individual that
prays to enter into a proper understanding of hiseo role. The correct understanding of the role
of the Christian leader is that of a respondinglifator. Jesus said, “Without me, ye can do
nothing. (John 15: 8, KJV)” While prayer is thetlifstep, it is very important to bathe this whole
process in prayer.

Step 1 is the understanding that Jesus Chriseishief designer and builder of His
church (Matthew 16: 18). It would behoove any whauild aide Him in church leadership to
remember this. With this in mind, it is only fitgrthat those who lead do so His way. One of the
keys to this is to remember that He never senfdiliswers into any ministry situation except
two by two. If a Christian leader is found in arther situation, he should amend this situation.

Step 2 is the recognition that the leader needstao the ministry alone. Howard
Hendricks said, “Never go anywhere without somebddihere needs to be another leader that
joins the solo leader in ministry. Doing ministipae is not the way Christ intended it.

The third step is for the leader to recognize wiradl of leader he or she is. This is
difficult and it takes some time. If the leadefasused on rules and requirements, then there is
an easy case to be made that this leader is aypaulConversely, if the leader is almost entirely
concerned with the growth of individuals then tleizder is a Barnabas type. The problem is that
people do not tend to fall strictly into one ofskdwo parameters. There are shades of the two
types of leaderships in most leaders. The requinéimehis step is for the leader to determine

his or her primary, natural bent. This bent magéen in interactions with other leaders. If the

* Howard Hendricks, Lectures on leadership, Dallasdlogical Seminary, 1994.
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leader has worked well with people who are likel®Plaen this leader may be a Barnabas type.
The same is true in the converse. A natural Pautevid to not work well with other Paul types.

Step four is for the leader to recognize posglaleners that are in or around his or her
ministry. If the potential partner is untrainedealeader, he or she will be easier to identify.
Untrained Paul types tend to question every answemmall groups, this person is the proverbial
thorn in the leader’s side. People who lead likenBbas tend to reach out and comfort others in
small groups, even before they have been trainéghotership. This makes them easier to
identify as Barnabas types.

Because of the important upcoming decisions tmade, step five is a season of prayer.
The leader must pray for courage and wisdom. Thefeas steps may shape his or her
effectiveness in ministry and should be clearlgubjection to the specific direction of the Holy
Spirit. Prayer is key to gaining this insight. Rraglso shows that the leader is dependent upon
the Lord. Prayer is a significant barometer offdith level of the leader. It is also an indicabdr
the object of the leader’s faith.

Step six is the proclamation of this model in puibkttings. Sermons should begin with
the biblical mandate that it is not good for maméoalone. It would not be wrong to spend a
good deal of time preaching on this topic from plkpit. People need to understand that there
have been some failings in previous church leagersbdels. People also need to understand
that Jesus provided His way of leadership.

Step seven is for the leader to approach God’seHor the co-leader. The leader should
humbly ask for assistance from this person. Thedemust remember that this person will tend
to not be in perfect subjection to the first leaglgalues. If the first leader is a person who fead

like Paul then the co-leader will be a person wdaulk like Barnabas. The key to this step is
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respect. If the first leader truly respects theistig of the co-leader then it will work. If not, i
will not.

The eighth step revolves around small group niyist there is not a small group
element to the existent ministry, one must beetlarthe reason for this is that leaders are
developed in small group settings. The eighth stép begin the process of transferring two-by-
two model to the next generation. People who léadPaul and people who lead like Barnabas
must be identified. They must be taught their dpestrengths and weaknesses. They then will
be able to see how having a partner with compliargrgtrengths is important.

Step nine is pairing up the two types into tem@partnerships. People who lead like
Paul need to be paired with people who lead likenBlaas. If Frank is of the first type he should
be paired with Joe of the second type. It is imguarthat both Frank and Joe understand their
roles in this partnership. This cannot be overdtdfe=rank or Joe thinks they are solely in
charge of the ministry, or subservient in this parship, it will not work. It should be noted that
the two types do have differing strengths, and khtake charge in certain circumstances.
People who lead like Paul should lead in Bible &sidnd discussions about responsibility.
People who lead like Barnabas, conversely, shalld over when individual needs are
expressed in the small group. They also shoulddésmlissions about practical applications that
arise from Bible studies.

There are two elements to the model that mustldernstood at this point. First, the two
leaders should consider their partner, their lealee first leader should consider the second
leader to be his leader and visa versa. This wil/jole a confidence level that will rarely be
shaken. Second, the two of them should begin tmplan each other's messages. The leaders

who lead like Paul will begin to preach the gragbich is the natural message of the Barnabas
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types. Conversely, the Barnabas types will pubijcatticulate the message of responsibility,
which usually comes from Paul types.

The tenth step is deployment. Beginning with sragflignments, the leadership pairs
should begin to spread their proverbial wings aadilin small group settings. When they
experience success in small things they shoulduamn darger responsibilities. Not every
leadership pair will be able to lead in every cmatance. Some leaders are not destined to lead
large numbers of people. However, early failurkeatliing large numbers of people does not
necessarily disqualify leaders for this task.

Step eleven is monitoring and evaluating the tetirat have been deployed. Jesus did
this in His first two campaigns. He sent His disegpout in two-by-two pairs, and then brought
them back for times of debriefing and refreshmBuiring these times of debriefing He
acknowledged their excitement over their success spoke of His insight into their unseen
success (Luke 10: 18). It is important to be pesiti there is any success at all. This is not a
model, which should be tried and discarded quickhys is the model that Jesus employed.

Step twelve is to make changes that are needesh &iizing the two-by-two model,
some individuals will not be partnered correctlgaders are not foolproof. There should always
be the realization that mistakes are made. Theliattwo people are not successful together
does not diminish the need for solo leaders to lagyartner. The original Paul and Barnabas
actually parted ways in anger. In Acts 15 Paul t8d&s and went on the second missionary
journey. Barnabas took John-Mark and went on his pwssionary journey. The fact is that
these two examples in the faith were angry enobghthey did not work together again. The

wonderful fallout from this was that one team beedamo.
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Step thirteen is to realize that there is a needifany more echelons of leaders in
fulfilling the great commission. If the leaderssafbsequent generations begin to train leaders in
their own right, this is very good. Paul mentiotied need for four generations of leaders in 2
Timothy 2: 2. Paul was the first level, Timothy whe second, reliable men were the third level,
and others were the fourth level. This is a gooal @oth respect to the subject of discipleship
effectiveness. If someone who has never even reairiginal leader brings people to Christ, the
effectiveness of the discipleship effort is no lengontingent upon the first leader’s
effectiveness. This discipleship effort will coniaawell beyond the ministry of the first leader.

The last step revolves around the original ledéelring that ministry. It is natural for a
strong leader to feel the need to replace his metie Obviously someone needs to step into the
leadership role that will be vacated. Howeverhd to-leader was firmly established as leader,
then there will not be a felt vacuum in the lealgrstructure of that ministry. There will be
time for the co-leader to identify and replace @hginal leader according to the direction of the
Holy Spirit. It is acceptable for the original leado leave with a junior of the opposite
leadership type. According to the previously mem schism between Paul and Barnabas, both
leaders left Antioch with a co-leader.

These fourteen steps are not set in proverbialitgrand may be amended to fit the
individual needs. The ideas behind these step®dd to be employed, however, the order and
essence of the steps is open for broad applicattoarding to the specific leading of the Holy
Spirit. This list of steps is not to be seen asagstive either. There will probably be other steps
that are necessary as the model begins to be enddtte goal is for the two by two model to be
taken seriously and for every ministry to examiself with respect to how it is to be fully

employed.
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Summary

It has been shown that partnerships in leadershipe church are to be preferred over
solo leadership models. Further, it has been shbaitrthe specific personalities that are best
paired are those of who have been labeled “Pauts’tivose who have been labeled
“Barnabases.” When properly understood, the idaagbme leaders are “Pauls” and others are
“Barnabases” will be a great help in furthering itentification, development and deployment
of future leaders.

There are a plethora of innovations that are b&atgred as ways to reach the new
generation for the cause of Christhese are being implemented by many church lead¢he
hope of finding the magic ingredient that will hélgm to really make a dent in the ever-
increasing gap between western general populatidrciaurch growth. This gap is real and will
not go away as a result of innovating the tiredural norms and expectations from previous
generations. The only way to reach this generdtohrist is to revisit the directives of
Scripture and amend the church of today accordifigiis paper has included a call for the
leaders of the church to do this. In doing so thédllegitimize and nurture the efforts of the
next generation to find and follow the Lord’s ditiges for reaching their generation. If they fail
to do this, they will squelch the vine work for thext generation.

The Lord Jesus Christ urged His followers to pfagyltord of the harvest for more
laborers (Matthew 9: 36-38). This was just afterddes the multitudes and had compassion on
them because they were like sheep without a shdplike church today needs to throw aside
her prideful ways and come back to biblical direes$i. Her leaders need to come back to the

example and commands of Christ and lead togethesatch this lost and dying world for the

® Elmer Towns, Ed Stetzer, and Warren B, Innovations.
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cause of Christ. There is no time for the statuswhben the masses are still like sheep without a

shepherd.
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Appendix A
Survey Results

Question 1. How long have you occupied a Christian leader ship role?

It's hard for me to say exactly, but | guess aleigiit years.
12/16/2012 8:46 PM

About 10 years
12/8/2012 8:40 AM

10 years
11/29/2012 6:58 PM

8 years
11/29/2012 11:09 AM

16 years
11/28/2012 8:42 PM

14 years
11/27/2012 7:24 PM

13 years
11/26/2012 10:55 AM

Since 1986; 26 years.
11/26/2012 8:46 AM

10 years
11/25/2012 4:57 PM

44 years
11/25/2012 3:36 PM

5 years
11/24/2012 2:27 PM

1 year
11/24/2012 12:29 AM
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15 Years
11/20/2012 5:43 PM

Officially, a couple of months.
11/19/2012 2:38 PM

20+ years
11/19/2012 1:52 PM

Question 2: What isyour current position in a Christian leader ship role?

I'm a community group (small group) mission leadesponsible for planning citywide group
mission projects and keeping members accountalfigfiibthe personal mission of
disseminating the gospel to individuals God hakdahem to evangelize.

12/16/2012 8:46 PM

I am currently serving as an Army Chaplain
12/8/2012 8:40 AM

Prayer Leader, Assistant Pastor
11/29/2012 6:58 PM

Children's Sunday School teacher and Hospitalagéde
11/29/2012 11:09 AM

Church Planter
11/28/2012 8:42 PM

Pastor
11/27/2012 7:24 PM

Senior Pastor
11/26/2012 10:55 AM

Father Prior of a monastic retreat community, teadhof an international monastic formation
fellowship, and the rector of the monestary chapel.
11/26/2012 8:46 AM

Lead pastor
11/25/2012 4:57 PM



117

Senior Pastor
11/25/2012 3:36 PM

Senior Pastor
11/24/2012 2:27 PM

Mission/outreach leader for my community group.
11/24/2012 12:29 AM

Community Pastor (small groups and outreach efforts
11/20/2012 5:43 PM

Hospitality leader of a community group.
11/19/2012 2:38 PM

Teaching preschool and elementary aged childreso,Ahentor to young wives.
11/19/2012 1:52 PM

Question 3: What isyour natural style of leader ship? Please check the one that describes
you the best.

Visionary Leadership — Leader sets direction byiing a vision that engages people.
46.7%

Coaching — Leader connects individual needs andsaaith the organization’s goals. Coaching
explores the person’s life and values beyond Justiork. 20.0%

Affinitive — The leader connects people to eaclentthereby creating teamwork and harmony.
13.3%

Democratic — Inclusion and participation show teath member is valued by this leader.
6.7%

Pacesetting — Leader sets and achieves challermde 6a0%

Commanding — Leader provides clear direction anklesall decisions.
13.3%

Other (please specify) 0.0%
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Question 4: Other than your spouse, do you have a recognized or unofficial partner in
leader ship?

Yes 86.7%

No 0.0%
Recognized 40.0%
Unofficial 20.0%

Question 5: On a scale from oneto ten, how confident are you in making needed changesin
your ministry?

2-6.7%
5- 20%
7-13.3%
8- 20%

9- 13.3%
10- 26.7%

Question 6: On a scale of oneto ten, how confident are those to whom you minister in your
ability to perform in all therolesthat arerequired for your position?

7- 20%

8- 26.7%
9- 26.7%
10- 26.7%

Question 7: On a scale of oneto ten, how comfortable areyou in mentoring relationshipsin
order to develop the next generation of Christian leaders?

2-6.7%
6- 6.7%
7-6.7%
8- 33.3%
9- 20%
10- 26.7%
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Question 8: On a scale from oneto ten, how satisfied areyou in your current position?

5-13.3%
6- 6.7%
7-26.7%
8- 13.3%
9-6.7%
10- 33.3%

Question 9: Would you recommend your status of leader ship (solo or partner) to the next
generation of leaders?

Yes 93.3%
No 6.7%

Question 10: Isthere any information that you would like to add to thistopic?

| don't believe that leadership can occur on a bakis. Christian leadership requires a
partnership, in which at least two siblings in Ghwork together hand in hand and keep each
other accountable and spurred on to the Mission.

12/16/2012 8:46 PM

This is a very thought provoking topic, as wellome that causes you to take a closer look at
your individual ministry/leadership style.

12/8/2012 8:40 AM

No
11/29/2012 6:58 PM

No!
11/28/2012 8:42 PM

none
11/27/2012 7:24 PM

| use a strong team approach but with a clear staleding of final authority and decision
making remaining with the solo leader.

11/26/2012 10:55 AM

| am an Anglican priest. We follow the episcopaldalbof leadership. The bishop stands in sole
authority over the priest and the priest standsla authority over the congregation as an
‘extension' of the bishop. The church board (stiyg advises and makes recommendations to
the priest, but the priest makes all final decisidhthere is more than one priest at a ministry,
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the senior priest makes all final decisions--haalis accountable to the bishop for carrying out
the vision of the diocese and for operating wittie framework of the Canons (i.e., church
law). With reference to the idea of ministeringpmirs as a type of leadership model, my |
suggest that the "teams of two" which Jesus sdaniveren't so much practicing a model (or
principle) of leadership as they were practicingadel (or method) of missions and
evangelism. They were under strict orders by th&hop' (Jesus) and were told exactly what to
take, where to stay, what to eat, what to sayyvameh to move on. They weren't engaged in
leadership; they were practicing submission, relisigment, and obedience. The idea of being
sent in pairs was for mutual encouragement andepi@gpecially when things got difficult) as
they fulfilled the mission of Another.

11/26/2012 8:46 AM

Team leadership is not without its difficulties hewer the added benefit to you and those you
minister to outweighs the difficulties. Team leatep demands clarity of roles for maximum
usefulness and it also demands humility.

11/25/2012 4:57 PM

Questions you have posed can be answered besb$s with longevity... within the same
ministry.
11/25/2012 3:36 PM

Discipleship is a key component. This helps devéhapvision as you have people stepping into
roles. This makes the pastors job much easierstileship is not part of the vision, then the
vision will not work.

11/24/2012 2:27 PM

The team leadership model has to be set on a ftiondz grace and honesty. Identity is found
in Christ (by grace), not in the constant affirroatof the other leader. Therefore, since we are
not constantly fighting to make sure we're pleagedther person, we are free to confront,
challenge, encourage, speak truth ... and alsddreeceive such, knowing that our worth is
found in God's grace ... though our value to tlgapization can increase as we are willing to
accept challenge/accountability!

11/20/2012 5:43 PM

N/A.
11/19/2012 2:38 PM

| would not like to lead alone.
11/19/2012 1:52 PM
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