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ABSTRACT

SHARED LEADERSHIP AND MEMBER ENGAGEMENT IN WESTERRROTESTANT
HOUSE CHURCHES: A NATURALISTIC INQUIRY
Western Protestant churches measure success thmagher engagement. Waning

church member engagement has led some to arguiadiffactive leadership structures are to
blame. While the possibility of shared leaderstap heen advanced to this end, its use in
Western Protestant Church settings has yet to plerexd and understood. Thus, this study
sought to inform and illuminate how member engagerecurred in Western Protestant house
churches that practiced shared leadership. Thity stias conducted within the Naturalistic
paradigm, utilizing the embedded methodologieseniiteneutic phenomenology and
ethnography to (a) understand the lived experiamckin situ culture of individuals who attend
Western Protestant churches where shared leadesgbriacticed and its perceived effect on
their resulting engagement as members of thoselkbsiand (b) based on these findings, offer
thick description for deep understanding, informaetion, and further study as to how shared
leadership might be utilized within Western Praastthurches to foster member engagement.
Findings indicated that he culture of the housedies selected could best be described through
the practiced mediums of the house church includiegting in homes, fellowship time, the
physical set up, the flexible structure, and thelgtof scripture. These mediums were indicative
of the underlying beliefs, values, and assumptadrice house church culture. Additionally, the
adaptive nature of the church has, in notable pestigated this shift towards house churches.
Some of the manifestations of this shift are seeough the enactment of shared leadership as

visible through decision-making and the ways inalihchurch members take initiative to be



involved. Additionally, the manifestation of churofember engagement is visible through how
these members construct, shared and individuakxperiences of participation in the weekly
gatherings, interaction throughout the week, anthareased sense of ownership and
responsibility. Finally, the themes that had eméngere predominantly confirmed via a final
guantitative member checking survey and enabletbrdevelop contextualized definitions for

shared leadership and engagement.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Imagine an organization in which only 10% of thepbmgees fulfilled their role, an
organization where one person was responsiblenfiiating and facilitating all activities. Now,
one might assert that there are in fact organiaatwhere this is the case and it is not so difficul
to imagine. However, few would argue that thisngdeal or even desirable state from which an
organization should function, and most organizatideaders and Human Resource
Development (HRD) experts would work ardently tamde this pattern if present in their
organization. However, there exists a group of oizgions nationwide, and even worldwide, in
which this pattern of participation is quite freqtlg the norm. Many have worked persistently
to change the tides but on a large scale it seleatshese efforts have proved fruitless. The
organization of which | speak is the church anderspecifically the Western Protestant Church
and its members.

Within the typical Western Protestant Church thetais often expected to juggle many
different tasks (Hybels, 2004; Viola & Barna, 2008)survey gathered from Protestant pastors
revealed that most pastors participate in at [E@&shajor activities on a regular basis:

casting vision, identifying and training leaderssgrhing and teaching, raising money,

serving the needy, providing strategy and plannimganizing church activities and

programs, overseeing all administration, managiaff and volunteers, resolving
conflicts, representing the congregation in the mwamity, providing congregation care
and counseling, and evangelizing the unsaved, asi®iimg the sacraments, and
discipling individuals. (The Barna Group, 2001 1p.
Even at a cursory glance, the list of activitieanldadenote a need for a wide array of skills and
experience to successfully complete; however,nbed is quite common. Hybels (2004)
encapsulated the practices of the typical WestesteBtant Church: “the church ends up with a

few overworked professionals, paid by the tithed affierings of the congregation to fulfill the

whole gamut of priestly functions, while everybaglge remains passive observers, their gifts
1



and talents atrophying from disuse” (p. 62). Thadset that has permeated the church is clergy-
centric (Hybels, 2004); the pastor is often atdbéeter of all service that comes out of the
church. Not only is the pastor wrongly convinceattsthe must complete all the necessary duties,
but capable, skilled individuals are left out ofnmsiry because they are not a paid minister.
Mallory (2001) explained,

Pastors end up taking on all kind of roles andgasien if they're ill equipped to

perform them, simply because they accept the utatetisg that, ‘it's what they pay me

for’ Meanwhile, laypeople sometimes shy away fronmistry that they’'re well equipped

to do simply because they’re afraid they’ll be gieg on the pastor’s toes. (p. 41)
The underutilization of laypeople parallels wanaigirch member engagement and, as might be
expected, an overworked clergy. While the decr@asburch member engagement is the
primary focus of this study, a few notes aboutdierworked clergy will enlighten
understanding about current problems in the We$testestant Church. The average length of
the pastoral career has declined from seven yeausttover four in the last twenty years (Viola
& Barna, 2008). Depression, burnout, stress andienmad breakdown occur at abnormally high
rates among pastors (Viola & Barna, 2008). Petef80h1), in his memoir entitlethe Pastor,
reflected on the enormous load he felt as senistopaf a church. He tells a story about the
moment when he realized he was doing too much: ‘€neaing after supper, Karen—she was
five years old at the time—asked me to read héorg.d said, ‘I'm sorry, Karen, but | have a
meeting tonight.” ‘This is the twenty-seventh nighta row you have had a meeting.” She had
been keeping track, counting” (p. 277). His expereis not uncommon. One youth pastor |
know is regularly involved in strategy and visidamqming, project administration, budgeting,

counseling parents and teenagers, leading voluteeblic speaking, writing curriculum,

training volunteer youth leaders, hospice visgsponding to benevolence requests, teaching



Sunday school, creative planning, and video pradoncihe demand for a wide spectrum of
skills, however, is quite normal for pastors in \fées Protestant churches.

| acknowledge that the Western Protestant Churahuisique organization and some
might argue that it is not relevant to compare ¢gaads in the church to those in business
organizations. However, just as HRD is integrahianaging and improving for-profit
organizations, so is there a necessity for simnlanagement and improvement in nonprofit
organizations (Bradner, 1997). McLean and McLe&2091) definition highlights the necessity
for HRD within all types of organizations:

HRD is any process or activity that, either inlggadr over the long term, has the potential

to develop adults’ work-based knowledge, experpseductivity, and satisfaction,

whether for personal or group/team gain, or forliéeefit of an organization,

community, nation, or ultimately, the whole of humtg. (p. 313)
Likewise, the church functions as an organizatieyatem: “a set of components that work
together to accomplish an overall objective and plogsesses a sufficient boundary to
distinguish it from its environment” (Lindgren & &wchuck, 1984, p. 32). As such, standards
for effective secular organizations, as outlineddaynmings and Worley (2009), can easily be
applied to the church as an organization: “effectivganizations are adaptablbave high
technical and financial performancend have satisfied and loyal customers or othareat
stakeholders and an engaged, satisfied, and lganorkforce” (p. 3). The church, in order to be
successful, must also adapt to changing culturensrdber needs, must perform well so that
members continue to give monetarily (the primananseof financial performance), is
responsible for satisfying the needs of the comtyuand its members, and engaging members
in learning activities and volunteer service.

As already indicated, one of the standards forcéffe organizations is an engaged

workforce (Cummings & Worley, 2009). Concomitantbyye means for measuring church
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effectiveness is member engagement (usually queshirfa offerings and attendance) (Barna,
1998, 2005; Warren, 1995; Winseman, 2007), a nacgssitecedent which is emblematic of
other desired church outcomes (Perkins, 2004)thepurposes of this study, church member
engagement is considered the active participationdoviduals (who are not paid church staff)
in the activities of the church (including volunteervice, decision-making, vision creation, and
caring for others within the group) (Rutz, 2006p0Mi, 2008).

Research has shown that church member engagemeéhe fiorms of attendance and
participation) in Western Protestant churches (des churches that do not adhere to Roman
Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy) is decliningg@aation of Religious Data Archives, 2008;
Barna, 2005; The Barna Group, 2009; Winseman, 2@ording to the Association of
Religion Data Archives (2008), those who attendrchuveekly have decreased from 28.5% of
the US population to 19.3% and those who nevenattéurch have increased from 9.3% to
20.7% (between the years of 1972 and 2008). TheaB@roup (2009) reports that the number of
mainline Protestant churches has declined sincé 8 80,000 to about 72,000. Additionally,
they report that volunteerism is down by 21% andts8lunday school involvement has also
declined by 17% since 1998. Winseman (2007) reddhat only 29% of individuals attending
Protestant and Catholic churches are actively esdyagthe church, while 54% are not, and 17%
are actively disengaged. Evidence of waning engagéon the part of members is prevalent in
the research and in church leadership literatutez(RR006; The Barna Group, 2009; Winseman,
2007). The Barna Group (2009) suggested that thitgof church leadership is directly
connected to these trends of waning engagement.

Warren (1995) explained that church leadershipsponsible for enabling institutional

growth and removing any barriers or inhibitionstwh growth. Furthermore, the development



of those in leadership and the leadership structueetly affects the ability of the church to
pursue goals such as increased church member engagyjamong others (Maxwell, 1995;
Schwarz, 1996; Shenk & Stutzman, 1988; Westing7L9khus, the dynamics surrounding the
type of leadership employed can positively or neght impact church member engagement,
and in turn the effectiveness of the church (Sehall980; Westing, 1985).

In the past decade, the concept of shared leagenakiemerged as a desirable alternative
to traditional hierarchical models (Pearce & Con@&03). Empirical research is growing in
support of this type of leadership (Avolio, 199@&wviBers & Seashore, 1966; Pearce & Sims,
2000). Conger and Pearce (2003) noted that reseppirtunities exist and are needed in
“exploring the outcomes associated with shareddesmlp settings” (p. 286). However, there is
very limited research regarding shared leadershipe church setting and whether and how it
might associate with church member engagementhé&umiore, there is no current research on
this topic that examines the lived experience afrch members, which might be accomplished
through ethnographic and phenomenological appreaétesearch from a combined
ethnographic and phenomenological approach wikalhcreased understanding of the
phenomenon of shared leadership within the padradntext of the Western Protestant Church
setting.

In order to establish the background and neceksityny study, brief discussion is now
provided on the three bodies of informing literattiat guide this study. Then, the problem
statement, purpose of the study, overview of matlagy employed, ethics, researcher’s
perspective, delimitations and ensuing limitatiayserational definition of key terms, and

significance of the study is discussed.



Background

The bodies of literature which enlighten this stadg scholarship surrounding (a)
Western Protestant Church leadership, (b) churainlmee engagement, and (c) shared

leadership. The Venn Diagram (Figure 1) belowsiilates this interacting set of variables:

AB: Member Engagement in the Church Setting

A: Christian / '\
Church
Leadership

B: Employee
Engagement

—

C: Shared
Leadership

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

BC: Employee Engagement and Leaderst}
Employee Engagement and Shared
Leadership

p

CA: Shared Leadership in the|
Church Setting

e =

Figure 1.Venn diagram of the three informing bodies ofratare for this study.

While my study resides in the small area of ovevidyere the three variables converge, literature
in each area as well as the overlap between comntosaof any two of the variables was used to
inform my study. The ways in which these three bsdif knowledge were so used are briefly
highlighted and discussed in the next three subeses; and Table 1 summarizes the key

contributions to my study from each area.



Western Protestant Church Leadership

An exploration of Christian Churlistory reveals that several key events shaped the
practice of leadership within this context. Discosf these events and the ensuing leadership
practices will inform this study for two reason&sE gathering a historical understanding of
how leadership as an institutional structure hasecto be practiced in the Western Protestant
Church provides a deeper understanding and appoecfar the organizational context of this
study, and, secondly, this understanding hopesrieesas a foundation for inquiry about how
shared leadership might function in the churchirsgtand in turn interact with member
engagement. While my literature review will provaéhorough review of these events, brief
discussion is provided here regarding argumentsgnding hierarchy in the church and the
typical forms of governance currently utilized iregfern Protestant churches.

An examination of Christian Church history will gllly demonstrate that the church as
an organization has been typically arranged anthile@rchically (Nichols, 2000). This structure
is deeply connected for many to the idea of thalkbip of God and Christ (Nichols, 2000), and
the apostolic authority discussed in the New TestantfAnd God has placed in the church first
of all apostles, second prophets, third teachkesy miracles, then gifts of healing, of helping, of
guidance, and of different kinds of tongues” (1i@thrians 12:28 New International Version).
While this scripture affirms the shared role of isiry via different gifts within the “body” of the
church, many have interpreted the chronologicaitieang of the gifts to establish hierarchy
(Nichols, 2000). This two thousand year traditistablishes a distinct context within the church

that makes integration of alternative leadershipcstires far from simplistic.

! While I am interested specifically in the WestBmotestant Church, examination of its history
necessitates looking at the Christian Church bgoatiich includes its roots in Judaism and
Catholicism.
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However, others argue rather that ancient cultwese hierarchical in their structure and
the postapostolic Christians adopted and adaptsetstructures (Viola & Barna, 2008).
Proponents of this viewpoint contend that up uhgl 2¢ century, there was no official
leadership in the Christian church (Banks, 1994jeEs were present but without a hierarchical
structure and they suggest that the language dfi¢he Testament instead depicts horizontal
relationships (1 Corinthians 11:1, 2 Thessalon&fs1 Timothy 4:12, 1 Peter 5:3).

Current leadership structures in Western Protestauniches often take on one of four
forms of governance: episcopal, presbyterian, cagegronal, or a form of nongovernment
(Erickson, 1998). The form of governance to whiaharch adheres determines the question of
where final authority lies and who is able to exs¢his authority. Erickson (1998) summarized
the basic differences amongst these forms of geveet

While the episcopal and presbyterian forms botld lodfices of authority within their

structure, the offices differ in the number of p&rs holding that office. In a

congregational church, the congregation is theaiithof government. A

nongovernment church claims the authority of théyHEpirit as its form of government.

(p. 1079)

These four forms of governance make up a spectryprcélly) from more structure and
hierarchy to that of less (from episcopal to noregament) (Akin, 2004; Erickson, 1998;
Garrett, 2004; Reymond, 2004). While shared leduieiis not limited to nongovernment forms
of church governance, the types of churches whitlhoeunder exploration in this study will
likely fall into this category. One such type ofucbh which often utilizes shared leadership is
the house church: “for its everyday life, a houserch does not need any higher level of

organization, bureaucracy, or ceremony than anyard large family” (Simson, 2009, p. 32).

Although | am interested in how church member gegsent occurs in the Western



Protestant Church setting, this study focused part@icular type of Western Protestant Church,

namely, the house church. Figure 2 outlines theéestual framing of this study.

Western Protestal
Church

United States

Figure 2.Contextual framing for the site of my study.

The particular site for this study was selectedskeathurches in a Midwestern state in the United
States that consider themselves part of the |akgstern Protestant tradition. Following,
discussion of employee engagement and how it irsany understanding of church member

engagement is provided.

Employee Engagement

Engagement as a field of interest has that emeangée last 20 years and only within the
last five years in the HRD realm. The foundatioharad definitions for engagement, outcomes
and antecedents associated with engagement, aratcksurrounding the relationship between
engagement and leadership inform this study.

Kahn’s (1990) seminal work was the first to defemagement as a separate concept
using research from an ethnographic study at a frmoamp. To understand the development of
engagement, he argued that there were three domagasingfulness, safety, and availability.
More recently, work on employee engagement hasrdfeam Kahn's (1990) work to develop
the idea that engagement is made of up three cmtsticognitive engagement, emotional
engagement, and behavioral engagement (Macey &e8tdm 2008; Saks, 2006; Shuck & Reio,
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2011). Shuck and Wollard (2010) offered the follogvdefinition of employee engagement for
the HRD community: “an individual employee’s cogwvet emotional, and behavioral state
directed toward desired organizational outcomes1(3).

Research on employee engagement has measured sexeoanes that seem to be
related to its presence. Increased performancééhigvenues, competitive edge), increased
customer-focus (Chalofsky & Krishna, 2009), inceshproduction (Saks, 2006), increased
communication skills (Shuck & Wollard, 2010), antéss likely occurrence of turnover (Harter,
Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002) are among the suggestenhmgs.

Shuck (2009) posited that the decision to engage isternal one based on external
factors outside an employee’s control but withie lader’s sphere of influence. The individual
employee must make a decision to engage; howdesleader’s behaviors can produce a culture
or environment where employees are more likelyngage (Mester, Visser, Roodt, &
Kellerman, 2003). Wollard and Shuck (2011) providdderature review, which summarizes the
antecedents of employee engagement at both thedndl and organizational level. Their
summary acknowledged leadership specifically asobrilee antecedents of employee
engagement as well as many other organizationatadéents, which are often driven by
leadership. Likewise, empirical research and cotuadpnodels have looked at the convergence
of employee engagement and leadership behaviarsjsng that certain leadership styles lend
themselves towards fostering engagement more soothars (Arakawa & Greenberg, 2007;
Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010; Bezuijen et2010; Bono & Judge, 2003; Ghafoor et

al., 2011; Salanova et al., 2011; Zhang & BartolL@).

10



While empirical support of the importance of engagat and the relationship between
engagement and leadership is growing, limited sthotesearchexists on member engagement
or its connection to leadership in the church sgtind more specifically to that of shared

leadership and Western Protestant church settings.

Shared Leadership

For years, western culture has viewed leadershipeapgosition of unique individuals
who possess certain skills and abilities (O'ToGlalpbraith, & Lawler, 2003). Likewise,
organizations are often viewed as reflections ef@O or person in charge and many hold to
the belief that a single person must be held adatm for the company’s actions and decisions
(Locke, 2003; O'Toole et al., 2003). Shared leddprshifts this view to recognize that
leadership can be distributed and interdependdra.emergence of shared leadership,
definitions, driving forces, and outcomes are lyidiscussed below.

Shared leadership, or concepts of shared leadersie been making an appearance in
organizational literature and practice for sometiaibeit in small and sometimes unnoticeable
ways. Pearce and Sims (2000) formalized a defm#iod process for shared leadership and
empirical research is growing in support of thiargld notion of leadership (Avolio, 1996;
Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Pearce & Sims, 2002).

Shared leadership includes concepts such as gnflupnce which originates from all
directions and all group members engaging in lesdderat different points in time based on the

tasks at hand (Bennett, 2003; Cox et al., 2003dutition to believing that individuals have the

2 While there is minimal scholarly research, efféré&we been made to examine church member
engagement (i.e. Church Growth Movement and surgeaglsered by places such as Willow
Creek Community Church and Saddleback Church).
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desire and willingness to contribute to the leddi@rsand in turn effectiveness of an organization
the likes of the church, shared leadership requime$elief that individuals can make significant
and meaningful contributions when given the oppatyuDay, 2000). As such, shared
leadership is often viewed as counterintuitive endnter cultural (Maak & Pless, 2006; O'Toole
et al., 2003).

The rise of the Information Age, the increasing ptewity of the role of the CEO,
increasing pressure to perform and do so quickigl,an increase in the use of teams in the
organization are all significant forces which haviren the growth of and need for shared
leadership in the past two decades (Chrispeelgi&0dppenberger, 2002; Manz & Sims, 2001;
McLagan, 2003; Mohrman, Cohen, & Mohrman, 1995;d0l€ et al., 2003; Pearce & Conger,
2003; Pearce, Manz, & Sims, 2009; Pearce & Sim302Blowman et al., 2007; Sims & Manz,
1996). However, the impact of shared leadershiprganizational outcomes still needs to be
examined, but research indicates that there aeragyositive outcomes (Hooker &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2003; Mohrman et al., 1995) aimdshat its connection to employee or
member engagement: “shared leadership may impghavexperience of work by offering an
incremental measure of self-determination and dppdy for meaningful impact...by more
evenly distributing opportunities for meaningfullience, shared leadership may provide a basis
for full partnership” (Cox et al., 2003, p. 54). Rloyees that have “full partnership” and a
“meaningful influence” would seem to align with peiples of employee engagement. Shared
leadership as it relates specifically to employemember engagement has not been
investigated.

Literature which examines shared leadership’s gerare in recent years, the concepts

and definitions that surround it, the driving fosdlbat compel its emergence, and the suggested
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and researched outcomes provided a foundatiomi®study which explored the relationship
between shared leadership and member engagentbet\Western Protestant Church setting.
Table 1 summarizes the above-mentioned three botligerature that informed this study and
the relationships between these three construetaniy established the background for this

study, the driving problem and thus need for thelwis explained next.

Problem Statement

Due to evidence of declining Western Protestantr€@hmember engagement, some
suggest that researchers must continue to hypathasd conduct studies to determine the best
practices for church leadership (Easum, 1993; Huaf92). In the secular sector, scholars have
begun to propose that as organizations and thedwoolhw more complex it is increasingly
difficult for a single individual to lead (Pearce®ms, 2002; Plowman et al., 2007). Traditional
vertical models place too much pressure on CEOm (ive case of churches, senior pastors) and
thus research examining alternatives that faaditatd support employee engagement are
increasing (Pearce & Conger, 2003). Likewise, thairs of leading a complex organization
weighs on the pastor. Additionally, when an indinatlpastor is charged with the sole leadership
of a church the reservoirs of talent that the memsheld remain largely untapped (Ford, 2006;
Hybels, 2004; Mallory, 2001; Rutz, 2006).

In the past decade, the concept of shared leagenskiemerged as a desirable alternative
to traditional hierarchical models (Pearce & Con@@03). Within the Western Protestant
Church setting, shared leadership is utilized,i@aerly in house churches (Viola & Barna,
2008). However, there is very limited research reigg shared leadership in the Western

Protestant Church setting and whether and howghtrassociate with church member
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Table 1.Summary of Informing Bodies of Literature

Informing Bodies of Literature

A: Christian Church Leadership

B: Employee Engaget

C: Shared Leadership

Foundations

History of the Christian Church
reveals events that transformed
leadership towards an
increasingly hierarchical structur|
(Sewell, 2005)

Kahn’s (1990) work was the first to define engagein
as a separate construct.

e

ePearce and Sims (2000) formalized a definition
and empirical research is growing.

Concepts Leadership structures within theé Engagement is made up of three constructs: cognitiv Shared leadership includes concepts such as
Western Protestant Church are | engagement, emotional engagement, behavioral group influence which originates from all
typically hierarchical (Nichols, | engagement, and these elements directed toward | directions and all group members engaging in
2000). Some argue that this desired organizational outcomes define employee | leadership at different points in time based on
structure is in line with Biblical | engagement (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks, 2006;the task at hand (Bennett, 2003; Cox et al.,
scriptures and most appropriate | Shuck & Reio, 2011; Shuck & Wollard, 2010). 2003).

(Nichols, 2000) while others
contend that New Testament
scriptures suggest that leadership
should be horizontal (Viola &
Barna, 2008).

Current Church governance currently, Research on employee engagement has shown that Shared leadership has emerged as a response to

Forms and | typically takes on one of four engagement leads to increased performance, custoptle rise of the information age, the complexity

Research forms: episcopal, presbyterian, | focus, productions, communication skills, and less | of the CEQO'’s role, pressure to perform, and

Findings congregational, and turnover (Chalofsky & Krishna, 2009; Harter et al., | increased use of teams (Pearce & Conger,
nongovernmental (Erickson, 2002; Shuck & Wollard, 2010) Research on the 2003). Shared leadership has been found to
1998). antecedents to employee engagement include positively impact creativity and the experience

leadership (Wollard & Shuck, 2011). of flow (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi, 2003).

Relationship | Some have suggested that the | Engagement is within the leader’s sphere of infb@en | The direct relationship between shared

Between the | leadership structure of the church(Shuck, 2009) and Shuck and Herd (2011) provided deadership and employee engagement has not

Three either supports or hinders conceptual convergence of transformational leadierghbeen studied; however shared leadership has

Constructs | performance goals, effectiveness,and engagement. In addition, a positive relatignblais| been shown to lead to increased self-

and in turn church member
engagement (Maxwell, 1995;
Schaller, 1980; Schwarz, 1996;
Shenk & Stutzman, 1988;

been found between particular styles of leaderahip
employee engagement (Arakawa & Greenberg, 200
Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010; Bezuijen et
2010; Bono & Judge, 2003; Ghafoor et al., 2011;

Warren, 1995; Westing, 1997).

determination, opportunity for meaningful
7impact and influence, and full partnership (Cox
alet al., 2003) which seem to align with the
principles of employee engagement.

Salanova et al., 2011; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).
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engagement. Thus, these spaces (house churchesdepaacontext in which exploration of
shared leadership might take place.

It becomes apparent that there is an opportuniexémine alternatives to current
leadership structures in Western Protestant charahd to conduct research that supports viable
options to this end. The senior pastor is moshatte sole or primary source of this leadership
in these churches (Ford, 2006). Thus, shared Ishigeis one such option which can be
examined to determine what relationship, if anis tiipe of leadership would have with church
member engagement.

Thus, the problem could be summarized as followss¥fn Protestant churches measure
success through member engagement. Waning chunctbeneengagement has led some to
argue that ineffective leadership structures atddame. While the possibility of shared
leadership has been advanced to this end, itmuakestern Protestant Church settings has yet to
be explored and understood. Thus, research colgdriferm and illuminate how member
engagement occurs in Western Protestant churchieb plactice shared leadership and more

specifically, in house churches, which represestiaimces of such church settings.

Purpose of the Study/Research Objectives

The purpose of this study was to (a) understandivibd experience and in situ culture of
individuals who attend Western Protestant chureltesye shared leadership is practiced and its
perceived effect on their resulting engagement @sbers of those churches and (b) based on
these findings, offer thick description for deemlarstanding, informed action, and further study
as to how shared leadership might be utilized withiestern Protestant churches to foster

member engagement.
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The following overarching research questions giiishe in my ability to explore the
phenomenon of shared leadership and its perceelatianship to member engagement in
selected Western Protestant house churches in aheesgtern state. My study relied on
naturalistic inquiry to guide my data collectiordaanalysis, while drawing on hermeneutic
phenomenology and ethnography to give particulamgdo my research questions. An
additional step utilized a quantitative strategg#bher different data kinds and extend member
checking. This method choice will be discusseeagith in chapter three. As such, my research
guestions reflect the two methodologies utilized.

1. How do participants describe the particular setahg/estern Protestant house churches,
and how does this setting facilitate the practafeshared leadership and member
engagement? (a descriptive ethnographic question)

2. How do church members, in Western Protestant housech settings where shared
leadership is practiced, describe their lived eigmee with shared leadership and
member engagement? (a hermeneutic phenomenologiestion)

3. Can their descriptions of shared leadership andlmeeengagement be used to inform
tentative definitions for shared leadership and lmemengagement which might be
confirmed by other members of the selected housechks? (a descriptive quantitative

guestion)

Overview of the Methodology

My research approach was grounded in the Natticafisrspective (also equated to
interpretivism or constructivism) and as such wasgeth by the goal of gaining understanding
through thick description of the phenomenon undeestigation (Guba & Lincoln, 2005).

Naturalistic inquiry acknowledges that “realitiegst in the form of multiple mental
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constructions, socially and experientially basedal and specific, dependent for their form and
content on the persons who hold them”(Guba, 19927)p Knowledge is context specific and
thus can be garnered best through field-based¢ctivédumethods of inquiry (Guba, 1990). This
approach seems particularly appropriate to my saisdgne could argue that shared leadership
and member engagement are relevant variables iorgayization; however, the Western
Protestant Church context is unique in itself dndstnecessitates particular attention to its
idiosyncrasies. The naturalistic perspective isceoned with theory generation, rather than
theory testing (Merriam, 1991). As such, insightd ¢e ability to begin to theorize about the
phenomenon of how shared leadership is perceivatféot member engagement in Western
Protestant Church settings emerged as the inquagepded. Thus, an emergent design was
necessary for my intended inquiry. Table 2 provide®verview of the philosophical
foundations and concomitant metaphysical traithefnaturalistic paradigm.

Based on these foundations, my initial approadiovictd the guidelines of naturalistic
inquiry in three phases: 1) “orientation and ovew’ 2) “focused exploration,” and 3) “member
check[ing]” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, pp. 235-236) amiilized phenomenological and
ethnographic methodologies to this end. Both hesugo phenomenology and ethnography
align with the axioms of naturalistic inquiry ancbpide an additional means to guide the
particular focus of my methodology. Some of thegeras include the notions that research
from the naturalist perspective should be prefgrghhlitative, grounded theory rather than a
priori theory, and involve a dialectical and hermetic process (Lincoln, 1990; Merriam, 1991).

As such, hermeneutic phenomenology guided my eagor of the phenomenon of
shared leadership and ethnography allowed me tooadkdge and assess the distinct culture of

this phenomenon within the setting | chose to engp(oe. house churches). The ways in which
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Table 2.Informing Philosophical Foundations of Naturalistroquiry

Metaphysical Definition Metaphysics of Naturalistic Inquiry
Terms
Ontology What makes for reality? (Guba, -- realities exist in the form of multiple mental

Epistemology

Methodology

Axiology

Teleology

1990; Lynham, 2008) constructions, socially and experientially based,
local and specific, dependent for their form and
content on the persons who hold them”

(Guba, 1990, p. 27).

What makes for knowledge of  --Findings are literally the creation of the praces

that reality? What is the of interaction between the two
relationship between the knower (Guba, 1990, p. 27).
and the known? (Guba, 1990) --“Interpretivist knowledge comprises the

reconstruction of intersubjective meanings, the
interpretive understanding of the meanings
humans construct in a given context and how
these meanings interrelate to form a whole...
idiographic” (Greene, 1990, p. 235).

How such knowledge is acquired --“naturalistic, field study, ethnographic,

and accumulated? How should subjective, and grounded theory” (Merriam, 1991,

the inquirer go about finding out p. 48).

knowledge? (Guba, 1990; --Theory generating rather than theory-testing

Lynham, 2008) (Merriam, 1991).
--Research is bound to its context (Mishler, 1979).
--“Emphasis on qualitative methods, validity,
holistic analysis, and process” (Mishler, 1979, p.
10).

How we ought to act in acquiring,--“generates working hypotheses that are
accumulating and applying such connected not to a priori theory but to a context-
knowledge? What values guide specific, often emergent inquiry problem, which
the choices made by researchersmay or may not be informed by existing

in the selection, conduct and knowledge” (Greene, 1990, p. 236).
dissemination of inquiry and its --Looks at process rather than outcomes or
outcomes? (Guba, 1990; Lynhamproducts (Merriam, 1991, p. 49).

2008)

To what end ought we apply such“storytelling” (Greene, 1990, p. 228).

knowledge and who gets to say? --Formulate generalizations that “make explicit

(Guba, 1990; Lynham, 2008) the context dependence of relationships” (Mishler,
1979, p. 9).

each of these methodological approaches guidedatayabllection is elaborated upon in chapter

three.
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My intent, in regards to my research processestafsd at least one house church in
which shared leadership seemed to be practicedfamed by theory on shared leadership and as
identified by participants. | then spent time ie tirientation and overview phase. Next, several
participants were identified for focused explorattbrough in-depth, open-ended interviews.
From these interviews, | developed tentative deéins of shared leadership and church member
engagement from the participants’ experiences anspectives. Using these definitions, | then
developed a quantitative survey whereby | faciéitbd member check with a larger group of
members from the selected house church(es) andrgdtdescriptive data on the perceived
meanings of shared leadership and engagemensisdtting. Phase one and two utilized a
gualitative strategy which aligns with the axionfis)aturalistic inquiry as already discussed. In
addition a quantitative strategy was utilized fbape three and my third research question
reflects this decision. A quantitative strateggupported by Lincoln and Guba (1985) as a
means to extend member checking and gather deasergsta only. This tentative plan was
offered initially with the understanding that mystgn and methods may shift based on findings

along the way (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Figure 3 pd®s an overview of my methods choices.

Ethics

As a researcher, | acknowledge that my first resyimlity is to “respect the rights, needs,
values, and desires of the informants” (Cresw@Q®, p. 198). As such, the following
guidelines—suggested by Creswell (2009)—were fadldw

1) Participants received a written and verbal expianatf the research

objectives and how the collected data was to bd ssehat the process was

clearly understood.
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Informing
Paradigr

Naturalistic Inquiry

Research
Methodologie

Focused Member
Data Collection ¢ _ ~ Exploration 3 Checking
e Trustworthiness
Credibility
Transferability
Dependability
Confirmability

Data Collection ..
Method: Authenticity

Ontological
Educative
Catalytic
Tactical

Figure 3.0verview of informing paradigm, research methodmsgdata collection phases, and methods.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Participants provided their written permission efbcould proceed with the
study as it has been articulated

An application to the Institutional Review Boardsafded and approved, prior
to the beginning of the study.

Participants were given detailed descriptions af kata collection would be
conducted.

Participants had full access to transcriptionstaedatic reports were made
available. Member-checking of study themes wasrgrortant step in the
research process.

When determining how to report the data, | congidehe participant’s rights,
interests, and wishes first.

Participants were assigned a pseudonym to pronmot@yanity and were given
the opportunity to remove themselves from the statdyny point if they so

chose.

In addition, inquiry based in the naturalist pagelj due to the axiological nature of

relationships, must follow several ethical prinemlthree of which are offered by House (1990):

mutual respect; noncoercion and nonmanipulatiod;sapport for democratic values and

institutions. Mutual respect encompasses “the ageédea of doing unto others as you would

have them do unto you” (Gregory, 1990, p. 166) ilating coercion and manipulation suggests

that “the researcher and the researched maintontanuing dialogue and negotiation. There

should be a reciprocity of benefit in every studihen a researcher benefits, the participants

should too”(Gregory, 1990, p. 166) . Finally, uphinb democratic values and institutions
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includes supporting values such as equality arettljyin the conduct of one’s research (House,

1990).

Researcher’s Perspective

My own interest in this topic has been percolafo30 years. Having been raised
regularly attending and participating in a Protestvangelical church, my first hand
experiences began to shape my understandings afficleadership early on. As a teenager, |
felt compelled to pursue a vocation of church lesli@, and following high school | attended a
Christian university where | earned a degree inr€iinleeadership. Immediately out of college,
my husband was hired to work as a minister at g kagge church. I, too, worked on staff for six
years. Experiencing the Christian Church expresseslich a large scale enamored me,
disillusioned me, and began to stir up questionsfe about the most appropriate expressions of
leadership in the church. While a large churchdraw many people, it can conversely decrease
the level of participation members experience ameehlt becomes inefficient and seemingly
impossible to involve members in leadership adgasisuch as vision building, teaching, and
decision-making. | also had the privilege of workiriosely with hundreds of volunteers who
seemed to fully engage in this setting. Howeventiced that their engagement was limited
when it came to most high-level leadership acsiti

My own exploration of shared leadership began wdrenof the volunteers with whom |
worked approached me and began pointing out thesgmoderutilization of the collective
wisdom of the entire group. He suggested that Wendt often enough involve the volunteers in
decision-making or solicit their thoughts and opirs. His comments prompted me to begin to
investigate shared leadership as a construct aat@rs of church leadership as depicted in the

New Testament of the Bible. This catapulted a jeyirthat | have been on to date. As my
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husband and | plan to involve ourselves in thedestdp of churches for some time, | am eager
to gather a better understanding of alternativedeship structures and their implications,
particularly for member engagement. So, | am famfbeing an unbiased researcher but rather
should be thought of as a “passionate participatG. Guba & Lincoln, 1994) as such the
findings of this study are very personally impottammme and, | trust, will be to the larger

community in which they are conducted.

Delimitations and Ensuing Limitations

Considering the value of context specific knowlkedgthe naturalist paradigm, my
research was limited to Western Protestant churahdsven more specifically to house
churches in a Midwestern state in the United St&asrowing my study to Western Protestant
house churches allowed me to focus on one partienlaression of the Christian church.
Likewise, the distinction of Western was made beseaaf the acknowledgement that certain
cultural considerations impact the expression ofci and leadership in the Western world.
Additionally, narrowing my study to one Midwestestate in the United States allowed me to
gather a rich, and local, understanding of a paeiccontext and generate thick descriptions
thereof. Finally, my study was limited to house rdiges as one example of a Western Protestant
church practicing shared leadership and demonsgratember engagement.

Concomitantly, these delimitations also inform antwer of ensuing limitations of note to
this study. They included the inability to genergtand theory from this data and limitations
surrounding the truthfulness and thoroughness ifcgzant comments. First, since the study
was limited in the accumulation of data (numbesitds and time spent) generating grand, or
even mid-range theory will be neither desirable passible (Lynham, 2005). Consistent with

the naturalistic paradigm, this study offers thilgscription, which could generate local theory
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and might later inform studies in other religioussecular settings and so could, in time, inform
mid-range theory development. A second limitatiad ko do with a general assumption of the
study: that church members would be honest artddoming in their answers to questions, and
that they were able to identify and articulate tlesiperiences with shared leadership and
engagement in the Western Protestant house chettiings | recognized that not all participants
would answer questions with complete divulgenceabse of possible perceptions of what they
think they should say, and that not all particigambuld be aware of their related deeply held
beliefs and attitudes. | hoped to minimize thisifation of the study by enacting the axiological
component of this inquiry paradigm, that is, builglrapport and ensuring anonymity in

whatever ways possible.

Operational Definition of Key Terms

In accordance with the nature and purpose of nngystthe following terms are
delineated as foundational for a clear understandinmy research. Their operational definitions
are provided.

Church Memberis for my purposes any individual who regulartieads a church and does not
necessitate official membership as delineated Itycpéar churches.

Employee Engagemenis “an individual employee’s cognitive, emotibrand behavioral state
directed toward desired organizational outcomelU¢R & Wollard, 2010, p. 103).

Church Member Engagemeis for the purposes of this study, the activeipigation of
individuals in the activities of the church (inclad volunteer service, decision-making, vision
creation, and caring for others within the grolgp(a, 2008).

Shared Leaderships
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a dynamic, interactive influence process amongviddals in groups for which the
objective is to lead one another to the achieveraegtoup or organizational goals or
both. This influence process involves peer, orédténfluence and at other times
involves upward or downward hierarchical influen@eearce & Conger, 2003, p. 1)
Western Protestant Churels one of the three major branches of Christjamitiginating in the
16th-century Reformation. The term applies to takelfs of Christians who do not adhere to
Roman Catholicism or Eastern Orthodoxy (Shelle@80
Traditional Church A term frequently utilized by participants to dabe their previous church
experience—usually a typical, hierarchical Westrotestant church.
Hierarchical Leadershipa style of leadership that “employs a top-dowramid-shaped
structure with a narrow center of power that tiesktlown to widening bases of subordinate
levels” (Uhlig, 2012, p. 1).
Western Protestant House Churchellurches that model themselves after the examples
provided in the New Testament in contrast to thghlyi structured, building centered, churches

who are led by professional clergy (Viola, 2008).

Significance of the Study

The findings of this study add to scholarly reshamnd literature in the fields of shared
leadership, employee engagement, and church Idapefde lack of empirical research on
shared leadership in all settings has been notadidivili & Manderscheid, 2008) and its
relevance for organizations will hopefully becomereapparent. Likewise, although employee
engagement is a burgeoning field, this study vatl £o our understandings of engagement in a

specific context: the Western Protestant Churoexasnplified in selected house churches in a
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Midwestern state in the United States. Finally,litezature on church leadership, which tends to
be an area laden with anecdotal theory, will berfiefim increased empirical research.

For practice, this study offers organizations oivtupe of the relationship between
leadership structures and member engagement. &chtirch specifically, this study provides
understanding about how shared leadership mighttegrated into a traditionally hierarchical

organization to affect increased member engagement.

Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation is organized into five chaptarsgference section, and
appendices. Chapter I: Introduction, provided aftwverview of the problem, background and
purpose of the study, research questions, an @wem my methodology, ethics, researcher’s
perspective, delimitations and ensuing limitatiaysgrational definition of key terms, and
significance of the study. Chapter II: Literaturevitw, offers a review of literature on Western
Protestant Church leadership, employee engageam@hshared leadership—the three constructs
and informing bodies of knowledge germane to this\g Chapter Ill: Methodology, details the
underlying theoretical paradigm of this study adl e the selected research methodologies and
accompanying inquiry processes and strategies—epaatit and site selection, data collection
and analysis, data findings, write up and dissetiinaand trustworthiness and authenticity of
the study. Next, Chapter IV: Data Analysis and gd, presents and describes the ensuing
study findings. Finally, Chapter V: Conclusions plinations, and Recommendations, provides

conclusions and implications of the results, arffdrefrecommendations for future studies.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Considering the purpose of this study, namely aio @n understanding of the lived
experience and in site culture of individuals witerd churches where shared leadership is
practiced and its perceived effect on their resglengagement as members of those churches,
three bodies of literature must necessarily infongnresearch. These three bodies of literature
speak to the cultural context of my study, Westnotestant house churches in a Midwestern
state in the US, and the phenomena under invesiigashared leadership and engagement. As
such, this literature review will undertake summanyl synthesis of the following three
variables: Christian Church leadership (as it infeiWestern Protestant Church leadership
specifically), employee engagement, and sharectship. As discussed, the informing bodies

of knowledge are represented in the diagram belwhgaide

AB: Member Engagement in the Church Setting

A:
Christian
Church
Leadershi_A

B: Employee '
Engagement

N
C: Shared
Leadership

BC: Employee Engagement and Leadership
Y Employee Engagement and Shared Leadership

CA: Shared Leadership in the
Church Setting

£
<

Figure 4 Venn diagram of the thr imwrfning bodies adrbiture for this study.

the organization of my review as follows. Part Alwetail a brief history of leadership in the
Christian Church emphasizing key events that shépegractice of leadership, then summarize
current forms of church governance, and finallymte discussion of the particular setting for
my study, namely house churches. Part B will elateoon employee engagement: how it’s

defined and its outcomes and antecedents. Thesewtil begin to explore the connections
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between my study variables by discussing the mrlahip between leadership, including shared
leadership, and engagement (BC), and member engagémthe Church setting (AB), and

more specifically the United States. Part C wiladiss definitions of shared leadership, the
emergence of shared leadership, characteristicexardples of such leadership, and finally
explore its presence in church settings (CA) amtheotion to employee engagement (BC). Each
section will also, first, include explanation of mgview methodology and the informing

theoretical frameworks for the variable under goest

Part A: Western Protestant Church Leadership

While difficult for any organization, careful studymed at gaining an understanding of
how institutional structures have come to be sididiis beneficial for two reasons. First, this
understanding can inform a clear description ohaigational identity (Callahan, 2010). A deep
understanding of the historical underpinnings dagdicant developments of an organization
offers a rich appreciation for the current enacthoérstructures and can serve to strengthen such
identity. Second, purposeful, strategic changeverga context from which to start when an
understanding of past developments is first gatherhis literature review is driven by both of
these reasons. It, first, aims to gather a histbtaderstanding of how leadership as an
institutional structure has come to be practicethenWestern Protestant Church setting (which
requires a brief but more broad examination thagfian Church) in an attempt to gain a deeper
understanding and appreciation for its enactmertt, secondly, this understanding serves as a
foundation for my inquiry about how a differentdieaship structure could function in the church
setting. This literature review is unique in thasinot summarizing research and theory on a
particular construct, but rather is attemptingstaraine a substantial history and draw out those

pieces which are relevant to my study. As suchentione is devoted to describing the particular
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research methodology utilized and analysis of itéirigs than will be found on the sections
summarizing employee engagement and shared legal@rshlimitations and delimitations).

The methodology utilized will first be discussedldwed by the two informing theoretical
frameworks. Then, | will detail a brief history lefadership in the Christian Church emphasizing
key events that shaped the practice of leadertep, summarize current forms of church
governance, and finally provide discussion of tadipular setting for my study, namely house

churches

Western Protestant Church Leadership Review Methodiogy

No single methodology thoroughly responded to #igular need for this inquiry.
Thus, a hybridized methodology was devised fomptlnposes of this literature review. This
approach included a synthesis of the integratteediure review (Torraco, 2005; Webster &
Watson, 2002), the historical method (Lavin & Areladon, 1989; Shafer, 1980) and the
historical manuscript (Callahan, 2010). Table 3vmes a table outlining the integration of the
various informing sources. Each source was useévelop desired outputs, quality
requirements, and indicators that should emergeeimeview of literature.

In summary, the integrative literature review guiahey effort to “review, critique, and
synthesize representative literature on a topanimtegrated way such that new frameworks and
perspectives on the topic [were] generated” (Tary2005, p. 356). Historical method directed
my consideration of the context of each event (haviArchdeacon, 1989; Shafer, 1980).
Callahan’s (2010) call for historical manuscriptsdgd my development of a methodology that
would “explain the past by accounting for contigiahd change through the use of innovative

conceptual frameworks as lenses” (p. 311).
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Table 3.Hybridization of Informing Sources which Guided Review of Western Protestant Church Leadershgrdture

Informing Sources/ Output Quality Requirements Indicator/s/Methods
Dimensions (The output will be considered | (How we will know that the output has been met with
excellent in the eyes of the excellence, i.e. where we will find evidence tcstaffect)
customer/s//Stakeholder/s
when...)
Historical manuscript 1. Evidence Evidence should be critically and Secondary sources on key points will be examined to

(Callahan, 2010)

effectively used

identify shaping forces on leadership. Literatuit ve
coded by event first and then by force and outcome
category. This process will be somewhat emergetiteas
process is inductive and | am generating a hyleitliz
method

Read literature to define key points, then reab¥ahg
literature for those points (circular process) edwine
how many for saturation.

2. Conceptual Framework

Reflectively use conceptual
frameworks to serve as lenses f
the evidence

Describe theoretical/conceptual framework. Demaistr
bhits application in the description of findings.

3. Narrative

Should craft a compelling
narrative about the meaning of t
evidence

The article will propose a framework to identifydan
hencapsulate critical events that occurred in Chhistory
to improve our understanding of hierarchical church
leadership and trace the early development of sufrite
foundational
concepts. | intend to use the tabular format (asl lxy
Alagaraja & Dooley, 2003) as a way of linking histal
events and new perspectives on leadership thataged
as a consequence and study the impact and influgnce
these events on church leadership. The resultdwill
presented in narrative format with tables delimaathe
event, the forces that impacted leadership, and the
implications/outcomes.

Integrated Literature
Review (Toracco, 2005)

1. Method

Provide a method for how the
literature was identified,
analyzed, synthesized, and

Clear problem statement, detailed methods sediah,
compelling description of the findings.

reported.
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Table 3.Continued

Informing Sources/
Dimensions

Output

Quality Requirements
(The output will be considered
excellent in the eyes of the
customer/s//Stakeholder/s
when...)

Indicator/s/Methods
(How we will know that the output has been met with
excellence, i.e. where we will find evidence tcthffect)

Integrated Literature
Review Continued
(Toracco, 2005)

2. Justification

Provide justification for why the
literature review is appropriate

Discuss justification for why this method is most
appropriate in methods section

3. Valid and Authentic

Identify steps to verify the
validity and authenticity of key
ideas and themes that emerge

Develop criteria for crisis points based on litaratand
have church historian confirm my identificationaoisis
points

Peer-checking for themes/findings- will be limitede to
time constraints.

Coding system for literature

Consulting with experts

Historiographic Method/
Historical Method (Lavin
& Archdeacon, 1989;
Shafer, 1980, p. 23)

1. Context-Specific

The historian cannot understar
an historical figure except in the
context of that figure’s own
culture...

dRecognizing the contextual weight on leadershigaah
crisis point, seek to define leadership at eachtpaeithin
a contextual backdrop.

2. Dialectic History is interactive, but with theldentify the dialectical interaction between spiecif
power of the individual much individuals and institutions in the history of tbleurch—
inhibited by the organized and | identify institutional forces that shaped leadgushi
established strength of the ideas
and interests of men grouped in
institutions;

3. Reflexive Acknowledge time bound Identify the current values, and my own personal or

intellectual biases and the ways
which concerns of the present w
impact my insight into the past.
Historians are products of their
own times—that is, of the
institutions of their specific
cultures, even if their culture

ircultural biases that influence my interpretation
I

encourages them to study others
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As such, | chose to explain the historical develepts of leadership in the Christian Church
setting using the tabular format (Alagaraja & Dgpl2003) and O’Malley’s (1983)
categorization of levels of change: developmerti®rms, and reformations.

Data collection.Data collection occurred through two avenues: kegvsearches and
interviews with content experts. For the literatteeiew a keyword search of scholarly, refereed
journal articles including “Church” and “Hierarchiti all fields and “Leadership OR History” in
the subject was made in &demic Search Premier, Alta Religion, ERIC, Philosopher's Index,
Proquest, PsycARTICLES, PsycINFO, and Religious and Theological Abstracts. Follayihis
keyword search, an additional search of scholaefigreed journal articles including “Church”
and “Organization OR Structure” in all fields ardistory” in the subject line was made in the
same databases. In addition, the references frookearretrieved were examined for additional
relevant literature. Once key events were deterdyisearches were made for relevant literature
on each key event and comprehensive history boeks wonsulted to augment my
understanding of each event. Because the scapbrddtian Church history is immense, it was
determined that guidance from content experts cbeld refine and narrow my data collection.
Six content experts were identified (two historiamse Catholic theologian, one Protestant
theologian, one Church historian, and one churatideship expert) and contacted to set up
interviews. The interviews were not recorded buaitied notes were taken during each meeting.
The first experts interviewed were asked to idgridw leadership in the church setting had
been structured across history. As | gathered nmboemation and was able to refine my focus,
the proceeding experts were asked to identify §pday events in church history that impacted
the way leadership was practiced in the Christlaurah setting. Saturation was determined

when the literature searches and interviews wifiegs revealed no new key events.
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Data analysis.Data analysis was an ongoing and cyclical processdata were
collected my analysis guided further data collectiokewise, data analysis became more
focused and specific as initial data analysis beégarveal themes and categories. Eventually
data came to be coded in two phases: 1) key ewveatfteriod and 2) level of change
(development, reform, reformation). The interviemith experts proved to be the most
beneficial means of identifying the six key evethigt would be the focus of this study. Interview
notes were coded for key events/time period. Talldelow identifies the key events/time
periods that were decided upon. The key eventsfieneds that surfaced in the interviews were
combined with the key events/time periods that heégaemerge in the literature. Once the key
events/time periods were narrowed down to thosedis Table 4, the relevant literature was
also coded by general time period. The term “eveiilt’be used somewhat loosely as the events
described often include a series of events andewtihve assigned a specific date, the series of
events occurred across a span of tiffike second phase of coding was guided by O’Malley’s
(1983) categorization of changes throughout chrstory.

Table 4 Significant Key Events and Time Periods ImpacdtmgDevelopment of Leadership in
the Christian Church

Key Event Time Period
The Death and Ascension of Christ AD 33
The Death of the Apostles AD 100
The Christianization of the Empire (Constantine) 2D]
The Investiture Controversy (Gregorian Reform) A4
Martin Luther’s Thesis (Protestant Reformation) ABL7
The Colonization of America AD 1600
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Table 5 provides a definition for these categories.

Table 5 Categorization of Changes in Church History

Categorization Definition

Development “changes that have occurred in the €¢hwithout being deliberately
and self-consciously initiated by Church leadergbipthe good of the
Church” (p. 375).

Reform “changes enacted within the Church that f@lce within a given frame
of reference...changes within a system” (p. 376).

Reformation “self-consciously induced change idesiastical life or consciousness
that is based on principles that tend to disloddeoaes... a paradigm
shift... the displacement of one inclusive modelwereworld view for
another” (p. 377).

Adapted from (O'Malley, 1983)

Delimitations and ensuing limitations.In approaching a substantial body of literature
on centuries of history, a series of delimitatiarese put into place to manage the volume of
data. As such, history books were not examinedrgel| but rather consulted as secondary
sources to compliment the knowledge garnered frdities. Likewise, | limited my discussion
of leadership changes to those, which were sulistamdticeable, and marked by an event, or
series of events. It was also determined that ngystf leadership’s development in church
history would end with the colonization of Ameridss Protestant Christianity progressed the
number of unique denominational expressions inetasd thus tracing the development of
leadership became difficult as the leadership enawcts varied significantly from denomination
to denomination. This final event (the colonizatairAmerica) is significant as it begins to
speak to the Western expressions of Protestansti@mieadership. A thorough history of each
event is not provided, rather the context is byie#scribed so that the resulting leadership
changes can be identified. While not entirely palgsil tried to avoid theological or doctrinal

debates.
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Thus, there are several limitations to my studis fiossible that | may have excluded
substantial events or shifts in leadership thagrsthivould consider important. Events were
chosen based on their confirmation from multiplerses, however, several events surfaced that
were ultimately excluded (the monastic orders, Awmaist traditions of the f6century, Quaker
movements of the I7century). Likewise, others might interpret themeethat | have included
differently. And, finally, much more analysis coldd provided on the cultural, sociological, and

historical influence of each event but is not witthie scope of this review.

The Two Informing Theoretical Frameworks on WesternProtestant Church Leadership

Two theoretical frameworks guided my sense-makbauathe development of
leadership in the history of the Christian Churtdanely Giddens’ (1984) Structuration Theory
and Sewell's (2005) theory of Events as Transfoionafl he first, Structuration Theory
acknowledges the complex process of organizatidexatlopment as practices, culture, and
behaviors are the product of the ongoing interadbetween agents (individuals) and the
institution (Giddens, 1984). The second, and complaary theory, Sewell’s (2005) theory of
Events as Transformation supports Structuratioromjhehile offering a means for
understanding particular events that shape orgémied structures. A descriptive overview of
both theories and their relevance to the studyasided.

Giddens’ structuration theory. Structuration Theory identifies the simultaneond a
reciprocal influence of the agent (individuals) atidicture on each other (Giddens, 1990). Each
operates as a resource for and a product of tlez (Boden, 1994), generating institutionalized
practices. Agents are enabled and constrainedbststes; however, the structures are a product
of previous actions on the part of agents (Sarak@®5). This duality is described by Poole and

McPhee (2005) :
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...every action, every episode of interaction has aspects: It ‘produces’ the practices
of which it is a part and it ‘reproduces’ the systand its structure, usually in a small
way, as changed or stable. Structuration theory éxplains the system itself as the
product of human actions operating through a dpaditvhich structures are both the
medium and the outcome of actions. (p. 175)
This interplay constitutes the development of insibnalized practices as they come to be
established over time. Figure 5 demonstrates iésaction. A thorough articulation of
Structuration Theory will not be provided here bah be found in Giddens’ (1984), The
Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory dfi&turation. For the purposes of this review,
Structuration Theory serves simply as a founddwomnderstanding the developing and
changing nature of structures and thus, institadiaed practices, such as leadership. While this

foundation is necessary, the focus of this inquiity be on particular events that have

participated in the transformation of the pract€éeadership in the Christian Church.

Structure
(rules and resources)

/ Institutionalized practice

Action of Agents

Figure 5.The interplay between structure and action gemegatistitutionalized practices in
social systemsAdapted from “Structuration Theory and Sociologidaklysis,” by A. Giddens,
1990, In J. Clark, C. Modgil, & S. Modgil (Eds.) thony Giddens: Consensus and controversy,
p. 301.

Horell (1997) articulated the need to examine evémt have served as transformation in the

history of the Christian Church:
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While it would be inappropriate therefore to moarthesis arguing for a radical or
disjunctional change at a point in the developnoémtarly Christianity, it is vitally
important for historians of early Christianity ttiemd to and seek to explain the patterns

of transformation which are revealed even in auited sources. (p.338)

Thus, an additional theoretical framework is neagst inform this study of Western Protestant
Church leadership, namely, Sewell’s (2005) thedrywents as Transformation.

Sewell’s events as transformation theory Sewell’'s (2005) theory of Events as
Transformation acknowledged that most social peastitend to be reproduced with
considerable consistency over relatively extendseds of time” (p. 226) commensurate with
Structuration Theory. However, he explained tha¢mvbhanges do take place they are rarely
“smooth and linear in character” (p. 226); instehdnge occurs in clusters or intense bursts, as
the accumulation of small changes build up. He satggl that, “these moments of accelerated
change...are initiated and carried forward by histirevents” (p. 226). Historical events serve
as “dislocations” and “transformative articulatiarfsstructure” (p. 245). In order to be
considered a historical event, as Sewell (2005keptualized them, the event must be: “(1) a
ramified sequence of occurrences that (2) recoptezas notable by contemporaries, and (3)
result in a durable transformation of structurgs2g8). So to this end, | looked for events that
“durably” transformed leadership structures ancaicas in the history of the Christian Church.

Relevance of theoretical frameworks to review-or the purposes of this study,
Structuration Theory provided a necessary foundabainderstanding the developing and
changing nature of structures and thus, institadiaed practices, such as leadership within the
Western Protestant Church. Acknowledging that lestdp, as currently practiced, represents the
accumulated interaction between structures andisigenoss history, affirms the need to

examine this history thoroughly. Likewise, the theof Events as Transformation provides a

specific means for doing so, by examining particelgents that have shaped leadership in the
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history of the Christian Church. As such, Sewd®605) theory informed the following
guestions which guided my review of the literature:

1) What are key events in Christian Church histbat have shaped the practice of leadership in
the Christian Church?

2) What was the context surrounding the key eveaitshaped the practice of leadership in the
Christian Church?

3) What was the resulting leadership practice?

Western Protestant Church Leadership Review Finding

My literature review revealed six events that tegggl significant transformation in the
practice of leadership in the history of the Claistchurch. Before presenting the findings, a few
comments on the results of my research are help&yeral scholars have offered insight on
leadership shifts in the Christian church throughostory (Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1999;
Thorne, 1993; Viola & Barna, 2008) although noneehdone a thorough treatment of the topic
from the angle suggested by this review. Howevdid ffind many articles that addressed
leadership history particular to a denominatioiCbfistianity (Dueck, 1990; Frank, 2003;
O'Malley, 1983).

Each of the events identified below has been detearto meet Sewell’s (2005) criteria
for an event: “(1) a ramified sequence of occuresnbat (2) is recognizable as notable by
contemporaries, and that (3) results in a durablestormation of structures” (p.228). A
historical timeline is provided in Figure 6 andnihgiscussion of each event follows including a
description of the event and the context leadingpugr surrounding the event, the resulting

leadership changes, and the level of change bas@i\Malleys (1983) categorization.
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The death of the The Investiture The
The death and Apostles The Controversy Martin Luther's  .,|5nization
ascension of  ap 100 Christianization of (Gregorian Thesis (Protestant ¢ A arica
Christ the Empire Reformation) AD 1600

AD 33

Figure 6.Events that served as transformative in the pcactif leadership in the history of the
Christian church.

The death and ascension of Christ AD 33n order to fully understand the
developments and changes in leadership in the t@&mri€hurch we must first establish the
leadership setting in which the early Christianrches began. While there is not an event, per
say, that changed leadership, | am identifyingdiath and ascension of Christ as the starting
point for the development of the early Christianrcines. The physical absence of Christ
ushered in a need for new leadership under thelap@nd initiated the development of house
churches.

Biblical scholars and church leaders are ableatbay information on the activities of the
early Church from Paul’s writings in the New Testant While there is plenty of debate and
disagreement about the correct interpretation af' ®ariting, literature surrounding leadership
in the early Christian churches points to threemsday which leadership occurred. Overall, the
early Christian Church did not appear to have edigr ideal form of church government or
structure (Noll, 1997; Siggelkow, 2004) howevehdars identify leadership taking place
charismatically, through the apostles, and thrabhghowner of the house in which the church
gatherings took place (Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1$28nney, 2002; van Zyl, 1998; Zhekov,
2005).

Paul’s writings to the early churches stress “tagigipation of all by the diversity of
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their functions as gifts and ministries in condagtthe liturgy and sacramental rites” (Zhekov,
2005, p. 22). Ecclesiastical leadership was nateure rather leadership occurred charismatically
(van Zyl, 1998) on the basis of a bestowed spirgifa Leadership was not an office to which
one was elected or humanly appointed (Johnstorg)2&&sponsibility was in the hands of
several people and was a relationship of functigirkéy, 2001). Thus, different individuals

might lead throughout the church’s gathering basetheir gifts. Elders were present but with

no hierarchical structure, rather the languagédefNew Testament depicts horizontal
relationships (1 Corinthians 11:1, 2, 2 Thessalm&9, 1 Timothy 4:12, 1 Peter 5:3) (Viola &
Barna, 2008). In addition, the terms elders, overssand shepherds were used interchangeably
in the New Testament indicating that there wasandear hierarchy of leadership but rather a set
of functions that church members carried out (Gloen& Heidebrecht, 1999).

Leadership, in terms of authority, was providethi® churches through the apostles
themselves (Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1999). Likewgeernmental structure and
administration arose as it was needed. Thetpter of Acts recounts that appointment of seven
men to relieve the apostles in taking care of #meds of the Hellenist widows (Boer, 1986;

Weir, 1993), the first sign of administration bemstablished in the local church (Johnston,
2006).

Scholars have noted that some leadership probablpfthose who owned the house
where the church gathered (Guenther & Heidebrd@&9; Sumney, 2002). This structure would
have been in line with the Greco-Roman society hiictvthe early church existed and there is
evidence that the churches did begin to model thrgianization and structure accordingly
(Zhekov, 2005).

In regards to O’Malley’s (1983) categorizationtioé levels of change in church history, |
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would identify this event and ensuing leadershipcttires as a development because it was not
initiated by anyone within the early Christian othes but was rather a response to the death and
ascension of Christ. The early Christian churclegbbped and adapted as necessary to
establish themselves as a group of believers wittih@uphysical presence of their Messiah.

The death of the apostles AD 10QJp until the 2% century, the early Christian Church
functioned predominantly without official leadengt{Banks, 1994). However, an event, or
rather a series of events, nudged the early Clnisthurches towards developing more
established leadership structures. The deathsafitierant apostolic workers left a vacuum of
leadership and created the opportunity for heredgise teachers to influence the local
churches. In addition, as the Christian communigng a need for resident leadership began to
emerge and the churches looked to the surroundiligre as a model for the development of an
established hierarchy (Horrell, 1997; Rorem, 1980Ja & Barna, 2008). Just decades after the
death of the apostles, “a threefold order of migistmerged in the form of deacon (minister),
presbyter (elder), and bishop (overseer) who wieretexl from local assemblies of believers”
(Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1999, p. 156). This nawcstire instigated what is referred to as the
Monoepiscopate or Monarchical Episcopacy (Viola &1, 2008).

While many scholars find connections to this leadgr structure in the New Testament
and some suggest that the three fold ministryriectly rooted in New Testament teachings
(Papadopoulos, 1993; Weir, 1993), others acknovelédat it is not clear how the system of one
leader (bishop) assisted by elders and deacons icéonegeing (Boer, 1986; Shelley, 2008).
However, several writings from the time period sderastablish and/or confirm what was
already being practiced (Noll, 1997). Ignatius oftiach, as early as 112, in his writings,

elevated one of the elders in each church abovetties and called them a bishop. The bishop
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assumed the responsibility for the practices ofcti@rch (Noll, 1997; Viola & Barna, 2008;
Zhekov, 2005). As a remedy for dispelling falsetdae and establishing church unity, Ignatius
advocates this structure as a means to establighinithe church.

The term bishop had initially been shared by mldtppembers of the governing body
and had reference to financial and administrativeefions rather than a position (Hatch, 1918).
However, the bishop was now given an establishadipn and authority. Ignatius, in
illuminating the centrality of the bishop, explaih#nat the bishop cannot be understood apart
from the Church and the Church cannot be undersipad from the bishop (Frank, 2003).
Thus, church gatherings were now invalid unlesshdp was present (Frank, 2003).

As mentioned, several reasons supported this Ishgedevelopment in the early
Christian churches. First, the danger of false petgbegan to threaten the churches (Johnston,
2006; Rorem, 1990). In the absence of apostolidesa many argued that the bishops were the
direct successors of the apostles designated tp @artheir authority and protect the Church
from heresy (Noll, 1997; Siggelkow, 2004; Zheko®03). Second, ancient cultures were
hierarchical in their structure and the postapasthristians adopted and adapted these
structures (Viola & Barna, 2008).

By the turn of the century the new leadership $tmechad been established. The three
offices grew in stature which lead to the distiootbetween clergy and laity, which in turn
contributed to the establishment of the monarchepacopate of the bishop of Rome (van Zyl,
1998). During the third century, there was a cadsatibn of authority in the office of the bishop
such that he became a regional supervisor ratherdfierseeing just one church. This
consolidation facilitated the rapid growth of Chiasity (Rorem, 1990). As cities grew to have

multiple congregations, bishops developed largiesras overseers in a specific geographical
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area (Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1999). By the fougthtury many of the titles of leadership
positions in the Catholic and Orthodox churchetwdéy were in place (Siggelkow, 2004). There
was now an established hierarchy: God to bishapliege of presbyters (priests) to deacons to
laity (Viola & Barna, 2008).

This change in the practice of leadership in thegfian Church is categorized as a
reform. While the early Church was responding temal forces, this change was a purposeful
and strategic, instigated by the church fatherddesa It was a change within the system of the
Christian Church towards an official leadershipsture that was hierarchical in nature.

The christianization of the empire (Constantine) AD313.Christianity entered the™4
century as a movement made up of the persecuteatitgirHowever persecution quickly
diminished when Constantine became emperor andrmecChristianity to be the established
religion of the empire (Shelley, 2008). This sametng of Christianity as the state religion
ushered in the age of the Christian empire (313-884 as such significantly impacted the roles
of church leaders at the time.

Under Constantine, “clergymen received the sametsoas the highest officials of the
Roman Empire and even the emperor himself” (ViolB&na, 2008, p. 120). Bishops of Rome
had more power than Roman governors and the ctepived a fixed annual allowance. Clergy
were given a special class status in many ways: ¢térgy had the prestige of church office
bearers, the privileges of a favored class, angdiveer of a wealthy elite. They had become an
isolated class with a separate civil status andavdiye” (Viola & Barna, 2008, p. 121). Instead
of facing persecution, church leaders now acquiwradiege and power. Rorem (1990)
explained:

The emperor’s fortunes and tax breaks made theeo#fifull-time and often well paid
profession sought by many and sometimes fillechigerial appointment...in certain
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respects, the bishops became civil servants emgoWiteradjudicate some legal

matters...gradually bishops adopted some of the cargrand the vestments of the

Roman governors. (p. 19)

Gradually, the office of the bishop began to perf@dministrative functions for the state and
leadership structures within the church began towamthose of the state. Thus as the clergy
began to gain more power and position the gap letwkergy and laity widened and the role of
the laity was diminished (Guenther & Heidebrecl999).

Clergymen were now the “trained leaders of therci—the guardians of orthodoxy—
the rulers and teachers of the people. They pasdegiis and graces not available to lesser
mortals” (Viola & Barna, 2008, p. 122). This diféstiation created a dichotomy between the
sacred professions and ordinary professions (Beih@88). The church entered a time of
professionalism where leadership became the prevohthe elite and special institutions were
created for training its leaders (Thorne, 1993).

Along with heightened levels of power, the rolelwé clergy was also now accompanied
with a certain amount of corruption. Constantinkedithe Christian bishops as he did his civil
servants and demanded unconditional obediencdittabpronouncements (Shelley, 2008). The
use of religion for political purposes was not umcaon.

The explosive growth of the church, which was nbe ¢nly legal religion, encouraged
increasingly hierarchical leadership structuressMmngregations no longer had their own
bishop. Instead, the bishop served in the mainmewagion in a regional capital (Rorem, 1990).
By the sixth century the hierarchical order of theirch on earth came to be considered the
“counterpart of the celestial hierarchy among thgeds in heaven” (Guenther & Heidebrecht,
1999, p. 156). Armstrong (1993) summarized: “ Therch had evolved as an efficient

organization that made it almost a microcosm ofaitmpire itself: it was multiracial, catholic,
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international, ecumenical, and administered bycifit bureaucrats” (p. 105).

These changes to church leadership were not itstigeom within the system but rather
occurred as a response (possibly against the dediraany Christians) to Constantine’s
leadership in the empire. Likewise, as suggestegalihe sheer size of the church necessitated
changes in the forms of leadership. Thus, this gbas categorized as a development.

The investiture controversy (Gregorian Reform) AD D54.By the 11th century, the
role of the clergy had been elevated to such d tee¢ bishops helped to run the government,
they served many public roles, they assisted iisl&tipn, and they were well endowed with
land. As such, they served as a support to thedimgnperor, “they held lands and castles in
trust to ensure the well-being of monarch and commealth” (Johnson, 1976, p. 193). But, this
arrangement also meant that the king or emperariafgal them and thus maintained a certain
level of control over them. The foundation of thegkor emperor’s power was his control over
the church (Shelley, 2008). As such, the ruler wasffect, the head of the church, he was a
priest-king and the office of the pope had falletoidecay (Johnson, 1976). The monastic orders
had developed as an attempt to reform the churthriil the Investiture Controversy and
Gregorian Reform took place, the unhealthy marrizgeveen church and state continued (Sterk,
1998).

Those who instigated the Investiture Controversyevepposed to lay investiture, “the
practice of kings or other great lords investinghioips and abbots with the symbols of their
office” (Cantor, 1993, p. 243). The practice ofestiture symbolized for the Gregorians lay
control of episcopal nominations (Demerouti, Most&rBakker, 2010) and they complained
about the domination of the church by laymen ardnkiolvement of the church in feudal

obligations: “this system had led to severe abusgsecially that of simony, which came to be

45



defined in its most general sense as the interferenthe laymen with the right ordering of
church offices and sacraments” (Cantor, 1993, g).24

The reformers demanded that there be a clearemnatish between the functions of
clergy and laity (O'Malley, 1983). They were woritowards the “complete freedom of the
church from control by the state, the negatiorhefsacramental character of kingship, and the
domination of the papacy over secular rulers” (6993, p. 245). In order for the church to
focus its attention on spiritual and ecclesiastmatters they would have to remove themselves
from the political realm and demonstrate an indepabnauthority in governing the church (Noll,
1997).

As a result of the reform, the church did gaimgigant freedom from secular control
and some suggest that the office of the clergylesscorrupt (Beinert, 1988; Cantor, 1993).
The Church regained the right to elect the holdemoecclesiastical office, but only in the
presence of the emperor (Shelley, 2008). Frompiist, the Church began to compete
successfully with kings and emperors for wealth poder, arguing that the Church was the
highest power in society (Cantor, 1993). Accordimghe popes, Christian society was organized
under the pope, its visible head, and spiritual growas supreme over the temporal: “the pope
was guarded against all possibility of error by pinesence of Peter perpetually present in his
successors, the bishops of Rome” (Cantor, 19934%). The church itself became a great
superstate that was governed by the papal adnatiestr

The Investiture Controversy and resulting GregoR&form, upset the order of the early
Middle Ages and readjusted the balance of powewdr the church and state. It was instigated
and led by those who saw the corruption and daoiggovernment holding such power in the

church. Thus, the Gregorian Reform is considerBéfarmation in O’Malley’s (1983)
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categorization of changes. In fact, O’'Malley (19&8)eled it as such and Cantor (1993)
suggested that it was a revolution in that it vwees temergence of a new ideology that rejects
the results of several centuries of developmerdmmgd into the prevailing system and calls for
a new right order in the world” (p. 244).

Martin Luther’s thesis (Protestant Reformation) AD 1517.By the 15th century the
Christian Church embodied a substantial hierarcttyssome were beginning to question its
focus on the mission of the Church (Dueck, 1990 &vent that catapulted the next significant
change in leadership in the Christian church wadiNauther’s thesis. His thesis, and the
ensuing reformation, called to attention the faaftthose in leadership and challenged the
church to redirect its attention (Viola & Barna 03).

The Reformation questioned the great divide thdtdrawn between the clergy and the
laity in the church. The laity were second classntoers of the church, while the clergy held
special powers: “they had presumed to be the essdrtbe church. The masses, by and large,
were blind followers” (Dueck, 1990, p. 20). The B®hers opposed such notions that the priest
had special powers and they did away with the effitthe bishop, returning the priest back to
presbyter. In addition, they aimed to give the ¢eggtion more participation through revisions
to the liturgy (Viola & Barna, 2008). The Reformeegected the supreme authority that had been
given to the pope: “The Protestant Reformationes@nted a major revolt against the authority
claims of the clerical hierarchy of the Roman CathGhurch. They taught that the clergy were
to be ministers of the Word, not ‘priests’ who nadd the sacraments to a subservient laity”
(Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1999, p. 157).

As a result, there was an emphasis on the priedtbball believers: “what started as an

attempt to reform the corrupt and often abusiven@lat clergy set in motion changes in the
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authority structures of church and society” (Guent# Heidebrecht, 1999, p. 157). The Bible
was more accessible to the people and the chuam®emore the church of the people. In
addition, multiple variations in church organizatb structures emerged within Protestantism.
Despite these changes, the Reformers did carriRdinean Catholic clergy/laity distinction into
the Protestant movement: “they restored the daetirthe priesthood of all believers
soteriologically—i.e., as it related to salvati®@ut they failed to restore it ecclesiologically—
i.e., as it related to the church” (Viola & Bar2808, p. 128). While the Reformers were in
opposition to the pope and his religious hierar¢hgy still maintained a narrow view of
ministry. Ministry was an vocation that was contirte those who were called and ordained
(Viola & Barna, 2008). Emphasis on the preachinthefWord, training for the ministry, and on
the sacraments remained the role of the clergylé\&oBarna, 2008). There was more of a role
for laity but it was still limited by the officidbadership (Thorne, 1993).

As the name Protestant Reformation suggests, ¥Rist & considered a Reformation in
O’Malley’s (1983) categorization. It was a purpaghfinstigated revolt from those who
acknowledged the corruption and misguided missfdhechurch and its clergy at the time.
While it was a dramatic readjustment of the chunater and ushered in the development of
Protestant variations of the Christian church,uggested above, the character of leadership did
not change so dramatically. Thus, while the Pratdgsthurch did away with some of the
machinery of the Catholic church, they maintairteslhierarchy.

The colonization of America AD 1600Following the Protestant Reformation, the
variety of denominational expressions of the ClamsChurch expanded to such an extant that it

would be difficult to describe the various leadgosthanges in each branch, or even name them
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here. However, one additional event significantiypacted leadership in the Christian Church as
it pertains specifically to the Western Protes@ntirch as | am interested in it.

The colonization of America by the first Europeaitlers established new ground, with
new opportunities for Christianity to establistelfs“the first American settlers were like the
ancient Israelites. They saw themselves as acgjgsta of divine providence...the birth of
Protestant America was a deliberate and self-consact of church-state perfectionism”
(Johnson, 1995, p. 25). There were several chaistate of the new geographical location and
the nature of the settlers that impacted the deweémt of Christianity and thus the practice of
leadership.

The colonists themselves were independent-mindad)y and somewhat divided thus
they were not interested in becoming docile citizeha theocracy:
the same individualism which resented all absecoegrol in political and economic life and
which prompted the Westerner to seek a personglaelin the immediacy of experience caused
him to look with suspicion upon all administratiofreligion by superior powers ordained of
God or men. (Niebuhr, 1975, p. 142)

In addition to the values of religious freedom aegaration of church and state, the
settlers introduced the practice of religious cotitipa. If at any point, an individual became
discontent or disagreed with the practices of blery or his church, he could easily leave and
begin his own community, illustrating the “centgglographical fact of American religious
history: the country was too big to enable any fafrorthodoxy to triumph—its very vastness
made heterodoxy possible” (Johnson, 1995, p. 28).

In addition, diversity, religious liberty, and theninterference of the state in religious

matters were encouraged by economic factors. Tlomization of America, Niebuhr (1975)

explained:
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brought forth a typical culture of its own...it pragkd its own type of economic life and

theory, its own kind of practice and doctrine aneghted its own typical religious

experience and expression. The result was the tmmaf peculiarly Western
denominationalism...truly indigenous outgrowths a fkmerican environment. (pp.136-

137)

The American ideal of democracy influenced thgyshend structure of churches as well: “not
only is democracy important for government, butsptges to democratize permeate most
organizational forms in American society” (Whit®72, p. 98).

Thus, the clergy did not hold the same power toasepa theocracy. Their authority was
limited to determining church membership and laymmamaged the churches. This new
structure was the foundation of the distinctive Aicen religious tradition: “there was never any
sense of division in law between lay-privileges #muse without—no jealous
juxtaposition...Christianity now became a voluntarguament or series of movements, rather
than a compulsory framework” (Johnson, 1995, p. 23)a voluntary organization, the Church
lost its power to tax and to assume compulsory negstip (White, 1972).

In regards to O’Malley’s (1983) categorizationcbanges in Church history, this event is
difficult to label. While the move, on the parttbe settlers, to establish a new colony with new
freedoms was purposeful and as such a reform, aleMathe changes to the form of the
Christian church and the practice of leadershipngekto have been unanticipated by the settlers.
For that reason, they seemed to be simply respgrdithe new geographical and governmental
structures of the new colony, making this even¢aetbpment rather than reform. Thus, it seems
relevant to identify both the reform and the depetental changes that took place during the
colonization of America.

Summary analysis of key events in Western Protesta&hurch history. In

considering the six above described events anthdwetical frameworks on which the study
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stands, several insights arise. Table 6 provicasranary of the events, surrounding context,

and level of change.

Table 6.Summary of the Events that Shaped the Practiteadership in Christian Church

History

Event

Resulting Leadership Change

Categorization

Death and Ascension Leadership took place charismatically, throughapestles, and

of Christ AD 33

through the owner of the house in which the chgatherings
took place (Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1999).

Death of the Apostles A threefold order of ministry was established ia form of

AD 100

Christianization of
the Empire
AD 313

Investiture
Controversy
(Gregorian Reform)
AD 1054

Martin Luther’s
Thesis (Protestant
Reformation)

AD 1517

Colonization of
America
AD 1600

deacon (minister), presbyter (elder), and bishaergeer) who
were elected from local assemblies of believers(@her &
Heidebrecht, 1999) instigating what is referredscahe
Monoepiscopate or Monarchical Episcopacy (Viola &riia,
2008).

Clergy were given a special class status in mangswihe
clergy had the prestige of church office beardws, privileges of
a favored class, and the power of a wealthy ditey had
become an isolated class with a separate civilsi@td way of
life” (Viola & Barna, 2008, p. 121), creating a datomy
between the sacred professions and ordinary piofesgBeinert,
1988).

There was clearer distinction between the functafrdergy and
laity (O'Malley, 1983). The church gained freedaomi control
by the state, the negation of the sacramental ctearaf
kingship, and the domination of the papacy oveulseaulers”
(Cantor, 1993, p. 245). The church itself becargeesat
superstate that was governed by the papal adnatigsir(Cantor,
1993).

The congregation was given more participation tgtoa revised
liturgy. The Reformers did away with the officetb& bishop,
returning the priest back to presbyter (Viola & Bar2008).
There was an increased emphasis on the priestHadd o
believers and more of a role for laity although tble was still
limited by the official leadership (Thorne, 1993).

The clergy’s authority was limited to determiningucch

membership and laymen managed the churches. “Gimityt
now became a voluntary movement or series of moum&sne
rather than a compulsory framework” (Johnson, 19929).

Development

Reform

Development

Reformation

Reformation

Reform &
Development

While likely an obvious recognition, it is interggj to note the overall trajectory of the

Christian Church towards hierarchy and the enstesgonses to pull back from this form. As
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organizations grow in size, the tendency is ofteoentralize leadership and increase internal
organization (Brafman & Beckstrom, 2006). White{2Pnoted that increased membership and
the desire for efficiency will force churches tod@reater centralization. While the church of
the New Testament appears to be void of such suethierarchy, there is much debate as to
whether the development of hierarchy was a naamdinecessary response to the growth of the
church or whether it was a rejection of princippéghurch leadership established in the New
Testament that should be maintained.

A second observation surfaces in reflecting onstkeevents mentioned above. The
dynamic nature of the relationship between theahand its surrounding culture warrants
further investigation. At several points (the Neasfament church, the three-fold episcopal
structure, the Christian empire, etc.) we see tesGan church responding to and reflecting the
surrounding culture. Some suggest that every lsagemodel that has been adopted by the
church has been motivated by a “practical functuathin a specific cultural and philosophical
framework” (Guenther & Heidebrecht, 1999, p. 183adership within the church seemed to
reflect the leadership of the culture at the tinteether that be governmental leadership, Jewish
synagogue leadership, or household/familial ledder&.ikewise, we see the Christian church
significantly influencing the surrounding cultut@hristianization of the empire, Gregorian
Reform). This observation raises some question #setinteraction between organizations and
culture and thus appropriate leadership structureslation to the cultural context.

Finally, the complicated relationship between thei€h and state has been an ongoing
story in the history of the Christian Church. Connpgfor power, influence, and wealth has at
times muddied the mission of the Church, misguithedefforts of the clergy and laity, and left

several scars on the history of Christianity. Higtguickly reveals the dangers of too much
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power and too much freedom given to the leadershipe Church. From the first development

of leadership structures in the early Christian i€huleadership roles have come with status,
power, and authority that have at times enabletvishgals to faithfully guide and improve the
Church, but at others times have allowed leadeabtise and derail the Church. Several of the
events described above occurred in reaction ta¢krowledgment that the leadership of the
Church had become misguided. This observation,suggest that house churches, which do not
have a substantial leadership structure, may leetaldvoid these sorts of power struggles.

It is also helpful to reflect on the types of chasghat occurred throughout Christian
Church history and note that the first major leatgr shifts occurred as developments or
reforms and later as the Church grew more subatadgveloped more hierarchy, and more
structure, reformations occurred. One might sugtedtas structures become increasingly
sedimented and substantial, reformations, oftetrgaited by individuals or groups of
individuals, are necessary to dislodge the curmeshér in pursuit of a new order, commensurate
with the principles of Structuration Theory. Thisservation might allow for some reflection on
house churches as they represent yet another moleshift. While house churches seem to
reverse the hierarchical trajectory, reverting biacktructures similar to that of the first century
Christians, analysis might reveal whether thistskid development, reform, or reformation.

This portion of the review on Christian Church Leeship described six events that
triggered significant transformation in the praetaf leadership in the history of the Christian
Church. Doing so, provides a historical contextrfor study which is interested in a particular
style of leadership within Western Protestant ches¢c namely house churches in a Midwestern
state in the United States. As my review conclualdthe colonization of America, discussion

regarding current leadership practices will nownbeessary to inform my study.
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Current forms of church governance Discussion of current leadership practices can be
organized around the different means of governémeare typically utilized in Western
Protestant churches. Church governance can bestaddron a spectrum from more hierarchical
to less hierarchical, the four ensuing forms ofrchugovernment or polity being, respectively:
“Episcopal (Roman Catholics, Anglicans/Episcopaidviethodists), Presbyterian,
Congregational (Baptists, Congregationalists, shaoteerans), and minimalist or
nongovernmental (Quakers, Plymouth Brethren) (ARDO4, p. 26; Erickson, 1998). Each term
is briefly discussed followed by discussion of h®gkurches, the specific situated context of my
study.

Episcopal. Within the episcopal system, authority residesa particular office, that of the
bishop (Erickson, 1998). Depending on the denonandhe number of levels of bishop varies
(Erickson, 1998). There may be local clergy witthia church who can perform basic duties but
beyond that level, the bishop holds certain spgmalers such as the ability to ordain (Erickson,
1998). The bishop is seen as key to the functgoirthe church and his role is to exercise the
power of God that has been vested in him (Erick&888). This system of governance is that
which is utilized in the Roman Catholic Church ualso present in simpler forms in
organizations such as the Methodist Church (Erick$898).

Presbyterian. For churches that function as a Presbyterian govent, authority resides
in an office as well, but there is less emphasithenndividual office and officeholder
(Erickson, 1998). There is only one level of clegjgcted by the body and authority belongs to
the electing body:

Presbyterians believe that Christ is the king agadhof his church and that he, as the

king of his church, has determined to rule his chuhrough a system of spiritual and

connectional assemblies or ‘courts’ comprised afallties of elders/overseers with
assistance from deacons at the local church Ié&Relymond, 2004, p. 116)
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The key officer is the elder who functions on bé&bébr in the place of the individual believers
and “the authority of Christ is to be understoodiiapensed to individual believers and
delegated by them to the elders who represent tt{Enckson, 1998, p. 1086).

Congregational. In the congregational form of governance, the abltne individual
Christian is stressed (Erickson, 1998). The looalgtegation is the seat of authority and “no
person or organization is above or over it exceetliord Jesus Christ alone as its head” (Akin,
2004, p. 27). Autonomy and democracy are impoirtaniponents of the local church (Erickson,
1998).

The local congregation is independent and self-gong and members can vote, making
decisions about membership, leadership, doctrieeship, conduct, missions, finances,
property, relationships, and the like (Garrett, 20@&lthough emphasis is upon democratic
structure, this structure does not:

preclude ministers elected in recognition of tligwine gifts to serve as leaders, but their

authority rests in their relation to the congregiatand is generally less extensive in

practice than either the Episcopal or Presbytanansters, In the ultimate sense, officers
have no more ecclesiastical authority than anyrattember. Each has but one vote on

any issue. (Saucy, 1927, p. 114)

The major denominations that practice this forng@fernment are Baptists, Congregationalists,
and Lutherans (Erickson, 1998).

Minimalist or Nongovernmental. The final form of governance is practiced by chesch
who actually do not advocate any particular typgmfernment (Erickson, 1998). Instead, these
churches “stress [the] inner working of the HolyrBpwho exerts his influence upon and guides
individual believers in a direct fashion ratherrthrough organizations or institutions”

(Erickson, 1998, p. 1093). There may be eldersverseers in local groups who have certain
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responsibilities, but meetings are held to makesttats where mutual agreement is sought. The
Quakers and the Plymouth Brethren practice this fof governance (Erickson, 1998).

The house churchHouse Church Resource (2012) claimed that 11 mibidult
Christians are meeting outside of the institutiartalrch in the United States, indicating that this
is a substantial and growing population. Thesediians are attending house churches or other
similar settings. House churches are not a paaidorm of governance per say and can function
under several of the organizing forms already nosetil. However, the house churches | am
interested in examining for this study are those would most likely fall under the
nongovernmental structure as they would probaldgtme a form of shared leadership where
most members would be highly involved in the atigi of the church. The Barna Group (2010)
defined the house church as a gathering of thoge"mleet regularly in a home or place other
than church building” and “groups that are not dua typical church, meet independently, are
self-governed and consider themselves to be a aenphurch on their own” (p. 1). Viola
(2008) described these churches as those that rieaeselves after the examples provided in
the New Testament in contrast to the highly stmectubuilding centered, churches who are lead
by professional clergy (Viola, 2008). The desigrhef church gathering time is different. Rather
than a pastor-led gathering featuring worship ftbmfront and a message prepared by the
pastor, all members are welcome to participateebgihg in song, sharing an experience or
insight, or leading in a prayer (Viola, 2008). Treyphasize, based on their interpretation of
New Testament scripture, collective involvemeng, @lbsence of leadership based on charisma or
position, and minimizing hierarchical structureattmight limit the growth of the church ("Tidal

wave: An exploration of simple church”, 2006).

56



Summary of Western Protestant Church Leadership Relew Findings

Part A of my literature review serves to estabtish context in which my study will take
place. A review of Christian Church history is nesary to enlighten the ways in which
leadership has changed over time as a result t€plar events. This brief history provides a
framework for understanding the tradition that VéestProtestant house churches in the United
States emerge from. As mentioned, this review amudfer a deep understanding of the
historical underpinnings and significant developtsen the enactment of leadership in the
Christian Church and serves as a foundation fommuyiry about how a different leadership
structure could function in the church setting. Tiagectory of leadership within the Christian
Church has tended toward increased hierarchy,waththe Gregorian Reform, Protestant
Reformation, and colonization of America, diminidiibe hierarchy to some degree in Western
Protestant churches. House churches, which ushaeed leadership, seem to move away from
traditional hierarchical church leadership modeld ok similar to the churches of the first
century Christians. Likewise, current expressidngality or leadership were presented to
establish the current context. And, finally soms&cdssion was offered on the specific context of
my study, house churches in the United States,wtieicd to utilize a nongovernmental or
minimalist governance structure. Figure 7 providekfferent means of summarizing this review
by offering a visual of the historical and curreontext of my study location, house churches.

This first part of the review of the informing Irfsgure has presented and analyzed
Christian Church history, identifying key eventatthave shaped the enactment of leadership in

the Christian Church context over time. The redearethods utilized as well as the theoretical
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Figure 7. The historical and current context for a studyladred leadership and engagement in
Western Protestant house churches in a Midwestata is the United States.

frameworks that guided this process (structurat@ory and events as transformation) were
discussed. Finally, current forms of church goveoea(episcopal, presbyterian, congregational,
and nongovernmental) were described and the sdttingy particular study, house churches,
was briefly detailed. Now, in part B, literature employee engagement, which informs my

particular interest in church member engagemertsireviewed.

Part B: Employee Engagement

As mentioned, waning church member engagementiitestern Protestant Church
compels the need for this study. Thus, lookingngiagement, as a construct, is one means for

exploring the experience of church members whadttdurches where shared leadership is
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utilized. As such, literature on employee engageanm@nvides a foundation for understanding
church member engagement.

Employee engagement as a field of interest for HiRidessionals has emerged in the last
20 years, beginning with Kahn’s (1990) ethnograticly of engagement at a summer camp.
Since this point, much research has taken plaeendrthree main concepts: (1) definitions or
constructs of employee engagement, (2) antecedadtsutcomes of employee engagement, and
(3) the relationship between leadership and empleyggagement. The literature in each of these
areas is summarized below, however as engagemaiugyeoning area in HRD, several
scholars have recently provided summaries of teeakiure. Thus, there is not significant need to
recreate these summaries, so | will refer to tveirk and comment on extant literature that has
not been included. In addition, | examine the fins¢rsection between my study variables,
summarizing the literature on member engagemethieiwwestern Protestant Church setting,
albeit limited. First, the literature review metlobapy is described as well as a theoretical
framework, which may guide my understanding ofrélationship between engagement and

leadership.

Employee Engagement Review Methodology

For this literature review, | gathered researclengagement by using the key term
“engagement” searching within Academic Sadteemier, Alta Religion, ERIC, Philosopher's
Index, Proquest, PsycARTICLES, PsycINFO, and Web of Science. Results were screened to
retain only those that included organizationalisgst Additionally, within the Human Resource
Development field, engagement has been surfaciagkay issue in the last 10 years. | used
pieces written by Brad Shuck (the most prolificheurton the topic currently) to locate other

seminal pieces on engagement. All article referdist®were examined to identify other
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relevant pieces on engagement. Since my studyrtiarly interested in the intersection
between leadership and engagement, | additionedlychked EBSCO and Web of Science for
articles that included “engagement” and “leadersimhe title and found two more relevant

articles.

Informing Theoretical Framework for Employee Engagement

Shuck and Herd (2011) offered a conceptual convexgef leadership and engagement which
specifically discussed the link between transforamat leadership and employee engagement.
Their model serves as a framework upon which | hopee able to make some suggestions
about the relationship between shared leadershiglamch member engagement. Figure 8
below is that which was created by Shuck and H20d 1) and may serve as template for a
possible outcome of this study. Their conceptuall@ehacknowledged the relationship between
employee needs being met and engagement and ssiugst ransformational leadership is one

means to meet employee needs and thus foster angage

Transformational
Leadership

Follower Needs and Leader
Motivation Emotional
Perceptions Intelligence

Employee Employee Performance
Engagement Outcomes

Transactional Leadership

Figure 8.Conceptual model of employee engagement and Iglaigdrehaviors.

Adapted from Shuck and Herd (2011).
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Employee Engagement Review Findings

The review findings on employee engagement inctlefaitions or constructs of
employee engagement, outcomes and antecedentplafye® engagement, and (3) the
relationship between leadership and employee engage and finally member engagement in
the church setting. Discussion on each of theskrigs is now provided.

Employee engagement definitionsThe earliest published work on engagement and
definition comes from Kahn (1990). To understareldevelopment of engagement, he argued
that there were three domains: meaningfulnesstysafied availability. Meaningfulness is
defined as the positive “sense of return on investisiof self in role performance” (Kahn, 1990,
p. 705), safety as the ability to show one’s seftHout fear or negative consequences to self
image, status, or career” (Kahn, 1990, p. 705),aualability as the “sense of possessing the
physical, emotional, and psychological resourcessgary” (Kahn, 1990, p. 705) to complete
one’s work. Kahn (1990) defined engagement on sgpetl level as “the simultaneous
employment and expression of a person’s ‘prefesedtd in task behaviors that promote
connections to work and to others, personal presemd active role performances” (p. 700).

Shuck and Wollard (2010) argued that since Kahmgkwempirical research, consistent
definition, and clear interpretation of engagentente been lacking. They provided a thorough
summary of the literature on engagement since Kaserminal work, which will not be
duplicated here. After reviewing work and researslengagement, they offered this definition:
“an individual employee’s cognitive, emotional, amehavioral state directed toward desired
organizational outcomes” (Shuck & Wollard, 2010103). A summary, however, of other
definitions of engagement in the literature is dddgrom their (2010) work and provided below

in Table 7.
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Table 7.Definitions of Engagement in the Literature

Author(s)

Employee Engagement Definitions

Kahn (1990)

“the harnessing of organization menilssises to their
work roles by which they employ and express thevesel
physically, cognitively, and emotionally during eol
performances” (p. 694).

Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter (2001)

“a persistgrsitive affective-motivational state of
fulfillment in employees that is characterized lgth
levels of activation and pleasure” (p. 417).

Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, &'positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind

Bakker (2002)

characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorpt{gn74).

Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes (2002)

“the individualsdtvement and satisfaction with as well
as enthusiasm for work” (p. 269).

Britt (1999)

“feeling responsible for and committedsuperior job
performance” (p. 700).

May, Gilson, & Harter (2004)

has three componethits:physical component—energy
used to perform the job, the emotional componentttiuu
one’s heart in to one’s job, and the cognitive congnt—
being absorbed in a job so much that everythingisls
forgotten.

Saks (2006)

“A distinct and unique construct ttatsists of cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral components that are &dedc
with individual role performance” (p. 602).

Gebauer (2008)

“a deep and broad connection thalogrees have with a
company that results in a willingness to go abowt a
beyond what's expected of them to help their corgpan
succeed” (p. 9).

Czarnowsky (2008)

“employees who are mentally andt®nally invested in
their work and in contributing to their employessccess”

(p. 6).

Macey & Schneider (2008)

“a broad construct cdimgf state, trait, and behavioral
forms that connote a blend of affective energy and
discretionary effort directed to one’s work and
organization” (p. 6).

Zhang & Bartol (2010)

“creative process engagengdefined as employee
involvement in creativity-relevant methods or preEges,
including (1) problem identification, (2) informati
searching and encoding, and (3) idea and altemativ
generation” (p. 108).

Shuck & Wollard (2010)

“an individual employee’sgritive, emotional, and
behavioral state directed toward desired orgaminati
outcomes” (p. 103).

Definitions of engagement found in the literatueers to highlight the three types of

engagement that were introduced by Kahn (1990)siphly cognitive, and emotional and
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address the inputs from employees as well as #supred results or outcomes. Engaged
employees are ones who are deeply connected veithwrk, are invested, committed, and
contributing to the success of the organizationt{Br999; Czarnowsky, 2008; Gebauer &
Lowman, 2008; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Schaufedile2002; Shuck & Wollard, 2010).
Engaged employees are also ones who find their Wwtftking, are satisfied, and enthusiastic
(Harter et al., 2002; Maslach et al., 2001; ScHhaateal., 2002) While each of these definitions
provides a uniqgue understanding of this constfocthe purposes of this study, Shuck and
Wollard’s (2010) definition is adopted. Howevere tarious definitions offered may provide a
means for continued conceptualization of church bemengagement and how this construct
differs or is similar to employee engagement. Tagigular nuances of church member
engagement, will be teased out later.

Outcomes of employee engagemerih addition to understanding how engagement is
defined, scholars have also been interested in alhatents within an organization and
individual characteristics seem to contribute tgaement and what seem to be the outcomes
when engagement is present. While the outcomesiassd with employee engagement are not
the focus of this study, a brief summary of thecontes found to be associated with employee
engagement emphasizes its importance as a desgadizational outcome. Research seems to
suggest that an engaged workforce is desirablagegement has been found to be positively
related to increased performance (higher reveraoespetitive edge) (Harter et al., 2002; Kim,
Kolb, & Kim, 2012; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2018anthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &
Schaufeli, 2009), increased customer-focus (ChigyofsKrishna, 2009; Salanova, Agut, &
Peird, 2005), increased production (Saks, 2006jeased communication skills (Shuck &

Wollard, 2010), enhanced task performance, org#aiza citizenship behaviors, discretionary
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effort, affective commitment, continuance commitmemd levels of psychological climate
(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Fleming & Aspl, 2007; Rich et al., 2010; Richman,
2006) and a less likely occurrence of turnover {etagt al., 2002; Maslach et al., 2001; Shuck,
Reio, & Rocco, 2011). In addition to this substaliist of claimed outcomes for engagement,
several antecedents have been suggested.

Antecedents of employee engagememrintecedents are defined as “constructs,
strategies, or conditions that precede the devedopf employee engagement and that come
before an organization or manager reaps the beradfeéngagement-related outputs” (Wollard &
Shuck, 2011, p. 432). Work has been done in HR&utomarize the findings (both empirical
and non-empirical) in this area. Wollard and Sh{&fkL1) completed a review of the literature

and categorized findings on antecedents basedose that were individual antecedents and

those that were organizational antecedents. Figgrenmarizes their work.

Individual Antecedents to Employee Engagement

Organizational Antecedents to Employee

Emotional fit

Employee motivation
Employee/work/family status

Feelings of choice & control

Higher levels of corporate citizenship?
Involvement in meaningful work®
Link individual and organizational goals®
Optimism

Perceived organizational support?
Self-esteem, self efficacy

Vigor*

Willingness to direct personal energies
Work/life balance®

Core self evaluation®

Value Congruence®

Perceived Organizational Support®

Engagement
Absorption® Authentic corporate culture?®
Available to engage Clear expectations®
Coping style Corporate social responsibility®
Curiosity Encouragement
Dedication® Feedback

Hygiene factors

Job characteristics®

Job control

Job fit*

Leadership

Level of task challenge®
Manager expectations®
Manager self-cfficacy®

Mission and vision
Opportunities for learning
Perception of workplace safety®
Positive workplace climate®
Rewards®

Supportive organizational culture*
Talent management

Use of strengths®

Figure 9 Individual-level and organizational-level anteeetls of employee engagement.

a. denotes antecedent with empirical evidence @bk Shuck, 2011).
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It should be noted that leadership is listed asadribe organizational antecedents to
employee engagement and Macy and Schneider (2088iified leadership as one of the
predictors of engagement. In addition, one migbd aluggest that many of the organizational
antecedents included in the previous figure mighptoducts of or dependent on a particular
style of leadership. Although Wollard and Shuckl(Pnote leadership as an antecedent without
empirical evidence several studies, which are vestebelow, examine the relationship between
a particular leadership style and engagement.

Employee engagement and leadershighuck (2009) posited that the decision to
engage is an internal one based on external fagtassde an employee’s control but within the
leader’s sphere of influence. The individual empynust make a decision to engage; however,
the leader’s behaviors can produce a culture orr@mwment where employees are more likely to
engage (Mester et al., 2003). Research has beepletaoh regarding the relationship between
employee engagement and charismatic leadershigfaranational leadership, empowering
leadership, optimistic leadership, and leader-merakehange (LMX).

The research examining the relationship betweeatelship and employee engagement
was predominantly quantitative as such | conduatétrough review of the quantitative rigor
of the research and included extensive detailsisotature in Appendix A, including research
guestion, sampling, internal validity, externaligiay, findings, and measurement reliability and
validity. However, an overview of the findings isnsmarized here in Table 8.

As evidenced by the table, initial quantitativee@sh has found a positive relationship
between certain types of leadership and employgagament. Charismatic leadership can affect
the meaningfulness of employees’ work as measuwedook engagement and is significantly

positively related to work engagement (Babcock-Redre & Strickland, 2010). Followers of
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Table 8.Quantitative Research on the Relationship betweadérship and Employee Engagement

of

Authors Research Question/Hypotheses Findings
Arakawa, D. | Are teams more engaged and productive when lechby a | Positive leadership is significantly positively calated with employee
& Greenberg,| optimistic manager? engagement (r=.63, .64, p<.01)
M., 2007
Babcock- Hypothesis: Charismatic leadership will be posliivelated | Charismatic leadership is significantly positivedyated to work
Roberson, M. | to employee’s work engagement engagement (r=.40, p<.01), the regression for shegiic leadership and
E. & work engagement was significant (B=.40, p,.0%.R6).Work engagemen
Strickland, O. was positively related to OCB (B=.41, p,.0F=R16). The regression
J., 2010 analysis for charismatic The relationship betwessérship and OCB was
significant (B=.26, ,p<.05, &.07). Results also indicate a full mediation
leadership’s effects on OCB via work engagement.
Bezuijen, X. | How are leader-member exchange (LMX), goal settamg, | There were significant, positive relationships esw LMX and both
M., et al., feedback related to employee engagement in learning employee and leader ratings of engagement in leguanitivities when
2010 activities? gender, age, and education were controlled. Géfadudty was positively
related to engagement in learning activities (elygds z=5.52 (p<.001),
leaders z=4.63 (p<.001))
Goal specificity was significantly and positivelated to employee
engagement (employees z=8.78 (p<.001), leader@£@<.001))
Ghafoor, A., | Hla: Employee engagement is positively related to Employee performance is significantly, positivelyated to independent
etal., 2011 | employee performance. variables, employee engagement (mean = 5.10, 19 @nd
H1b: Transformational leadership is positivelyatetl to transformational leadership (mean = 5.40, p < 0.Bfployee
employee performance. performance is also significantly, positively reldto mediating variable,
H2a: Psychological Ownership mediates the relakigns psychological ownership (mean =5.09, p < 0.01).
between transformational leadership and employee Employee engagement and psychological ownershipr{rses.09, p <
performance. 0.01) are also positively, significantly relatedamsformational leadership
H2b: Psychological ownership mediates the relatiqm and psychological ownership is also positivelyn#igantly related to
between employee engagement and employee perfoemanpsychological ownership (mean = 5.09, p < 0.01).
Salanova, M.,| Hypothesis: The relationship between transformational | The influence of transformational leadership arfiefficacy on extra-role
etal., 2011 leadership and nurses’ extra-role performance wiated by | performance was fully mediated by work engageniem. model explainec
self-efficacy and work engagement. 12% of the variance of self-efficacy, 19% of worlgagement and 2% of
extra-role performance.
Zhang, X., & | Hypothesis 1. Empowering leadership is positively Empowerment is positively related to creative psscengagement (B=
Bartol, K. M., | related to employee psychological .19, p < .05). Results also supported the hypathikat intrinsic motivation
2010 empowerment. is positively related to creative process engageifin .71, p < .05).
Hypothesis 4. Psychological empowerment Finally, results support the contention that creatirocess engagement is
is positively related to creative process positively related to employee creativity (B=.55 [05).
engagement.

6

6



transformational leaders reported more engagemeheir work (Bono & Judge, 2003; Ghafoor
et al., 2011). In addition, the influence of traorghational leadership and self-efficacy on extra-
role performance was fully mediated by work engageinSalanova et al., 2011). Empowering
leadership was found to positively affect psycha@abempowerment, which in turn influences
both intrinsic motivation and creative process gegaent (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). There were
significant, positive relationships between LMX dmith employee and leader ratings of
engagement in learning activities (Bezuijen et2010). And, positive leadership was
significantly positively correlated with employeegagement (Arakawa & Greenberg, 2007).
Although research has not been conducted spetyficalthe relationship between shared
leadership and employee engagement, these findmgsher forms of leadership and employee
engagement hint at the potential for a positivatre@hship.

Member engagement in the church settingAs mentioned, church member engagement
is slightly different than employee engagement. Eesv, understanding the construct of
employee engagement has enlightened my understpadout engagement in general. Many of
the organizational outcomes (increased performandecommunication, reduced turnover)
identified as related with engaged employees, matgd be desirable in church settings.
Likewise, discussion of the antecedents of empl@ysmgement, reveals that a significant
relationship might exist between the type of leatdgr employed and the engagement of
employees, and thus supports exploration of whetherelationship might also exist between
leadership and church member engagement. Now, d@tgssion regarding church member
engagement in terms of its definition, its growimgportance, and its relevance to house

churches specifically is necessary.

67



For the purposes of this study church member emgegeis defined as the active
participation of individuals in the activities dfe church (including volunteer service, decision-
making, vision creation, and caring for others witthe group). However, a few other
definitions exist in the literature.

Winseman (2007) explained that engaged membefshamse who feel a strong heart
connection to their church... they tend to be morataplly committed than those who are not
engaged...They worship more frequently, invite othhensorship, events or activities, serve
more in their own unique and creative ways, an@ geiflessly of time and resources” (p. 67).
Engagement is identified as a necessary and impgartacome of healthy churches (Winseman,
2007).

Churches have begun to recognize waning engageandrihe ensuing need to direct
efforts toward improving church member engagem@atlup Consulting (2008) has developed
a means for churches to measure the engagememir@hcmembers. They explained:

Engaged faith community members are nearly threedias likely to be extremely

satisfied with their lives, are more than ten tirasdikely to invite friends to their faith

community events, volunteer more than two hoursymak in their communities, [and]
give up to three times more money to their faitmomunities. (p. 1)

Other churches have also made substantial efforteeasure the engagement of their attendees
and members (Willow Creek Community Church Reveatl$) and to improve the ways in
which they integrate individuals into volunteera®l(gifts tests, placement systems such as those
at Saddleback Church and St. Andrew United Methdclsirch) (Hawkins & Parkinson, 2007;
Mallory, 2001; Rees, 2006). As such, it is appatkat church member engagement is being
recognized as a significant and important consfiarathurches to consider.

As discussed in chapter one, research has showaohtieh member engagement (in the

forms of attendance and participation) in Westawotd3tant churches (includes churches that do

68



not adhere to Roman Catholicism and Eastern Orthgds declining (Association of Religious
Data Archives, 2008; Barna, 2005; The Barna Gr@0p9; Winseman, 2007). According to the
Association of Religion Data Archives (2008), thed® attend church weekly have decreased
from 28.5% of the US population to 19.3% and theke never attend church have increased
from 9.3% to 20.7% (between the years of 1972 &8P The Barna Group (2009) reported
that the number of mainline Protestant churchesieabned since 1950 from 80,000 to about
72,000. Additionally, they reported that voluntsetiis down by 21% and adult Sunday school
involvement has also declined by 17% since 1998 séman (2007) reported that only 29% of
individuals attending Protestant and Catholic chascare engaged, while 54% are not engaged
and 17% are actively disengaged. Evidence of waangggement on the part of members is
prevalent in the research and in church leadelgbiature (Rutz, 2006; The Barna Group, 2009;

Winseman, 2007).

In regards to house churches specifically, whilegsearch has examined engagement
specifically, some work has been done to examiaed#tisfaction of those who attend. The

Barna Group (2007) found the following:

Two-thirds of house church attenders (68%) werenjgletely satisfied with the
leadership of their church, compared to only hathose attending a conventional
church (49%). Two-thirds of the house church adhtsré56%) were ‘completely
satisfied’ with the faith commitment of the peopigolved in their gathering. In contrast,
only four out of ten people attending a conventi@march (40%) were similarly
satisfied...Three out of five house church ad@i€4) were ‘completely satisfied’ with
the level of community and personal connectedriesgéxperience, compared to only
two out of five adults...in a conventional church¥4)1 A majority of those in a house
(59%) said they were ‘completely satisfied’ witle thpiritual depth they experience in
their house church setting. In contrast, a minasftthe adults involved in a conventional
church were ‘completely satisfied’ (46%). (p. 1)
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While this research does not examine engagemeaifispdy, it does speak positively to the
experience of those who attend house churchesangetds further research regarding their

engagement.

Summary of Employee Engagement Review Findings

As mentioned, waning church member engagementiitestern Protestant Church
compels the need for this study. Thus, lookingngiagement, as a construct, is one means for
exploring the experience of church members whadttdurches where shared leadership is
utilized. As such, review of the literature on eoyge engagement, provides a foundation for
understanding church member engagement. Employsgement as a construct has become a
burgeoning field of interest in the HRD realm, amdearch is beginning to validate that
leadership might be an antecedent to the presdraggagement. Likewise, a growing interest in
responding to waning church member engagementreated the opportunity for increased
exploration of how churches might improve engageantgnuck and Herd’s (2011)
conceptualization of the relationship between lestip behaviors and employee engagement
provides one framework upon which this study migggin to develop local theory about the
relationship between shared leadership and chuechbar engagement.

This review of the literature on employee engagerhas provided discussion
surrounding the definitions of engagement, the@atents and outcomes of engagement, and the
relationship between leadership and engagemeatdition, the literature on member
engagement in the Western Protestant Church setiisgsummarized. Now, literature

surrounding shared leadership will be reviewed.
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Part C: Shared Leadership

Shared leadership, as a theory, is still in itanoy (Conger & Pearce, 2003). However,
despite its newness, a growing number of scholave been seeking to expand the field through
theoretical contributions and empirical resear@dm® argue that the values and theoretical
underpinnings of shared leadership have been mgbp for many years, but due to skepticism
or a lack of terminology they have not been idédifas such (O'Toole et al., 2003). The term
“shared leadership” began emerging in the 1990ptmdominantly in the practitioner literature.
Research began emerging around 2000 (Seers, K&\Wilkerson, 2003). Despite expansion in
the field, shared leadership is often ignored enrsearch literature (O'Toole et al., 2003). A
review of emerging practices in leadership develepnby Ardichvili and Manderscheid (2008)
intentionally omits shared leadership as one othieeries foundational to leadership
development, citing a “lack of scholarly reportsevaluation of these frameworks” (p. 621).

However, increased empirical research and useasédHeadership theory, warrant
acknowledgement. Additionally, theory and reseanund shared leadership provides a
framework for exploring the type of leadership, @thtends to be utilized within house churches.
The following review illuminates the presence aedring of shared leadership as a burgeoning
theory and areas for future expansion. This revieaccomplished through discussion of the
review methodology first, then the informing thetaral framework, and the review findings
which include: a brief history of the emergenceivéred leadership and the driving forces that
impelled its arrival, a synthesis of definitiondgrarallel leadership concepts, characteristics and
examples of shared leadership, shared leadershgteaition to engagement, and shared

leadership in the church setting.

71



Shared Leadership Review Methodology

For this literature review a keyword search of $atp, refereed journal articles
including“Shared Leadership’'was made, thetShared Leadership OR Team Leadership OR
Distributed Leadership AND Church OR Religion OmNwofit” in all fields This search was
conducted in Business Source Premier, AcademicBé&aemier, PsychArticles, Psychinfo,
Proquest, Social Sciences Direct, and Google ScHaladdition, the references from articles

retrieved were examined for additional relevamtréture.

Informing Theoretical Framework for Shared Leadership

Pearce and Sims (2000) offered a conceptual framiefwoshared leadership
emphasizing the antecedents and group outcomémddleadership. Figure 10 below outlines
their conceptualization which highlights the fasttikely to impact shared leadership and the
factors that shared leadership is likely to imp&ttared leadership is conceptualized as the
mediating causal variable between three broad catesgof antecedent characteristics and three
broad categories of outcome variables. This conedigation may be informed by this research
which could speak more specifically to the outcomwfeshared leadership, assuming that

engagement would likely be a group behavior outcome

Shared Leadership Review Findings

The findings from this review include the definiiof shared leadership and parallel
concepts, discussion surrounding the emergendeanéd leadership (including history and
driving forces), and characteristics and exampleshared leadership (including values,

attitudes, skills, and behaviors). Finally, theensections between my study variables are
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Antecedents

Group
Characteristics

-Ability
-Personality
-Proximity
-Maturity
-Familiarity
-Diversity
-Vertical Leader
Strategy
-Group Size

Group Outcomes

Group Psyche
-Commitment

-Potency
-Cohesion
-Satisfaction

Task
Characteristics
-Interconnectivity
-Creativity
-Complexity
-Criticality
-Urgency

Shared Leadership
-Aversive Influence
-Directive Influence
-Transactional Influence
-Transformational Influence
-Empowering Influence

Group Behavior
-Internally

Directed
-Externally
Directed

Environment
Characteristics
-Support Systems
-Reward Systems
-Cultural Systems

Figure 1Q Conceptual framework for shared leadership (Re&r8ims, 2000).
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explored through discussion of shared leadershipeagagement and shared leadership in

church settings.

Shared leadership definitionsThere is little debate, at this time, regarding the
definition of “shared leadership.” Since it is talaly new as a theory, most definitions
center around similar concepts. These conceptsdectuch notions as group influence,
which originates from all directions and all gramgmbers participating in leadership at
different points in time based on the task. PearmeSims (2000) formalized a theory of
shared leadership and, although the degree to vghiaied leadership is extended in
organizations varies, subsequent theory and rds@aarganizational realms seems to
coincide. However, there is some literature oncitrecept of shared leadership in other
realms, such as education and small group comntionicavhich offer various nuances to
the term (Chrispeels, 2004b; Faris & Outcalt, 200imdsen & Lumdsen, 1997; Rogers,
1996).

Likewise, there is a multiplicity of terms, predimantly in the practitioner literature,
that parallel the notion of shared leadership. @ligjh the sentiment is the same, this style of
leadership has taken on several different terms eawhich emphasize different faucets
(Gill, 2006). A few of the predominant terms aretgpative leadership, institutionalized
leadership, distributed leadership, non-hierardhézadership, and team leadership (Faris &
Outcalt, 2001; Gill, 2006; Northouse, 2004; O'Toelal., 2003; Yukl, 2002).

The following discussion elaborates on the detiniend extension of shared
leadership in various settings and overviews palrikms in the literature, which coincide
with shared leadership. Finally, table 9 is prodidemmarizing the various terms,

definitions, and contributing authors.
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Pearce and Conger (2003) edited a compilationasksvon shared leadership. In
their introductory chapter they defined shared ¢eslip as:
a dynamic, interactive influence process amongviddals in groups for which the
objective is to lead one another to the achieverakgtoup or organizational goals or
both. This influence process involves peer, orédténfluence and at other times
involves upward or downward hierarchical influentke distinction between shared
leadership and traditional models of leadershipas the influence process involves
more than just downward influence on subordinatearbappointed or elected leader.
Rather, leadership is broadly distributed amonegtasindividuals instead of
centralized in the hands of a single individual valets in the role of a superior. (p. 1)
Other works on shared leadership tend to draw isrdéfinition with little disagreement
(Faris & Outcalt, 2001; Gill, 2006; Northouse, 20@Toole et al., 2003; Yukl, 2002).
However, there seems to be varying degrees axtension and encompassment of
shared leadership. Some authors seem to arguectonplete removal of hierarchy, where
all individuals equally participate and take vasdeadership roles based on the situation
(Bligh, Pearce, & Kohles, 2006; Hooker & Csikszeiiatyi, 2003; Pearce, Manz, & Sims,
2008; Shamir & Lapidot, 2003; Steinheider & Wuesitly 2008). While others, suggest that
shared leadership should take place within teanasitfinout the organization including top
executive teams, maintaining the overall hieran@Hgtcher & Kaufer, 2003; Hamel, 2007,
McMahon, 2001). Finally, some contend that therestbe a sole leader at the top of the
organization who employs shared leadership priesiphly with certain tasks and only
under certain conditions (O'Toole et al., 2003)eS#various conceptions of the degree to
which shared leadership should be practiced do thieedefinition slightly but the basic
principles remain the same.
Outside of organizational development literattine, most significant presence of

shared leadership is found in the educational rebiterature here emphasizes shared

decision-making, collaboration, and collective act{Chrispeels, 2004; Faris & Outcalt,
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2001; Rogers, 1996). While the concept varie®littbm that in organizational literature, the
notion often refers to the dynamics between teacaed principles or that between
teachers/administration and students.

Within group communication, shared leadershighe ‘ability and right of each
individual to think and to make choices...In a teatmagion, mutual respect and influence
among members transform individual responses @amtchoices and actions” (Lumdsen &
Lumdsen, 1997, p. 31). Group communication ackndggs the impossibility of one leader
managing everything and places value on interdeggeaelamong group members in
accomplishing goals (Gouran, 1982; Lumdsen & Lumd4897).

In addition to the various nuances of the term fetildeadership,” there are numerous
parallel concepts that are termed differently. Wiahch notion of leadership described
emphasizes different aspects, each one providesiand path from traditional models of
top-down or hierarchical leadership and in doingemplements the focus of shared
leadership. Specific definitions of the describewints are included in Table 9.

As is apparent by the provided table, various seamd definitions provide different
ways of conceptualizing a shared-type of leaderdbpended discussion is provided on
some of the more frequently used parallel concepése include participative leadership,
non-hierarchical leadership, institutionalized lexathip, distributed leadership, self-
leadership, and team leadership, which are detbiéémiv.

Participative leadership involves delegation, emgang, and the use of various
decision procedures that allow other people sorigeince over the leader’s decisions. This
style is also known as consultation, joint decisigking, power sharing, decentralization,

and democratic management. The benefits of paatioip are cited to be high decision
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Table 9.Shared Leadership and Parallel Concept Definitions

Parallel Definition Authors
Concept
Distributed “group activity that works through and within retatships, Bennett,
leadership rather than individual action. It emerges from sets of Wise,
sources depending on the issue and who has theungle Woods &
expertise or creativity” (p. 3). Harvey
(2003)
Institutionalized Characterized by empowerment, such that participiaet like  Gill (2006)
leadership owners rather than hired help.
Lattice “A lattice implies multiple nodes on the same lewetiense Hamel
leadership network of interpersonal connections where inforamatan (2007)

flow in all directions, unfiltered by an intermedjaln a lattice,
you serve your peers, rather than a boss, and goitiltave to
work ‘through channels’ to collaborate with youtleagues” (p.
87).

Leadership “one conceptualization of leadership is that it eges as people Day (2001)
development  rely on their mutual commitments, trust, and respecreate

new meaning that replaces what has been tradityopdvided

by formal structure, planning, and control” (p. 06

Non- “a collective effort of persons who care aboutsane, a McMahon
hierarchical situation, who feel passionate about it, and whokwagether  (2001)
leadership toward change, change that benefits everyone, effanghe

common good” (p. 3).
Non- “Leadership is now understood by many to imply ective Bornstein &
hierarchical action, orchestrated in such a way as to bring asiguificant Smith
leadership change while raising the competencies and motinaifall (Locke,

those involved—that is, action where more thaniodvidual ~ 2003)
influences the process” (p. 281).

Participative Involves delegation, empowering, and the use abuar Yukl (2002)
leadership decision procedures that allow other people sotftigeince over
the leader’s decisions.

Self-leadership  Individuals who have knowledge alonganizational needs, Pearce &

appropriate skills, and motivation can often fuotivell Conger

without direct supervision and control (2003)
Shared “verbal and nonverbal communication that facilisadéeteam’s  Lumdsen &
leadership transactional and task processes in achieving mesrdned Lumdsen

(communication team’s needs and goals...thus each person on thehesathe  (1997)
in groups and  responsibility to share leadership, to affect ad{ivhe thinking

teams) of others and to have an impact on the team’s gss&s and
outcomes” (p. 31).
Shared “shared leadership is a collaborative, emergentgs® of group Cox, Pearce,
leadership interaction in which members engage in peer le&izrghile & Perry
working together” (p. 53). (2003)
Shared “A set of practices that can and should be endaygueople at  Fletcher &
leadership all levels rather than a set of personal charastiesiand Kaufer
attributes located in people at the top” (p. 22). (2003)
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Table 9.Continued

Parallel Definition Authors
Concept
Shared “a dynamic, interactive influence process amortividuals in Pearce &
leadership groups for which the objective is to lead one aeoth the Conger

achievement of group or organizational goals ohbohis (2003)

influence process involves peer, or lateral, infeeand at other

times involves upward or downward hierarchicaluefice. The

distinction between shared leadership and traditiorodels of

leadership is that the influence process involvesenthan just

downward influence on subordinates by an appoiotedected

leader. Rather, leadership is broadly distributedreg a set of

individuals instead of centralized in the handa sfngle

individual who acts in the role of a superior” {).
Shared “principals, teachers, support staff, and in sa@ames community Chrispeels
leadership members and students who come together in leageesdms, (2004)
(education governing bodies, or committees to jointly makeisieas
context) required to manage the school and improve theilegarn

environment. This opportunity to share decision imgkclosely

aligned with the idea of democratic leadershipsigally

supported through board policies or legislativeunements” (p.

5).
Shared “occurs when all members are fully engaged in daelérship of Pearce &
leadership the team. It includes ongoing and mutual leadergbip both Manz

official and unofficial leaders” (p. 6). (2004)
Shared “The process of leadership cannot be describedlgimperms of Gill (2006)
leadership the behavior of an individual: rather, leadershipives

collaborative relationships that lead to collectation grounded

in the shared values of people who work togetheifferct

positive change” (p. 29).
Team Still involves the presence of one leader, but groallaboration  Northouse
leadership is emphasized. (2004)

quality, high decision acceptance, high satisfactasmd more skill development (Yukl,

2002).

Non-hierarchical leadership emphasizes collectotma towards the common good

(McMahon, 2001). In order for collective actiont&ke place there must be a flattened

hierarchy and the acknowledgement that everyonéheasiutual responsibility of leadership

(Bornstein & Smith, 1996; Faris & Outcalt, 2001;9Rdl991).
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Institutionalized leadership is characterized mpewerment, such that participants
feel like owners rather than hired help. This boyeasters the drive to take initiative, accept
accountability, and contribute to the organizatsosystems. Individuals are much more
likely to abide by and honor company practices bhsedhey have been involved in their
creation (Gill, 2006; O’'Toole, et al., 2003).

Distributed leadership is very similar and is cletgazed by two elements:
interdependence and coordination. There is an apeirhg and complementarity of
leadership responsibilities (Gill, 2006). It is ohefd as a group activity that emerges out of
relationship, and is dependent on who has the aateaxpertise or creativity for the task at
hand (1996).

Self-leadership propagates the idea that indiveluddo have knowledge about
organizational needs, appropriate skills, and nagitv can often function well without
direct supervision and control (Pearce & Conge03}0The leader in this setting encourages
individuals to take responsibility rather than giyiorders with the hope that they will
develop their own self-leadership skills (Manz &1Si 2001). The leader’s role is described
as:

the ability to maximize the contributions of othésshelping them to effectively

guide their own destinies, rather than the abibtypend the will of others...

superleaders marshal the strength of the manyhéar strength does no lie solely in
their own abilities but in the vast, multiple talef those who surround them. (Manz

& Sims, 2001, p. 4)

Team leadership, which still focuses on one leddecting the team, does however

emphasize the necessity of a collaborative climEtés climate emerges when trust develops

from the presence of honesty, openness, consistandyespect. The result is that group
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members are more likely to listen to each othée tésks, and compensate for one another
when needed (Northouse, 2004).

Emergence of shared leadershifxtant scholarship includes a few summaries of
influencing theories and the emergence of shatklship (Bennett, 2003; Chrispeels,
2004a). However, there is still opportunity foramprehensive summary, which captures a
more holistic view, of shared leadership’s emergeartd includes previous summaries.
Since ‘shared leadership’ is a fairly new ternis ihecessary to examine leadership history
for complementary or parallel theories that haVkienced its emergence or places where it
has emerged under a different guise. This sumnsaaygmented by discussion regarding the
driving forces (cultural, social, organizationdipt have created the context for shared
leadership’s emergence.

This portion of the review provides a compreheasummary of shared leadership’s
history with influencing theories and a correspoigdiable, and finally, discussion regarding
four driving forces, which have ushered in shasstiership.

Shared leadership history. Pearce and Conger (Faris & Outcalt, 2001; Pearce &
Conger, 2003) provide the most thorough summathi@emergence of shared leadership.
For the purpose of this review, their summary reenbadapted with several additions based
on existing literature on shared leadership ancetated leadership concepts. Table 10
summarizes the historical bases of shared leagepgtiighlighting influencing theory and
research, the key issues, and representative guthor

While shared leadership is a fairly new constrilgof table demonstrates the ways in

which related concepts have been surfacing sinearmg as 1924. While lengthy discussion
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Table 10 Historical Basis of Shared Leadership

Theory/Research

Key Issues Representative

Authors

Law of the Situation

Follow the lead of the persdth the most
knowledge about the situation at hand.

Follett (2003)

Human relations and social
systems perspective

One should pay attention to the social and
psychological needs of employees.

Turner (1924)
Mayo (1933,
June)

Barnard (1960)

Role differentiation in groups

Members of groupgitally assume different typesBenne & Sheats

of roles. (1968)
T-Groups Learning can happen in groups when treese i Lippit (1948)
trusting, empathetic environment.
Co-leadership Concerns the division of the leadpnsiie Solomon,

between two people—primarily research examined.oeffer, & Frank
mentor and protégé relationships. (1949)
Heenan &
Bennis (1953)

Social exchange theory

People exchange punishraadtsewards in their Festinger (1999)
social interactions. Homans (1954)

Management by objectives and

Subordinates and superiors jointly set performanc®rucker (1958)

participative goal setting expectations. Erez & Arad
(1954)
Locke & Latham
(1986)

Theory Y Motivation, potential for development, atetpacity McGregor

to assume responsibility are all within people. (1990)
Emergent leadership Leaders can “emerge” fromeldass group. Hollander (1960)
Mutual leadership Leadership can come from peers. owess &

Seashore (1978)

Expectation states
Theory and team member
exchange

Team members develop models of status
differential between various team members.

Berger, Cohen,
& Zelditch
(1966)

Seers (1972)

Participative decision making

Under certain circtanses, it is advisable to elicit Vroom & Yetton
more involvement by subordinates in the decision{1989)
making process.

Group communication

Effective group communicatiethie systematic, Potter &
purposeful exchange by individuals who share in Anderson (1973)
the group’s leadership.

Vertical dyad linkage/leader
member exchange

Examines the process between leaders and
followers and the creation of in-groups and out-
groups.

Graen (1976)

Servant leadership

The follower is placed befoecl¢lader. Listening, Greenleaf (1976)
understanding, language, imagination, acceptance,
and empathy are central tenets.

Transformational leadership

Leaders who seek terstand the needs and Burns (1977)
motives of followers and challenge them at a higher
level will have higher performing followers.
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Table 10Continued

Theory/Research Key Issues Representative
Authors
Substitutes for leadership Situation charactesgtiminish the need for Kerr & Jermier
leadership. (1978)

Self-leadership

Employees, given certain conditians capable of Manz & Sims
leading themselves. (1978)

Team leadership

Many individuals must provide |eski@ to Gouran (1980)
counteract problems that block a group as it works
towards its goal.

Absence of leadership

Individuals lead when thdg Hee group adapt to Fisher (1982)
shifts in demands, group composition, and
developmental trends.

Self-managing work teams

Team members can takeles that were formerly Manz & Sims

reserved for managers. (1986)
Empowerment Examines power sharing with subordiate Conger and
Kanungo (2001;
1987)

Leaderless groups

Group leadership behavior ddehaigroup in
achieving their goals rather than an individual
leader’s behavior.

Barge (1988)

Shared cognition

Examines the extent to which tesmbers hold  Klimoski &
similar mental models about key internal and Mohammed
external environmental issues. (1989)

Cannon-Bowers
& Salas (1994)
Ensley & Pearce
(1993)

Connective leadership

Examines how well leadersible to make Lipman-Blumen
connections to others both inside and outside the (2001)
team.

Social change model of
leadership

Non-hierarchical leadership exists in three domaindigher Education
(the individual, group, and societal) and is oreht Research Institute
towards change for the common good. (1996)

Post-industrial leadership

Leadership is a relatigm not the property of an Rost (1996)
individual. Leadership is inclusive and Rogers (1991)
collaborative. Northouse (2004)

Distributed leadership

Leadership should not bédidito a small number Bennett, Wise,
of people with formal senior roles. Many people aré/oods, & Harvey
involved in leadership. (2004)

Complexity theory

Organizations take on properéied structures that Plowman,
are unexpected because people and groups interggblansky, Beck,
and the results of those interactions produce Baker, Kulkarni,
perpetual novelty. & Villarreal
(2003)

will not be provided regarding each of the theormemtioned in Table 10, a few comments

will be made on the general progression of theribeo
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The first theories that aligned with principlessbiared leadership were those which
began to recognize the relevance of varied roledlowed for different leaders in different
situations (law of the situation, role differenittat, co-leadership). The movement away from
Great Man Theory also initiated a shift from persentered leadership theories to those that
took into consideration the interactions and dbaiof the whole group (T-groups, social
exchange theory, Theory Y). In addition, leadershgory and practice began to encompass
large group involvement and/or the absence of iaffleadership (emergent leadership,
participative decision making, self-leadership)etv theories still emphasize the role of
leadership as held by one person, but suggesthithdeéader’s primary focus should be that of
responding to the needs of the followers (serveedérship, transformational leadership).
And finally, several of the most recent theoriekrmwledge the complexity of organizations
in the post-industrial age and thus the need faptade and responsive leadership styles
which tend to be less hierarchical (post-industeaatiership, distributed leadership,
complexity theory). As such, it becomes appareat shared leadership or concepts of
shared leadership have been making an appearanogainizational literature and practice
for some time, albeit in small and sometimes ureatble ways. However, current
contextual forces have recently compelled its eererg as an independent construct.

Driving forces of shared leadership. The following four forces have been
synthesized from the extant literature: the risthefinformation age, the increasing
complexity of the role of the CEO, increasing pteedo perform and do so quickly, and an
increase in the use of teams in the organizati6a (R

The information age has brought with it severahsigant changes to the work force.

Most significantly, it has changed employees’ asdesnformation, decreased the likelihood
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of the CEO staying on top of current info, and beghifting U.S. culture towards
collectivism (Chrispeels, 2004a; Kippenberger, 200anz & Sims, 2001; McLagan, 2003;
Mohrman et al., 1995; O'Toole et al., 2003; Pe&€onger, 2003; Pearce et al., 2009;
Pearce & Sims, 2000; Plowman et al., 2007; Simsa&h¥] 1996).

Increased access to information and co-workeraitiréechnological advances alters
the dynamics of the workplace. Information techgglocan now widely distribute
information that was once vertically aggregatethtorm strategic and operational decision-
making (Kippenberger, 2002). The resource possdslavailable are too vast to try to
control through traditional hierarchical methodsl @mployees are more readily available to
actively participate in information gathering, d@on-making, and improving the
organization (Mohrman et al., 1995). Thus, orgatmral success is increasingly dependent
on talented and empowered employees who have dacctrasinformation resources
available (McLagan, 2003).

In addition, given the rapid change, complexityd aew high-tech autonomous work
roles of the information age it becomes difficat &any one CEO to maintain a current grasp
of the data (Manz & Sims, 2001). Pearce and Co(Rgarce et al., 2009) explained, “the
seniormost leaders may not possess sufficient@edant information to make highly
effective decisions in a fast-changing and complerd” (p. 2). Employees’ easy access to
information increases their ability to become apegkon any given subject and supplement
the knowledge of the CEO.

The emergence of the internet has also instigasduftain U.S. culture (2003). U.S.
culture has been predominantly an autonomous eyltunere individuality is celebrated.

Collectivist cultures, on the other hand, considdividuals part of the whole and thus find
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meaning and direction by participating in groupd afentifying with group goals
(Kippenberger, 2002). A desire for innovation ancréasing use of the internet have begun
pushing U.S. culture towards collectivism (Den ldgr& Dickson, 2004). Manz and Sims
(Kippenberger, 2002) described the culture shituash:

The essence of this cultural change is the investimeand emphasis on knowledge

work, the way people process and transform infoienafl his emerging culture

places high value on mentorship, learning, ink@tnd creativity. To be truly

effective, the knowledge worker needs to be empeavat an advanced level (p. 7).
The information age has compelled the emergensbarked leadership as it provides
increased access to information, limits the CE®iftg to stay on top of rapidly changing
information, and impacts cultural collectivism.

The second driving force is the increasing comipjexf the CEO'’s role, which is in
part due to the complexity of organizations. Orgahonal theorists have begun to
acknowledge that organizations exist in conditiohmstability and are capable of highly
complex behavior (2001). This heightened complexigikes it difficult for a solo leader to
manage the organization (Plowman et al., 2007 xdeeend Conger (Chrispeels, 2004a;
O'Toole et al., 2003) elaborated, “the leader reltpaessed to possess all the leadership
skills and knowledge necessary to guide compleamgations in a dynamic and global
marketplace” (p. 2). Shared leadership providespportunity for multiple individuals to
bring a diversity of skills and talents to the &bl

The third driving force is heightened pressuredi@anizations to perform and to do
so in a timely manner. Mohrman, et al. (2003) etateml, “many organizations, especially
those that are highly complex, have found thatitiathl hierarchical and functional

approaches are inadequate to address their cobodimeeeds in a timely and cost-effective

manner” (p. 5). A flatter, more lateral organizati@duces the financial costs associated with
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hierarchy (i.e. managerial and control roles, delaydecision making) and allows the
organization to respond quickly to performance daisaAdditionally, the quality of
performance can increase. Research has showréptdcess of innovation and learning is
improved in teams (1995). Likewise when differeatgpectives and knowledge bases are
joined, problems and solutions are reframed in whagswould not have been likely or
possible from within one perspective.

Finally, the sheer increase in the use of teanasganizations compels a need for
leadership models that increase their performandegeoductivity (Hooker &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2003; Mohrman et al., 1995). Thbere is a strong need for a better
understanding of team functioning and team leagersla wide variety of contexts
(Mohrman et al., 1995). Sims and Manz (Pearce &SREA00) (1996) explained:

Organizations have increasingly experimented wittovative work designs.

Widespread introduction of modern management tecias such as quality circles,

self-managed work teams, Japanese business psaciatflatter organization

structures have led to the inherent dilemma of tmlgad employees who are
increasingly encouraged and required to becomensatiaged. The result is a major
knowledge gap about appropriate leader behavioerucwhditions of increasing
employee participation. Indeed, its time for a tpagadigm shift in our thinking

about leadership. (pp. xxi-xiii)

As organizations utilize teams more, they will néstlership models that improve team
facilitation. Shared leadership provides one opt@rempowering and managing teams.

These driving forces (the rise of the informatige athe increasing complexity of the
role of the CEO, increasing pressure to performdmdo quickly, and an increase in the use
of teams in the organization) along with the emeegeof contributing theories throughout
the last century have created a verdant organizatlandscape for shared leadership. With

an understanding of how shared leadership hasaee| discussion regarding

characteristics of shared leadership and exampii¢s wse will now be helpful.
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Characteristics and examples of shared leadershipWhile much has been detailed
in the previous sections regarding shared leadgrighs helpful to highlight the
characteristics (i.e. values, attitudes, skillg] bahaviors) which mark shared leadership. In
addition examples of organizations that have engadiese characteristics will be provided.

Values and attitude necessary for shared leadership. Several value and attitude
shifts must take place in order for shared leadetshfunction effectively. These shifts
include reconsidering how human nature is viewesy mdividuals are valued, and what is
believed about leadership. Shared leadership bedkack to what we consider true about
human nature. Do we believe as McGregor (1960)esstgd with Theory Y that, individual
workers have the capacity and potential to makel goamtributions without pressure from a
managing force? In addition to believing that induals have the desire and willingness to
contribute, shared leadership requires the bdimfindividuals can make significant and
meaningful contributions when given the opportunityo theories offer a means for
reconceptualizing individuals’ contributions to thkganization: multiple intelligence theory
and invitational rhetoric theory.

Multiple intelligence theory posits that there atenerous types of intelligence
(beyond commonly measured and valued skills) thatige value in various settings (1996).
While not formally recognized in the shared leallgréterature, this theory seems to inform
a foundational belief; every individual has intgdince in one area or another and something
significant to contribute.

Invitational rhetoric is another theory that isgfal in considering the value shifts
that must take place with shared leadership. Itigital rhetoric is built upon the principles

of equality, immanent value, and self-determinatieoss and Griffin (Gardner & Hatch,
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1989) explained the principle of equality, “Primayong the feminist principles on which
our proposed rhetoric is based is a commitmertéateation of relationships of equality
and to the elimination of the dominance and elittat characterize most human
relationships” (p. 4).

The principle of equality ensures that leaders tioneng within this framework
respect the perspective and opinions of followsrsqual in value to their own. This
recognition of equality allows interactions whetbparties can learn from each other or
even be influenced by each other. The assumptatrotily the leader influences the follower
is eliminated.

The second principle that characterizes invitatiohetoric is the recognition of
imminent value. Foss and Griffin elaborated, “Thseaxce of this principle is that every
being is a unique and necessary part of the patfeire universe and thus has value” (p. 4).
This principle reiterates the attitude that evergyoan contribute something valuable to the
group.

The final principle is self-determination;

Grounded in a respect for others, self-determinaitows individuals to make their

own decisions about how they wish to live theieBy Self-determination involves the

recognition that audience members are the autesmn their own lives and accords
respect to others’ capacity and right to constith&sr worlds as they choose. (Foss &

Griffin, 1985, p. 4)

While this principle might, at first glance, seent of place in the organizational realm, the
principle of self-determination affirms that empé®g do not need to be directed like

mindless followers. They have the potential toipgrate in directional decisions and make

good decisions on their own about their contritngito the group.
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Shared leadership is counterintuitive and count#ual. For years, western culture
has viewed leadership as the position of uniquevithdals who possess certain skills and
abilities (O'Toole, et al., 2003). Likewise, orgaaiions are often viewed as reflections of the
CEO or person in charge and many hold to the bilafa single person must be held
accountable for the company’s actions and decidiboske, 2003; O’'Toole, et al., 2003)
Shared leadership shifts this view to recognizelgedership can be distributed and
interdependent. Fletcher and Kaufer (2003) expththat shared leadership “implicitly
acknowledges the interdependent nature of leagessid signals a significant shift away
from individual achievement and meritocracy towarcus on collective achievement,
shared responsibility, and the importance of tearkiv@. 23). Without this shift in
perspective, individuals and organization will gigle to conceptualize how shared
leadership can work. In addition to these valueattitlde shifts there is a set of skills and
behaviors which must be adopted.

Skills and behaviors necessary for shared leadership. The skills and behaviors
necessary to facilitate shared leadership couiddémtified as increased social interaction, a
new approach to leadership development, and a dgrexuohange of lateral influence. Cox,
et al. (2003) synthesized the skills and behawbshared leadership as follows:

A series of conditions must hold for shared leddero emerge over time. First,

team members must understand that constructivalatéiuences is a standing

performance expectation. Second, members must aasgonsibility for providing
and responding appropriately to constructive lestuprfrom their peers. Third, the
team members must develop skills as effective lesagled followers. Shared
leadership, then, is fully expressed only when tea@mbers are prepared to function
as savvy agents and targets of lateral influenre3)

A new social dynamic exists as traditional leaiddiower relationships are altered.

Individuals must become skilled at negotiating tiesv social form. Fletcher and Kaufer
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(2003) described this form as a “dynamic, multicii@nal, collective activity that, like all
human action and cognitive sense-making, is emlzesidéhe context in which it occurs.
Social interactions are key in this concept, adéeship is seen as something that occurs in
and through relationships and networks of influérfpe23). Gill (2006) added that

workplace interactions in a shared leadershipregtire among people rather than position in
a hierarchy and characterized as “conversatiorerdttan instructions, shared values and
beliefs, honesty and a desire for the common gatiter than self-interest” (p. 30).

The language and meaning of leadership also ceangared leadership settings
altering the approach to leadership developmerthdR@han leadership existing within one
person at the top of the organization, leadershieframed as an ongoing, dynamic process
happening in and through all individuals. Day (20@tplained:

Traditional conceptualizations of leadership agdividual-level skill ignore almost

50 years of research showing leadership to be gleonmteraction between the

designated leader and the social and organizatematonment. Leadership should

be viewed as a social process that engages eveirytime community. In this way,
each person is considered a leader, and leadesstomceptualized as an effect rather

than a cause. (p. 583)

This view of leadership compels learning for théividuals involved as well as the
organization and outcomes are different: “mutuaiiéeng, greater shared understanding, and
positive action” (Fletcher & Kaufer, 2003, p. 23).

Finally, the negotiation of lateral influence bets important in shared leadership.
Cox, et al. (2003) explained that shared leadersblgs on a dynamic exchange of lateral
influence among peers rather than simply relyingmertical, downward influence by an

appointed leader” (p. 48). The social interactiod eelational bent of the team allows for

teams to collectively exert influence. They added:
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Shared leadership might emerge as a sort of bet@wnechanism through an
unfolding series of fluid, situationally appropeatxchanges of lateral influence. In
parallel, shared leadership might also emergeaas treembers negotiate shared
understandings about how to navigate decision &actise authority. At a minimum,
shared leadership implies that team members hgudisant authority to chart the
team’s forward path. As such, shared leadershiprisistent with familiar tenets of
team empowerment such as power sharing and seetgixolution of decision-
making authority from management to employeess3p.

Learning to receive influence from individuals ihdirections and developing the

willingness to exert influence over others are seagy skills for the successful actuation of

shared leadership.

These skills and behaviors (increased socialactem, a new approach to leadership
development, and a dynamic exchange of lateralenite) along with the aforementioned
value and attitude shifts undergird the successfplementation of shared leadership.

Examples of shared leadership in organizations. Several companies have become
successful examples of embodying shared leadersbighe purposes of this review one
company has been identified within each of thediwarying degrees discussed previously: a
complete removal of hierarchy, loose hierarchy wsltlared leadership teams at all levels,
and a solo CEO with shared leadership in certaimgs.

W. L. Gore & Associates is one of the strongestgXas of a successful company
that actively utilizes shared leadership at alelswof the organization in place of a traditional
hierarchy. Gore has annual revenues of more tharbiion and has been on the list of
“100 Best Companies to Work for in America” evesay since 1984 (1985). Their success
is in part because of the use of shared leaderstapz, Shipper, & Stewart (2009)
explained, “formal authority is not vested in ame@erson...associates step forward to lead

when they have the expertise to do so...in Gore’blfiggalitarian culture, the emphasis is

not on title or authority, but on making valuabttributions to the business” (pp. 239-240).
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Leaders are established based on the situaticemat dnd emerge as they build credibility
and naturally develop followers. Those who haventlost knowledge make decisions rather
than the person in “charge” (Hamel, 2007).

Hamel (2007) discussed the Whole Foods model axample of a company with a
loose hierarchy that utilizes shared leadershipcgles in teams throughout the
organization. Their flatter style of leadershiparades freedom and accountability,
democracy with discipline, and community with comig@n. Small teams throughout the
organization are responsible for making decisi@garding their own staffing among others,
however a headquarters still exists and thereniglalevel of accountability for employees.
Teams are highly autonomous but since rewardsamedoon team profit, employees have a
heightened level of ownership. In addition, equstgnhanced throughout the organization by
shrinking the gap between executive pay and a#roémployees (Hamel, 2007).

Google, Inc. is an example of a company that Hasrarchy, direct supervision, and
a sole CEO, but provides many opportunities foresthdeadership to take place. Teams
assist in hiring and innovation design. Most prigeare designed around teams and
management is kept at a minimum. However, in aolditd the CEO, there is an executive
management group that guides the direction andsfo€the organization. Shared leadership
is used in various settings depending on the prbjeicit does not permeate the organization
at all times (Hamel, 2007; Manz, Shipper, & Stew2a009).

These three companies provide examples of orgamizathat are utilizing shared
leadership at varying levels, from complete adamab selected use. Their use of shared
leadership has demonstrated ways in which shaeegtship can be implemented and how it

can significantly contribute to the success ofdiganization.
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Through discussion of shared leadership’s defingiand parallel leadership
concepts, history, driving forces, and charactessaind examples, it becomes apparent that,
although shared leadership is in its infancy, themauch to consider already. Having
established the foundational elements, discusggarding outcomes connected to
engagement and within church contexts, will novihekpful.

Shared leadership and engagement.o date, there has been no research which
examines the relationship between shared leadesgpleigfically and engagement, but there
are several positive outcomes associated with dleaglership cited in the literature (Hamel,
2007; Hill & Stecker, 2010). As suggested previgustsearch hints at shared leadership’s
connection to employee or member engagement: édiaadership may improve the
experience of work by offering an incremental measi self-determination and opportunity
for meaningful impact...by more evenly distributingportunities for meaningful influence,
shared leadership may provide a basis for fullqeaship” (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone,
2007; Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi, 2003; Mohrman let 2995). Employees that have “full
partnership” and a “meaningful influence” would et align with principles of employee
engagement.

Shared leadership in church settingsResearch on shared leadership in the church
setting is limited. However, four dissertations @@xamined leadership in the church setting
in a means that is relevant to my own study. Twadliss have examined the relationship
between leadership and outcomes within the chicholl (Cox et al., 2003, p. 54) looked at
pastoral management style and church effectivesmreg$ound that a relationship did exist.

Perkins (2009) examined the relationship betwepmtanagement teams and church
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performance and found that churches who utilizaddée-member exchange in their TMTs
had higher performance (financially).

Three studies have looked specifically at sharaddeship or a form of shared
leadership in the church setting. Two studies ldakiecollaborative leadership in the Roman
Catholic Church following Vatican Il and found thatdllaborative leadership was
recommended in order to strengthen the Catholiach{2004). Finally, Wood (D'Souza,
1998; Nwachukwu, 2005) looked specifically at sddemadership in the church setting,
examining its effects along with empowering tearhawors, and horizontal team structure
on stress and satisfaction outcomes. Findings lede¢hat shared leadership negatively
related with stress outcomes and positively relateghl job satisfaction. This study also
indicated that a positive relationship existed l@swempowering team behaviors and shared
leadership and that these team behaviors relatstvaty with satisfaction and negatively
with certain stress outcomes.

These dissertations point to the relevance of exiagithe relationship of leadership
with desired church outcomes and a few have evatelbat the results of shared leadership
(in one form or another). However, none have exathshared leadership’s relationship with
church member engagement, highlighting, againpgportunity for my study to provide a

contribution to our understanding and the literatur

Summary of Shared Leadership Review Findings

This review of the shared leadership literaturedwaamarized scholarship regarding
the theory of shared leadership, definitions arrdlf leadership concepts, history of the

emergence of shared leadership and the drivingsdittat impelled its arrival, characteristics
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and examples of shared leadership, shared leagenstalation to engagement, and shared
leadership in the church setting.

As such, this part of the review serves to prodgecture of the status of shared
leadership in regards to its definitions, histdrlzackground, and manifestations in
organizations. Establishing a formal definition $trared leadership and understanding how
its enactment might look, allows me to establisheans for identifying house churches
where shared leadership seems to be present.

In addition, while significant research has beeroatlished surrounding shared
leadership, the need for increased understandgaydiang its presence in organizations
reinforces the need for my study. Likewise, whilere seems to be alignment in the values
and principles of shared leadership and engagememgsearch specifically examines this

relationship, providing the opportunity for an imgy which would do so.

Conclusion

This chapter aimed to examine the three informiodjés of literature that speak to
the study at hand. This review included scholarshipounding Western Protestant Church
leadership, employee engagement, and shared |lbgudPart A detailed the history of
leadership in the Christian Church, then summaragdent church leadership models, and
finally provides discussion of the particular segtfor my study, house churches. Part B
elaborated on employee engagement: how it's defitedntecedents and outcomes, the
relationship between leadership and engagementjraaiy member engagement in the
Western Protestant Church setting. Part C discussaed leadership definitions, the
emergence and driving forces of shared leaderghipharacteristics and examples, and the

outcomes of shared leadership including its pres@anchurch settings and its connection to
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engagement. Figures 11 and 12 provide a visual sugnai the three informing bodies of
literature and the intersection of the variablaagithe Venn diagram previously provided.

Review of these three informing bodies of literatprovides a contextual
understanding for where the site of my study, halmegches in a Midwestern state in the
United States, rests. The trajectory of leadershilpin the Christian Church has tended
toward increased hierarchy, although the Gregdfieform, Protestant Reformation, and
colonization of America, diminished the hierarchysbme degree in Western Protestant
churches. House churches, which utilize sharecelsat, seem to move away from
traditional hierarchical church leadership modeld ok similar to the churches of the first
century Christians. On the spectrum of church gusece models (episcopal, presbyterian,
congregational, and nongovernmental) house chus#®®s to align most closely with those
that are nongovernmental.

In addition, this review illuminates the presencésmployee engagement as a
separate construct, which is gaining interest @HIRD realm. Likewise, church member
engagement is emerging as a significant consiaderatithe Western Protestant Church
realm. Discussion of the outcomes and antecedeatscularly leadership as an antecedent,
provides a foundation upon which this study midifeeroa localized definition for church
member engagement and begin to speculate aborglgti®nship between shared leadership,
particularly, and church member engagement in hohaeches.

And finally, growing interest in shared leadersagan alternative to other styles of
leadership provides definitions and initial resbastich aid in conceptualizing the type of
leadership which is taking place in house churchis serves as a foundation for

generating localized definitions of shared leadgrsiihich may come out of this study.
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Now, that the bodies of literature that inform teiady have been reviewed, the chosen

methods for the inquiry, to be conducted, will letaded.
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e The Barna Group (Erickson, 1998) defined the performance, customer-focus, productions,

communication skills, and less turnover
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! typical church, meet independently, areSelr-— 1~/ “=Research on the antecedents to employee /

3 \ /
A governed and consider thems esto be a \ / ement include leadership (Chalofsky & /
2009; Harter, Schmidt, & Hayej/

o
R %%wm
R

C: Shared Leadershlp e\ ___—
[ e Pearce and Conger (2003) define shared )
leadership as “ a dynamic, interactive influence

process among individuals in groups for which the

objective is to lead one another to the achievement

of group or organizational goals or both” (p. 1).
e Shared leadership has emerged as a response to

the rise of the information age, the complexity of
A the CEQ's role, pressure to perform, and f’
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Figure 11.Venn diagram summary of informing bodies of litara: Christian Church leadership, employee engagénand shared
leadership.

98



AB: Member Engagement in the Church Setting

e  Church member engagement is defined as the
active participation of individuals in the actigs
of the church (including volunteer service,
decision-making, vision creation, and caring for
others within the group).

e Research has shown that church member
engagement (in the forms of attendance and
participation) in Western Protestant churches
(includes churches that do not adhere to Roman
Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy) is declining
(Cox, Pearce, & Perry, 2003).

CA: Shared Leadership in the Church Setting

e Two studies looked at collaborative leadership|in
the Roman Catholic Church following Vatican Il
and found that collaborative leadership was
recommended in order to strengthen the Cathalic
Church (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi, 2003).

e Wood (D'Souza, 1998; Nwachukwu, 2005)
looked specifically at shared leadership in the
church setting, examining its effects along with
empowering team behaviors, and horizontal team
structure on stress and satisfaction outcomes.
Satisfaction was increased and stress decreased
when shared leadership was present.

e These dissertations point to the relevance of
examining the relationship of shared leadership
with desired church outcomes.

B: Employee
Engagement

C: Shared

Leadership BC: Employee Engagement and Leadership, Employee

Engagement and Shared Leadership
\ / e Engagement is within the leader’s sphere of infbeef2005)
N and Shuck and Herd (2011) provided a conceptualexgence
of transformational leadership and engagement.

e A positive relationship has been found betweenqaer
styles of leadership and employee engagement (SEQ6R)

e The direct relationship between shared leadersiip a
employee engagement has not been studied; howesets
leadership has been shown to lead to increased self
determination, opportunity for meaningful impactian
influence, and full partnership (Arakawa & Greerfhe2007;
Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010; Bezuijen, Zam,
van den Berg, & Thierry, 2010; Bono & Judge, 20B8afoor,
Masood Qureshi, Khan, & Tahir Hijazi, 2011; Salamov
Lorente, Chambel, & Martinez, 2011; Zhang & Bar&fl10)
which seem to align with the principles of employee
engagement.

Figure 12.Venn diagram summary of the intersections betvetedy variables Christian Church leadership, enggogngagement,
and shared leadership.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

This third chapter justifies and describes the @thogy selected for this study and
its consistency with the guidelines presented mgdlin and Guba (2005) for naturalistic
inquiry, the paradigm in which the study is locat€ust, my problem and research questions
are briefly restated. Then an overview of the raistic paradigm of research, the need for
this type of inquiry, and its appropriateness fos study are presented, followed by a
description of the methodologies that are embeddedturalistic inquiry, and the
accompanying methods choices, in the form of padt selection, data collection and
analysis, and study findings, write-up and dissextmom. Finally, these methods choices are
framed by issues of quality or ‘goodness’ of thedgt—in the form of criteria of
trustworthiness and authenticity; a brief desoniptof how they were addressed and satisfied

in this study is provided.

Research Problem and Questions

Due to evidence of declining church member engaggmeme suggest that
researchers must continue to hypothesize and costiudies to determine the best practices
for church performance (1985). In the secular sestholars have begun to propose that as
organizations and the world grow more complex iheasingly difficult for a single
individual to lead (Easum, 1993; Hunter, 1992).dltranal vertical models place too much
pressure on CEOs (or in the case of churches, rseasbors) and thus research examining
alternatives that facilitate and support employegagement are increasing (Lynham, 1998;
Lynham, Taylor, & Naidoo, 2012; Pearce & Sims, 20@B®wman et al., 2007). Likewise,

the strain of leading a complex organization such ahurch weighs on the pastor.
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Additionally, when an individual pastor is chargeith the sole leadership of a church the
reservoirs of talent that the members hold remangdly untapped (Pearce & Conger, 2003).
In the past decade, the concept of shared leagdnasiemerged as a desirable

alternative to traditional hierarchical models (@d2006; Rutz, 2006). However, there is

very limited research regarding shared leadershipe Western Protestant Church setting
and whether and how it might associate with chumeimber engagement. Conger and Pearce
(Pearce & Conger, 2003) noted that research opptégs exist and are needed in “exploring
the outcomes associated with shared leadershipgst(p. 286).

Thus, it becomes apparent that there is an opptrtinconsider alternatives to
current leadership structures in Western Protestantches and conduct research that
supports viable options to this end. The seniotgosas most often the sole or primary source
of this leadership in these churches (2003). Thluared leadership is one such option which
can be examined to determine what relationshgnyi the model would have with church
member engagement, and thus organizational efeaatss of the church.

The problem could be summarized as follows: Wedteatestant churches measure
success through member engagement. Waning chuncibeneengagement has led some to
argue that ineffective leadership structures atddame. While the possibility of shared
leadership has been advanced to this end, itmuakestern Protestant Church settings has
yet to be explored and understood. Thus reseandd belp inform and illuminate how
member engagement occurs in Western Protestartiesiwhich practice shared leadership,

and more specifically, in house churches, whiclegsgnt instances of such church settings.
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The following research questions guided my inqunrgelected Western Protestant house
churches in one Midwestern sthte this end:

1. How do participants describe the particular setahg/estern Protestant house
churches, and how does this setting facilitateptiaetices of shared leadership and
member engagement? (a descriptive ethnographidiones

2. How do church members, in Western Protestant hclusech settings where shared
leadership is practiced, describe their lived eigoee with shared leadership and
member engagement? (a hermeneutic phenomenologiestion)

3. Can their descriptions of shared leadership andlme®ngagement be used to
inform tentative definitions for shared leadersaiq@ member engagement which
might be confirmed by other by other members ofsiflected house churches? (a
descriptive quantitative question)

The inquiry paradigm in which the study was locatetd the accompanying methodologies

used to guide inquiry in response to these resaprehtions are described next.

Inquiry Paradigm
All research, whether acknowledged directly or othee, is generated from a
particular research tradition (paradigm), whiclelikse and in turn shapes the researcher’s
understanding of reality, truth, attainable knowgedand appropriate research goals and
methods (Ford, 2006). Research within the sociahses draws from scientific tradition that
is heavily rooted in the post-positivistic paradi¢terriam, 1991; Pallas, 2001). Likewise,

predominant approaches to research and theorynvitieiHRD discipline are often grounded

% This very localized context should be assumed whefer to the house churches examined
in this inquiry.
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in post-positivist philosophies (Corman, 2005). §dapproaches provide a particular
perspective in which observable data are the faumdaf knowledge (Lincoln & Lynham,
2011; Valentin, 2006) and results typically sugggsteralizable and predictable outcomes
(Guba, 1990). While these conventional approaches provided valuable insights, they
also underscore voids in our knowledge. Alternatigproaches “can provide new
frameworks with which to analyze organizations atwchulate creativity—not only new
ways of doing things but also new ways of thinkatgput things” (Popper, 1972). As a
result, scholars should ask not which paradignes,but rather which resonates best with
the situation or will allow for different explanatis and understandings of, for example,
organizational life (Valentin, 2006, p. 27). As Buthis study is aligned with the foundations
and axioms of the naturalistic paradigm (also fesdly and equivocally referred to as the
constructivist and/or interpretivist paradigm). porrposes of further illustration and
description, these axioms are defined and conttasith those of the positivist paradigm
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). First, Table 11, by Lincadnd Guba (1985, p. 37), provides a
contrasting overview of the governing axioms of plesitivist and naturalist paradigms. It
should be noted that the axioms identified (pal@idy for the positivist paradigm) are not
indicative of behaviors of those who practice fribms paradigm, but rather of the initial
foundational principles that guided the developnoénesearch, and what constituted
disciplined inquiry from this perspective (Pozzel@oRinsonneault, 2005).

The naturalist paradigm acknowledges that “realigigist in the form of multiple
mental constructions, socially and experientialigdd, local and specific, dependent for their

form and content on the persons who hold them” (K@912). Knowledge is context
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Table 11 Contrasting Positivist and Naturalist Axioms

Axioms About Naturalist Paradigm Positivist Parauig

The nature of reality Realities are multiple, Reality is single, tangible,
constructed, and holistic. and fragmentable.

The relationship of knower Knower and known are Knower and known are

to the known interactive, inseparable. independent, a dualism.

The possibility of Only time- and context- Time-and context-free

generalization bound working hypotheses generalizations (nomothetic
(idiographic statements are statements) are possible.
possible).

The possibility of causal ~ All entities are in a state of There are real causes,
linkages mutual simultaneous temporally precedent to or
shaping, so that it is simultaneous with their
impossible to distinguish  effects.
causes from effects.

The role of values Inquiry is value-bound. Inqusyalue-free.

specific and thus can be garnered best througih-iased, inductive methods of inquiry
(Guba, 1990, p. 27). This approach seems partlgidapropriate to my study as one could
argue that shared leadership and member engaganeamievant variables in any
organization; however, Western Protestant housechike in a Midwestern state in the
United States are a unique context and thus néatsparticular attention to their
idiosyncrasies.

In addition, the questions | was raising were ntgrested in measuring engagement
in shared leadership settings or comparing the ainpleshared leadership versus other forms
of leadership on engagement. Rather, because atkmwledgement that leadership is
context specific (Guba, 1990), | was more inteik#tehe experiences and culture of
individuals who were participating in Western Psbtéat house churches where shared

leadership was practiced. | assumed that partitspaauld reveal multiple constructed
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realities regarding their perceptions of church rbermengagement in these Western
Protestant church settings. This assumption wasessed additionally as perceptions,
beliefs, and values regarding leadership and chureimber engagement in the Western
Protestant church setting can be deeply embeddeaak’s interpretation of the Bible,
religious upbringing, and church experience. Tiadentifying one generalizable description
of church member engagement in Western Protestamtites was not desirable—at least
not at this stage of inquiry, and not in this parar study. Rather, | hoped to provide enough
thick description of the participant experiences tinansferability to similar contexts of
practice might be possible—if not immediately, thath accumulation of further studies
(Kezar, 2009; Lynham et al., 2012).

The naturalistic perspective is concerned with pssaather than outcomes, and
theory generation rather than theory testing (Lim& Guba, 1985). Insights and the ability
to theorize about the phenomenon of how sharectiship is perceived to affect member
engagement in Western Protestant church settingsgeh as the inquiry proceeded. My
approach was initially be guided by the principd@sl processes of naturalistic inquiry as
provided by Lincoln and Guba (1985). However twdipalar research methodologies,
couched within this paradigm, provided additionaildgnce for exploring shared leadership
and member engagement in the Western Protestaseé loburch setting. These
methodologies are described below and Table 1estthe ways in which hermeneutic
phenomenology and ethnography are commensuratendtlembedded in the axioms of

naturalistic inquiry.
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Table 12.The Embedding of Hermeneutic Phenomenology anadii@uEthnography in the Axioms of Naturalistic iy

Informing Paradigm

Embedded Methodologies

Paradigmatic | Naturalist Paradigm
Axioms

Hermeneutic Phenomenology

Egraphy

The nature of | Realities are multiple,

reality constructed, and holistic.

The Knower and known are
relationship of | interactive, inseparable.
knower to the
known

“knowledge of our everyday existence is

intersubjective, temporal, and relational”’(1985).

“Conversational dialogue... and exchange of

“Knowledge comes in patterned
symbolic structure [and] works in
constant interdependence with context,
emotion, embodiment, and many other
aspects of being human” (Vandermause
& Fleming, 2011, p. 369).

The researcher must set aside naive
realism (Heath & Street, 2008, p. 11).
“The central aim of ethnography is to

language emerges/evolves as the narrative text isinderstand another way of life from the

co-created between the researcher and the

participant” (Spradley, 1980).

native’s point of view...rather than
studying people, ethnography means
learning from people” (Vandermause &
Fleming, 2011, p. 369).

The possibility | Only time- and context-bound“It is illuminated through careful, comprehensive “Hypotheses should develop out of
descriptions, vivid and accurate renderings of theethnographic work, rather than provide
generalization | (idiographic statements are experience, rather than measurements, ratings, arestrictions and distortions from its

of working hypotheses

possible).

The possibility | All entities are in a state of
mutual simultaneous shapingrelationships” (Humphreys, 1970, p. 22).

of causal

linkages so that it is impossible to
distinguish causes from
effects.

The role of Inquiry is value-bound.

values

scores” (Spradley, 1980, p. 3).

inceptions” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 105).

“It does not seek to predict or to determine causatRather than determining cause and

Knowledge cannot be knowarafrom values

(Spradley, 1980, p. 5).

effect relationships, ethnography is
concerned “with the meaning of actions
and events to the people we seek to
understand” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 105).

The ethnographer makes inferences
about the culture based on their own
values and culture (Moustakas, 1994).

Adapted from Lincoln & Guba (1985)
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Research Methodologies

The embedded research methodologies that guidedttidy were hermeneutic
phenomenology and ethnography. A hybridizationanaf informing methodologies was
needed because | was interested in exploring ¥kd kxperience of church members of the
phenomenon of shared leadership, which draws fhanptinciples of hermeneutic
phenomenology. | was, concurrently, interestedcknawledging and assessing the distinct
culture of the setting | was choosing to explorechitwas best informed by an ethnographic
perspective that allowed me to observe and expsgigom my own perspective as a
participant. Denzin and Lincoln (Spradley, 198G¥ré¢o this combination of methodological
techniques as bricolage:

the qualitative researcher as bricoleur or makejuidfs uses the aesthetic and

material tools of his or her craft, deploying whagiestrategies, methods, or empirical

materials are at hand. If new tools or techniquesho be invented, or pieced

together, then the researcher will do this. (p. 4)

Each of the embedded methodologies utilized aedlpriescribed, elaborating on my

rationale for their use. Their application to mydst is explicated thereafter.

Hermeneutic Phenomenology

Hermeneutic phenomenology “aims at gaining a deepéerstanding of the nature
or meaning of our everyday experiences” (2011 & systematic methodology for
unveiling and describing “the internal meaning stwes of lived experience” (p.10). It thus,
focuses on meaning rather than statistical relatiggs among variables or frequency and its
intent is to explicate meanings as we live therauneveryday existence, our “lifeworld” (p.
10). This approach was appropriate for my studiyveas interested in understanding the

phenomenon of shared leadership as it was expeddmncWestern Protestant house church
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members and its perceived and experienced rel&ipmsth the engagement of these
individuals. As already underscored, the contextadlnature of leadership lends itself to a
localized exploration of its enactment in particidattings (Van Manen, 1990, p. 9).
Hermeneutic phenomenology guided such an explordtiat was interested in
understanding how individuals and church membees@®up experienced and gave
meaning to shared leadership and enabled me tceamsysecond research question,
namely: How do church members, in Western Protesiause church settings where shared
leadership is practiced, describe their lived eigoee with shared leadership and member

engagement?

Ethnography

While phenomenology was the best suited methoddimggetting at the lived
experience of individuals, it does not always alfowthe researcher to “observe activities
and infer meanings not in the awareness of paatitgs (Kezar, 2009). Ethnography,
however, with its emphasis on participant obseovatprovides a means for doing so and
provides the researcher an opportunity to bettderstand the context and culture in which
the individuals are participating (Moustakas, 19943).

Culture for the purposes of this study was defiagd‘the knowledge people use to
generate and interpret social behavior. This kndgaes learned and, to a degree, shared”
(Moustakas, 1994). Spradley (Spradley & McCurdy88,9%. 12) identifies the church and its
leaders as a particular cultural scene or settiagttolds its own shared knowledge set. In the
previous chapter, | described the developmentettiared knowledge set regarding
leadership throughout church history. Thus, it segtappropriate to utilize an approach that

would guide my exploration of the house churchragatance of the cultural setting of the
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Western Protestant Church and the practice of dieaglership, and its relationship with
member engagement therein. Ethnography is a meligylthat would facilitate such study,
as it is “the work of describing a culture” (197%his approach shifts the focus from the
researcher as an outside observer to one of disnguée insider’s point of view. The use of
cultural ethnography shaped this study as a “syatierattempt to understand the knowledge
a group of people have learned and are using narg their behavior” (Spradley, 1979, p.
3) and enabled me to address my first researchignesamely: How do participants
describe the particular setting of Western Protgdtause churches, and how does this
setting facilitate the practices of shared leadprahd member engagement?.

Inquiry Procedures and Methods Choices

Discussion on ensuing methods choices, in the fifrparticipant selection, data
collection and analysis, and study findings, wtifeand dissemination follow and continue
to reflect the embeddedness of these two methomslegthin the paradigm chosen. Finally,
these methods choices are framed by issues otyoaligoodness’ of the study—in the
form of criteria of trustworthiness and authenyicd brief description of how they were

addressed and satisfied in this study is provided.

Site Selection

Initially it was not yet clear how many sites wouldd necessary to illuminate thick
description and an understanding of the phenomehfsehared leadership in the particular
setting of Western Protestant house churches irdaéstern state in the United States. |
determined to begin with two sites. However, upgpl@ration of the two sites | discovered
that these sites seemed to have very differenesgpmns of shared leadership and

engagement. Thus, | decided to explore a thirdisiteder to inform a richer picture of the
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various expressions in house churches. Sites vedreted based on their use of shared
leadership as defined by Pearce and Conger (Sprdde9, p. 3):

a dynamic, interactive influence process amongviddals in groups for which

the objective is to lead one another to the achmere of group or organizational

goals or both. This influence process involves peelateral, influence and at

other times involves upward or downward hierardhicffuence. (p. 1)
In order to find churches which were practicingrelddeadership to this extent, | began by
looking for house churches which tended to utihared leadership (2003). In order to
identify house churches that might serve as paksites, | first looked for local networks of
house churches via the internet. Several netwogke weadily available so | identified house
churches within proximity to my location. | contadtseveral house churches and received
two phone calls back initially. One church was vieegitant to let me attend under the
premise of my research; the other was very welcgraimd open. Thus, | started attending
the church that was receptive. Soon after | wagdadvo a prayer meeting that included
several house churches in the area. This inclusiooduced me to other possible sites from
which | chose my next two sites. In order to bduded, sites had to meet three criteria (1)
Shared leadership must be the leadership styleéigedcBased on the definition above,
shared leadership was identified by the involvenoémbultiple individuals in the activities
of the church characterized by “dynamic, interaeiiMluence” (Viola, 2008). Examples of
criterion included: every member having the freedorshare, pray, or suggest songs in
gatherings as they felt led, and give suggestibosiafuture activities that the church would
participate in. Church members were asked to aorifirat they believed shared leadership
was the leadership style utilized in the churchuseochurches might have an individual or

multiple individuals who facilitated gatheringshowst the gatherings in their home. This

practice did not exclude them from the study. Rathe presence of shared leadership was
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predominantly gaged by whether shared leadershgptia which facilitated the gatherings
and was acknowledged as such by the church men{Bgihe house church must have at
least 5 adult members, to allow for extended mernbecking. And (3), the house church
must have had regular gatherings, at least onagef \o illustrate an embedded, enacted
culture reflective of the Western Protestant Chuneti leadership practices within this
setting.

Once the practice of shared leadership had bedmrroed in the setting, | discussed
my project with the group or an identified gatekeren all sites, | was then given the
opportunity to present my project to the group eegliest permission to use the site. Signed

permission was gained prior to any participantala (please see Appendix B).

Participant Selection

Participant selection emerged following my initaientation and overview of the
site. The plan was to first immerse myself in tharch by attending their weekly gatherings
and familiarizing myself with the setting. This exggnce informed participant selection. |
kept detailed field notes and compiled research aosetm inform and keep record of my
decisions throughout the process. It was not d¢legally how participants would be selected
or how many would be selected. However, selectias guided by the following principles
of naturalistic inquiry as suggested by Lincoln &uba (Pearce & Conger, 2003, p. 1):

Sample in a way that maximizes the scope and rahiggormation obtained; hence

sampling is not representative but contingent andils—each element sampled

depending on the characteristics of all the prewpdlements, and no element being

identified until its predecessor elements have héentified and, so far as possible,
tapped. (p. 224)
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Additionally, sampling was expanded until satunatieas reached as evidenced by
redundancy of information in observation notes ismerview transcripts. This emergent
process of participant selection is described below

After some time in the orientation phase, it becafear that it would be beneficial to
interview the couple who seemed to be the foundatalysts for site one and to interview
them together. This approach was decided for skreaaons: 1) It seemed that building and
facilitating as house church was a joint adventarg¢he two of them; 2) Because of the
importance on family and fellowship in the housearch setting, | decided to invite them
over for dinner and then interview them; and 3)dught that there would be more rapport
and openness if | interviewed this way and includgchusband. Including my husband
allowed for significant peer checking, as he haske® as a pastor for 10 years. His
experience and insight enabled important dialogukraflection between the two of us. |
checked with the Institutional Review Board andrfduhat | did not need to make any
changes to my protocol in order to conduct intewvgién this way. This first interview
conducted in this manner was successful and engedmrae to do likewise in site two.

Within site one, the interview with the foundingupde helped me gain an
understanding of their background and the foundatiprinciples of a house church from
their perspective. As such, | decided that | wamtediterview another participant to see how
her perspective diverged/converged. | thus chosthanindividual because she was what |
would consider a middle-of-the-road participant—pheicipated some but not excessively
during the weekly gatherings. She had, howevem bemlved for a longtime and was very
close to the founders. | next decided it wouldrideresting to get a perspective from

someone who was not as close, and as a resulsé @rther couple in the same house
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church because of their involvement in house cregdefore and their mention that they
might be interested in starting their own; | assdrieey would have some developed
experiences and opinions.

| approached interviews in site two with the saraigrn as site one. | had already
decided to ask an individual to be a participamtose she was a teenager who was very
participative and | thought she would provide dettdnt lived perspective considering her
age. | also interviewed the couple whom it seenaedifated the gathering, as in site one.
This couple asked if they could bring their teensge along for the interview which |
welcomed since this would allow me to gain anoffegspective, and one from a young
person. The final participant from site three wlassen because she was new to the house
church all together. She had only attended siteawandful of times, and then stopped
attending. | hoped that she would be able to pmeaidivergent perspective since she seemed
dissatisfied or uncomfortable with the house chparid had thus stopped attending.

In site three, | interviewed the founder, but dedido interview him alone because by
this point, | was approaching saturation and teltduld be more valuable to go deeper with
him. While | had found the interviews with coupiesy insightful—because of their shared
journey—I also noticed that interviewing more tleare person at a time could limit the
depth of the interview. In listening to intervieecordings, | noticed points where one
participant was almost cut off by the other, whichited depth of discussion. Thus, for site
three, at which stage | was beginning to find tthges of the phenomena and culture under
study, interviewing individuals seemed more benafidMy final interview participant was
selected because she was newer to this group, wthelhwise seemed to be pretty

established. Overall, | conducted eight interviewith twelve participants. This provided me
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with a substantial amount of data to analyze amdpawe with my observation and interview

field notes, and artifacts.

Data Collection Procedures

Data collection occurred in three phases as guigethturalistic inquiry:
(1)“orientation and overview,” (2)“focused explamat,” and (3)“member check” (1985).
Additionally, four methods of data collection werged: () in depth interviews; (b)
participant observations; (c) document analysed;(dha quantitative survey. First, some
discussion is provided regarding the four typedaif collection methods, which draw from
naturalistic inquiry and the embedded methodologfdsermeneutic phenomenology and
ethnography. Then, the three phases of data doleate outlined with detailed explanation
of the methods | used. Table 13 provides an overviethe data collection methods and
phases that were utilized and the correspondingadetogical perspectives that drive each.

Table 13 Matrix Depicting the Data Collection Methods andaRes Utilized in this Study
and the Corresponding Driving Methodological Persipess

The Four Data Collection Methods
In-Depth | Participant | Document | Quantitative
Interviews | Observation | Analysis Survey
Phase 1: X X Key:
s Orientation (NI, E) (NI, HP, E) NI= Naturalistic
8 |and Inquiry
8 Overview
g g | Phase 2. X X X HP=
o & | Focused (NI, HP) (NI, E) (NI, HP, E) Hermeneutic
8 % | Exploration Phenomenology
= Phase 3: X X
2 Member (NI, HP) (NI) E= Ethnography
(= .
Checking
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Data collection methodsWhile all three qualitative methods of data cdilet that
were utilized (in depth interviews, participant ebstion, and document analysis) were
guided by principles from hermeneutic phenomenolagycoln & Guba, 1985, pp. 235-
236) and ethnographic inquiry (Van Manen, 1990}, itlterview process predominantly
drew from phenomenology and participant observatioom ethnography. In the interview
process, hermeneutic phenomenology emphasizesigatipersonal life stories with a
limited number of unstructured questions (Spradl®y,9; Spradley & McCurdy, 1988). The
goal is to come to know meaning and to make sehegperience: “the interviewer seeks to
understand what it meats beas it shows up or reveals itself through storyaii\Manen,
1990). The researcher attempts to gather:

here-and-now constructions of persons, eventsjiges, organizations, feelings,

motivations, claims, concerns, and other entitiespnstructions of such entities as

experienced in the past; [and] projections of serttities as they are expected to be

experienced in the future. (Vandermause & Flem2g,1, p. 369)

Thus the data collection interview becomes a caatemal dialogue that is open,
unstructured, and flexible (Lincoln & Guba, 1985268).

Participant observation is the process of engaiginige activities of a social situation
and in addition observing the activities, peopte] physical aspects of the situation
(Vandermause & Fleming, 2011). This data collectimethod serves to give the researcher
the opportunity to “learn firsthand how the actiafigsesearch participants correspond to
their words; see patterns of behavior; experieheaunexpected, as well as the expected; and
develop a quality of trust with your others thattivates them to tell you what otherwise
they might not” (Spradley, 1980).

The emphasis in ethnographic participant obsemasi@lso placed on the

importance of remaining close to the situation wisimultaneously maintaining the ability to
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hermeneutically reflect on the meanings of theasitun (Glesne, 1999, p. 43). Cultural
ethnography embraces a dualistic approach in tismof understanding: “Because culture
is about meaning, ethnography requires elicitirggitisiders’ views...However, because
insiders cannot articulate the tacit levels ofwdf the ethnographer must also observe from
an outsiders’ perspective to make visible the ibles (Van Manen, 1990).

Documents are an available, stable, and rich safrcgormation (Anderson-Levitt,
2006, p. 285). This method of data collection inesl obtaining documents and records
appropriate for a study and analyzing and intenpgethe data obtained from them (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985, p. 277). Documents potentially previdistorical, demographic, and
sometimes personal information” that might otheeAbe unavailable (Schwandt, 2001). The
main source of artifacts available to me was eg@miimunications shared amongst house
church members at each site. They included mea@nemail lists so | was privy to their
communication about upcoming gatherings, planrmngequests for prayer. There were also
some handouts given at the gatherings that | wiastalzollect. | catalogued each artifact,
unitized them, and created a spreadsheet of drtifames for each site (please see Appendix
C).

In order to extend member checking and accumuiffereht data kinds for a more
informed and fuller picture, it was determined thahultiple methods strategy would be
beneficial. Thus, a quantitative survey was degigne use as a member checking device.
The survey’s utility to my study is illuminated hyncoln and Guba (1985):

If the human instrument has been used extensiuedailier stages of inquiry, so that

an instrument can be constructed that is groundeéeta that the human instrument

has produced...such an instrument might have uttlityirovide an easy way to
obtain member checks from a fairly large sampleespondents. (p. 239)
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As such, the survey served to be descriptive afodnration-verifying, and was generated
from the findings from the other qualitative datdlection methods. The survey utilized will
be discussed in more detail, when | describe Phiasemy data collection, below.

The four data collection methods described aboweiged a holistic picture of the
experience of shared leadership in the particuldu@al setting of a house church. The three
phases of naturalistic inquiry as described belowled the use of these selected data
collection methods.

Data collection phasesOnce permission from the church was obtained, the
orientation and overview phase (Phase I) commericadiliarity with the site was attained
through participant observations—attending andig@péting in the weekly gatherings of the
church, and informal conversations with church mersbDetailed field notes were gathered
based on these observations (Glesne, 1999, plt ¥8)s anticipated that | would function
predominantly as a participant during the churdhgangs and would have to compile field
notes following the gathering, as it might be inampiate to take notes during the meeting.
This proved true and as Spradley (1980) suggektgherated condensed notes as soon as
possible, then shortly after expanded these cordemstes to include details that | may have
not been able to record in the moment. Finallyetaited reflexive journal was kept
throughout the process capturing my thoughts aelihfgs in regards to methodological
decisions and personal reflections. Lincoln and &{1985) suggested that the journal have
three sections: (1) “the daily schedule and logsstif the study,” (2) “a personal diary,” and
(3)"a methodological log” (p. 327). | kept a refiea journal detailing my thoughts and
processes on shaping this study and continued $o @mce | began the data collection.

Some document analyses also took place duringlizse.
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Phase | (orientation and overview) informed thedton, focus, and subsequent
design of the proceeding inquiry. In accordancd waturalistic inquiry (1985) and
ethnographic methodology (Lincoln & Guba, 1985§ structure of interviews and future
observations emerged from this phase. Likewiss,glocess was intended to help me
determine which participants and how many partitipavould be appropriate for focused
exploration through in-depth interviews. | comptetgpproximately 70 hours of observation
between April and December 2013 amongst the thteg s

Phase IlI, focused exploration, was enacted thrauglepth interviews with
participants who were identified and selected basethe observations of Phase | and
continued participant observations. As participavese selected for interviews they were
asked to give their consent by completing the miea consent letter included in Appendix B
and were told that the focus of the research wasesgheadership and church member
engagement, allowing them time to think about tkgeeience more deeply (Spradley, 1980).
Giving participants the opportunity beforehandhimk about the study topic allowed for
increased description and detail in their respansésrview protocols were informed from
my observations and principles of hermeneutic phewlogical interviewing—meaning
that questions were asked in a way that “drawshaustory without leading the participant
into a set answer” (Vandermause & Fleming, 2011jesfions included:

1) Based on your experience, how would you describ& wimeans to be a member

in a house church where shared leadership is peai@iAnd why?

2) Based on your experience, how would you describat wimeans to be an

engaged member in a house church? And why?

Following the first few interviews, | added quesisovhich would allow me to follow up on
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some themes that began to surface such as famvilgggn the house church, perceived
competition with the traditional church, and théIBias guide for house church form.

The principles of open-ended, unstructured intevgien accordance with naturalistic
inquiry were also followed (Vandermause & Flemig@11, p. 371). Throughout interviews,
| sought to gain assent from participants by qoestg my own understanding periodically
which was accomplished by gently summarizing thi#iggpant’'s comments to test my own
interpretation. This assent is important as my wtdading should be “plausible because it
honors an experience that is genuinely told becatige meaningful representation of
human experience” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This mexrepresents the initial stage of
member checking, explained more thoroughly in Phia&elow. The interviews were audio
recorded to ensure that | had accurately captimeddnversation and to allow for further
analysis. Interviews took place in homes and caftesps and ranged from 45 minutes to two
hours in length.
Following Phase Il, a provisional list of themesnr each interview, ascertained through the
content analysis method described in the next sabes), was emailed to the appropriate
participant(s) with the intent of obtaining confation that | had accurately represented the
data as constructed by the participants. All but participants responded, confirming the
themes. | sent two follow-up emails to the paraeifs that had not responded, seeking their
confirmation, without success.

As underscored, in order to extend member checkmiaccumulate different data
kinds for a more informed and fuller picture, itssdetermined that a multiple methods
strategy would be beneficial. Thus, to facilitdie tnember checking process, a quantitative

survey was designed to gather perceptions fromaag/mMembers in the selected house
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churches as possible which enabled me to answeéhindyresearch question, namely: Can
their (interview participants’) descriptions of séd leadership and member engagement be
used to inform tentative definitions for shareddieship and member engagement which
might be confirmed by other house church members?

Once interviews and field notes were analyzed asrdeed below, a survey was
generated with the hopes of checking and confirmmegnber perceptions of their shared
leadership and church member engagement expeiiretioe Western Protestant house
church setting. The survey was a 15 question, Lik@sed, attitudinal scale with questions
that | designed based on analysis of observatiodsradepth interviews. Appendix D
includes the full survey.

The survey was distributed in one weekend whetehded all three sites. Each site
gave me permission to introduce the survey andilolige it during the regular gathering.
This enabled a high response rate. Following thekesd, | emailed the survey to
individuals who had been absent and received sewen@ completed surveys back. Overall,
31 surveys were completed. Attendance betweerhtke sites was around 40 different
people in a given month so my response rate wasgstr

The measurement reliability of the survey wassgstsing Cronbach’s alpha
(Vandermause & Fleming, 2011, p. 373). The measan¢walidity of the instrument was
tested through peer-checking ensuring that | hiamgated to accurately capture the essence
of shared leadership and church member engagemenipaessed by the participants and
through exploratory factor analysis. The resultthese two tests are included in chapter

four. Having outlined the methods choices for #tigdy in regards to site and participant
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selection, and data collection methods and phésesiext sub section does the same on

methods choices for data analysis.

Data Analysis

Data analysis, an ongoing process, began fromehefirst collection of data and
was open-ended and inductive to inform additionguiry. This choice facilitated “emergent
design, grounding of theory, and emergent struattitater data collection phases” (Gliner,
Morgan, & Leech, 2009).

From the onset, field notes were reviewed andlexige journal was kept to
augment data collection. As soon as the first uiter was completed, the transcription
process began. Upon completing transcription, Itwletough each transcript, reviewing,
commenting, and identifying initial themes. Thaemoved any names and identifiers and
began the unitizing process. This process was tegdéar each interview transcript in the
appropriate sequence. Field notes and artifacts sigrultaneously reviewed, as described
below, to identify emergent themes for each site.

Field notes, interview transcripts, and documergsvanalyzed using the content
analysis technique as described in Lincoln and Guireoln & Guba, 1985, p. 242) which
is based on an adaptation of the constant comparnatethod originally developed by Glaser
& Strauss (1985). This analysis method entails fvoad steps: (a) unitizing the interview
data, or, identifying the individual units that selquently are grouped into themes; (b)
identifying the categories of similar units; (c)timg the emerging themes; and (d)
subdividing the themes into subthemes.

Units were determined based on two characteridicst, each unit should be

heuristic, that is, “aimed at some understandingoone action that the inquirer needs to have
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or to take” (1967). Secondly, units should be tmalest piece of datum that can stand by
itself. Once unitized, datum segments were traresfieio note cards that included a
designation of the particular source, the typeespondent, the site, and the particular data
collection episode (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 34B)e cards were then used to generate
preliminary categories of cards that related tosdu@e content. This process serves to
devise rules that describe category propertiedfaiccan, ultimately, be used to
justify the inclusion of each card that remainsgresd to the category as well as to
provide a basis for later tests of replicabilitydao render the category set internally

consistent. (p. 347)

Detailed operational steps for this process of @aréinalysis are provided in Lincoln
and Guba (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Appendix E inclsidedetailed explanation of the
specific steps | went through to analyze each wig@r as well the process utilized to
triangulate data from my three sources. This peess emergent and was updated at two
points throughout my data analysis. Appendix Fudek a list of initial themes and
Appendix G includes a sample of the triangulatithzed in my analysis.

Throughout the three phases of data collectiondata analysis, | engaged in peer
debriefing and external auditing. Peer debriefsthe process of “exposing oneself to a
disinterested professional peer to ‘keep the imguionest,” assist in developing working
hypotheses, develop and test the emerging desigmlatain emotional catharsis” (Lincoln
& Guba, 1986, p. 77). External auditing, which regsi both the “establishment of an audit
trail and the carrying out of an audit by a competxternal, disinterested auditor” (Lincoln

& Guba, 1986, p. 77) took place using my field soteflexive journal, and interview

transcripts to establish an audit trail verifiablemy advisor as an expert researcher.
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Write-up and Dissemination

Since the teleology of the naturalistic paradightsdar the application of knowledge
gained to “storytelling” (Greene, 1990, p. 228) aedcriptions that “make explicit the
context dependence of relationships” (Mishler, 19%9®), write-up and dissemination is
anticipated to occur in the following ways. Usiihg findings of this study, | hope to prepare
and submit several manuscripts to peer-revieweghgs. One manuscript will focus on the
construction of leadership throughout church higtmtentifying the key points and people
that influenced leadership’s enactment in the Waddeotestant Church. Additional
manuscripts may present an emergent theory ofelhéanship between shared leadership
and engagement, informed by a summary of the fgelof this study. If published, my
findings may serve as a vehicle for change or adilpWestern Protestant church members.

Table 14 below provides an overview summary ancevewof the metaphysics,
paradigm positions, and research design and rettta:gy choices highlighted in the
preceding discussion. It is within these contextwaisiderations, methodological traditions,
and inquiry choices that this study is locatedpiinfed and directed. Following this table is a
discussion of the ensuing quality criteria—in tbenfi of trustworthiness and authenticity—

and how they were met in the conduct of this study.

Quality Indicators

Lincoln and Guba’s parallel methodologic and antiogy/ethical criteria were
adopted as the authenticity and trustworthinessr@inecessary to ensure quality in my
study. Trustworthiness is defined as “how...an ingupersuade]s] his or her audiences
(including self) that the findings of an inquiryeavorth paying attention to, worth taking

account of?” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 290). Autlietty, according to
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Table 14 Overview of the Metaphysics, Paradigm Positionsedech Design and Strategy Choices Informing thagiiry

Guidin

Metaphysical System and Components of theifdlistic Paradigm

Metaphysical Positions and Traditions o
the Guiding Paradigm of Inquiry
(Naturalistic)

f

Supporting Literature

Ontology- What makes for reality (Guba,
1990; Lynham, 2008).

“Realities are multiple, constructed, and holis{icincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 37).

“realities exist in the form of multiple mentalregiructions, socially and experientially basedaloc
and specific, dependent for their form and contenthe persons who hold them”(Guba, 1990, p.
27).

Epistemology- What makes for knowledge
of that reality? What is the relationship
between the knower and the known? (Gu
1990)

“ Knower and known are interactive, inseparableh¢ioln & Guba, 1985, p. 37).

Findings are literally the creation of the procetiteraction between the two.

(Guba, 1990, p. 27)

“Interpretivist knowledge comprises the reconsinrcof intersubjective meanings, the interpretiv
understanding of the meanings humans construcgjimves context and how these meanings
interrelate to form a whole... idiographic” (Greet890, p. 235).

1)

Methodology- How such knowledge is
acquired and accumulated? How should
inquirer go about finding out knowledge?
(Guba, 1990; Lynham, 2008)

The human instrument using qualitative methods geg@&n purposive sampling, inductive data
analysis, grounded theory, and emergent designcéln & Guba, 1985).

Hermeneutic, dialectic — individual constructioms elicited and refined hermeneutically, and
compared and contrasted dialectically, with aing@ferating one/or a few constructions on which
there is substantial consensus.

(Guba, 1990, p. 27)

“naturalistic, field study, ethnographic, subjeetiand grounded theory” (Merriam, 1991, p. 48).

Axiology- How we ought to act in
acquiring, accumulating and applying suc
knowledge? What values guide the choicg
made by researchers in the selection,
conduct and dissemination of inquiry and
outcomes? (Guba, 1990; Lynham, 2008)

Inquiry is influenced by the inquirer, the choidgparadigm, the substantive theory, values of the
context, and should demonstrate congruence (vasenance) (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
“generates working hypotheses that are connectetb rzopriori theory but to a context-specific,
often emergent inquiry problem, which may or mayb®informed by existing knowledge”
(Greene, 1990, p. 236).

Looks at process rather than outcomes or proditasriam, 1991, p. 49).

Teleology- To what end ought we apply
such knowledge and who gets to say?

(Guba, 1990; Lynham, 2008)

“storytelling” (Greene, 1990, p. 228).
Formulate generalizations that “make explicit tbatext dependence of relationships” (Mishler,

1979, p. 9).
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Table 14 Continued

Guiding Metaphysical System and Components of theifdlistic Paradigm

Inquiry Characteristics and Definition

Necessargdtices to Enact Characteristics

Inquiry Aim- What are the goals of the
knowledge we seek? (Lynham, 2008)

Consensus; recovery of integrative values (De&@1p
Understanding; reconstruction (Guba & Lincoln, 2005

Goodness/Quality Criteria- What are the
requirements of goodness/quality of the
inquiry, and what must be done to ensure
that they are met? (Lynham, 2008)

Trustworthiness and authenticity including catafgstaction (Guba & Lincoln, 2005)
Transferability (Greene, 1990)

Voice- Whose ‘voice’ constitutes the
narration of the discoveries of inquiry?
(Lynham, 2008)

Stakeholders as collaborators (Greene, 1990)

Training- What expertise is necessary to
conduct the inquiry and prepare the
researcher? (Lynham, 2008)

Resocialization; qualitative and quantitative; tiigt values of altruism, empowerment and liberation

(Guba & Lincoln, 2005)

Inquirer Posture- How ought the researchg
approach the inquiry process? (Lynham,
2008)

le

Knower and known are interactive, inseparable (@ze&990, p. 234). “Conversational dialogue.].

and exchange of language emerges/evolves as ttaivartext is co-created between the researc
and the participant” (1985). “The central aim dfreigraphy is to understand another way of life
from the native’s point of view...rather than studyimeople, ethnography means learning from
people” (Vandermause & Fleming, 2011, p. 369).

“Passionate participant” as facilitator of multiweireconstruction (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p.113)

her

Ethics- guidelines followed to “respect the
rights, needs, values, and desires of the
informants” (Spradley, 1980, p. 3).

Mutual respect, noncoercion and nonmanipulatiod,sapport for democratic values and
institutions (House, 1990).

“the researcher and the researched maintain ancimgi dialogue and negotiation. There should b
reciprocity of benefit in every study. When a resbar benefits, the participants should

ea

too”(Creswell, 2009, p. 198) .
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Table 14 Continued

Guiding Metaphysical System and Components of theifdlistic Paradigm

Research Desig: How the | Research Questior- The questions asked | Two qualitative questions and one quantitative tioegas noted below) guided this study.

research study will be during the inquiry process and which focus | However, the one qualitative question is derivednfia hermeneutic phenomenology lens
designed in order to most | and guide the study in terms of design, and the other from an ethnography lens which gudgd collection and analysis for these
elegantly study the conduct, and subsequent action (Lynham, | two questions.

phenomenon/a being studigd2008).
(Lynham, 2008).

Research Procedur- A definitive and Data collectior occurred in three phases as guided by naturailigtigry: (1)“orientation
complete statement of the plan, structure, apénd overview,” (2)“focused exploration,” and (3¥mber check” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985,
strategy of investigation necessary to p. 166). The methodological traditions of hermeitepihenomenology and ethnography were
conduct/carry and meet the inquiry aim/s andembedded in these inquiry procedures. Doing soleddbe thorough address of the
ideals (Lynham, 2008). particular inquiry genre of each research question.
Research Strategie: the Data Collection 1.(a) in depth interviews, | Research Question 1 (an| Research Question 2 (a
inquiry methods to be used Data Analysis (b) participant observations, ethnographic question): | hermeneutic phenomenological
(Lynham, 2008). Write-up, Dissemination, and and (c) document analyseg. How do participants question): How do church
Evaluation 2. Constant comparative | describe the particular members, in Western Protestant
.g method by Glaser & Strausssetting of Western house church settings where
I (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, pp.| Protestant house churchesshared leadership is practiced,
T 235-236), adapted for and how does this setting| describe their lived experience
3 naturalistic paradigm by facilitate the practices of | with shared leadership and
Lincoln and Guba (1985) | shared leadership and engagement?
3. Publication of findings in engagement?
hope of generating catalytic
and tactical authenticity.

Data Collection 1.To facilitate the member | Research Question 3 (a descriptive quantitativestiprg: Can
Data Analysis checking process, a their descriptions form tentative definitions férased
Write-up, Dissemination, and guantitative survey was leadership and engagement, which might be confiroyed
Evaluation designed to gather other house church members?

perceptions from members
in the church.

2.Was emergent based on
findings.

3. Publication of findings in
hope of generating catalytic
and tactical authenticity.
Adapted from: EDRM 702, 2011, Susan A. Lynham; Plaeadigm Dialogue by E. G. Guba, 1990; HandbodRudlitative Research, 3rd ed. by N. K. Denzin
and Y. S. Lincoln, 2005, pp. 191-215; Paradigm@oaitroversies, Contradictions, and Emerging Conites, Revisited by Y. S. Lincoln, S. A. Lynham & E.
G. Guba, (2011), pp. 97-128; The Foundations oféd&esearch by M. Crotty, 2003. (1967).

Quantitative
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Lincoln (1990, p. 72), relates to:

the desired ‘states of being’ among respondentsicymants, and

stakeholders.demonstrating levels of understanding and sophistic, enhanced

ability of above to take action during and afteguiry, and to negotiate on behalf of
themselves and their own interests in the pubkoar
Categories of quality criteria are expanded updavibe

The trustworthiness of a study is demonstratedutjiiadherence to the following
four criteria: credibility, transferability, depealility, and confirmability. Credibility is
demonstrated through two tasks: “first, carry dwt inquiry in such a way that the
probability that the findings will be found to beedible is enhanced and, second demonstrate
the credibility of the findings by having them apped by the constructors of the multiple
realities being studied” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985296). Techniques for ensuring credibility
include: prolonged engagement, persistent observgbeer debriefing, negative case
analysis, and member checks.

Transferability is demonstrated by providing sigraht descriptive data so that future
inquirers might accumulate empirical evidence alvoutextual similarity. This criterion is
satisfied through thick descriptions and narratiegeloped out of the context.

The final two criteria, dependability and confirnildip, rely on one another.
Dependability is the process of seeking “meansdking into account both factors of
instability and factors of phenomenal or desigruceti change” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.
299). In regards to confirmability, it is not reeu that the investigator be objective, rather
the emphasis is on the characteristics of the @atth, dependability and confirmability, are
accomplished through an external auditor. The aateuditor “examine[s] the process of

the inquiry, and in determining its acceptability tauditor attests to the dependability of the

inquiry. The inquiry auditor also examines the pag—the data, findings, interpretations,
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and recommendations—and attests that it's suppbstethta and is internally coherent”
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 318) thereby attestingdofirmability. Table 15 shows how the
applicable trustworthiness criteria were met its gtudy.

Authenticity ensures that the practices engageshththe design and conduct of the
study and subsequent use of methods limn with #é@physics of the paradigm. Four such
criteria need to be satisfied to this end: ontalabgauthenticity, educative authenticity,
catalytic authenticity, and tactical authenticifyable 16 provides an overview of these

authenticity criteria, and how they were satisfiedny study.

Summary of Methodology

The emergent nature of naturalistic inquiry, anthaf study, is underscored by the
“bricolage” approach encouraged by Denzin and Um¢011). The investigator utilizing
the naturalist paradigm must adapt and integratédbls or techniques at their disposal to
respond most appropriately to the inquiry at haktd, as new data are collected and
analyzed, they must be assessed and evaluatefdmmiproceeding inquiry. The design and
development of this inquiry was emergent. The comfon of the methodologies
(hermeneutic phenomenology and ethnography) embeddae paradigm of naturalist
inquiry seemed to be that best suited to explatiegived experience of Western Protestant
church members with the phenomenon of shared Ighigeand member engagement, while
acknowledging and assessing the distinct cultutbeparticular setting | was choosing to
explore, namely, house churches. This approachnuat to be updated and refined, as my
immersion in the study informed my inquiry process.

In addition, the emergent nature of this researab @riven by the desire to find the

shared constructions of the lived phenomenon irctiméext of Western Protestant house
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Table 15 Research Strategies, Corresponding Research Qussfitethods Choices and the Meeting of TrustwaesrCriteria

church members?

Corresponding Research Methods Applicable Criteria of| Defined Techniques for Meeting Applicable How this Study will Utilize Techniques
Questions Choices Trustworthiness Criteria and Therefore Meet Applicable Criterial
Research Question 2 (a Interviews & | Credibility Member checks-“continuous, informal testingrhroughout interviews, | gained assent iy
hermeneutic phenomenological | document of information by soliciting reactions of gently summarizing the participant’s
question): How do church analysis respondents to the investigators comments to test my interpretation
members, in Western Protestan reconstruction of what he or she has been
church settings where shared told” (Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 77).
leadership is practiced, describe
their lived experience with shared Prolonged engagement- “lengthy and Interviews were lengthy
leadership and member intensive contact with the phenomena (or
engagement? respondents in the field)” (Lincoln & Guba,
1986, p. 77).
,g Negative case analysis-Actively searching fof reviewed interview transcripts and
§ “negative instances relating to developing | documents to inform insights and update
e insights and adjusting the latter continuouslyproceeding interview questions as needed.
8, until no further negative instances are found”
(Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 77).
Research Question 1 (an Participant Credibility Negative case analysis | reviewed field notes and documents to
ethnographic question): observation & inform insights and update proceeding
How do participants describe the document exploration.
particular setting of Western analysis
Protestant house churches, and
how does this setting facilitate Persistent observation- “in-depth pursuit of| Ongoing participation in and observation
the practices of shared leadership those elements found to be especially salien{70+ hours of observation) of the house
and member engagement? through prolonged engagement” (Lincoln & church gatherings was informed by othe
Guba, 1986, p. 77). data collection sources.
o Research Question 3 (a Grounded Credibility Member checks Survey served as a meaoheck with an
> | quantitative question): Can their| survey, extended group the perceptions gathered
E descriptions form tentative generating and interpretation generated through
€ | definitions for shared leadershig descriptive participant observation, interviews, and
g and member engagement, which statistics document analysis.
O | might be confirmed by other
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Table 15 Continued

Corresponding Research Methods Applicable Criteria of | Defined Techniques for Meeting Applicablel How this Study Utilized Techniqueg
Questions Choices Trustworthiness Criteria and Therefore Met Applicable
Criteria
All three research questions All three Credibility Triangulation — “mode of improving the Triangulation occurred through
methods probability that findings and interpretations wijllmethods (participant observation,

be found credible” by comparing findings wit
findings from other sources, methods,
investigators, or theories (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, p. 305).

interviews, document analysis), and
sources (multiple individuals, myself
as a participant, and documents).
Information gathered through each
method or source was assessed and
informed in comparison to the other
methods and source.

Peer debriefing- “exposing oneself to a
disinterested professional peer to ‘keep the
inquirer honest,’ assist in developing working
hypotheses, develop and test the emerging
design, and obtain emotional catharsis”
(Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 77).

This happened through conversations
with my advisor and with another
colleague who is in the same
dissertation process.

Transferability

Thick Description- narrative developed out of
the context so that judgments about the degr!
of fit or similarity may be made by others whg
may wish to apply all or part of the findings
elsewhere (Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 77).

Thick description was gathered from
eparticipant observations and
document analyses. | strove to take
notes with great detail.

Dependability

External audit- requires both thetdbshment

of an audit trail and the carrying out of an auditauditor ensuring that the process |

by a competent external, disinterested audito
(Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 77).

My advisor served as the external

r'was following was appropriate

Confirmability

External audit

My advisor servedthe external
auditor ensuring that the product (data
and reconstructions) were appropriate

Triangulation

Triangulation of my methods and
sources, as mentioned, served as
confirmation that my findings are
legitimate

Reflexive journal

A detailed reflexive journal wiespt
throughout the process capturing my
thoughts and feelings in regards to
methodological decisions and

personal reflections.
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Table 16 Integration of Metaphysical Characteristics oftalist Inquiry with Necessary Authenticity Crit@and How They Will

Be Met in this Study

Metaphysical Metaphysics of Corresponding Authenticity Criteria How this Studet these Criteria
Characteristics of Naturalistic Inquiry
Inquiry

Ontology- What makes
for reality? (Guba,
1990; Lynham, 2008)

“realities exist in the
form of multiple
mental constructions,
socially and
experientially based,
local and specific,
dependent for their
form and content on
the persons who hold
them”(Guba, 1990, p.
27).

Ontological authenticity- “heightened awarene
of one’s own constructions and assumptions,
manifest and unspoken” (Lincoln, 1990, p. 72)

sAllowing participants to read and review the

and will serve to heighten their awareness
about their own and others’ constructions an

Educative authenticity- “increased awareness
appreciation of constructions of other
stakeholders” (Lincoln, 1990, p. 72).

aragsumptions. Likewise, the dialectical proces
of going back and forth in conversation with
participants and possible multiple interviews
adided in the creation of a shared
understanding.

study findings and possible publications servied

Axiology- How we
ought to act in
acquiring, accumulating
and applying such
knowledge? What
values guide the
choices made by
researchers in the
selection, conduct and
dissemination of
inquiry and its
outcomes? (Guba,
1990; Lynham, 2008)

Inquiry is influenced
by the inquirer, the

) choice of paradigm,

the substantive theory
values of the context,
and should
demonstrate
congruence (value-
resonance) (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985).

Teleology- To what end
ought we apply such
knowledge and who
gets to say? (Guba,
1990; Lynham, 2008)

“storytelling” (Greene,
1990, p. 228).
Formulate
generalizations that
“make explicit the
context dependence o
relationships”
(Mishler, 1979, p. 9).

Catalytic authenticity- “the prompt to action
generated by inquiry efforts” (Lincoln, 1990, p.
72).

Tactical authenticity- “the ability to take action,
to engage the political arena on behalf of ones
or referent stakeholder/participant group”
(Lincoln, 1990, p. 72).

Write-up of the findings in the following
anticipated ways: one manuscript will focus ¢
the construction of leadership throughout
church history, identifying the key points and
people that influenced leadership’s enactme
elh the Western Protestant Church. Additional
manuscripts may present a theory of the
relationship between shared leadership and

study. If published, my findings may serve ag
vehicle for change or action by Western
Protestant Church members.
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churches that became evident over time. Guba ambla (1985, 1986) explained: “those who
inhabit a particular context, come to a consenbositats nature” (p. 9). However this consensus
is not a finalized construction at any point inéinmstead divergent information is sought from
participants and “the immediate and continual pitey of information” (p. 244) is used to
construct emergent concepts and inform reconstmgtil was in a continual process of
exploration, seeking clarification of consensuainfeergent) and divergent thinking, using each
new piece of information to inform subsequent regteand enable further exploration and
understanding.

This chapter has described the methodology (indése the embedded methodologies of
hermeneutic phenomenology and ethnography) that utdized for this study consistent with
the guidelines presented by Lincoln and Guba (18&9pcating the study within the
naturalistic paradigm. It has also provided claaftion of and justification for the subsequent
methods choices and why they were considered mppsogriate to this study. Details on such
choices—including participant selection, site sitet; data collection and analysis, write-up and
dissemination—were also provided. Finally, thessgteand implementation choices were
considered against the two categories of qualitgrta—trustworthiness and authenticity—and

a brief description of how each set was satisfrethis study was provided.
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CHAPTER FOUR: REPORT ON FINDINGS

This study aimed to undertake an exploration afi ltlee culture and the phenomenon of
selected Western Protestant house churches in ahedstern stafein hopes of unearthing how
shared leadership and member engagement manitbstedelves. What emerged was a rich
picture of small groups of individuals participaim purposeful expressions of their faith. In
order to convey my findings to the reader, thispteawill address my research questions as
follows.

4. How do participants describe the particular settwlgere shared leadership is practiced,
and how does this setting seem to interact with tregagement as house church
members? (a descriptive ethnographic question)

5. How do church members, in Western Protestant housech settings where shared
leadership is practiced, describe their lived eigmere with shared leadership and
member engagement? (a hermeneutic phenomenologiestion)

6. Can their descriptions of shared leadership andlmee@ngagement be used to inform
tentative definitions for shared leadership and imemengagement which might be
confirmed by other members of the selected housechks? (a descriptive quantitative
guestion)

My first research question was aimed at gathermgralerstanding of the particular culture

of house churches. Richly describing the culturthéoreader establishes a framework upon
which to answer my other two questions. Thus, Raut this chapter will include discussion of

those cultural pieces that were similar acrosthadle sites and the ensuing relationships with

* Again, this very localized context should be assdmhen | refer to the house churches or the
selected house churches examined in this inquiry
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member engagement and shared leadership. Whitaithee of the selected house churches will
be explored separately, it should be noted asisdggure 13 below that the culture is one
manifestations of the phenomenon of the selectedéohurches. As such, the ways in which
the culture illuminates the essence of the phenomeuill be discussed in the summary of Part
A. Then, Part B will address my second questiontardnanifestations (of the essence) of the
phenomenon of the selected house churches. Thisvledraw on structuration theory and
engagement theory provided in chapter two. Nexttmrg research question in Part C will
facilitate reporting of the quantitative survey adistered. Finally, the qualitative (research
guestion one and two) and quantitative (researelstopn three) data will be cumulated to
provide a modified version of the theory of shdestlership as applicable to this particular
context. Figure 13 is provided as a visual sumnoéthis chapter showing that the phenomenon
of the selected Western Protestant house churshisminated via the culture and the

manifestations (of the essence) of this phenomenon.

The Phenome

Figure 13 Visual summary of the findings regarding the mimeanon of the selected Western
Protestant house churches.

134



Finally, the phenomenon is elucidated via the gtetite member checking and cumulated data.

Part A: The Culture of the Selected House Churches

As mentioned in chapter three, while phenomenolsglye best suited methodology for
getting at the lived experience of individualssthpproach does not always allow the researcher
to “observe activities and infer meanings not ia #lwareness of participants” (1985).
Ethnography, however, with its emphasis on paricipbservation, provides a means for doing
so and allows the researcher an opportunity t@batiderstand the context and culture in which
the individuals are participating (Moustakas, 19943). This approach shifted the focus from
the researcher as an outside observer (the espgaive) to one of discovering the insider’s
point of view (emic perspective). The use of etlraphy shaped this study as a “systematic
attempt to understand the knowledge a group of lpdtgve learned and are using to organize
their behavior” (Moustakas, 1994) and enabled medtiress my first research question, namely:
How do participants describe the particular settwilgere shared leadership is practiced, and
how does this setting seem to interact with thegagement as house church members?.

Utilizing an ethnographic methodology allowed mélend the etic and emic
perspectives. The emic perspective is that pernsjgewtich is “locally held...of an individual,
group, or institution” (Spradley, 1979, p. 3). Tétec perspective, on the other hand, is generally
afforded through an outsider’s perspective whicabées one to “uncover rule-governed
behaviors, norms of interaction, and complex skdtsgroups or activities previously
unacknowledged, unsanctioned, or thought of inrelgtdifferent ways” (Heath & Street, 2008,

p. 44). So while my second research question (ahgqivom hermeneutic phenomenology)
directed me to gather the perspectives of housecklinsiders,” the addition of the

ethnographic perspective allowed me to identifygras, norms or behaviors that might not be
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visible to those who have been deeply involvedhedroup for some time. Thus, the analysis
that emerges from this portion of my research ctgl@onsidered a blend of “assumptions
about perceptions or intent on the part of groumivers as well as the ethnographer’s [my]
background knowledge of related literatures and ygsearch” (Heath & Street, 2008, p. 43). As
such, while this section does draw from participaterviews, it draws most heavily from my
participant observations.

This section will answer my first, and ethnographgsearch question by providing rich
description of the culture of house churches. SthéHeath & Street, 2008) work on
organizational culture and McLuhan’s (1964) introtilon of the medium as the message will
enable my analysis, seeking to identify the undeglyalues and beliefs that are present in the
house church culture. First, the visible piecethefculture (the mediums, artifacts, form) will be
discussed along with the values (beliefs or mesgabese pieces reveal. Then, the culture of the
house church as a family will be discussed alorth thie ensuing group dynamics. Finally, the
way in which the culture embodies shared leademshipmember engagement will be
elucidated. Part A of figure 13 above has beenma@d below in figure 14 to provide a visual

summary for this section.

The Artifacts of the Selected House Churches

In form and function, all three sites exemplifiedwudture that would be considered quite
foreign to what one might expect in a typical cliusetting. Most Western Protestant churches
gather weekly in a formal building designed pattcly for the purpose of religious gatherings.
A typical church would have rows of pews or chéasng the front of the room where a few

individuals lead songs, readings or prayers, andige teachings. All three sites where |
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~ Part A: The Culture of the
Selected House Churches
(Research Question 1)

Visible Mediums/Artifacts in the House Church
meeting in homes, fellowship time, physical set up,
flexible structure, centrality of the Bible, andrfidy

Reflective of these Values

Relationship amongst members,
participation from members, and reliance pn
the Bible

Facilitates or Embodies
shared leadership and member
engagement

<
<

///////////

Figure 14 Visual summary of the culture of the selectedshaunurches.
attended gathered in homes where the physicalpsetsuvell as the activities that took place,
were quite different from a traditional church. Asegan to review my field notes and analyze
my findings, what became apparent was the rolethigathosen church form plays in the culture
that is created or espoused. House church membadmnhade purposeful choices or possibly
unconscious choices to create or participate imuaah form that was very different than that of
the traditional church. And these changes in fanpacted the way their faith was experienced
and expressed. One participant explained,
| always go back to what we talked about earlyrothe early years that its life before
form instead of the other way around. Its not famal then you try to bring life into it. Its
life and then you bring some form to that life amdgen you think about that, that's the
total difference. To me, that’s the difference inushell. (IP2, 2012, #4, p. 1)

Particularly, when | contrasted the form of thalitianal church to the house church, | began to

see how the form changed, and resultant cultureshaliere representative of the theological or
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philosophical values the members held. This obserwvarompted me to explore McLuhan’s
(1964) assertion that the medium (or the formhesrmessage and Schein’s (2004) work on
organizational culture.

Schein (2004) explained that there are three $evietulture,

these levels range form the very tangible overtifeatations that one can see and feel to

the deeply embedded, unconscious, basic assumptiarisetween these layers are

various espoused beliefs, values, norms, and afileshavior that members of the

culture use as a way of depicting the culture &mtbelves and to others. (p. 25)

Thus, examining the visible artifacts of house chuulture along with interview data and
extant literature seemed beneficial in order tavdsame conclusions about the beliefs, values,
and assumptions that these artifacts represented.

Likewise, McLuhan’s (1964) work supported and imied this analysis. Veliquette
(2012) utilized McLuhan’s theories to analyze themomenon of video venue churches with the
specific aim of determining how, if at all, the n&a of the video impacted the message that
was being communicated. His use of McLuhan’s (196ddries and his findings resonated
significantly with what | thought | might be seeimgthe house church.

Commonly in Western Protestant Evangelical cirabe® might hear the axiom that the
message stays the same, but the way (medium) vikegetessage out must always change in
response to a changing culture. However, McLuh864)1 would argue that when you change
the medium, you necessarily and inevitably chahgenessage as well. He asserted that the
medium is the message, hearkening back to theitaradying “actions speak louder than
words.” McLuhan (2004) asserted that, “It is thedmen that shapes and controls the scale and
form of human association and action. Indeed, éhiy too typical that the ‘content’ of any

medium blinds us to the character of the medium9jpin other words, individuals (or in this

case, churches) are focused on the content andaneaifithe underlying effects of any given
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medium or technology. McLuhan (1964) suggestedftatsing on the content (message) rather
than the effects of the medium are common in theteve mindset.

Veliquette (2012) found that the use of the videghurches was not a neutral medium
and it did in fact impact the reception and intetation of the message in regards to church
attendees. He found that the use of video impaétetevel of engagement from church
members, the quality of the teaching, and the jpeice of the paid pastoral staff, to name a few.
His findings, along with McLuhan’s work, suggesathve could and possibly should take into
consideration how any utilized medium in the chuattbrs the message. In light of this
discussion, it will be beneficial to reflect on tmediums (or in Schein’s (2004) language, the
artifacts) used in the house church and provideesamalysis about how they impacted or
reflected the messages (or values, beliefs, andrggsons) in the house church and thus, created
a particular culture. First, though, some brietdssion about the biblical basis for the house
church form will be discussed. Then, the followmgdiums of the house church will be
discussed: meeting in homes, fellowship time, ttgsfral set up, the flexible structure, and the
study of scripture. I, at times, use form and medinterchangeably although in both cases | am
referring to the tangible expression or activitg ttouse church utilized versus the meaning or
message it connoted. This discussion will draw fraynobservations in all three sites.

The Bible as a guide for form.Several participants explained that the particcldture
they aimed to develop in house churches was actifteof their understanding of the Bible’s
guidelines for the Christian church. While biblicaterpretation leaves much room for debate,
especially in regards to whether and how the Bilfilers guidelines for church structure,
participants suggested that they were trying tédidbieir house church after the examples

provided in the New Testament. One participant @xpld:
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You read Colossians there were house churchedhatid that it was in the beginning

... took out of Colossians 2:2 about how Paul was/img for them to be woven together

in love and that they would really know the Wordlaare for each other. | think that's a

good model... the Bible is number one, that's oudguve don’t want to get away from

that when you look at the end of Colossians itgakout greet so and so in the church
that meets in their home. (IP5, 2012, #454-455, $512)
These descriptions align with some of the houseathliterature, which also suggests that this
model aligns more appropriately with Biblical guides given (Viola, 2008).

While many participants connected their chosemfof church to guidelines or examples
offered in the New Testament, some participantedhtie trouble with the lack of guidelines
offered:

Therein lies a problem. There isn’t a systematig tWado church in the Bible. You can

search scripture and it doesn’t say, ‘meet atttitie, meet on this day’ we could argue

about the Sabbath and Sunday, but the thing isithAicts chapter 2 and 4 at the end of
each it kind of gives out what they were doingh&t beginning of the church. But that’s

also what they did at the beginning. (IP8, 20123¢544, p. 3)

As such, connections and justifications for housgrches from the Bible were neither clear nor
indisputable. However, their decisions about théiomas (or forms) used in the house church
were purposeful and thus reflected and perpetysdedular messages as will be demonstrated
next.

Meeting in homes.House church members from all three sites gatherachome
belonging to one of the church members. Occasgatflerings took them to other locations
(like a neighborhood clubhouse or a park) but tteevgas never an owned or rented building.
Conversations with participants and literature ssgjghat meeting in homes is not merely a
convenient or inexpensive choice, but rather a gaeful one. Many suggest that this choice
aligns with the examples provided in the New TestiainfAtkinson, 1996). This set up

necessitates small fellowships, fosters comforspajly and socially, as well as a high level of

intimacy: “When you start meeting in people’s honpesople are welcoming you into their
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homes, it's very intimate, very social... a lie wanildget very far in a place like that. It's very
one-on-one” (IP 8, 2012, #548, p. 3). Another pgént added, “I love how we meet in people’s
homes because it sheds light on who we are” (IPQ22, #1156, p. 9). The choice to meet in
homes seemed to be reflective of the value on levhead cost for house churches and
ultimately on the importance of relationship amdrigguse church members, which was further
facilitated by the next two mediums.

Fellowship. At the beginning of each gathering some level tdrimal fellowship or
greetings took place. This inclusion is not uncomrtewhat one might find in a traditional
church. However, because of the size of house hksarat was possible for everyone to greet
each other and for meaningful conversations totexuen in this short time because church
members knew each other well. This piece refletteccommitment to share life with one
another and experience deep relationship. Whermparieipant was asked why this time was
included, he explained “because of the desire toteasely relational and to share that and
allow opportunity for that” (IP11, 2012, #1028,14.). House church members felt that this
fellowship was an integral part of the church egrare: “I think there’s always a longing and a
desire inside of people to belong and to reallglbse to people and some people don't realize
that that is a desire of theirs and they're afddid, but it's there” (IP12, 2012, #1161, p. 10).
The same participant added,

And then there are the other things, the questidifecas to how this is going on, | have

this question, | have this doubt, | have this csitig and we should have both of those,
we should have things that are systematic and stimaf are reactive. (IP12, 2012, #988,

p. 8)

Another participant credited this practice to sinip saying fellowship was an obvious and

necessary piece to their gatherings,
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And it just seemed like scripturally you couldnisi come at it from the structured

systematic thing that there were things that wawgtlbe accounted for if we didn’t have

the life on life stuff as well and that was partloé relationship as well. It seemed

obvious to all of us when we get into it that itsvaecessary. (IP11, 2012, #1038, p. 11)
This level of fellowship was also connected to phesence of genuine relationships amongst
house church members, and was a prime reasondudigi chose to attend this type of church,
“It's more like real relationships with real peop%o | think that is the most attractive aspect of
the home church(IP8, 2012, #552, p. 3). Another participant addéthink the biggest [draw]
is how genuine the relationships are” (IP9, 20B24% p. 3). The house church size and style
facilitated this level of relationship: “I like tHeouse church because they’re people | have gotten
to know very well. And even when you have new peaame in you get to know them faster
because there is less people” (IP4, 2012, #234). pAnother participant added, “in house church
and simple church you can’t hide, you can’t hid®®, 2012, #443, p. 11).

In addition to the initial greeting time, eacheditad some means for extended fellowship
and sharing. One site dedicated the first half lspecifically to fellowship and then had a
specific time during the more formal gathering $baring updates, needs, and prayer requests
with the whole group. Another site assigned th@sddalf of their meeting times for open
sharing including any observations or insights smmeemight have had during the week about
scripture as well as needs and prayer requestsaAother site always made time for this
discussion informally during the gathering althoutgimay have happened at the beginning or the
end. This emphasis on time and structure refleittedalue and importance that house church
members placed on fellowship and relationship.

Participants contrasted this experience with tiaul churches where size seemed to

limit fellowship:
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When you meet in a church there are saved peopléhane are unsaved people and we
don’t know, there’s just a bunch of people in agragation listening to a teacher
teaching what he knows to be true, while the qaastare kind of... not... able to be

asked at that time. It's more of a closed enviromini€s not as personal. (IP8, 2012,

#547, p. 3)

Another participant added, “In Kansas there wétg different people, and it was hard to get in
because | was from out of state and they wereeliatone way or another and | was the
Presbyterian heathen” (IP10, 2012, #717, p. 9)eHEgpces in larger churches where individuals
had not developed deep relationships may haveibated to the belief that this level of
relationship should be present in the house chuslisuch, house church members incorporated
fellowship during their initial greetings, duriniget gathering through purposeful conversations,
and acknowledged that this level of closeness whiaw for them to the house church.

Physical set-upWhen the formal portion of the gathering beganaahehouse church,
everyone sat in a circle in chairs or on couchégr& was no “front” of the room or point where
everyone must turn their attention and thus, noviddal who positionally held more power than
others. The circle denoted a sense of equity amgagscipants and the expectation that
everyone can and should participate. The circle falstered the above-mentioned sense of
community and fellowship because you were, throughtiee whole gathering, looking at each
others’ faces. As such, you could see the emopiassion, or struggle in the faces of those who
might be sharing at any given time. One particigamtrasted this set up with her experience at
a traditional church,

A couple of times when we’ve visited churches Iuglot, man | don’t like sitting here

and looking at the backs of people’s heads. Antithane thing that is very important to

me. And when | talk to friends and | hear them sayething when a bunch of people

are talking and somebody will say, ‘oh | go to ttisirch,” and they say, ‘oh you do!? So

do I'" You don’t know who goes to your church? Fromy mindset that doesn’t work, |
have a really hard time with that. That's my mind¢6, 2012, #413-414, p. 8)
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The physical set up was a reflection of the typgaihering house church members desired: one
where multiple people could participate and geirtow deeply the others around the circle. The
organic and inclusive nature of this setup aloniip s contrast to the often hierarchical and
exclusive structure in the traditional church Ve discussed more in chapter five.

Flexibility. House churches seemed to demonstrate a high lepatmoseful flexibility
in several areas: meeting times, meeting structune,in the variety visible between sites. This
flexibility, from my estimation, was representatiokethe focus on people and relationship over
structure and programs.

Each site met at a different time, one on Satusdenings, one Sunday mornings, and
one Sunday evenings. The simple fact that some stitayed from the common Sunday morning
meeting time reflected the flexibility of the gatimgs as well as the ability to respond to the
needs of the individuals or families involved. Gaitle moved its meeting time during my data
collection because of the needs of the group. Tverg able to have a discussion and come to an
agreement about what suited the group best. Lilewis a given weekend that group could
move or cancel the gathering if needed.

Every site also demonstrated some flexibilityamits of the type and order of activities
that took place during the gathering. “We jusdeitvn and talk about verses. There’s no one set
sermon usually, it's just like, you have questitmet guide the discussion but | come out with a
better understanding of a certain verse or parglfal, 2012, #248, p. 5). Other participants
described this flexibility in structure,

We had dinner together and then we would kind lafaad then let the kids go to bed

and after that we would talk... it was pretty oped &ee. People could express or share
a testimony or bring in a theological debate. (IB&L2, #532 & 534, p. 1)
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The flexibility was also linked to a level of catuess in the environment, “and it's more
flexible. You don’t have to stay on a schedule...Tibist like that, it's more relaxed” (IP12,
2012, #1089, p. 2). This flexibility was a reflextiof the open and shared leadership style but
also of the desire to be responsive to the needswth members:
But what | really want to do... is to be... It's kindl lke planned spontaneity. If there’s
someone hurting there or there’s something thaesom wants to deal with, yeah we
have our bible reading that we want to do and sih fout that may not happen that
morning. It may be something that has really beé tai someone’s heart that they really
want to share... and what I'm trying to do is totimydevelop that amongst people. (IP1,
2012, #85 & 87, p. 20)

Another participant relayed the importance of faeg®on the needs of church members:
We've had situations where something was goindika, we had a family that attended
for a while and something was going on with thegider and that entire night was about
talking and praying and you know, looking up veraed allowing the Spirit to work and
speak through us. And it wasn’t so much as us spgak them and the daughter, it was
like a dialogue and it applied to all of us. (IR912, #295, p. 12)

Yet another participant affirmed this sentiment,

It's not been really rigid in that like the book wedoing now about gospels and
harmony or in stereo or whatever that if we cama @unday and we got together and
somebody had something pressing | mean, all ofwbatd get put to the side, it would
be somebody needed to be prayed for or with or gungegoing on in their life or
whatever, then that would always take a priority3( 2012, #163, p. 5)

This practice of remaining flexible in order to pesd to the needs of members was visible to me

as well through my observations. In a particuldhgang at one site | attended, following a few

songs the discussion opened to how the church ntemigge doing. After a few prodding

guestions, it became clear that one couple in dtleeging was really struggling with their work
and financial situation and thus even their magidighe group focused then for some time on
talking, encouraging, and praying with them in lgfuihe pre-planned discussion. Tears were

shared and scripture was incorporated but the esiptes clearly on aiding this couple rather

than following the usual format of the gathering.

145



Another principle that emerged in my interviewshaparticipants in regards to the form
of the house church was that there wasn’t any ighé way of doing house church. One
participant explained, “every house church is défe¢ and every church is different and there’s
no perfect way it should be done and there’s néepemodel and | think that's not how God
really works, He doesn’t give us wrote rules argltations, He’s very dynamic” (IP12, 2012,
#1152, p. 9). Another participant echoed this idea:

When we were looking around at different simplerchas, they were all similar but not

exactly the same, they had different styles, Iiat With us it changes, its different. |

wouldn’t give them any, ‘this is what a good simplaurch does,’ it doesn't really, they

can do it their own way. Figure out what works Hesthemselves. (IP7, 2012, #373, p.

4)

This emphasis on a changing and customizable wy$e again, connected to the importance of
the people and relationships in the house church.

So I think one of the things that we are discowgmnthat you have to deal with people.

It's important to listen. And we can'’t shrink wraperything and say this is the way to do

it. And so in doing that you have to find out whee®ople are, you have to see what your

struggles are and you have to meet them whereatgegind deal with that and that’s
going to look different in a lot of different sittians and actually have to do that, to think
that you can capture all of this and say this rin&hwrapped for posterity sake, | think

there is some value in that but you can only take ifar. (IP11, 2012, #984, p. 7)

The flexible style as well as the small size comrtiohouse churches enabled this customization
to occur.

The centrality of the Bible.A final commonality observed in all three sites \las way
in which the Bible was central to the teaching amtent of the gatherings. When a teaching was
provided or discussion was initiated, it was alwhgsed on scripture. Now this focus might
seem obvious but the distinction | noticed was tuaitent of the gatherings wasn’t decorated

with any fancy communication techniques or themlassons. In every gathering, they simply

read the scripture and then discussed its mea@itbgn, someone would provide contextual
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information or refer to biblical commentaries, bt was usually the extent. This focus is
notable because in many Western Protestant chu(phggularly evangelical churches) the
minister will provide teaching around themes, dorig is always drawn upon, but the focus can
be less exegetical. In addition, many churches ukilize videos, lights, music or other
technologies to enhance the experience of the mesSme participant explained this focus in
the house church, “just studying the Word of God aat, that's a core value we have too, not
getting off on thematic things or you know, jusidst the Word of God and how can | apply it to
my life?” (IP6, 2012, #434, p. 10). Another pap@nt added, about his experience in traditional
churches, “I think from the few times that | haweh in a youth group situation it wasn't really
based on the Word as much as it was based on hfawvirand entertainmenthe simple church
setting, it's more, it's not about entertainmetis, about the Word and God instead of about the
life here, it's more about the life up there” (IRD12, #368-369, p. 4).

House church members read the same portion gitsczithroughout the week and came
prepared to discuss and digest the meaning togéthesn teaching was offered, as mentioned,
it was often directed at providing background aodtextual information or prompting
guestions. At times the individual facilitating tteaching would distribute a handout, and in all
three sites, these handouts reflected the focssmpture. Handouts would provide additional
Bible verses for reflection, information about bistal context, and at times questions for
thought. Appendix H shows a sample of a handoum fooe site.

The above-mentioned mediums (meeting in homdswiship time, the physical set up,
the flexible structure, and the study of scriptwe)e indicative of underlying beliefs, values,
and assumptions of the house church members. Asated, these mediums (or artifacts of

culture) reflected the value placed on relationstiih one another, relying heavily on scripture
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and the desire to see everyone participate to rzaf@®. Next, an additional piece of the house

church culture, which does not readily fit as a meg will be discussed.

Family as House Church Culture

Family was likely the most pervasive descriptad ametaphor for the house church that
surfaced during my data collection. In establishéngtact with my first two sites, | had phone
conversations with one of the house church menfbars each site. In both of these initial
conversations, they told me that coming to the aalmirch gathering was like coming to a
“family reunion.” They connected this image to gemse of informality and comfort they hoped
| would feel. One participant explained, "With theuse church it's just on a more intimate
level, and so it feels like you're getting togetheth relatives and just talking” (IP4, 2012, #286,
p. 11). Throughout interviews, participants offetlkd family as a description of the house
church unsolicited and when | asked a few partitipéor a metaphor that would describe the
house church, family was the first descriptor adter

This emphasis on creating a family was coupleti saripture for some house church
members:

| went through the New Testament and | highlightezlword ‘brethren’ and ‘sister’ and

it's all over. And so we are to treat each othdrewit talks about relationships between

the males in the church and to treat the femal#isarbody as sisters so there’s this sense

of family and there’s this relationship of the eléad the younger and to me that is a

very good metaphor. (IP11, 2012, #1059, p.13)

The same participant added,

In Acts when they came together and shared theourees and the apostles distributed it

as needed and that spirit is there and we’re niogdbat and collecting it and giving it

equal allotments but the sense of caring for edicbra@and that level is there. (IP11, 2012,
#1066, p. 13)
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When | asked participants to describe why and howtfoning as a family was present in the
house church, they talked about the tangible wagyg tared for and shared their lives with each
other. One patrticipant explained that the sendamoily was connected to the investment that the
house church members had put into her and heriatives:

| feel a connection with them because they pragedyler and | and saw our
relationship develop and they've encouraged thdithey were at my wedding showers
and they helped with our wedding and we’ve goneuygh some stuff together and it
would be very hard to just up and leave. Like, \&eenroots there. (IP12, 2012, #1155, p.
10)

Another participant added that functioning as aillamcluded the willingness to offer help and
ask for help from one another:

We feel like we can ask each other for help, Raded help with his computer and |
was more than happy to go and he felt like he caskdme that, we treat each other like
family in the sense that we aren’t so reserved agtking for help. We feel like we can
ask our family(IP11, 2012, #1064, p. 13)

| asked one participant if she could explain towhat she had experienced in her seven years in
a house church that made her feel as if it wasndlyfaShe relayed the following story to me,
through her tears:

Well over three years ago, my brother, who didnow the Lord, was diagnosed with
IPF, idiopathic pulmonary fibrosis, and it's basiggour lungs turn to cement and they
have no idea why, there’s no cure, the only hogelimg transplant. So, | flew up to
Montana, my kids bought my ticket so | could behwity brother when he went to the
doctor and started going through all these teseswthey were trying to figure out what
was going wrong. That was in November. Then, irudanof the following year, he got
the official diagnosis, and they told him, ‘you dde be thinking and getting your name
on the lung transplant list’. Well, he was schedutecome down to Jewish Hospital in
Denver, cause they have a big pulmonary sectiahdarsome studies and learn how to
cope with his disease. But, February' 281y sister-in-law called and said ‘they are life-
flighting my brother down to University hospital Denver cause he’s that bad.” So we
went and met her, but through the whole thing, &ameur church family was there,
praying with us and him. Walt and Nancy came uh&room a couple of times just to
be with the family, if there was anything causeyttlen’t go to church, they had nothing,
S0 just to be a support ‘if you want someone ty prith you, we're here’ and when they
put my brother at the top of the transplant lidd @was really strange because we went
through St. Patrick’s day, and all the doctors anses were all saying ‘we’re hopeful
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this weekend’ and we were like ‘why?’ they wereelikwell, as hard as it may be, it's St.

Patrick’s day, people drink and drive and theykiiéd, and if ever there’s a chance for

a lung, it's this weekend.’ But no lung came, amelytkept him on the transplant list a

week to ten days longer than they would, they pmtdn a ventilator ‘cause it got so

hard for him to breathe. But before they did thdten we could still talk to him and he
could talk to us, | mean, Paul one day, and themephew who lives back east, they
flew out to see my brother, but they had both passe times had went to talk to my
brother about the Lord. And you know, just to hegrbrother say, ‘I can’t do it on my
own anymore’ you know? So, to know that he gavdit@go the Lord, just weeks before
he died, but the day they took him off the ventifaiValt and Nancy were at the hospital
with us the whole day. Aaron and Cary had flowrbecause they were on vacation and
they heard we were at the hospital, they came fight DIA and stayed with us until

two o’clock in the morning when he finally died. e that’'s family. (IP3, 182, p. 9-10).
This deep level of involvement and care for onetlagowas visible to me during the gatherings |
attended. Time was always taken both informally famchally to share what was going on in
one another’s lives. House church members who kid #od or resources would share
willing. While attending | received fruit (plumsegrs, and peaches) from one member’s garden,
meat from one member’s freezer, and gift cardgfocery stores. One family shared a car with
another family who was having car problems. Houseah members planned baby showers,
made meals for each, had each other over for meaigated together (football games, bike
rides), and consistently made an effort to be aqfagach other’s lives beyond the weekly
gathering. The effort or desire to share life thgeias a family was also talked about openly
during the gatherings as house church membersgdtdigvith how to make time for this level of
involvement when everyone was increasingly busy.

Commonly house church members would email orezath other throughout the week
with needs. | was included in these emails durirygoarticipation. | have included the text from
one email below to demonstrate the level of closetetween house church members:

All,

Thank you for your prayers and am asking for car@thprayer. Sunday evening |

received a text from my immediate supervisor lgttime know my services were needed
in Ann Arbor, MI for the next eight months. Mondanorning | accepted the offer and all
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was in order for me to leave this morning (Wedngkddonday evening Cindy and |
were asked to reconsider what was about to tramspfter many hours of seeking out
godly council and prayer, | called my immediateeswsor back yesterday to let him
know | was no longer available for Ann Arbor. |@lsffered up my resignation if need
be. Ann Arbor is no longer on the docket for mej ary resignation has not been asked
for yet. | am waiting to hear back from my immediatipervisor as to another possible
position within the company or my resignation.
| have just completed updating my resume for dejive a modular manufacturing plant
where a dear brother in Christ is currently emptbylease be in prayer for both
situations. God has brought us to this point; Hedeiiver us through and beyond.
As for me and my house, we will serve the Lordsfilm 24:15)
In the weekly gathering following this email, we negold that this house church member was
asked to resign and was thus unemployed. He andifeidhad been struggling for some time
with his job and the intense hourly and travel reguents. Thus, this email came to house
church members with an understanding of the steutigdy felt and the possible implications.
The other house church members were able to sugh@ort through prayer and care. At the time
of this write-up their situation had not yet beenalved but it is likely that this house churchl wil

care for them as needed, financially or otherwise.

Group Dynamics in the Selected House Churches

While house church participants readily compahaiselves to a family, the close-knit
nature of the group created a group culture, whnghacted the integration of new members. |
noticed this dynamic when | entered site two. | waw, as was another individual that night, but
there was never any chance for us to introducestuas to the group or talk about our story or
hear the story of the group. | wondered if they flidn’'t want to put us on the spot but it felt
awkward to me that introductions weren’t done, esky if the goal was that we should feel
like family. | observed that having a group thaswary close perpetuated a struggle with
determining how to integrate new members. This dyo&erved as a countercase, per say, to

the notion of the house church as a family.
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When I first noticed this dynamic, | asked pagaits if they had a means for integrating
new members. What | found was that there was madbmeans for assimilating new members,
which seems to fit with the otherwise informal matof the house church. Participants explained
that integration of new members happened predortiynaia relationship with others in the
house church and this process seemed to work virelh\the visitor already had relationship
with someone who attended the house church. Onieipant explained, “that sort of thing, it's
happened kind of informally so far and you know, taliationships that have kind of brought
those people have kind of allowed that to happettynaturally, so we haven't had any
collisions of that, we haven’'t needed to formaliz¢lP11, 2012, #1044, p. 12). Another
participant from the same site who had first vigiath her fiancé (who was already a member)
confirmed that this informal process had aidedassimilation with the group.

However, the individual | mentioned before, Luajho was also new to site two, stopped
attending after three weeks. | was able to follgaith her for an interview and what | found
was that she too would readily describe the hotisect as a family, however it was not her
family. She explained, “I just kind of felt likewas walking in on a family that | didn’t belong
to” (IP10, 2012, #647, p. 1). One evening, in site tive,group planned to spend some time
praying for a member, Sandy, who was about to loffad college. | asked Lucy if she had
attended that night. Her response, “no, and | digo’specifically that night because | didn’t feel
like | was a part of that. | don’t know Sandy séeit like a family thing” (IP10, 2012, #694, p.
4). She explained to me that she just hadn’t caedewith anyone in the group and had thus
stopped attending. Although the house church aufiostered a family-feel, it seemed that this

dynamic could make it potentially difficult for nemvembers to get “in.”
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In considering group culture in organizationgydked at Hofstede, Hofstede, and
Minkov’s (2012) work on the dimensions of grouptau to aid my understanding of this
dynamic in house churches. Hofstede, et al. (2@Edtified six dimensions of group culture,
one of which is open systems versus closed sysfEmey. explain this dimension,

In open systems, members consider both the orgamzand its people open to

newcomers and outsiders; almost anyone wouldtbttime organization. In closed

systems, the organization and its people aredddetclosed and secretive, even among

insiders. (p. 357)

While, the house church may not be on the extremdeoéthe spectrum as a closed system, it
seemed that as groups became closer and shanegea lostory together, the integration of new
members became difficult. The members of site thezkbeen together the longest and during
my time participating in their gatherings, | didtrs@e anyone new come or hear about anyone
who was working towards inviting someone new. Altbb, it would be fair to note that | only
participated for about three months. | followedampthis observation during an interview with a
participant from site three. He explained theimeal in regards to inviting new people to attend:

One of the things is we’ve come from different glaevhere the focus was very seeker-

oriented and the priorities were to bring peopléhedmeeting and have greeters and do

all these things and some of those were not grgareencesWe felt that, that was some
of the reasons why some of the intimate relatigmskieren’t happening because
everything was focused on bringing in people todierch meeting and not so much

focusing on what do believers do when we got togretthP11, 2012, #1045-1046, p. 12)
He added that they had decided to encourage hbusehcmembers to develop relationships
with others in their workplaces and neighborhoaus then invite them to the house church
when it seemed fitting. His comments reveal therdem this site at least, to maintain a group
that has intimate relationships. This dynamic fien some ways the closed system Hofstede et

al. (2010) referred to as it becomes difficult alikely for new members to infiltrate the group

easily.
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The level of openness is connected to the pract€eommunication in the organization
according to Hofstede et al. (2010). In the first $attended | noticed that the weekly
discussions included quite a bit of discussion abiwel purpose or focus of the house church. I'm
not sure if this was for my benefit solely, but wheer the case, this communication helped me
more quickly feel a part of this group. In site fwiloere was an absence of conversation about
what was important or valued by the group. In logkat my reflexive journal, | noted that it
took me longer to feel welcome and truly a parhef group at site two. And this feeling seemed
to be true for Lucy as well, who has yet to retiarthe house church. Now, that the culture of
the house church has been discussed in terms ohtdsen mediums, the nature of family, and
group dynamics, the resultant expression of shigaatership and member engagement will be

examined.

Shared Leadership in Culture of the Selected Housghurches

While shared leadership as a manifestation of tusé church phenomenon will be
discussed in detail in the next portion of thisptiea some time will be spent reflecting on how
the culture of the house church facilitated or edibdo shared leadership. As might be
ascertained from the above descriptions, the mediutme house church was such that shared
leadership was a natural style for this settindew of the aforementioned mediums, which
particularly facilitated shared leadership, willdiscussed: the physical set up and the flexibility

If one were to simply compare the physical sekongst churches (Catholic,
Protestant, and house) one might be able to edsily conclusions about the style of leadership
utilized. Most traditional churches use a set-upctviilenotes where the attention and authority
is placed. Pews or chairs face a central point &bee or a few people deliver the teaching or

lead the music. In the house church, however, tisame front of the room; instead everyone sits
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in a circle. No one sits or stands on a stage atlwrethers. Thus, the immediate impression for
those who attend is that everyone is on an eqagimy field and should participate thusly.

The presence of shared leadership was also vigilie medium of flexibility in the
house church. Because meeting times and meetingradomere not formalized nor set by any
one person, there were opportunities for anyone agsired to contribute. During my
participation, | received emails from various hoakarch members suggesting activities,
moving the meeting location and even cancelingriketing. Likewise, during the gathering,
individuals would chime in guiding the discussiasking for prayer, requesting the group sing a
song, or posing a question for the group. The lblexand informal environment allowed for this
involvement. As such, shared leadership was endhlgtbugh not always consciously
promoted as will be discussed later).

No participant directly acknowledged the relatiupsetween the physical set up and
shared leadership or between the flexible formsirated leadership although some referenced
the impact of meeting in homes or of the flexilenh (as discussed previously). However, in
applying the theories of Schein (2004) and McLu(i#64) one could assume that these
physical manifestations (the set up within hous&raies and flexible form) were representative
of deeply held beliefs albeit unknown to particifgan suggest that the physical set up and
flexible form was representative of their desirenidude everyone in the leadership of the house

church.

Member Engagement in the Culture of the Selected Hise Churches

The ways in which house church members engagddong another will be discussed in
more detail in the following section as well, howegome comment can be made here about

member engagement as facilitated through the eutithouse churches. Due to the
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aforementioned mediums of the house church asasdle functioning of the house church as a
family, one might guess that the level of engagérf@rhouse church members was impacted.
The culture of house churches compelled a high @vengagement that extended beyond
participation in a gathering once a week. In mgtfaonversation with a member from site one,
he explained to me that to really get to know andenstand the house church, | should not rely
solely on what | saw during the weekly gathering.éxplained that it would be a mistake to try
to do so because participating in a house churchalaut sharing your life with others. His
comment resonated with what | saw and heard fromicgzants throughout my data collection.
One of the ways that house church members talkedtabeir experience in the house church
was by referring to it as a lifestyle rather thansolated weekly event. One participant
explained, “it's just part of your day and stuffitls just getting together with someone for
dinner or just ministering to somebody, it justkiof happens naturally” (IP5, 2012, #522, p.
20). The same participant added, “I just lovetis. $0 relational, it's so easy, it's easier to mak
Christ part of your lifestyle for me than to sepiard and so okay now were going to church, it's

easier for it to be part of my lifestyl€IP5, 2012, #488, p. 16). Another participant atjdehen

talking about the purpose of the house churcts fike, ‘what should we be doing?’ and it’s
like... we're doing it. That's the beauty of it, we'not doing something, we are living” (IP8,
2012, #604, p. 10).

House church members connected this level of esrgagt with the means for growth
and change to happen in their lives, “Life changpgens, | think it happens in relationship, in
close trusting relationships where you go deep péthple. Where you can pray and share
honestly and openly” (IP12, 2012, #1140, p. 8). $ame participant added:

| think the ideal way to do house church would déve all really close to each other and
to be able to interact with each other on a daglap-basis and see each other. Because
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it's a little bit the same as a traditional chubgtause you go on Sundays and you have

this air that you put on because it's Sunday. tink that it'd be really cool if house

church happened in a more local setting, and ytua#yg did life together.

(IP12, 2012, #1143-1144, p. 8)

During a discussion in one site’s gathering, aip@dant explained that house church members
need to go through things together and have invodrd in each other’s lives. He added that
house church members shouldn’t settle for a ralgexperience. He asserted that it is in the
context of life every day, not in the special motseme set aside on the weekend, that spiritual
growth would happen.

While this level of engagement seemed to be theedepractice of the house church,
participants acknowledged that this level did netags happen, “And | totally understand with
our house church because everyone has their ovanatestruggles and there’s weddings going
on, there’s job stuff going on so it’s really haoddo life together” (IP12, 2012, #1146, p. 8).

Although it seemed that engaging at this level atagmes a struggle, it was an underlying value

representative of and facilitated by the culturéhef house church.

Summary of the Culture of the Selected House Churas

This part of my data analysis aimed to reflectl@mediums (or in Schein’s (2004)
language, the artifacts) used in the house churdipeovide some analysis about how they
impacted or reflected the messages (or valuesfbelind assumptions) in the house church and
thus, created a particular culture. The biblicai®dor the house church along with the mediums
of meeting in homes, fellowship time, the physetl up, the flexible structure, and the study of
scripture were discussed highlighting the valueetationship, participation from members and
reliance on the Bible. In addition, the notion airiily as representative of house church culture

was explored along with the corresponding dynamiadosed and open group cultures. Finally,
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some reflection was provided on the ways in whitk tulture embodied and facilitated shared
leadership and member engagement. Shared leadarshipember engagement are the
“particular manifestations of the essence” (vanMai®90, p. 10) of the phenomenon of the
selected house churches explored in this studywhdext be discussed in much detail in
response to my second research question. Howenrag eeflection will first be offered here
about how the culture of the selected house chargfaifested the essence of the phenomenon
as depicted in figure 13 at the outset of this tdraf he selected house churches demonstrated a
shared sense about beingness which included shageirdives with one another on a daily

basis, a sense of responsibility to engage withamather, and a deep level of ownership in the
success of the group. Their togetherness was vieswedifestyle rather than a weekly event and
reflected who they were as a group rather thanlgimpat they did. These findings shed light

on the phenomenon of the selected house churchéorth the upcoming discussion which will
explore in depth the manifestations of the phenane#a shared leadership and member

engagement.

Part B: Manifestations of the Phenomenon of the Setted House Churches

As | drive south to visit site one on a Sunday nrggnl notice a sign for Vintage City
Church, a recent church plant currently meeting gthool. Their sign indicates savvy marketing
and cutting edge design. A few miles more and lassienple sign in a strip mall for the Poudre
Valley Church of Christ where two women are enggsirearing long skirts and hair that extends
below their waists. | arrive at site one where ignm sndicating the name of the church greets me.
| park in a cul de sac and walk to the front ddoa emall home. I'm met by a handful of people
who offer hugs and warm greetings. We sit on cosiemel chairs in a circle for the next two

hours talking, singing, and praying. This is theale in which, over the course of eight months, |
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participated, observed, and explored the ways iichwshared leadership and member
engagement manifested themselves.

What struck me throughout the research processecagnition of the various ways in
which groups strive to create a church gatheriag iost adequately accomplishes desired goals
and aligns with the Bible as they interpret it avity they do so. In placing this reflection
alongside my work on the history of leadershiphi@ €Christian church, the ways in which church
leadership and the ensuing gatherings have talaeseem to be connected to purposeful shifts
and changes (often away from the more hierarchicdlexclusive models) made by individuals
or groups in response to their previous experieaneshe current cultural context.

Although | set out to study, describe, and thenahgerstand how shared leadership and
member engagement as the essence of the phenowféastern Protestant house churches
were present and reflected in the culture, whaddalvered was that shared leadership and
member engagement were derivatives of somethimgvetsch was taking place. The individuals
and groups patrticipating in house churches wer@ntarily seeking a church environment
where shared leadership and engagement was prhatitleer they desired something different
from their traditional church altogether. Shareatiership and member engagement seem to be
the consequential byproducts, desired by somendiuthe driving force which catapulted them
into this form of church. Their desire for somethutifferent, | believe, is connected to a larger
shift which may be taking place in the Western &staint Christian Church and has been
suggested as such by others, too (2010). This estatfon along with my findings regarding
shared leadership and member engagement will lsemted in this section in an effort to answer

my second research question utilizing the methapotd hermeneutic phenomenology.
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My second research question (How do church memlyeY¥gestern Protestant house
church settings where shared leadership is praitasscribe their lived experience with shared
leadership and member engagement?) and hermepbaetiomenological methodology will
guide presentation of the “particular manifestagiofthe essence” (vanManen, 1990, p. 10) of
the phenomenon of the selected house churchebdbaine apparent in my observations,
interviews and the artifacts examined. As mentianecthapter three, hermeneutic
phenomenology is appropriate for my study as | aterésted in understanding the manifestation
of shared leadership as it is experienced by We$testestant house church members and its
perceived and experienced relationship with theagament of these individuals. The
contextualized nature of leadership lends itse# tocalized exploration of its enactment in
particular settings (Tickle, 2008). Hermeneuticmpimaenology guides such an exploration that
is interested in understanding, through co-constudescription of lived experience, how
individuals and church members as a group expegiand give meaning to shared leadership.

As noted, phenomenology is the “study of the stmecthat governs the instances or
particular manifestations of the essence of thahpmenon" (van Manen, 1990, p.10). As such,
this section will address three primary manifestatiof the essences of the phenomenon of
Western Protestant house churches: 1) the adaydtuee of the Christian Church, 2) shared
leadership, and 3) engagement. Finally, some additimanifestations that emerged will also be
addressed. Lastly, the link between shared leagbeasid member engagement will be discussed
along with the alignment with the literature anddretical frameworks previously presented in
chapter two. Part B of figure 13 has been expatedalv in figure 15 to provide a visual

summary of the phenomenon of the selected Westetad?ant house churches.
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Part B: Manifestations of
the Phenomenon
(Research Question 2)

The Adaptive Nature of the Christian Church

Shared Leadership

Member Engagement

The Link Between Shared
Leadership and Member
Engagement

Freedom

Transitioning to the
House Church
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Figure 15Visual summary of the manifestation the phenomehtme selected house churches.

The Adaptive Nature of the Christian Church

Throughout my data collection and analysis, | caonealize that the main driver, which
compelled house church members to seek out a lebuseh, was the desire for a different
expression and enactment of the Western ProteStanth. This observation allowed me to see
comparisons that participants made between theaNeBrotestant traditional church (referred
to as the traditional church hereafter) and theude church, the use of the traditional church as
the “other,” and how structuration theory inforrhe development and understanding of the
selected Western Protestant house churches inaddtdrn state. Each of these observations is
discussed in more detail below. Although, | waslestpg particular instances of Western
Protestant house churches, | have entitled thisfestation the adaptive nature of the Christian
Church broadly. This manifestation aligns with aadls to my literature review findings which

highlighted the ways in which the Christian Chu¢idmg before the Western Protestant Church
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ever existed) began to demonstrate an adaptiveendthis observation will be discussed in
more detail below when structuration theory is agpto my findings.

Comparing the traditional and house church.In analyzing my findings, | realized that
many of the participant’s descriptions or explaogi contrasted the house church to the
traditional church. They often did not make thisnparison knowingly. Instead, in examining
their interviews as a whole, | was able to drawtbetr comparative constructions. One
participant described the setting of the traditlamarch as follows,

And this could be my personal opinion, but | juestlfthat there’s more of a lecture type
atmosphere and it is a little bit more like ententaent centered... it doesn’t feel as
community friendly. You don’t get to hear and s#ele different personalities and ways
that God is working in different people’s livessiall from one perspective. (IP12, 2012,
#1101-1102, p. 3)
While, earlier in her interview she made this stegat about her preferences for church: “I am
always a small group kind of person. | connectdsettith people in smaller settings and | feel
more intimate or more safe with people. | like mgvconversations one-on-one with people”
(IP12, 2012, #1080, p. 1). When | asked one padid what she liked about the house church
each of her responses was phrased as a compariatat she had previously experienced in the
traditional church: “it was nice having a smalleogp, | didn'’t feel like | was being preached at
as much, it was more of a conversation which wes.hgot more out of it” (IP10, 2012, #652-
655, p. 2). Later she directly said, “I like it nfrubetter than a regular church because you don’t
feel, it's not as governmental, it seems more &ilgroup working together rather than just people
telling me what to do next” (IP10, 2012, 665, p.@he participant made a direct comparison
about the ways in which families experience chumnctihe house church and the traditional

church:

And | have always, and we both feel this way, haweays felt like we always ship our kids
off. We go to church and everybody scatters. Weaiag this ministry, you're doing
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nursery, you're in Sunday school, you’re in youtbup, and we just splinter. You don’t see

families worshiping together. You don’t see fanslsudying the Word together, and that’s

always really bothered me. So that’s one thing @atly like about the simple church, we're
all together, there’s nothing like, oh we need sooaky to teach our kids. You're supposed to

be teaching your kids. (IP6, 2012, #359-361, p. 3)

Comparisons like these, made directly or indiredtlyoughout interviews or during the weekend
gatherings made it apparent that house church nmsrdesired and were working intentionally
towards developing a different expression of church

Although the aforementioned comparisons weren’agbwvexplicitly presented by
participants, some did express a general discontémthe direction in which the traditional
church was headed,

part of it was restlessness, there were thingsiibthiered us. We didn’t like what it was

becoming. We didn’t know what to do, | mean, it lis this was what we were building...

We didn't’ like what it was becoming, but it wakdi that was what churches were

becoming. That's what churches are, that's whatd@mUIP1 & 2, 2012, #22 & 23, p. 5)
Another participant explained, “we went to SunngvBlesbyterian in Fremont, that's where |
grew up. My mom worked in the office and seeingttiiegs that went on behind the scenes
really left a bad taste in my mouth” (IP10, 20188%, p. 5). Whatever the case, participants in
the house churches | visited were compelled to seeklternative forms of church that differed
from their previous, and traditional church goimglanembership, experience.

The traditional church as the “other.” The shift made by house church members towards
an alternative form of church is, by nature, irpa@sse to the system or structure that currently
exists. Thus, what quickly became apparent, anidowilzisible in my presentation of their lived
story, is that while house church members areitbetd say that they are not in competition

with the traditional church, the traditional chuistthe “other.” This organization stands in

contrast to the house church and as such lendgegrealerstanding to the identity and defining
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characteristics of the house church. This contrast simply occur because we have no way to
describe that which is new without contrastingithat which exists.

Because of previous experiences in the traditiohafch (good and bad), house church
members were motivated to start house churchesedr@ut house churches already in existence.
This pattern in respondents indicated a desiredarething different, a change from the church
they were used to. This juxtaposition of the hattagrch to the traditional church will provide
richness to the following descriptions of the masihtions of the essence of the phenomenon of
Western Protestant house churches. Although, effart to honor the experiences participants
shared with me, | must emphasize that this juxtéiposs not one of contradiction or
competition, but rather one that allows for a add¢amderstanding of the house church’s identity
and character. One participant succinctly said¢s Hot about anti-traditional church, it's not
about pro-house church” (IP1, 2012, #42, p. 9).

Despite a general discontent with the traditiofiairch, every participant was very quick
to avoid criticizing the traditional church or c¢faing that it was wholly bad. They were careful
to explain that they did not leave the traditioclalirch on bad terms, solely because of hurt, or in
anger: “I think a lot of people are leery of thauee church people, they think that we are bitter
and people who can't get along with anybody. Améas leery of that in the beginning, in our
first Northern Lights meeting | was really watchifog that, and | didn’t see it at all” (IP 5, 2012,
#4009, p. 8). Another participant explained,

What came to the surface was that | always thotingtitpeople in house churches were

those that didn’t want to submit to authority, leose that were really wounded by the

church and therefore they are rebellious and mdttherefore they go in to house

churches. Well that might have been true thirtyyfgears ago, but that ain’t true
anymore. (IP1, 2012, #49, p. 11)
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Another participant acknowledged some hurt fromttaditional church but was quick to
explain that this hurt was not the only driver todsjoining the house church, “When you listen
to this, you'll hear a lot of hurt, and that’'s axperience, and it's undeniable, that we were hurt.
That is one of the reasons we were seeking a letuseh, but it's not the only reason” (IP8,
2012, #628, p. 13). The same participant warndgtdetlanger of house churches forming simply
in reaction or opposition to the traditional churtiithink that the problem with some house
churches is that they want to be so broken, thent eeant to do anything religious, they will
back themselves into a corner... they won't givertgbady, they won’t know what to do, they
don’t want to give to any religious organizationaofy kind that they end up not even spreading
the gospel. Not being a part of the help (IP8, 2&BD2, p .9). Another participant added, “I
think there’s a lot of groups that form and ard sbtike, well we’re reacting against this, and so
we are not going to basically do anything and angtfiies” (IP11, 2012, #941, p. 4).

Likewise, they were eager to affirm the value amergth of various forms of church.
Their sentiment often was that there is a placermadl for different types of churches. Along
with this sentiment, they suggested that housectimsrwere a fit for certain people but not
necessarily for everyone. In one weekend gathewegalked at length about the different types
of Christian churches and whether or not they caokekist. One participant talked about the
need for large churches and house churches exmpidinat both have weaknesses and need the
other. He said that one of the biggest criticisgpai@st the house church was that they could
become isolated and that they do not have all@fifis of the Spirit. He said that large churches
don’t have all the gifts either and thus house taaditional churches need each other.
Participants also referred to the house churchfédaa some,

it's not the kind of thing that’s for everybody. &eise some people can’'t deal with that
... and that’s okay. It's not like we put down pkowho need things to be more
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structured and more order.. okay! | mean some pean@ just like that. And we’re just
not like that. (IP2, 2012, #82, p. 19)

And others emphasized this distinction as a calling
| think the biggest thing is that not everyonea#ied to it. You know? And to say that
you can’t say that house church is better thanttosmel church because God calls people
to both. I'm not a huge fan of ginormous churchi&s, mega churches just because |

don’t get much from it but God calls some peopkré¢hyou know? God calls people to
churches(IP4, 2012, #328, p. 19)

So, while participants identified reasons why theye drawn to the alternative form of the
house church, they avoided the assumption thahthige was best for everyone.

Structuration theory and the house church.Commensurate with my review of the history
of the Christian Church through the lens of Strration Theory, Tickle (2008) suggested that
the church at large is due for another shift. Whilkkle (2008) was not originally included in
my literature review, her work aligns well with ristory of leadership in the Christian Church
and affirms the observation that some Christianseager for a new expression of the Christian
Church. She refers to Anglican Bishop Mark Dyerpvgtated that “every 500 years the Church
feels compelled to hold a giant rummage sale” §). $he goes on to add “about every five
hundred years the empowered structures of ingtitatized Christianity, whatever they may be
at the time, become an intolerable carapace that baushattered in order that renewal and new
growth may occur” (p. 16). She affirmed that we @nee again at a moment in history where the
Christian Church is beginning to shake off the piags of its current structure and embrace a
new form of expression. | would suggest that halmeches are one expression of this occurring
shift.

As mentioned, Structuration Theory identifies thrwdtaneous and reciprocal influence
of the agent (individuals) and structure on eatieio(Kezar, 2009). Each operates as a resource

for and a product of the other (Giddens, 1990) egatmg institutionalized practices. Agents are
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enabled and constrained by structures; howevesttbetures are a product of previous actions
on the part of agents (Boden, 1994). My literatengew of the history of leadership in the
Christian Church enlightened the ways in which é&alip and structures in the Christian
Church have developed over time. What became apipda®ugh my research in house
churches (in the particular setting in which | séaldthem) was that, although in smaller, more
subtle ways, house church members are active ametiits structuration process of church
history and leadership. They have been profoundpeicted by the institution (the traditional
church) and as such are making purposeful chotceange or shift the structure or expression
of the church. They are functioning as agents whoia turn, changing the institution that has
reciprocally changed them.

This change/shift is even more subtle (to this f)dlman those shifts highlighted previously
in chapter two. Rather than one significant eventiag as the catalyst for change, this change is
slow, subtle, and underground. It is a very smaVvement on the part of individuals and groups.
One participant said, “It is spontaneously happgnit's not someone going around, well there
are people going around who are promoting it, teitvery not in the lime light. Very behind the
scenes... very grass roots... it's not something that showy. It's just not” (IP1, 2012, #51, p.
11). However, as mentioned in chapter two, thesalsnmovements are coupling together such
that 11 million adults are participating in houseiches throughout the United States (House
Church Resource, 2012). The same participant added,

George Barna, he’s really on board with the whalede church thing. One of the statistics

he came up with...The percentages of the late ninateeties there was something like...

five percent or something of people in the visidieirch professing Christians to be meeting

in house churches. In the last ten years, thats/grto like twenty/twenty-five. That's a

huge jump. His prediction is that in ten to fiftegars he expects that to be at least fifty
percent, at least fifty percent of Christians megih house churches. (IP1, 2012, #54, p. 13)
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While I initially had trouble locating a house chhirin which | could conduct my study, once |
found one, | was quickly introduced to an estalgtshetwork of hundreds of house churches in
the state. So, while this shift in church leadgrshight look very different than the
aforementioned “events,” it could potentially bstjas impactful. And some suggest more so
because it is under the radar and free from buraiadimitations and governmental control.
The trajectory of the traditional church was anofaetor that emerged in support of the
notion that the Christian Church at large is amaisdue for a shift. Several participants referred
to this trajectory, suggesting that many of theifgges enjoyed (such as tax exemption) will not
continue uninterrupted: “I think that churches goeng to lose their 501c3 exemption status and
the church is going to be taxed and there’s gagetan upheaval in a lot of institutional
churches that’s going to be ‘well what do we dd,staff? Cut expenses? We can’t pay our
mortgage anymore’ all that kind of stuff so | foresa lot of that” (IP11, 2012, #929, p. 3). The
same participant added, “eventually | think it'srgpto be a rub. So | don’t know how far down
the road, the culture turns radically anti-Christé some point those institutions aren’t going to
be viable anymore. How long that takes | don’t kh@\?11, 2012, #963, p. 5). Another
participant confirmed the projection that the hociserch will likely withstand coming
challenges for the Church:
| think that it's coming. In fact, | also believieat the Church has been very protected and
blessed to be in this country and | don’t know'# going to last especially if people take a
stand for righteousness. And | do think that p&that is going to very dramatically affect
the traditional church. | don’t think it's going #&dfect the house church near as dramatically.
(IP1, 2012, #47-48, p. 11)
Thus, the house church stands a good chance igiitirsy and manifesting a substantial change

in church structures as it evades the limitations$ @adblocks that traditional churches may

face. Brafman and Beckstrom (2006), briefly mergm chapter two, confirm the unstoppable

168



power of organizations which are decentralized bsedhere is no central head that can be
attacked which in turns enables them to easily tadap
The shift/structuration process for house chureimimers was often instigated or
accompanied by individuals questioning the hamts$ taeaditions of traditional churches. One
participant explained,
| began to realize more and more how much thathatwve do in church is really not
biblical, it's just traditional. It's cultural. Ware more influenced by American or
Western culture than we are by the Bible in mangnyrthings. And so it’s like, oh, then
we really shouldn’t be dependent upon those thi(ig4., 2012, #34, p. 8)
Participants began to question why the traditi@malrch did things a certain way. They called
into question the building, “And just really caugime to really think about why I am going to
church in the first place and why does a buildiregter? Cause it's not about the building” (IP3,
2012, #138, p. 3). Another participant questiorredliasis for paying clergy,
if someone could give me a biblical basis for pgyapastor a wage, or ten pastors for
one church in a locality... and I'm not talking abone verse, I'm talking about give me
biblical founded evidence, then | probably couldiject. But | have yet to see that.
(IP8, 2012, #625, p. 12)
While another participant called into question dinginctions made between clergy and laity:
And so in a lot of ways the church in America haten conditioned in a way that you
have to have the institutional church to do thapfisms, weddings]. And so it seemed a
little strange at first to go off and do some ajdh things yourself. So you know, | think
there is a pretty significant clergy- laity mindsebund a lot of churches and | don't find
that distinction in the BiblglIP11, 2012, #965-966, p. 6)
Participants acknowledged that many church pragiiere not necessarily biblical, but rather
traditions built over time. Traditions that hadaddished habits and patterns that could, in turn,
be changed. Attempting to conceptualize how thig sleift in Christian Church history could be

demonstrated, | have modified figure 5 (the striattan process) from chapter two as seen

below.
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Figure 16.The structuration process creating a new structuith institutionalized practices of
its own. Adapted from “Structuration Theory and iBtagical Analysis,” by A. Giddens, 1990,
In J. Clark, C. Modgil, & S. Modgil (Eds.) Antho®yddens: Consensus and controversy, p. 301.

Sewell (2005), in his theory of events as transtirom, explained that when changes do take
place they are rarely “smooth and linear in chardd¢p. 226); instead change occurs in clusters
or intense bursts, as the accumulation of smahgés build up. He suggested that, “these
moments of accelerated change...are initiated angeddorward by historical events” (p. 226).
The result is another form of the institution, whia turn interacts with agents (church
members) to generate institutionalized practicég figure aims to demonstrate the
accumulation of small changes (the dotted lines)lting in a burst or cluster, which is the
house church movement.

Summary of the adaptive nature of the Christian chuch. The adaptive nature of the
church as a manifestation of the phenomenon irstiidy became apparent to me through the
comparisons participants drew between the traditionurch and house church. Their
descriptions, which established the traditionalrchwas ‘the other,” revealed the ways in which
structuration theory is in motion, shifting therfoof the traditional church. As mentioned, my

observation is that shared leadership and memlgergement are some of the resulting
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manifestations that have emerged out of this ghithe expression of the Christian Church. In
some cases shared leadership and member engageeneritappenstance; in others they were
purposeful decisions that aligned with the biblicagrpretation of house church members.

However, their presence was substantial in alltisites and is detailed below.

Shared Leadership in the Selected House Churches

In order to understand the experience of partidgpanth shared leadership, one must first
understand how and why these house churches mrdloigcstyle of leadership. The decision, in
the house churches | visited, was not a deternoinat practice shared leadership for the sake of
shared leadership and most might not even ackngweledrecognize that shared leadership was
the type of leadership utilized. Instead, the stfleeadership in most cases had theological roots
and for many, as mentioned, was a reflection df firevious (often negative) experiences with
leadership in the traditional church. Thus, in orfeaddress the manifestation of shared
leadership in the house church, | will first téletstory, as gathered from my experience with
house church members, about why and how they dittidstart or be a part of a church whose
leadership style was so very different from theitranal church. Then, the meaning and
enactment of shared leadership in this settingsisudsed.

Seeking a different form of church.Some discontent, in particular with leadershighi
traditional church served as a driving factor fuwde who sought out a different experience in
the house church. Some mentioned disillusionmetit ghiurch leaders who claimed to practice
a shared-type of leadership while others who haticgzated in leadership in the traditional
church recalled feeling alone in a leadership vdtere others wouldn’t share or support. One
former traditional church pastor recalled her eigrare of feeling alone and unsupported by

board members:
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| don’t know how many people were there when wetlgete, but quite a few left the day
we got there. Then the councilman came up to Si@nday and said, after he preached
his first sermon, new church, first church thawaes actually official pastor, and handed
him the church keys and said, “we’re done!” A molatter the next one comes up,
“‘we’re done!” “okay, thanks for the support! (IPB)12, #346, p. 2)
Another participant detailed an experience withaditional church pastor who claimed to want
to involve others in leadership decisions but aditg acted very differently:
There was a pastor kind of put in charge of thednplant and he subscribed to shared
leadership, a year into that we had little minircines and so forth from that group and
several of us were elected as elders and so fodlslaortly after that happened this
pastor took control, asked two of the elders taggresut of his own, this is threatening
and this is divisive and you guys need to resigwals an excruciating experience to see
that happen, yes, we superficially subscribed svesthleadership but when something
comes along that | feel threatened by, you're dineoe, | call the shots. And that was, |
was accused of being divisive and all these sdisilngs and that was a real struggle and
tried to make peace with that and it was intergdb@cause we had to separate ourselves
from that group as “I am not a divisive person,ll mot be accused of that” and so we
left that group. (IP11, 2012, #1074, p. 16)
These negative experiences were among some oéalsens participants gravitated toward a
church where leadership would be practiced difféyein addition, several other factors
affected their decision to join a house church, elgnthe role of the pastor, viewing leadership
as informal or based on gifts, recognizing the @am having only one leader and likewise of
paying that one leader. Each is elaborated on below
Therole of the pastor. As mentioned, the presence or reasoning for sHasaetérship in
the house churches studied has theological rootangny, their view of how leadership should
function within the church is connected to theiderstanding of the role of the pastor. The
traditional church pastor is revered as particylgtalified to take on the responsibility for the
spiritual development of parishioners. In some sdBis qualification comes by means of
education or experiences; other times it is attedubased on a sense of calling that the

individual feels to be a pastor. However, in aitradal church the pastor ends of up taking on a
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gamut of tasks, which can have nothing to do wastpring such as administration, accounting,
and management. House church members lamentedghsewf pastor as a title, the
overloading of pastors in the traditional churafg ghe pressure to produce sermons that were
pleasing to the parishioners.

While many of the house church members still fedit fpastoring per say is a gift or a
calling, they did not believe that it should beddincial position. One participant explained,

Pastoring is more of a calling than it is an offitehas nothing really to do with an
office. It has everything to do with just wantirgdare for people and you can pastor
people whether they ever call you pastor or nou ¥an encourage them, you can love
them, you can pray for them, what is a pastor ss@g®o do with people? Feed them,
encourage them, pray for them, lead and modehtemt (IP1, 2012, #18, p. 3)

They noted that the Bible lists pastor as oneagifbong many (Ephesians 4:11), and the word
pastor is sparsely used, instead deacon, eldehemherd are more common terms used when
referring to the leadership of the church.

Most house church members who participated instudy agreed that pastoring was not
a skill or task limited to the church building,iet, or to someone that receives a salary. Two
participants shared stories of using the gift aftpang outside of the church:

part of our journey we lived for a year in Indian&p and | had to support, some way of
making a living. And so | went down and got a jolor.& company called PraxAir
Service Technologies...it gave me a great opportunisit there an memorize scripture
and | could interact with the other guys, they'st $gpou’re a pastor for how many years?
20, 30 years? Why are you here?” And you know/| lbeit you, God blessed that year,
God blessed it by the time it was over, the guyditeslly wept about leaving one
another. We used to get together for bible stuidi@sroom of PraxAir, praying for one
another, just to pray for each other and beforéeftehere we had a footwashing time
with one another and it was really cool and | waemér their pastor. Not in an office or
official way, | just loved on the guys. That's whitve Lord really drove that home to me.
You don't really have to have a title or office atid not a career. You don’'t make a
career out of serving people, it's a life. (IP1120#20, p. 4)
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| had started a, where | work, a book study on asian book but some of the people

weren’t Christian in the group, and we were babydadving our own church service at

work. (IP5, 2012, #341, p. 1).

Their experiences resonate well with Peterson (R@hb underscored the trouble with talking
about the pastoral vocation as “full time Christiaork.” He argued that this distinction “drives
a wedge of misunderstanding between the way weamdythe way we work, between the way
we worship and they way we make a living” (p. 28®astoring as a gift or ministering to others
becomes a task for a few who are paid.

Likewise, as mentioned in the justification forgistudy, individuals who have the
calling or gift of being a pastor often end up ksgble for a multitude of tasks within the
church, tasks that have nothing to do with pastpper say.

It used to be very frustrating, when we went thiotlge north west, my dream when |

went through bible college and seminary was thastllove teaching the word of God, |

just love working with people who are hungry to wnilne Lord. And encourage them.

And the idea too was ‘wow! | get to get paid foisttAnd go out there and work with

people and disciple people and just full time jesiching the word and discipling

people.” Then | got there and | realized that pbdpaighty percent of my time and
energy was spent doing administrative kinds ofghirtwhen you start up a church you
have to have somebody, nobody in the church kntwatasetting up a system of books.

Well someone’s gotta do it. So guess what? YolAdd. if you don’t have anybody who

knows how to go out and share the gospel, you glatia If you don’t have somebody

who knows how to usher, you have to teach peopletbalo these things. Most of my
time wasn’t on teaching the Word of God. It wasndaihose other things: Planning
programs, scheduling retreats, counseling, morenzoré people wanting counseling.

(IP1, 2012, #59-60, p. 16)

Additionally, a primary task of the pastor becomeging and delivering sermons that
are pleasing and enjoyable to the parishioners.apipeoval of the parishioners can become a
driving force and a distraction for the pastor. @aeticipant pointed this focus out while noting

that his role had shifted now. He studies the wadr@od and prepares teachings for personal

benefit and illumination. He then shares his ingghith others in the house church but
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preparing a consumable and pleasing message fenrsalbes not drive his study of the word of
God.

Leadership asinformal or based on gifts. Although participants didn’t feel comfortable
with associating the title of pastor with an oféicrole, they were not opposed to the idea of there
being one or a few people who took on leadersHgsrper say. They talked about individuals
naturally having leadership tendencies or leadprgifis, “In the body of Christ you have
different gifts and different people, Chris is mally more of a leader, | tend to follow.
Everybody has their tendencies. So the peopleatigdborn to lead, the others will follow them”
(IP9, 2012, #584, p. 7Pne participant thought that leadership shouldnadyufall with those
who were elder and thus wiser.

Rather than seeing teaching or pastoring as apatécipants described them as gifts
that various individuals could hold and should beaceiraged to utilize, “One of the ideas was to
allow people who have the teaching skills and a&ipasfor something to take that and invest
themselves in it” (IP11, 2012, #989, p. 8). Anotparticipant added, “I love the idea of taking
gifts testing. And identifying each person’s strigrsgand abilities and skills and being able to
plug them in or release them so that they are usimeg God is giving them” (IP12, 2012, #1147,
p. 8). This mindset was, as above, connected touhderstanding of scripture regarding the gift
of pastoring:

We went through the study of the church and we \aéirgiven gifts from the Holy

Spirit, some people have service function, someledmave teaching some

administration and so on and that kindlodye we pigeon holed people and given them

specific titles? No, but one of the things thatreally wanted to do was to treat people to
be themselves and do what God has gifted them,twldether it's musical or
discernment or whatever, service and those sottsmgfs. So, | think what we have tried

to do is empower people is to use the gifting thaye for mutual benefit. (IP11, 2012,
#1010-1012, p. 10)
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The house church members who participated in thetystid not seem to limit the use of pastoral
gifts or functions to any one person because lefait role.
The danger of oneleader. In addition to understanding the role of pastofedéntly,
many house church participants were weary of tiveep@ssigned to one person in a traditional
pastoral role. They lamented the free reign thatssl to be given to pastors: “once you make it
an automatic, they do become... untouchable. Andlpesipp questioning, | think, to a certain
extent, and power will go to anybody’'s head” (IR912, #616, p. 11). The danger or the
limitations of hearing from only one person wa®alsferenced:
to appoint one man in charge, they always create ¥ision and you’re following one
man’s vision... and | think they can get sidetrackatb just what they are doing and
have blinders separating everything else... thegng helping these people or | think a
vision can become a problem. When they are in etirgre is nobody else telling them.
(IP9, 2012, #622, p. 12)
Participants explained how a sole leader could @smge the environment of the group limiting
the number of perspectives shared, “it doesn’tdsetommunity friendly. You don’t get to hear
and see all the different personalities and wags @od is working in different people’s lives,
it's all from one perspective” (IP12, 2012, #10983). Likewise, participants had experienced
being cut out of a church because they did noteagith the decisions or direction of the pastor:
“If you're following one man’s vision and you domiecessarily agree with it... if you don’t
follow their vision, they would rather you leaveyes that make sense?” (IP9, 2012, #624, p. 12).
Another participant confirmed this sentiment:
| had a pastor who told me that basically thatri’tigo to a church, | go to a house
church, and that I'm a rebel, and that | don’t fide# | need to be overseen by anybody...
and basically | was out-casted. And he said, “lnqtjust to let you know, I'll terminate

your membership,” and | was thinking, how can yeurtinate a membership... to a body
that | already belonged to before | joined yourrch@ (IP8, 2012, #621, p. 11)
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Because of experiences like these, participante wecomfortable with the notion of giving one
person too much power or authority.

The problems with paying a pastor. Along with the danger of too much power attributed
to one person, participants spoke of the troubth paying someone to fill this role. They noted
that money could get in the way of real relatiopsput unnecessary pressure on the pastor, and
create an incorrect mindset that it was solelypth&tor’'s job to do ministry:

| was involved in the youth ministry and it wasiaternship and | experienced getting

paid to do ministry with youth and that was extrgnterd for me...because if | was

feeling like 1 wasn’t doing a good job with kidsdareaching them or making an impact |
felt really guilty and like almost a little shaméfike |1 should be doing more and this
weight was just on me and so in our gatheringssauid | was just hardly being natural

because | just felt like “I gotta get out of thed’got to do something.” (IP12, 2012,

#1114, p. 4)

Another participant emphasized the mindset that ihdse paid should do work of the church,
“There’s a mindset that instead of, you know likattone guy, I'm Joe and I'm an ordained
plumber. Everybody should have a ministry andnktthat there is a mindset in America that
that person is paid to do it so that person neadse it” (IP5, 2012, #484, p. 16)his mindset,
some felt, was fostered by paying some individt@aldo the work of the church. Now that
explanation has been provided for why house chomembers view the function of leadership
differently, discussion is next provided on howdegship, particularly shared leadership
manifests itself and is constructed in the housegathstudy setting.

Shared leadership in practiceWhile | want to avoid spending too much time defmi
shared leadership here, since the definition vélekpounded later when reporting on the
descriptive survey, a few comments from participahring interviews and my observations

will provide a sense of what shared leadershipkéablike’ (was lived) in the three sites visited.

A few quotes from participants will be offered tawpide a general foundation of how shared
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leadership was individually and collectively consted in this setting, followed by the idea that
leadership is naturally assigned or based on giftgpecific examples of how shared leadership
manifested itself through described decision-makind member involvement will follow.

The predominant factor that participants ackndgézl when describing the type of
leadership utilized in their house church was thgke absence of one person who was doing all
of the teaching and decision-making. Participarfdaned, “ | don’t think its ever supposed to
be about one man or one leader” (IP3, 2012, #168), @nd “we said by definition, there should
be teachers, multiple, in the body” (IP11, 2018#%. 8). Although each site had one or a few
people who tended to facilitate, the emphasis wasistently put on involving others.

I’'m not the only one; | shouldn’t be the only ohatts coming prepared to try to build

people up... Everyone should come with the same ratritiat you were just talking

about... you know? Listen, and if the Lord has rekdlgl it upon my heart or there’s a

real burden that | want to share. Then well, yoousth feel like this is the safest place for

you to come and you should really want to do tbaeeryone’s sake. (IP1, 2012, #90,

p. 21)

This emphasis aligns well with Pearce and Cond2063) definition of shared leadership as a
“dynamic, interactive influence process among imdiials in groups for which the objective is to
lead one another to the achievement of group arozgtional goals or both” (p. 1). The
emphasis, in both their definition and the housacines examined, is placed on multiple
individuals within a group leading one another. K&y participant echoed this sentiment,
describing the kind of leadership that they expexga in their house church as “having more
than one person responsible for different aspdatghat needs to go on” (IP10, 2012, #743, p.
13). Participants also highlighted the notion @& gnoup working together as descriptive of the

type of leadership utilized in their house churthseems more like a group working together

rather than just people telling me what to do nixelt like the group as a whole was leading,
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because Stan gave us opportunities to interjeittveasn’t one-sided” (IP10, 2012, #665-666, p.
3).

A central concept to the idea of shared leadetishipe house churches studied was the
belief that each person present had something malta contribute and was considered a
teacher: “anyone who is in the house church ceaer gfiidance or make a suggestion” (IP4,
2012, #271, p. 9). This concept aligns with thethef invitational rhetoric (Foss & Griffin,
1985), discussed in chapter two, which emphasigealiy within groups. Participants
explained that everyone can learn from each otheéa influenced by one another:

With the house church it’s all equalized, becabseperson who is leading it kind of

guides the discussion but everyone is talking aliaat it's like everyone is giving the

sermon, so everyone is on an equal plane which srtakegs less intimidating | think.

(IP4, 2012, #280, p. 10)

The assumption that only the leader influencedalewer was eliminated, “we all kind of teach
each other because we all learn from each othew, @012, #379, p. 5).

These observations from participants were affirtiedugh my observations and
analysis of artifacts. In one site, there was alggotation of individuals who took the lead in
providing the teaching for the gathering. The niibstal example of shared leadership, this
handful of individuals, would take turns preparmtgaching and would give a teaching that was
designed and intended to draw out feedback, quesstand input from the rest of the group. In
another site, although one person typically featiitl the discussions, there were regular efforts
to have others lead and during one meeting an-gegntold boy was given the opportunity to
lead songs for the children instead of the usualtdelader. Participants told me about a time
when an individual had expressed a desire to lgattecular study and thus did so, “well that’s

how David taught on Ephesians. He said, | wouldlydite to do a teaching on Ephesians. We

said, just fly with it, just go” (IP6, 2012, #507, 18). In addition, email communication
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throughout the week demonstrated leadership fromtiptauindividuals within each site. By way
of example, communication was initiated by variowdividuals making suggestions about
meeting times, requesting prayer, or asking fodlbaek regarding an idea.

Decision-making as shared leadership. Another significant result of the presence of
shared leadership in house churches was the walioh decision-making occurred. Rather
than one or a few individuals setting the visiontfee church or having some decisions offered
to voting members, house church members had thertypity to participate in most, if not all,
decision-making within the group. One participaxplained in detail the different means of
making decisions within his house church:

And what we found is we would come up, addressshges, and we wrestled with some

issues like women'’s roles in scriptures and we thedsvith things like pagan holidays

and all kinds of things and we worked through thms@& more random basis, we reached
consensus on those things without dotting theaid crossing the ‘T’s and saying here is
the policy. So it became more of a persuasion ame of a shared way, | don’t think we
have come across anything that is like, well henghat we as a leadership has decided
and if you don't like it, tough, we never landee1th at all. And in some ways it took us
maybe longer to work through an issue, you knowtwas the Christian responsibility

to government and how involved in politics woulduylme and those sorts of things and so

we were able to incorporate through discussioncaestioning back and forth wrestling

with the issues and have found this very effedimstead of having somebody go away
really hostile with this “you’re pushing this andwyknow | can’t follow that.” Decisions

are made via influence and persuasion as oppos#idt&te. (IP11, 2012, #976-979, p. 7)
Email communication was another common way to mea@hurch members in decisions. “They
also present the ideas that they are considerikiggaabout. We could go through Luke,
Zachariah, Isaiah... yeah, and they send it out éfiman and say ‘what do you guys think
about this?’ and they gather opinions” (IP12, 2G41091, p. 2). During my involvement with
each site, | received emails asking for ideas agmitig projects, asking input about how a

designed website should look and be used for thiséhohurch, and one site distributed a survey

asking for very specific feedback about the futirection and purpose of the house church.
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Finally, one site had an additional meeting, tochileveryone was invited, to discuss future
direction and purpose.

Now | should acknowledge at this point that mamagitional churches do make efforts to
involve church members, particularly churches whitilize the Congregational form of
governance discussed in chapter two. So, whaeidigtinction between these churches that
allow members to vote, may distribute surveys, laold forums for members to provide
feedback, and the house churches | visited? Basel@ta collected and interpreted | think that
the key differences reside simply in the size ef¢hurch and the extent to which member
feedback and input can be considered and utili&thin the traditional church, members are
given opportunity to be involved in decision-makihgwever they are not often involved in the
ground-level brainstorming, research, or discusstbat lead to the creation of a list of choices
which can be voted on. And while they may offerdiegck and input, what happens with this
feedback and input is often left up to the disoretf one or a few paid leaders. As demonstrated
above, a high level of involvement from all churakmbers is a time-consuming endeavor even
if the group is small. Large traditional church&syply because of size, must limit member
involvement as a matter of efficiency. This aligngh literature on teams that suggests that there
are organizational limiters that hinder team praity once the team reaches a certain size
(Sarason, 1995). In addition, many church membmudeaders place a high level of authority
and precedence on the church leaders, attributaggtain amount of value on their ultimate
decision-making because they are ordained or chog&od.

Taking initiative as shared leadership. A final way in which shared leadership was
demonstrated in the house churches was throughbihy of members to participate via making

suggestions, taking initiative to lead at timeg] arst general participation throughout the
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gatherings. This expression of shared leadershgpavimes pre-planned involvement: “I've
helped with the music sometimes and I've been &blead like Lectio Divina and I've been
able to participate in the talking and sharing tohieing the messageq1P12, 2012, #1087, p.
2). Another example of planned opportunities ineldideeking feedback from members about
topics of study, “we just kind of talked about wha@verybody was at and was there anything
that anybody really felt compelled and wanted twlgtin the Bible” (IP3, 2012, #162, p. 5).
Another site asked members to select a parabletherBible that they would enjoy studying.
Participants expressed a comfort with the abibtynake suggestions or bring something to share
at the gatherings, “Tyler and | are working oroagsthat we want to sing for the house church
eventually, but I think we will just e-mail or seadext ahead of time and just say “hey, we have
this song we want to share” (IP12, 2012, #113%)p.

At other times, the involvement was not pre-plansigelaking to the open and flexible
nature of the house churches versus a very steccemvironment led by one or a few:
“we have had times where we are praying and somelddjust start singing a song and
breaking out into a song and somebody will bringpsgre as we are praying. We've had several
people who have said while we are praying God skdawe this” (IP 5, 2012, #508, p. 18).
Likewise, members had the freedom to express thieel@ven when not prompted, about a
topic of study or conversation, “they also knowttteey do have the input and they have the
ability to say, ‘hey, why don’t we study this?’ tartake things in the direction they feel like God
wants them to go so they feel like they have ke ltitt more control over the situation” (IP4,
2012, #282, p. 10). This spontaneity was connetcteddesire to respond to the needs of
members in the moment,

If there’s someone hurting there or there’s sonmgtihat someone wants to deal with,
yeah we have our bible reading that we want torgbsa forth but that may not happen
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that morning. It may be something that has readlyaid on someone’s heart that they

really want to share, trying to make it feel contédibte so that anybody who really

wanted to do that if they had something that thapted to share that they thought would

really bless the rest of us. (IP1, 2012, #87-820).

Throughout my time participating in the selecteds®churches, | saw this involvement
initiated on the part of individuals and requedtedn whomever was leading or teaching at the
time. One participant brought a book he had beading during the week and shared an excerpt.
Another participant invited everyone to stay aftera meal she had prepared and initiated a
baby shower for a pregnant mother in the group. Week, | brought my son along and we
shared a song for the kids, teaching them the wamdshand motions. Church members could
readily speak up and make suggestions during ttheegag time but their involvement was also
prompted and encouraged. Those who were teaclaading scripture, or leading songs
regularly encouraged feedback, questions, andrugons: “wherever we can, we try to include
the body and get them involved” (IP11, 2012, #99&8). One site facilitated gatherings such
that everyone was to do the same Bible readingiduhie week and each person was asked to
bring an insight or observation to share with theug the next week. This structure made up the
bulk of the teaching time and in such a way thatghthering was loosely facilitated by
everyone present.

Summary of the manifestation of shared leadershipgChapter two summarized the
following four driving forces for shared leaderskiipm the extant literature: the rise of the
information age, the increasing complexity of thkerof the CEO, increasing pressure to
perform and do so quickly, and an increase in #eeai teams in the organization (Huberman &
Loch, 1996). While | was not able to find that #aekiving forces were those that also

compelled the use of shared leadership in the hauseh setting studied, the above discussion

provided some insight into what might be considehedng forces in the house church. General
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discontent with the direction of the traditionalicth including frustration and disillusionment
with leadership seemed to compel shared leadenshiiys setting. Additionally, the perceived
trajectory of the traditional Western Protestanu€h seemed to propel participants towards a
church form which utilizes a more decentralizedlmared leadership model.

Shared leadership is manifest through a numbereofilper constructions, both individual
and shared, in the house churches via the presémaeltiple leaders, involvement of many in
decision-making, and members taking initiative éotigipate and make suggestions. These
manifestations and co-constructions of shared ksageseem to align with the Pearce and
Conger (2003) definition and the values and attitudf shared leadership discussed in chapter

two (Foss & Griffin, 1985; Gardner & Hatch, 1989¢c@regor, 1960).

Member Engagement in the Selected House Churches

Member engagement occurred at a high level imeadie sites visited. One might
speculate that simply because house churches atk sramber engagement would naturally
follow. The small size of the gatherings shouldabknowledged in that this factor enabled a
high level of engagement. However, most groups gaely maintained a small size precisely
because they valued a high level of member engageifiee value and benefit placed on
member engagement becomes apparent in the folladigegssion. While the small size is a
factor, the chosen form also facilitated memberagegient. A very small group could still lack
member engagement if the form did not allow foaitd likewise we can see how even with the
proper form present, member engagement becomésuttitis group size increases.

Participants in the house church setting acknovdddbe necessity of engagement

because of the form and small size,

184



the one thing that is true about being part of @slecchurch is you really can’t be part of a

house church and be alone unless there’s somg desp issues going on there. And

there’s times when that’s true too, but honestéydkierage person, you cannot... you

cannot not be engaged. (IP2, 2012, #83, p. 20)
| asked one participant directly if they had nafi@my house church members who seemed
disengaged, her response, “No, not really” (IPDL2Z #733, p. 11). My own experience as a
participant observer confirmed their perspective L&coln and Guba (1985) explain, within the
Naturalist paradigm the relationship of the knoteethe known is interactive and inseparable.
Although through this second research questiomedito get at the lived experiences of house
church members, my presence in their weekly gatgsrset me not only a researcher but as a
participant. This dimension was enhanced becautediigh level of engagement/participation
expected. | could not hide on the sidelines asraffected observer. | noted in my reflexive
journal following a gathering at site one, “I alsalized how much I'm going to have to
personally invest. Since this is such a small atichate environment, | won’t be able to avoid
really getting to know these people and them ggticnknow me.”

Member engagement in the house church setting skt constructed in two main
ways: 1) participation during the weekly gatheripgsdominantly via dialogue and 2) ongoing
interaction with one another throughout the weekaddition, participants seemed to engage by
taking a deep responsibility or personal ownerghijne house church. Once again, the
juxtaposition of house church to traditional chuiltdminated the ways in which member
engagement occurred in the house church as thiédred church is provided as a countercase.
Finally, member engagement is considered throughetins of structuration theory to illuminate
how the shifts in Christian Church history have aoied the form and expression of the Church.

Member engagement via dialogueRarticipants described their engagement as

happening through a dialogue or a conversatiorcanttasted their experience to a typical
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church setting where one person usually did mogtetalking. “It's a lot more open, we talk
about stuff, and you don't just sit and listenstand up and sing. You are a lot more involved”
(IP7, 2012, #374, p. 4). Participants also ackndgeel the ways in which the environment
allowed them to interact and learn:

well that you know definitely is different becaudée to say if you're listening to a

sermon you can't raise your hand and say, “waifraute | have a question about this”

where, this we can... where we can it's like “okayitvaaminute, you've lost me there, |
don’t understand what you’re trying to get at” kioicthing. There is that freedom. (IP3,

2012, #172,p. 7)

Participants were able to interact with whomeveghhbe teaching and, because they were
expected to do so, this environment changed tingagement,

Stan would ask us how we saw the verses and whatilledl from them rather than just

sitting there and just passively listening to whathad to say. We actually had to pay

attention more. You knew that someone was goirexpect something from you. (IP10,

2012, #656-657, p. 2)

Another participant added, “sometimes people alleccan and it’s like, ‘what do you think
about this?’ and so you have to stay on your todsnaake sure that you're listening” (IP12,
2012, #1093, p. 2).

Engagement seemed to occur predominantly througjbglie, “ Its not one person
standing up there talking at you...its a dialogu®4(l 2012, #230, p. 3). Each site may have had
a person who would facilitate the discussion big person was not the only one to speak or
share,

But the rest of the conversation is all of us thgetl think that is the difference, there is

a pastor but he’s more there to kind of challeng@pte, challenge them to think and ask

the questions and guide the discussion. (IP4, 263@9, p. 14)

Those responsible for facilitating the gatheringsmnsed to make an effort to formulate the time

together such that participation was encouragetlvifies that gave members a chance to

verbally respond or jot down notes then share wées incorporated. One site began each

186



gathering by going around the room and having @ackon share something they were grateful
for. Everyone was asked and expected to read teendi@ed scripture throughout the week and
regularly encouraged to provide insights and feeklb&his aligns with literature on dialogue
which suggests that dialogue allows for commonalitg understanding within groups
(Veliquette et al., 2012). Dialogue allows thoseoveimgage in it to “present their viewpoints,
engage in the exchange of ideas, and learn bylmregeheir perceptions and assumptions”
(McLean & Egan, 2008, p. 252). Moreover, dialogsia inherently a participative process (de
Haas & Kleingeld, 1999) so it stands to reasonithabuld be representative of and a means for
the type of engagement house church members experie
Member engagement during the weekParticipants also seemed to measure their level
of engagement based on their involvement with arotheer throughout the week. This
engagement included casual get-togethers as wikélpsg or caring for each other in times of
need.
There’s engagement with each other during the weeehkail or phone calls or that sort of
thing and so we really do have participation dutimg meeting times and afterward
people are really engaging with each other. Ardrikt there is a real intention to not
leave anybody out, we’'ve got a couple widows amy thon’t really have a lot of energy
or a lot of strength but we want to see them inetudlve’ve got the gal with MS and we
try to minister to her and it’s been | guess a #rdous amount of participation not only
in discussion, but in the day-to-day life. (IP1012, #1019-1021, p. 10)
Members described this engagement throughout tlke& a® a given rather than an obligation:
“It's not about checking something off it's aboutvay of life, and a way of living, and really
being connected to people and caring about pebpedgh the good and the bad and all that”
(IP3, 2012, #180, p. 8). Engagement with one amatias considered a responsibility:
It's so much more personal. It is more of a, ydeeteesponsibility to say, “I'm going to
treat this person the way God commands me to iiptBce” and the family aspect of

being Christians together versus the, “I'm yourtpgsyou’re my pupil” it's more like,
“I'm your brother.” 1think it changes things. @8P2012, #555, p. 4)
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Engagement throughout the week also manifesteldl insthe actions of house church members
to meet the practical needs of others:
It was everybody taking care of everybody elseibedmebody wasn'’t there, checking
on them, “how you doing? What's going on? Are y&ay?” taking care of people and
you heard a need and it was okay; lets go, we’neggim help so and so fix their house
because they can’t afford to do it. (IP6, 2012,2¢4% 13)
During one gathering, a young couple shared aklmuescar trouble they were having, asking
for prayer. Immediately another couple in the chwffered to let them use their car
indefinitely. This kind of immediate care and sengeesponsibility for one another was not
uncommon. One church had a member who had mu#igidgosis and the other members took
very seriously their responsibility to help andecéor her:
And she’ll tell people ‘this is my family’ and I ithk it's been really reassuring to her
mom and dad because they're elderly, | think theyimtheir early eighties, her mom
comes once a week to cook for her and buy her gescdout | think it's been reassuring
to them that if something happens to them thatthee people who will watch out for
Paula, who will take care of her and help her. (312, #147, p. 4)
Meeting physical as well as emotional or mentadsegas included in this day-to-day
engagement:
one of our individuals is kind of a, unhealthy dmad of a hoarder, and so one of the
women in the group actually went to her home amshspours upon hours trying to help
organize and you know, make it easier for her tevdat she wanted to do. That was a
very extensive experience, that's been only pauiycessful | think there’s some
psychological barriers and a lot of people haveaged at that level helping the widows
you know. (IP11, 2012, #1022, p. 10)
These experiences harken back to previous diseuabiout size and form enabling member
engagement. Every site had a time specificallysfaring, where individuals could talk about
what was going on in their life, good or bad. Ttnge allowed not only a means for members to

participate during the gathering, but encourage@yfor participants to know what was going

on with each other so that they could engage arelfoaeach other outside of the gathering.
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One participant iterated, “It's not one of thesé#ish kind of things, it's like ‘are you doing
okay?’ it's real and genuine and just helping eaitier and you know, it's hard to pinpoint it's
just happening all the time in lots of ways” (IR2012, #1025, p. 10). In every site, when
prayer requests were shared, most if not all atremnbers wrote down the needs of others
indicating a high level of care and commitment taypfor each other.

This level of engagement can be harder in lamgelittonal churches unless individuals
choose to engage in small group settings. Finduig@bout needs can be more difficult.
Likewise, a temptation exists for church memberavioid responding to needs as they might
assume that someone else is taking care of the @eedparticipant acknowledged this
experience in the larger traditional church, “threaways so many other people, you always
think that maybe somebody else is going over thateministering to those people” (IP3, 2012,
#186, p. 10).

As a participant observer | found myself feeling tesponsibility to engage not only
during the gatherings but also during the week. Wee house church member was in a car
accident, house church members were encourageshdoesicouraging texts and | felt compelled
to do so. When another site held a baby showea foember, | was invited. | was unable to
attend but brought a gift and a meal to the famitgr the baby was born. Because | was
participating at such close levels with these peoigioo responded by engaging at a high level.

Ownership and responsibility in the house churchMemberengagement also manifest
through member constructions in more ways thanghgsical expressions of conversation
during the gathering and activities during the we¢duse church members also seemed to
demonstrate engagement which was reflected in deeip level of responsibility to the group

and strong sense of ownership in their and thegsmuccess: “but part of it is | think because |
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just feel | have a responsibility to the group &prepared and to be ready to talk about what
we’re reading in the Bible and what's going on ig life” (IP3, 2012, #176, p. 8). This
engagement was also described as a sense of coemhéimd the presence of a shared goal:

| feel we've all come together, because we loveltbrel and want to learn more and be

more obedient. But there’s also more, that we'vaedogether because we want the

whole family and community, so there’s that comngoal or bond there too so it's not
people just checking church off I've don’t my Supdhuty kind of thing. So | guess it’s
easier in some respects to share all the thingsgggm in my life, all the hard things
when you feel that the people there with you hageramitment to you. And they’re not

just ‘doing my duty’ kind of thing. (IP3, 2012, #0881, p. 9)

Likewise, one participant connected this engagernuetite reality that no one in the house
church is paid to care for the others, rather emeeymust be responsible to do so:

with the house church in general because it's kingmaller we all have to pick up the

yoke. We all kind of just do it, we're all in thisgether and there is more of the tendency

to help each other just because you're really fiam@nd you really have to when you're
in a united group you take care of each other. Nmis paid to do it so somebody has got

to volunteer to do it | guess. (IP4, 2012, #315.9.

This ownership was visible as each individual toedponsibility to come to the
gatherings prepared to discuss the chosen topmwhen we study Luke if somebody, if one
person doesn’t really read the chapter or studiystunusual. People really do their best” (IP11,
2012, #1017, p. 10). Additionally, beyond the gatigethe sentiment was that individuals took
more initiative to study the Bible and responstpifor their own spiritual growth, “I think that
people are more engaged in their own Bible stuchd their own eating of their ‘bread, getting
fresh bread,’ | think they are more engaged in"tfig6, 2012, #440, p. 10). Rather than relying
on a particular person to provide the teachingrompt individuals towards growth, house
church members seemed to take responsibility fetefong their own growth, “home church

growth is all on your own, it's something that ywant to do, not that you didn’t want to do it in

the other church, but you don’t feel guilty if yoan't read one day” (IP9, 2012, #559, p. 4).
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| noticed the level of ownership and responsipiiitat church members took during my
observations. In one site, a participant took tigative to create and design a website for the
church of his own accord. Another participant bitaiueg book to share and as mentioned,
participants took the initiative to care for othbgsplanning meals, baby showers, or other ways
to love each other. This level of engagement wasaolely initiated and maintained by the
leader; each person seemed to consider how they wogtribute and considered the group their
own. Church members also felt responsible to comeoats with one another if they were unable
to attend the weekly gathering. As | was includetheir email lists, | often received updates
from members about such things. In addition, wheimared with church members the nature of
my research several individuals came up to me agggroffering help and resources such as
books, DVDs, and pamphlets. They seemed to haeesapal investment in the house church
and were eager to share this experience with me.

Not a higher level of member engagement in the hoeshurch. While many attributed
their engagement level to the particular settingaise churches, there were those who did not
agree. Some suggested that engagement was motepabsanality, personal choice or personal
motivation rather than house church versus trataichurch setting: “I'd say it's just a different
dynamic. | think you could grow the same, if younivto talk about what you believe about
certain doctrines and things like that, | think yzan grow equally in both settings” (IP8, 2012,
#553, p. 3). Another participant agreed noting,r“f@ though, | guess | pay attention at both”
(IP4, 2012, #253, p. 6). The link between membegagement and the setting, in particular

shared leadership, will be discussed more in thé section.
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Participation difficult because of history in the raditional church. Although
participants noted a higher level of engagememet/ipus disengagement in the traditional
church seemed to be a habit to break. One pantitgzknowledged this difficulty:

and | think that because people have come froraditimnal church where it's mostly

receiving that it's hard to get out of that rutairsense and start being proactive. And so |

think most of the time when people voluntarily shdreir ideas and stuff, it's usually
from the elders, and | think they’d like to encaggdhat more but it's hard to know
how...there’s a lot of honesty and openness butigisally the same people. So it's hard
to get some people out of their shells becausérthaged to something else and maybe

they're shy. (IP12, 2012, #1129-1130 & #1159, p. 7)

Not everyone was used to or comfortable with speglip or participating since their church
experience had predominantly included sitting asteing.

Summary of the manifestation of member engagemenEngagement in the house
church setting was seen during the weekly gathsmsgwell as through the interaction between
house church members during the week. The levehgagement from house church members
seemed to elicit a sense of ownership or respaditgitar each other and for the success of the
gatherings. This dynamic seems to align with softbe@outcomes discussed in chapter two
associated with environments where individualsesigaged. Outcomes previously identified
included increased communication skills (Veliquettal., 2012), enhanced task performance,
organizational citizenship behaviors, affective ocoitment, and continuance commitment

(Shuck & Wollard, 2010). One could argue that thesmbers in the house churches observed

demonstrated these outcomes, reinforcing the rels@dready done on engaged individuals.

A Countercase of Member Engagement

While participants talked about the house churceragmging because of their
participation in the dialogue with one another tigioout the week, they referred to the

traditional church gatherings as performance ogirt such a way that they created spectators
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out of the members. One participant stated, “| aaveed in the institutional church, it was
becoming more professional, it was becoming moeetsfpor, so more of a performance,
spectator sort of thing” (IP11, 2012, #901, p.H8.elaborated on this idea:

there’s this, in some ways there’s a legitimatwisig for excellence which is okay
because we do want that but at the same time itldhmithe presentation would seem to
be more important than the actual substara®| saw things like oh even to the point of
music programs where you would hire in a violayfour orchestra or whatever and
rather than it being a neutral ministry of beliesseygether there was this oh we need
import this skill set from outside because it cottighossibly exist here in our midso it
was sort of this procuring of things that | savkemsl of antithetical to what | had been
brought up withLike, we need someone to clean the chapel, as eggoshiring a
janitor; we want someone to lead music as oppaséding a position to do worship
ministry. So it became a, “I should get paid faattHl should get paid for that” kind of
mentality as opposed to lets love and serve edwdr.dbo | saw elements of that and
maybe two or three or four months worth of enenggns into putting on a performance
for a community as opposed to, “what are we here iow are we building up ourselves
for evangelism and for equipping each othéviziybe this little loss of focus and
concentration was a little more external and apesr oriented. yeah, kind of as that
comes along and as you have to have a degree io foushis or whatever, some of this
natural people just kind of back off because wetelsomebody else is hired to do that
and | am not qualified to do that and sort of, suteof that environment is a withdrawing
and as you get used to that you expect that sonyedded should do that and the idea of
even serving one another starts to disappedrthink in some ways once that sets in then
that becomes the norm because that’s what the lchaw&s for. We need to go hire
somebody to do this, out here to do this, so tletlan’t have to. right? It's kind of built
in, so structurally you can almost perpetuate liegiuse once you let this happen, you
kind of let this keep going. (IP11, 2012, #915-9212)

Another participant agreed, “And this could be peysonal opinion, but | just feel that there’s
more of a lecture type atmosphere and it is @ liitt more like entertainment centered” (IP12,
1097, p. 3). A teenager attending the house chfetred to his experience in traditional
churches “I think from the few times that | haveebén a youth group situation it wasn't really
based on the Word as much as it was based on hfavirand entertainment{(IP7, 2012, #368,
p. 3). These descriptions of entertainment, whetppetuated spectators, were in significant
contrast to the type of member engagement descirbib@ house churches studied. Likewise,

these descriptions hint at the capitalization ofi§ttanity which has been suggested by some in
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the literature (Christian et al., 2011; Fleming &pdund, 2007; Rich et al., 2010). The impacts of
this development in terms of creating parishiormasrsonsumers will be discussed later as
structuration theory is examined.

Lack of ownership and responsibility in the traditional church. Although there was
variance in the type and degree of member engadgenmittimn the sites, the different form and
small size of the groups enabled, as discussekaned participation if one was to compare this
experience to that of a typical traditional churelrticipants did provide some feedback about
engagement in the traditional church. One partidipa speaking of her traditional church
experience said, “You don’t really have to be miyengaged as much” (IP 3, 2012, #171, p.
7). Another participant affirmed the level of engagent that house church members took in
studying scripture as opposed to those in a taaditichurch:

it's funny how many people were thinking how we goeng to go off the deep end and

lose our ways and in fact what it did do was itvéras to the Word and drove us to the

Lord and | am confident that we put more energy ingmg to know the will of God and

the scripture than people who sit in an institudicsetting and let someone else do it for

them. And in some ways | think the seminaries dwde sorts of things could fall prey to

things that are perhaps even more heretical theomee fellowship. (IP11, 2012, #938-

940, p. 4)

As discussed in chapter one, | have spent mang ynding traditional churches
myself. After my time in the three house churcheslied, | noted a metaphor that could be used
to describe the member engagement that can hapetmaditional church. Mother birds often
pre chew food for their young making it easier &b &nd digest while the babies are young and
incapable of doing this procedure themselves. lldvsuggest that this process is similar to the
experience of parishioners in the traditional chulhat I noticed in the house church regarding

the study of scripture was that everyone was erpect read the assigned scripture and come

prepared to discuss and offer insights or thoudftiere were often times when the group
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wrestled together over a difficult passage and wdrbut together what they felt it meant for
their application. | would contrast this practicghna traditional church where most parishioners
often show up to a gathering without an idea oftvdeaipture will be discussed that day. They
then listen as a pastor (often trained in Biblstaldy) shares a scripture along with the context
and history and most likely the application to.liféne job of analyzing and applying the
scripture to life is the responsibility of one ratlthan the group.
| would suggest that, in contrast, house churchbegs in the selected sites chewed on
the meat of the Bible and digested it together. W%, those in the traditional church allow the
pastor to do the difficult chewing and then recdhve meat after it has first been pre-masticated
by the pastor, like the mother bird and her yoihgw this comparison is not to suggest that no
individuals in the traditional church take the iiive to study and digest the Bible on their own,
many do. However, the form of the traditional cliufasters a certain level of passiveness on the
part of the church member. Scripture in the Newtdresnt of the Bible refers to this as
immaturity:
We have much to say about this, but it is hard &xemt clear to you because you no
longer try to understand. In fact, though by timset you ought to be teachers, you need
someone to teach you the elementary truths of Gedid all over again. You need milk,
not solid food! Anyone who lives on milk, beingliséin infant, is not acquainted with the
teaching about righteousness. But solid food igHermature, who by constant use have
trained themselves to distinguish good from evilfkeéws 5:11-14, New International
Version)
Again, this observation is not meant to be an assest of all traditional churches or all
individuals who attend traditional churches. Howevaoticed an increased level of investment
and responsibility from the house church membethlersites explored in studying, memorizing

and understanding scripture.

Member engagement in a traditional churchl had the opportunity to visit a traditional
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church amidst my research. At the time | was ottigraling site one and they decided not to
meet one weekend so | went with my husband to @enue church. A video venue church is
a church that is similar to any Western Protesthntch in its gathering except for the fact that
some if not all of the organized activities aransmaitted via video screen. In this particular
church, the senior pastor, who was physically preaeanother campus but was only present via
video at this location, delivered the teaching.

The gathering was typical to a traditional clur€verything came from the front of the
room while the attendees sit in rows facing thatirdly participation included standing and
singing, clapping, shaking hands with someone terte and asking what their favorite
Olympic sport was, and raising my hand in respaaghe pastor's questions of 'how many of
you...?" | caught myself checking out about 5 mio the sermon because | did not have to
mentally engage. People did respond during the agessith laughing and raised hands. Of the
people that | could see (probably around 60), taw their Bibles out.

During the song singing | was moved to tearsitowas interesting because the songs
came to an abrupt end, | was still crying but wiasated from the front to meet some people
around me. | had to quickly wipe my tears and sutilthe stranger | met. When | would have
rather continued singing or had some time. | chdde requested that in the house church.

In this traditional set up there was a specifipogse time and specific ways to respond.
At the end of the teaching the campus pastor cartieetfront, shared some tidbits, and then
invited people to stand and sing, take communiotheir own from a table provided, or go to
the back corner where there were individuals wgitowpray with whomever needed it. | found it
interesting that the audience response was boundéi way, while in the house church, there

were no formal bounds to how one might respondeVidenced by this experience, one could
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ascertain how the form and structure of the gatigedirectly impacts the engagement of
attendees.

Connecting member engagement to history and structation theory. At this point,
referring back to the Protestant Reformation (theth event discussed in chapter two) provides
insight in relation to structuration theory. As @dtin chapter two, one of the outcomes of this
reformation was the variety of denominational espiens that emerged. While, this diversity
was a benefit in that a new freedom was discoverdae Christian Church and individuals
could find a church that suited them best, a neenpmenon was also initiated. Because
individuals could pick and choose which churchesiihem best, church attendees became, in
some ways, consumers. Coupled with the resultseofifth event, the colonization of America,
this consumer phenomenon was enhanced. As preyioattd, the values of religious freedom
and separation of church and state, that Amerietitess held, introduced the practice of
religious competition and religious capitalismatfany point, an individual became discontent or
disagreed with the practices of his colony or isrch, he could easily leave and begin his own
community, illustrating the “central geographicattf of American religious history: the country
was too big to enable any form of orthodoxy tortrph—its very vastness made heterodoxy
possible” (Barna, 2005; Rainer & Geiger, 2011; ¥i&l Barna, 2008; T. White & Yeats, 2009).
The lasting results of these two events in struaguthe Western Christian Church are evident in
the ways in which present day individuals seekamat engage in the traditional church.

| was talking on the phone with a friend who rebentoved to a new state. She was
telling me about her and her husband’s search éwech. They had visited numerous churches
over the course of a few months and she explameaethow at each one there was something

they didn't like, the teaching style, the musi® #ize, etc. As she was describing to me this
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exhausting and frustrating church shopping expeeghcouldn’t help but contrast this process
with what a house church member must experience \dwking for a house church. Within a
house church there isn’t a teacher who’s styleganudeem pleasing or not, there isn’t a person
or team that leads a certain style of music, ntdimg to evaluate, and you can pretty much
expect that the size will be small. My impressiooni house church members studied is that the
whole notion of church shopping as a consumer tplé@sed is displaced, and very quickly after
they attend they become responsible for the tygnweironment present. A house church
member cannot remain a detached consumer, if tierydathey are responsible for contributing.
Likewise, | was speaking to another friend whottsrading a Catholic college and recently
attended mass. Prior to college she was attendWgsdern Protestant church. She said that she
envied Catholics because there was no conceptuntlclshopping for them, Mass is pretty
standard wherever you go. She contrasted this @tdizdtion to the highly variant nature of
Protestant churches.

Churchgoers commonly and frequently hop aroundattes because they aren’t happy
with the music or teaching style. While there slkddag room for preference, the underlying
notion with this system is that it is the respoilgybof the paid few to create an environment
that is pleasing and enjoyable to the church coesumMany paid church workers work ardently
to change this mindset but find change very difficua system which reinforces the clergy-laity
distinction.

These observations about the traditional church @suntercase of member engagement
enlighten how engagement might look in the houseathand why participants might have been
drawn to a different form of church. Additionalle impact of the shifts in leadership in

Christian Church history are revealed, informingviemd why church structures have come to
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be. These observations, again, inform the foundatpon which house church members sought

to find and develop different church expressions.

Linking Shared Leadership and Member Engagement

By this point the overlap between the concepthafed leadership and member
engagement may have become evident to the reaalicipants engaged by sharing in the
leadership of their house church. At times, theyenmne in the same. They engaged by
providing insights and thoughts about the scriptesaling but this involvement was also the
way in which they participated in shared leaderdi@pause they functioned as co-teachers rather
than just recipients of the teaching.

A few participants were asked directly about tHatrenship between shared leadership
and their engagement. They were able to identd#yctinnections between shared leadership and
their engagement as well as the benefits and owsaha church that utilized such shared
leadership. To summarize the link between membgagement and shared leadership, their
insights are laid against the informing theoretfcanework provided in chapter two
(transformational leadership and employee engagpraed Figure 12 provides a modified
conceptualization of this theory as visible in Hoeise church settings explored.

The connectionsParticipants were able to draw connections betveenshared
leadership and member engagement worked togetdeatagmented each other. One participant
explained that because shared leadership allowey@&we to share, church members were thus
aware of what was going on in each other’s liva$ @uld engage throughout the week:

| think there is [a relationship between sharedéeship and engagement] because |

think we know each other. | think we are vulnerableach other in terms of the

environment that we've created there. We know wswnebody is going into the
hospital and when they need a meal and when somedatiuggling with that and they
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need time off or they are very occupied with a wegdwe know that and were sensitive
to that. (IP11, 2012, #1026-1027, p. 11)

Another participant acknowledged the ways in whiahshared leadership style encouraged and
allowed her to participate and engage:
| think there is a correspondence, | think in tame way that people may be stuck in the
receiving end, | think sometimes there’s a tenddaocyhe leadership to be stuck in the
regular ways that they have seen leadership doma, #ut | think that the way they ask
guestions or the way they ask people to participatbe way they say “I really enjoyed
what you said” they tend to give feedback like tadl that feedback | think encourages
at least me to participate more. (IP12, 2012, #11B38, p. 7)
Another participant made the same connection bediBpally emphasized the dialogue format
as a means which allowed her to engage: “It's e&siene to pay attention at a house church
because, it's more like a discussion instead afdailesson just taught at you” (IP4, 2012,
#252, p. 6). These comments from participants deeztho Cox et al.’s (2003) statement that
“shared leadership may improve the experience okwg offering an incremental measure of
self-determination and opportunity for meaningfapiact...by more evenly distributing
opportunities for meaningful influence, shared Eatflip may provide a basis for full
partnership” (Johnson, 1995, p. 28). | would sugtes because house church members were
invited to participate in the discussion and se&seo-teachers, they were able to have
meaningful impact on others. Benefitting from teedback and insight of others in the group
will be discussed below as an advantage of thig@mwent. And although participants did not
directly refer to the idea of full partnership,raged previously, a high level of responsibilitydan
ownership was observed in the participation of leatlaurch members.
The benefits and outcomedn addition to participants acknowledging the llmdgtween
shared leadership and member engagement, theyfieliseveral benefits or outcomes of this

environment. They connected their engagement toldaning and spiritual development. One

of the benefits identified was the diversity in gy@ctives offered during the weekly gatherings:
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| mean | can stay home and read the Bible by myBelfto hear other people’s, how
what they’ve read, how God has used it in thed, N/hat it means to them, and to me,
the cool thing is, reading something and just kegs that impress people. | mean, just
the words that they notice or something, it’s likkgow! | didn’t even see that! it’s just...
to me, that's part of how you really get to knovople too. Is they share through
comments that they make that you might see a gtilepse more in to their life, like
maybe they’re not ready to talk about somethinghare something you kind of see that
there is something going on there, and you dorcessarily have to know but it can help
guide you to know how to be praying for them. (IR812, #179, p. 8)

This diversity allowed for those with different teang styles or preferences to have the
opportunity to hear from someone who might speakéa particular style.
and because it shifts around a little bit and peoghct to different styles it provides the
opportunity for, ‘that thing didn’t really work widlor me, but the next thing will work
really well for me’ and so | think that has kindapk everybody engaged without feeling

like this is the same old over and over and | danfik like this or get it that way. (IP11,
2012, #1034, p. 11)

Likewise, the participation of everyone in the d@gle helped some stay engaged:
| felt like | had been paying attention more, Ithit being shorter and having other
people’s opinions of what was going on rather tthenhistory of everything, blah, blah,
blah. | got more out of the scripture itself andsvaatually thinking about it. Getting
other peoples’ perspectives, seeing what otherlpgbpught about it instead of just one
person just telling us what we are supposed t&thibout it, made a huge difference. |
probably learned more and thought about it moreadsof tuning out and thinking about
what | was going to be doing when | finally got @@ithere.(IP10, 2012, #704-705, p. 8)
This diversity of perspective and involvement wi® dighlighted as a benefit because it
allowed for a lively dialogue where church membaetsracted with one another rather than just
sitting and listening.
And it helps me get feedback too. If | have a goestcan ask it and get clarification
from others and get other people’s ideas and ishele know what other people are

thinking and feeling and questions that they haweethat are good. (IP12, 2012, #1095,
p- 2)

Many of the identified outcomes centered aroundeiased learning for participants. “I
probably learned more and thought about it moreeadsof tuning out and thinking about what |

was going to be doing when I finally got out ofrigig(IP10, 2012, #708, p. 8). Again, the
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presence of the conversation was highlighted aetftt, in this case, because it enabled
increased learning,

Talking about things and analyzing and going oVietha fine details. And I think that’s

what | like the best about being able to just haeenversation. You can find the small

details and just talk about it with people and gpalthings back and forth. So | feel like |

get more out of it. (IP4, 2012, #232, p. 3)

Engaged listening perpetuated by the shared ldaigeand conversational style fostered deeper
learning and application for church members,

there’s tons of questions that people ask duriegrkssages and so, | don’t know, | feel

that at least from my part that | like to partidpdecause it helps me process and apply

the information rather than just sit there and bgstander and let the information flow

in one ear and out the othéi?12, 2012, #1094, p. 2)

In addition to increased learning broadly, particifs connected their experience in the
shared leadership setting to more spiritual grcavith deeper understanding of the Bible
specifically,

| would say for me | have definitely, my growth andlk with the Lord, the growth has

been exponential compared to going to the traditichurch. | think it’s for part of the

reasons like what you've said, | mean, you're mignemgaged but if you have a

guestion you can ask it. (IP3, 2012, #175, p. 7)

Another participant shared this construction cotingdt directly to understanding of the Bible,
“the learning part of it helps me feel like if Irceeally get to the meaning and the depth of a
verse, | can really understand it. And kind of... stimes a lot of times when I’'m analyzing or
discussing | feel like God talks to me a lot thrbdlat, if I'm willing to hear it” (IP4, 2012,
#234, p. 3).

Throughout my patrticipation, | was able to reflentmy own level of engagement as |

have previously been involved in traditional chaslas well. | wrote this note in my reflexive

journal,
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Its interesting to think about my own engagememn¢ las compared to the mega church |
used to attend. | even find myself more engagézkliresponsible to read throughout the
week, | feel encouraged to seek God because atonies of others and I find that what
we read and discuss is sticking with me more. Jaskad me the other day what we
were reading in the Bible and | was able to refmalhim with detail, which is usually not
the case for me. It was much easier in the megeckha tune out and sit passively;
nothing was expected of me. Here, however | amarpedo participate.

Summarizing the link between shared leadership anchember engagemeniThese
findings support previous work which identifiesdeaship as an antecedent to employee
engagement (Wollard and Shuck, 2011, Mester, €2@D3) and coincides with research that
shows an increase in employee engagement whedexrsbagp style which supports employee
development is used (Cox et al., 2003, p. 54).uldalso suggest that the habits and trends
observed in these house churches studied seemtradict the trends of waning participation
and attendance observed in Western Protestanthasi(érakawa & Greenberg, 2007,
Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010; Bezuijen et2010; Bono & Judge, 2003; Ghafoor et
al., 2011; Salanova et al., 2011; Zhang & Bartoll@.

These findings can now be compared to the theatdteamework for leadership and
engagement introduced in chapter two. As seergurdi 8, the conceptual model of leadership
and employee engagement, from chapter two, Shutkand (2011) suggested that leadership
does play a substantial role in an employee’s lefehgagement. They argue that the leader
must use emotional intelligence to determine wityge of leadership (transformation or
transactional) is most appropriate for the emplopeh types will elicit some engagement from
the employee however, transformational leadershifich meets higher level needs, will
generally elicit more engagement from employees.

For the house church context, | would modify figsire as shown in figure 17. While

Shuck and Herd’s (2011) model identifies leadersisign antecedent to employee engagement,
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the responsibility for compelling or motivating shrengagement is still placed on one (or a few)
selected individuals. Within the house church sg#tistudied, because everyone can and should
participate in the leadership of the house chutehshared level of responsibility seems to
naturally elicit corresponding high levels of membagagement. | have replaced their inclusion
of Leader Emotional Intelligence with Shared Leatay. The leader’s responsibility for
determining which type of leadership is most appsadp for the follower is removed. Instead,
everyone is responsible for creating an environmiettresponds to their needs and motivations
thus increasing engagement because individuaisaoéved in the process and are thus more
likely to have their needs and motivations metéincluded traditional church leadership as
well since just as transactional leadership elsiisie employee engagement, traditional church
leadership would elicit some member engagement |ncan effort to add more contextual detail
to this figure, the circle behind church memberagegnent shows how this engagement tends to
happen as discussed above. And, as in the Shuddendd(2011) model, there are individuals
who engage despite the leadership style utilizethis engagement is demonstrated via the

dotted line.

Traditional Church

iscussion in weekly
T gatherings

N

Church Member - Church Member
Needs and - Shared Church Member | _ ki

R \ Durmg the week g.»/

e

Figure 17 Modified conceptual model of member engagemensharkd leadership. Adapted
from Shuck and Herd (2011).
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Following Part C, the quantitative data, my obseoves here will be combined and aligned with
the theory of shared leadership. First, additionahifestations of the phenomenon of the

selected house churches will be discussed.

Additional Manifestations of the Phenomenon of th&elected House Churches

While my research was directed at trying to gaimaderstanding of the manifestations
of shared leadership and member engagement intesgMtestern Protestant house churches, as
in any naturalistic inquiry, manifestations of #&sence of the phenomenon arose that | had not
anticipated. Two substantial manifestations théiased were an overall sense of freedom for
the house church members and the idea that attgpadiouse church usually took some
transition time since most participants were froaditional church backgrounds.

Freedom in the house churchThe idea of freedom was discussed in several of the
interviews with participants. This freedom was paitarly pertinent for individuals who had
previously served in a paid pastoral role. Freed@s also mentioned when participants
discussed giving money to the church. Participauiits had previously served as paid ministers
acknowledged the lack of pressure, and thus fredtesnfelt,

Since we’ve done simple church it feels like a wéke a given, like | don'’t feel the

pressure to have to be someplace. | don’t have togstuff. We can just, be who we are

and fellowship with other people and I think that e is huge. (IP6, 2012, #496, p. 17)
The same participant later added, in talking albbenthouse church experience, “I just felt so
freed, yes that's how | feel” (IP6, 2012, #51218). This new found freedom occurred because
they no longer felt the pressure to get a certamlyer of people to attend or to receive a certain

amount of money in the offering each week.

So you know, not having to count heads. Not hatangorry about that is huge for me.
That, saying, “God, who do You bring in tonight”cabeing totally satisfied and not
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discouraged if so and so didn’'t come and you kn@yust, “God, who are You bringing
tonight,” and not worrying about it, that's beergbu(IP6, 2012, #393-394, p. 6)

Another former pastor affirmed this idea,

| can’t tell you how much this is one of the otfreedoms that | feel now, | don't feel

like | have any need or obligation or anythingeoruit anyone... it's like, Lord this has
got to be of you... if they want help I'll help... tloaly thing | want to recruit people to

is a closer walk with You, other than that, | datere where they walk, as long as they're
closer to You. And | don’t know if | have ever féliat as purely as | have felt that now.
And there is a real freedom in all of that. (IPQ12, #76, p. 18)

Participants also noted that they were able to ditetter pace or cadence to their lives because

they were not required to do all the additionaksathat come along with being a pastor,
| don’t know how it's going to turn out, but | ddrfeel any pressure like | did before. |
really like that. When we first were thinking abahis | called a pastor who is a mentor
to me, and he’s really high up in Four Square andaid, “when you do this, don’t put
any pressure on yourself like you have to do sometiBut just look at it like you're
taking a stroll with the Lord, like you're takingwaalk with the Lord. Wherever He leads
you that's where you're supposed to be. Don’'t medk@ething happen, just, you're
taking a walk with the Lord and enjoy the stroAfiid | really like that philosophy, it
makes my life more enjoyable than thinking, okag,we got to have at least this many
people here this week, there’s no pressure at afeel like I'm okay with the whole
time thing right now. The last couple of years Véaeally been working on finding the
right cadence in life and the right rhythm, andhwgtmple church | really feel like |

found it because it's not like | have to prepard do stuff. (IP5, 2012, #490-491 & 521,
p. 16)

His wife added, “and for Stan that is really a sigp. He would kind of go off on a performance
kind of thing, and that’s really big for him. THag is now in a relaxation” (IP6, 2012, #492, p.
17). This notion of freedom in terms of not worryiabout how many people attend or how
much money is collected in the offering plate wasforced during my observations. The
cajoling typical to a traditional church regardetendance or giving was absent.

This freedom was also connected to how house bhumnbers felt about their financial
giving. They seemed to take a new level of owng@rsinid responsibility in their giving since

there was not a regular tithe collected. Sites @alal occasional corporate giving projects but
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most often individuals would use their discretiordecide where and to whom to give. One
participant described her satisfaction with thesleaf responsibility she had in determining her
giving, “so it's been nice to see the money thaigive, we choose where it goes and it goes
directly, we research where we give and tryingotuklat what God tells us about the homeless
and feeding the hungry” (IP3, 2012, #141, p. 3hedtd added,
| would say, yes, it takes a lot more thought axgponsibility on your part. Its not a no
brainer. You have to be conscious of why and wietere giving and who you're
giving to. But it also makes it more joyful givilgcause you're giving most of the time
to people that you know their situation, you knoswimuch it's going to bless them. It's
a lot more personal that way. (IP8&9, 2012, #598)p
Church members enjoyed this level of ownershighairtgiving decisions because they were
able to direct their giving to the tangible neetlstbers: “what is so nice now is that we feel like
we give even more because it just feels like wheagwe is really... we know that one hundred
percent is going to that particular need (IP5 &®12, #482, p. 15). Another participant added
that this type of giving seemed more appropriatdhashurch itself no longer consumes what is
given, largely:
| mean seriously, when it comes down to that, mbsthat is going through the church
is going back in to your own pocket. And you'redjkthis is silly’ but what you're freed
up to do now is ‘Lord, this is your money, we wéminvest it for eternity. Who do you
want us to bless? How do you want us to use tiisd’it could be we’re involved in
some missions work, we’ve been involved in the pash more in missions work that
we are now... every month it comes down to, wherdlaaeeds? Who do you want us
to be a blessing to? And so it even comes downchb things that we are seriously
considering, we even know a couple families whoirmueur fellowship right now that
really want to get out of debt and want to man&gé# finances well. And who is going
to help them get out of debt? Maybe that would &&tis something that we are
seriously considering. (IP1, 2012, #63, p. 16)
Participants seemed to appreciate this format apceesed a level of satisfaction knowing
where their money was going and that it was besegldor practical needs as opposed to

salaries or a building, as in the traditional churc
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A countercase of freedom in the traditional churchThis contrast with how
participants had experienced giving in the tradaiochurch came up several times in interviews.
Participants lamented that a majority of givinghe Christian church was going right back into
the church:

I'll hazard a guess at something, and there’s dreg¢hat are exceptions to this...but |

would guess that Sunday activities, salaries afidibg obligations probably eat up

eighty percent or more of the giving to the chuithere’s literally billions of dollars that

Christians give in this country that they just aomg themselves. And I'm like, there’s

something wrong with that picture, something’s wyoBut we keep on doing it. (IP1,

2012, #65 & 67, p. 17)

This type of giving was a problem for some chura@mbers because rather than meeting
tangible needs, giving was often directed towatdrgss or a building:

And too looking at the things about you know, adbthurches have the building that

they use one day a week and you pay all that mandyou know, how much more

could that be used for God’s working, you know piva people in other countries,

helping people here in our own country. (IP3, 2G4139, p. 3)

Another participant summed up her sense of givintpé traditional church, “I felt like the
giving | was giving was a waste of the money. | Wes, okay, well yeah | paid for the water,
but | have to water the lawn again this month.jlis like, a waste to me” (IP6, 2012, #498, p.
17).

This discontent with giving in the traditional ¢bhb (and thus, appreciation for the
freedom in giving in the house church) connectkhacthe previous discussion about reasons
why individuals were compelled to seek out altaugathurch expressions. In addition to the
aforementioned forces (general discontent withdihection of the traditional church including

frustration and disillusionment with leadershipdindual’s disdain for the lack of freedom for

pastors and for giving may have added to theirddsisee a shift in church leadership.
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Likewise, the level of ownership and responsibiibyurch members took in their giving may
serve as another way for them to engage at inaitdagels in this setting.

Transitioning to the house church.The final manifestation that surfaced was the motio
of transitioning from the traditional church to theuse church. While not always the case, most
participants acknowledged some difficulty in makthg transition, “It was hard for me because
| am a very traditional, change is hard for mesgvgup in a traditional church, smaller but
traditional” (IP3, 2012, #132, p. 2). Participaatso noted that because of their long history in
the traditional church, they had to undergo a pea# unlearning church habits, “what he said
to me one time over breakfast is, ‘Walt, the prabie not that you have a lot to learn, the
problem is you have a lot to unlearn’ and thatalyeproven to be true and its been hard for me
over the years” (IP1, 2012, #8, p. 2). The saméqgyeant added, “the more well trained or
experienced you are in traditional church, the éards to make that transition. So it’'s not like
you make some.... It really is... it isn’t just a changgforms, it really is a paradigm shift in your
thinking. It's more major than you even realizeheg time” (IP1, 2012, #29, p. 7). This
observation connects back to comments from paatitgpabout the difficulty of engaging in the
house church because of past habits. Because raaingigants had never seen or experienced
the form utilized in the house church, they mayehstvuggled learning how to function in this
new environment. One participant alluded to thiglleimge, “you know, it’s like if you've never
seen anything but black or white, how do you déscto someone who has never seen anything
outside of black or white what color is. It's nbat they don’t want to get it, it's just, they don’
get it” (IP1, 2012, #73, p. 18).

Although house church members studied were eagéhit alternative form of church, |

did notice through my observations and some comsneate in interviews that they would
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often default back into thinking that was commonhi® traditional setting. For example, even
though they talked about sharing leadership, thes for some, an obvious comfort with
looking to one person in the house church as aledatkewise, the form of the gatherings at
times looked very similar to that of the traditibohurch and it became apparent that individuals
were not used to or comfortable with the higheelef engagement expected.

These difficulties with making the transition teethouse church seem to again reinforce
structuration theory and the notion that withinamizations, structures and, in turn, practices are
often seen as enduring and persistent (Associafi®eligious Data Archives, 2008; Barna,
2005; The Barna Group, 2009; Winseman, 2007). Hohaech members studied were those
who had decided they wanted to participate in tarr@dtive form of the church, however, they
were not immediately free from the values or hathitéd had developed as a result of their

previous experiences.

Summary of the Phenomenon of the Selected House Gbhbes

Returning now to my second research question (Howhurch members, in Western
Protestant house church settings where sharedraplés practiced, describe their lived
experience with shared leadership and member engad®@), the findings of my research are
briefly summarized. The emergent nature of the dngcompelled by general discontent with
the direction of the traditional church includirrggtration and disillusionment with leadership,
the projected trajectory of the traditional churahg individual’s disdain for the lack of freedom
for pastors and giving in the traditional churchpears to have instigated this shift towards
house churches. Some of the manifestations osthisare seen through the enactment of shared
leadership as visible through decision-making &edways in which church members take

initiative to be involved. Additionally, the mangation of church member engagement is visible
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through participation in the weekly gatheringsermattion throughout the week, and an increased
sense of ownership and responsibility. These figeliregarding participants’ descriptions of

their lived experiences in this setting reinfort@sturation theory and provide us with

additional information about how to conceptualize telationship between leadership and
engagement. Next the culmination of these findiagfsg with the aforementioned findings

regarding the culture of house churches will beuised.

The Culture and Phenomenon of Selected House Chureb

Before summarizing the findings of my quantitatseevey, a few comments will be
made about what the qualitative data to this paweals about the house churches studied. In an
attempt to summarize and provide links betweerdibeussion regarding the culture of the
house churches studied and the manifestationsiésatibed the essence of the phenomenon of
these churches, figure 18 was created. If one caoeptualize how culture and phenomenon
interact, this figure aims to do so. The maniféstabf the emergent nature of the Christian
Church has produced the house church and its ensulture as depicted inside the circle.
Likewise, because house church members have dettideek out an alternative form of the
Christian Church, they experience the manifestatianansitioning to the house church where
they then experience and help create house chutthres In turn, this culture has then produced
the other discussed manifestations as experiencedrticipants in this setting: shared
leadership, engagement, and freedom.

The final piece of my data collection and analgsiaght extended member checking via
a gquantitative survey. My findings, which reporttbe survey instrument and offer tentative

contextualized definitions of shared leadership rmwednber engagement, follow.
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Figure 18.Conceptualizing the relationship beﬂveen the caland the phenomenon of the
studied house churches.

Part C: The Quantitative Data

As explained in chapter three, in order to extemaniner checking and accumulate
different data kinds for a more informed and fufture, it was determined that a multiple
methods strategy would be beneficial. Thus, a quadive survey was designed for use as a
member checking device. The quantitative surveyeskas a means to confirm my co-
constructions that were gathered via the qualgatiata collection methods. The survey’s utility
to my study is illuminated by Lincoln and Guba (598

If the human instrument has been used extensimedgilier stages of inquiry, so that an

instrument can be constructed that is groundedia that the human instrument has

produced...such an instrument might have utilityptovide an easy way to obtain
member checks from a fairly large sample of respatsl (p. 239)
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As such, the survey was descriptive and informatierifying and was generated out of the
findings from the qualitative data collection medsavhich enabled me to answer my third
research question, namely: Can their (interviewigipants’) descriptions of shared leadership
and member engagement be used to inform tentagifueittbns for shared leadership and
member engagement which might be confirmed by attembers of the selected house
churches? The descriptive data gathered from theegwvill first be detailed followed by
discussion of the reliability and validity of thersey. Finally, | will offer tentative
contextualized definitions of shared leadership rmwednber engagement based on the

culmination of my data collection as confirmed hg survey.

Descriptive Results

While the survey could not reasonably measure ewenyifestation of the phenomenon
that surfaced, my aim was to refine my focus anmtewstanding of shared leadership and
member engagement as well as check on a few agreficant findings that emerged. Five
guestions (1-5) sought to measure the presencdedmition of member engagement in the
three selected house church settings. Five quest®a, 11) sought to measure the presence and
definition of shared leadership in the house chgetting. Question 10 was directed towards
confirming or disconfirming whether a relationshigtween shared leadership and member
engagement existed. Finally, questions 12-15 medsaaditional findings from my data
collection: the group dynamics in terms of belomgitamily-feel, and group fit; and the
relationship between the house church and thetimadl church. As mentioned, Appendix D has

a copy of the full survey. The below table proviéaesh question along with the number of
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responses for each, the minimum and maximum vaitexed for each participant, as well as the
mean score and standard deviation for each question

Table 17 Descriptive Statistics

Items N Min Max  Mean Std.
Dev.
| feel engaged in the HC 31 1.00 5.00 4.39 .88
Engagement=questions 31 2.00 5.00 4.42 .72
Engagement=suggesting topics 31 2.00 5.00 4.03.98
More engaged than TC 31 2.00 5.00 458 .85
Engagement=caring 31 2.00 5.00 4.39 .76
Leadership=several people 31 2.00 5.00 4.231.09
Multiple people make decisions 31 2.00 5.00 4.32 .75
Different people lead based on gifts 31 3.00 5.00.684 54
| can suggest a topic 31 4.00 5.00 4.84 .37
More engaged because of leadership 31 200 5005 4.4.85
HC leadership=SL 31 1.00 5.00 4,19 1.01
Group is family 31 3.00 5.00 4.68
| belong to the group 30 1.00 5.00 457
HC competition with TC 31 1.00 5.00 1.65
HC not a fit for all 31 2.00 5.00 3.81
Valid N (listwise) 30

Table 17 reveals high means on all questions. @ue$4 was negatively phrased thus a low
score confirms what | suspected. Since the sunasydesigned to confirm my previous findings,
it should not be surprising that | was able to gatligh means for the questions. Likewise, the
standard deviations calculated reveal that theen@a much variation in the answers
participants gave, in most cases less than one pairance. This too should be expected
considering that this survey was grounded in thaitative research and sough confirmation.
Overall, the survey provided the desired extendethbrer check confirming my findings about
shared leadership and member engagement. Howextarahstic inquiry is interested in finding
the outliers, so it is of note that on questions,dri, and 13 that the minimum values were one.
After examining the surveys, one respondent sedemte or “strongly disagree” on these
guestions. Previous discussion about a closed p&nl gystem may account for this response

from someone who felt unengaged or that they dicdetong to the group. One person also
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indicated that they strongly disagreed that shiadership was the leadership style utilized in
the house church. I'm not sure if | can accounifioexplain this response and the survey did not
accommodate for digging deeper if someone disagreetis question. However, the same
respondent selected neutral or disagree on most qtlestions about shared leadership
indicating that they may have felt less includedhat a different type of leadership was in place.
Likewise, my interview with the participant who hexited the house church after feeling like

she didn’t belong may also speak to this survepaese.

Reliability and Validity

In order to assess the quality of my instrumentiaf@m future refinement, one test was
conducted to measure reliability. The validity foy survey was imbedded in the qualitative
data. Because the survey was grounded and devdimmeany previous findings, gathering
high means on the survey validated its relevance.

To assess whether the data from the variablescim feator formed two reliable scales,
Cronbach’s alphas were computed. Alpha’s greater tii0 provide good support for internal
consistency reliability (Morgan, et al., 2013). Tihee questions referring to member
engagement had a Cronbach’s alpha of .73 indicgtagl internal consistency amongst the five
items and the five questions referring to sharaddeship had a Cronbach’s alpha of .85 also

indicating good internal consistency.

Contextualized Definitions for Shared Leadership ad Member Engagement

Based on my qualitative findings, and confirmedhsy quantitative survey, tentative

contextualized definitions of shared leadership imednber engagement can now provided. The
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following definitions were provided in chapter do@sed on the extant literature and have been
integrated into my contextualized definitions aprapriate:
Church Member Engagemeins for the purposes of this study, the activdipi@ation of
individuals in the activities of the church (inclad volunteer service, decision-making, vision
creation, and caring for others within the grolgip(a, 2008).
Shared Leaderships
a dynamic, interactive influence process amongviddals in groups for which the
objective is to lead one another to the achieverakgtoup or organizational goals or
both. This influence process involves peer, orédtenfluence and at other times
involves upward or downward hierarchical influen@earce & Conger, 2003, p. 1)
Updated contextualized definitions:
House Church Member Engagemsent based on the three sites explored, the active
participation of individuals in 1) the weekly gatimgs of the house church (including answering
and asking questions and suggesting topics or yamgs2) relationship with one another during
the week (including social get-togethers and meggtiactical needs).
Shared Leaderships, based on the three sites explored, the dymanteractive influence
process among house church members in regardsigdatemaking, initiating group efforts,
suggesting direction, and teaching one anotherlé/dme person may take on the leadership role
at any given point, leadership is not an officiaspion or limited to any one or few people.
With these definitions established, | am now ablategrate and summarize the
culmination of the qualitative and quantitativedimgs from my three research questions. The

final section of this chapter will utilize the thgoof shared leadership to facilitate this

integration and summary.
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Combining the Qualitative and Quantitative Data

Now that the qualitative and quantitative data hia&en reported, this section is focused
on integrating the findings and applying them te theory of shared leadership. Chapter five
revisits each of my research questions and proadaesnmary of my findings while this section
will cumulate the quantitative and qualitative deitea combined table and through alignment
with the theory of shared leadership.

The combination of the qualitative and quantitatie¢a thickens my descriptions and
demonstrates the ways in which my findings confirme another. Lincoln. Lynham, and Guba
(2005) refer to this as the process of individual aollective reconstructions coalescing around
consensus. Table 18 provides the survey questmasding shared leadership and member
engagement with corresponding mean. Finally, ppgit quotes are provided which
demonstrate the finding within the qualitative ddthe table serves to confirm the constructions
and co-constructions gathered during the studypaodides a rich picture of participant

experiences with shared leadership and member engag in the selected house churches.
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Table 18 The Combined Qualitative and Quantitative FindifRegarding Shared Leadership and Member Engagement

Construct Survey Question Mean Qualitative FindiRgflective of the Survey Question
Member “The one thing that is true about being part obade church is you
Engagement really can’t be part of a house church and be alohess there’s some

| feel engaged in the HC 4.3871really deep issues going on there. And there’sdimken that's true
too, but honestly the average person, you cannaiu cgnnot not be
engaged” (IP2, 2012, #83, p. 20).

“Well that you know definitely is different becaukkke to say if

you're listening to a sermon you can't raise yoandh and say, ‘wait a
J'ninute I have a question about this’ where, thiscese... where we can
it's like ‘okay wait a minute, you've lost me thetedon’t understand
what you're trying to get at’ kind of thing. Theethat freedom” (IP3,
2012, #172, p. 7).

“It's always just been kind of an open forum | gaigeu’d say when we
first started out we studied the book of John, wedust kind of talked
about where everybody was at and was there anythatganybody
really felt compelled and wanted to study in thbl&i (IP3, 2012,
#163-164, p. 5).

“It's funny how many people were thinking how we @oing to go off
the deep end and lose our ways and in fact wiid ilo was it drove us
to the Word and drove us to the Loashd | am confident that we put
More engaged than TC 4'5806more energy into trying to know the will of God ati@ scripture than
people who sit in an institutional setting andseineone else do it for
them” (IP11, 2012, #938-940, p. 4).

“It was everybody taking care of everybody else éistomebody
wasn't there, checking on them, ‘how you doing? Y¢hgoing on? Are
you okay?’ taking care of people and you heardeal rsand it was okay;
lets go, we're going to help so and so fix theiud®because they can'’t
afford to do it” (IP6, 2012, #462, p. 13).

Engagement=questions 4.419

Engagement=suggesting , ;55
topics '

Engagement=caring 4.3871
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Table 18 Continued

Construct Survey Question Mean gf\zgﬁéi Qualitative Findings Reflective of the Survey Qimst
Shared “I'm not the only one; | shouldn't be the only oti@t’s coming
Leadership prepared to try to build people up... Everyone shaalahe with the

same mindset that you were just talking about... kmaw? Listen, and
.}fthe Lord has really laid it upon my heart orritie a real burden that |
want to share. Then well, you should feel like ihithe safest place for
you to come and you should really want to do thaeferyone’s sake”
(IP1, 2012, #90, p. 21).

Leadership=several people 4.2258 1.0865

“So it became more of a persuasion and more oasedhway, | don't
think we have come across anything that is likdl ere is what we as
a leadership has decided and if you don't likéoiigh, we never landed
there at all... we were able to incorporate throughubsion and

4.3226 74776 questioning back and forth wrestling with the issaad have found this
very effective instead of having somebody go avesly hostile with
this “you’re pushing this and you know | can’t fmlV that.” Decisions
are made via influence and persuasion as oppogtidtéte” (IP11,
2012, #976-979, p. 7).

Multiple people make
decisions

“We went through the study of the church and weenadl given gifts

from the Holy Spirit, some people have service fiom; some people

have teaching some administration and so on andkithd of, have we
Different people lead based pigeon holed people and given them specific titide?but one of the
on gifts 4.6774 .54081 things that we really wanted to do was to treapeto be themselves

and do what God has gifted them to do, whethenitsical or
discernment or whatever, service and those sottsmds. So, | think
what we have tried to do is empower people is tothe gifting they
have for mutual benefit{IP11, 2012, #1010-1012, p. 10).

“Anyone who is in the house church can offer guadaar make a

| can suggest a topic 4.8387 .37388 suggestion” (IP4, 2012, #271, p. 9).

“With the house church it's all equalized, becatleperson who is
leading it kind of guides the discussion but eveeye talking about it

HC leadership=SL 4.1935 1.01388 so it’s like everyone is giving the sermon, so geee is on an equal
plane which makes things less intimidating | thiik?4, 2012, #280, p.
10).
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Table 18 Continued

Construct Survey Question Mean gtea\zg:(r)cri] Qualitative Findings Reflective of the Survey Qigst

“I think there is [a relationship between shareztliership and
Linking engagement] because | think we know each othbimk tve are
Member More engaged because of vulnerable to each other in terms of the envirormieat we've created
Engagement leadership 4.4516 .85005 there. We know when somebody is going into the ialspnd when
and Shared they need a meal and when somebody is strugglittgthat and they
Leadership need time off or they are very occupied with a wedgdwe know that

and were sensitive to that” (IP11, 2012, #1026-10271).
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The theory of shared leadership also providesmadveork, or lens, through which | can
summarize and integrate the findings. The theomyegscted in chapter two, figure 10, identifies
the antecedents and outcomes mediated by shacdktdbgp. The conceptual framework
provided by Pearce and Sims (2000) is utilized weiofigure 19 predominantly to demonstrate
my findings regarding the selected Western Praté$tause churches in on Midwestern state
rather than to represent previous work on sham@deleship. As such, the figure has been altered
significantly to represent this research. | havauded particular comment on how my research
seems to support the theory of shared leadership.

The modified version of the theory of shared |leakigr still utilizes the basic framework
of antecedents and outcomes and aims to integratgaity of my findings into this model. In
regards to antecedents, this category most cladiglys with Pearce and Sims’ (2000) model.
While the group characteristics identified hereavweot ones that necessarily emerged as most
significant in my findings, | am able to providense confirmation of their presence as an
antecedent to shared leadership. Out of the faiecadents listed (maturity, familiarity,
diversity, and group size) group size was the only directly referenced in my above
discussion. My findings, which suggest that a semalroup size correlates with shared
leadership, align with Pearce and Sims’ (2000) psed theory. They mention that a saturation
point exists at which a large group size is neg#yivelated to shared leadership. Familiarity was
visible via the closeness of relationships exhitethe house church. This familiarity was
referenced in my above discussion as the intimatlyeogroup, the sense of family, and the level

of care that was shown for one another.
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Antecedents

Group Outcomes

Group
ws Group Culture
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of church one another. While one person mdy ('lrjml d'nu
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one or few people. topics or songs)
and 2)
Group relationship with
Beliefs/Value one another
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foundation for (includingsocial
church style and get togethers and
meeting practical

leadership

Figure 19 Modified theory of shared leadership as visiblethe selected Western Protestant house churclexbrmdapted from
Pearce and Sims (2000).
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Maturity, although not directly mentioned previoysihas observed in the house church
settings | explored. This maturity was demonstrataeégards to group members’ spirituality,
their ability to relate to one another, and thieivet together as a group. Likewise, diversity was
most visible in the demographics (aside from etkyigvhich was predominantly white) of
house church members. The various backgroundsrierpes, ages, gifts, and skills of the
group seemed to enable them to work well together.

The categories of task characteristics and enwisart characteristics seemed irrelevant
to the selected house church setting as this stagynot examining a work group in the same
sense that Pearce and Sims (2000) utilized theepbn&s such, | am not able to comment on
whether my research confirms or denies this powifaie previous model. However, | was able
to integrate my findings into two other categoriehjch represent important antecedents to the
success of shared leadership in the house chutoingsés discussed previously, several factors
contributed to the likelihood of the selected hociserches practicing shared leadership. Group
background and group beliefs/values aim to retleese. Many house church participants had
previous experiences in traditional churches (oftegative), which compelled them to seek
alternative forms of church. Likewise, biblicalenpretation and understanding led many to
believe that shared leadership was an approprimteic leadership style.

In the center of the diagram | have included thetextualized definition of shared
leadership based on my qualitative findings andinoed via my quantitative survey. The
relationship between shared leadership and theif@éehoutcomes is seen as reciprocal as | am
not sure it is possible to define member engagemesblely an outcome. And, as shown in the

previous section, the culture of the house chueems to produce shared leadership as a
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manifestation of the phenomenon. Nonetheless,jéwit is accurate to show these as outcomes
of the house church environment where shared Ishgteis practiced.

| replaced Pearce and Sims’ (2000) category afigmsyche with group culture although
my findings align somewhat with theirs. The highdeof ownership demonstrated by selected
house church members could be equated to theioadkdgment of commitment as an
outcome. Additionally, the family culture identifien the house church could align with their
concept of cohesion. | included the concept obaed system to reflect the finding that the
close-knit group of the house church, while promgt family feel, could also make it difficult
for outsiders to gain access. Pearce and Sims0j200del refers to group behavior as an
outcome, however, in regards to this study, thetpedinent form of group behavior displayed
was member engagement and | have accordingly iadltlte contextualized definition of
engagement from this study.

Figure 19 and Table 19 aim to summarize and iateghe findings from my

research. Next, chapter five will provide a coneisgponse to my research questions, reflection

on the research process, and implications foruheé.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMEDATIONS

Thus far, this dissertation has provided four ¢ Introduction, Review of the
Literature, Methodology and Methods, and Data Asialand Findings. In the first chapter,
Introduction,the problem of waning church member engagementwdressed with a brief
background on Western Protestant Church leadersitniployee engagement, and shared
leadership. Additionally, the purpose of the stualy overview of the methodology and
accompanying methods, ethics, researcher’s pergpedelimitations and limitations,
operational definitions, and significance of thedst were provided. In the second chapter,
Review of the Literature, an integrative reviewlitdrature of the three constructs germane to
this study, namely, Western Protestant Church lshge employee engagement, and shared
leadership were provided. Within each construanésrming theoretical framework, which
informed the study, was also provided. In the tleindpter, Methodology and Methods, the
inquiry paradigm, research methodologies and psasesnd quality indicators for this study
were shared. The fourth chapter, Data Analysisfandings, was divided into three main parts
addressing the culture, phenomenon, and quangtdata. Within these three parts, the themes,
that resulted from individual and shared co-cortdtons as a result of analyzing the data, were
presented in response to each of my research gonsshn this fifth and final chapter,
Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendationsstimemary of the study, conclusions to
each research question, implications for the fytilme significance and contributions of the
study, reflection on process and method changesstediection on myself as an instrument of

inquiry is presented.
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Reuvisiting the Research Questions

Chapter four aimed to answer the research quedtoniis study. However, | would like
to first revisit the questions and explain how tlere modified from their original state as
appropriate for this study and second, provide isen@sponses to each. The processes, analysis,
and evaluation of qualitative data is emergentamuredictable (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011), thus
it becomes acceptable and even expected that ajie reframe ones initial questions based on
the nature of these emergent data. The originabreb questions for this study were:

7. How do church members, in Western Protestant hclusech settings where shared
leadership is practiced, describe their lived eigmee with shared leadership and
member engagement? (a hermeneutic phenomenologiestion)

8. How do participants describe the particular settwigere shared leadership is practiced,
and how does this setting seem to interact with tregagement as house church
members? (a descriptive ethnographic question)

9. Can their descriptions of shared leadership and beeengagement be used to inform
tentative definitions for shared leadership and iemengagement which might be
confirmed by other house church? (a descriptiventiizive question)

Based on my data collection and analysis, | re@dland rephrased these questions as follows:

1. How do patrticipants describe the particular setth@g/estern Protestant house churches,
and how does this setting facilitate the practafeshared leadership and member
engagement? (a descriptive ethnographic question)

2. How do church members, in Western Protestant housech settings where shared
leadership is practiced, describe their lived eigmee with shared leadership and

member engagement? (a hermeneutic phenomenologiestion)

226



3. Can their descriptions of shared leadership andlmeeengagement be used to inform
tentative definitions for shared leadership and lmemengagement which might be
confirmed by other members of the selected housechks? (a descriptive quantitative
guestion)

In analyzing my findings it became clear that ustirding and describing the particular

culture and setting of the selected house churchaneecessary foundation to answering the

following research questions. Thus, | have movedseoond question regarding the culture
of house churches to be the first question. While ¢hange might seem inconsequential, it
speaks to the larger notion that shared leadeestdpnember engagement as manifestations
of the phenomenon are not the driving force in lattaurches but rather outcomes facilitated
by and located in a specific environment. This esrvinent is one that is developed from the
biblical understanding of house church membersthadlternative mediums utilized in their
gatherings.

In addition, | have changed the wording of thisel@ch question to reflect focus on
gathering an understanding of the culture first dosh identifying how it facilitates and
supports shared leadership and engagement. loltbeihg discussion, | address these
research questions and attempt to provide overkésponses to each.

1. How do participants describe the particulansgtbf Western Protestant house

churches, and how does this setting facilitateptiaetices of shared leadership and

member engagement? (a descriptive ethnographicigues
The culture of the house churches selected cowtldsedescribed through the practiced
mediums of the house church including meeting imé&®s, fellowship time, the physical set up,

the flexible structure, and the study of scriptdreese mediums were indicative of the
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underlying beliefs, values, and assumptions ohthiese church culture. And, these mediums (or
artifacts of culture) reflected the value placed@ationships with one another, relying heavily
on scripture and the desire to see everyone gaatesi An additional important piece to the
house church culture was that they referred to fetres as a family and while this dynamic
impacted the ways in which they cared for eachrpthe close-knit nature of the group also
created a group culture which effected, positialyegatively, the integration of new members.
Additionally, the aforementioned mediums of phybkgest up and flexibility facilitated shared
leadership and the culture of house churches cdetpalhigh level of member engagement that
extended beyond participation in a gathering onoeek.

2. How do church members, in Western Protestangdohurch settings where shared

leadership is practiced, describe their lived eigoee with shared leadership and member

engagement? (a hermeneutic phenomenological qogstio
The adaptive nature of the church (compelled bygdrdiscontent with the direction of the
traditional church including frustration and digglonment with leadership, the projected
trajectory of the traditional church, and indivitlaalisdain for the lack of freedom for pastors
and giving in the traditional church) has, in nd¢gpart, instigated this shift towards house
churches. Some of the manifestations of this sindtseen through the enactment of shared
leadership as visible through decision-making &edways in which church members take
initiative to be involved. Additionally, the mang&tion of church member engagement is visible
through how these members construct, shared andduodl, the experiences of participation in
the weekly gatherings, interaction throughout tleeky and an increased sense of ownership and
responsibility. These findings regarding particitsadescriptions of their lived experiences in

this setting reinforce structuration theory andvmte us with additional information about how
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to reconceptualize the relationship between ledgeend member engagement (see Figure 17,
p. 225).
3. Can their descriptions of shared leadershipraechber engagement be used to inform
tentative definitions for shared leadership and iemengagement which might be
confirmed by other members of the selected housechks? (a descriptive quantitative
guestion)
The descriptions and related constructions gathaeethe aforementioned research questions
provided the content for my descriptive survey. Tiiemes that had emerged were
predominantly confirmed and enabled me to deveilepd contextualized definitions for shared
leadership and engagement:
House Church Member Engagemant based on the three sites explored, the active
participation of individuals in 1) the weekly gatimgs of the house church (including answering
and asking questions and suggesting topics or 3amngis2) relationship with one another during
the week (including social get togethers and mgainactical needs).
Shared Leaderships, based on the three sites explored, the dymanteractive influence
process among house church members in regardsigatemaking, initiating group efforts,
suggesting direction, and teaching one anotherlé/me person may take on the leadership role
at any given point, leadership is not an officiaspion or limited to any one or few people.
The culmination of these data also allowed me itzetPearce and Sims’ (2000) theory
of shared leadership as a lens through which toeqmnalize my findings regarding Western
Protestant house churches and provide some suppdtheir theory of shared leadership and to

provide a table which summarizes and aligns théitgtiase with the quantitative findings. Now
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that my research questions have been revisitedhaidresulting responses summarized, | next

reflect on what my findings might mean for futuetated research, theory and practice.

Implications for Research, Theory, and Practice Re=arch

Research

As already highlighted, the lack of empirical resbeon shared leadership in all settings
has been acknowledged (Ardichvili & Mandersche@D®). While, this study provides
additional research, which helps us to understhedtanifestation of shared leadership better,
and its perceived (and experienced) relationship thiat of member engagement, room still
exists for more research on shared leadershiptslijain various settings. Each of the
antecedents and outcomes identified in Pearce iamsl 000) theory of shared leadership
provides an interesting area of research in evaly&ow that antecedent or outcome interacts
with shared leadership.

Additionally, research has already hinted at sh&adership’s connection to employee
engagement: “shared leadership may improve therexe of work by offering an incremental
measure of self-determination and opportunity feamngful impact...by more evenly
distributing opportunities for meaningful influenahared leadership may provide a basis for
full partnership” (Cox et al., 2003, p. 54). Empdeyg that have “full partnership” and a
“meaningful influence” would seem to align with peiples of employee engagement. | would
like to particularly see the relationship betwekarsd leadership and member/employee
engagement further explored as this study addsetintreasingly compelling evidence of a
direct relationship between the two. Although thedry to date lacks substantiation, this study
helps to provides some support, thus buttressiagrtistworthiness of the theory further

(Lincoln & Lynham, 2011).
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In regards to my particular setting of house chasg there is much room for research on
the intersecting phenomenon of house churcheshenexperiences (not just of member
engagement) of their members. The extant literatareouse churches is predominantly
anecdotal and prescriptive at this point. Chureldées and members could benefit from more
deeper description and a greater understandingsfrtovement and perhaps even some direct
comparisons between the experiences of house cmentbers and those of traditional
churches. While the survey utilized in this studgsvdesigned for the purposes of member
checking and thus aligned with the axioms of theuNdistic paradigm, the survey could be
utilized within other research paradigms beyondoagl region of focus. In this case, the survey
guestions would need to be revisited and teste lasiger groups since the standard deviations
calculated on the existing survey demonstratedlitlatvariance was found. The survey could
be refined for use on a broader scale within hahseches and perhaps modified to allow for
measuring and comparing with the experiences afelo traditional churches.

Although only briefly mentioned in chapter fourgtimpact of the chosen mediums
within church settings should be examined furtbadentify how these mediums (or artifacts in
Schein’s (2004) terminology) impact the messageroduced culture in church settings. One
might also examine how the chosen church mediumply &p particular groups and how these
mediums are chosen. As noted, one of the advantdigesved in the selected house churches
was the ability to adapt and respond (in form amttfion) to the needs of the particular group.
This advantage seems to differentiate the seldwiade churches from the described traditional
church settings that were prescriptive and norreaflfhus, research opportunities exist to

explore how mediums impact the message and culiore these mediums interact with the
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particular individuals who attend (is there a ‘fitr certain people), and how the ability to adapt
the mediums differentiates house churches.

One might also, very easily, take this researchaaradyze it through the lens of the
critical paradigm. Throughout participants’ destdps, the traditional church was often
depicted as a hierarchical, masculine, exclusigarmeation in contrast to the house church
which might be described as collective, feminime] anclusive. Acker (1990) suggested that
organizational structure is not gender neutral @fered the theory of gendered organizations
which could illuminate the structural nuances @& traditional church versus the house church if
research was conducted from a critical perspective.

Finally, the findings regarding family and groupndynics in the selected house church
culture compels further investigation into houseirches as more and less open cultures of
worship. ldentifying a continuum to this effect arfidctors that determine the level of

‘familyness’ and thus openness could illuminatedhkure further.

Theory

In regards to suggestions for theory developmexth ef the three theoretical
frameworks provided as informative to this studgwd benefit from further development and
refinement (Lynham, 2002). Likewise, each of thiess®ries provided a lens through which |
could examine the data collected. These varyingderenabled me to see different aspects and
identify nuances in how participants and | congegdaeality (Lincoln & Guba, 2013). While
this inquiry was not interested in theory testimgnogenerating grand theory, | was able to
develop modifications of each theory as represimetaf the very localized context under study.
This allowed me to localize applicability of thenteof difference offered by each with regard to

understanding the phenomenon of the selected libusehes. Within chapter two, | included
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the original theoretical frameworks which inforntbe study and provided modified versions as
applicable to the localized context within chagter. These modifications of the theories
should be revisited for extended local investigaand saturation. They are all hypothetico-
deductive in nature and may allow for transfer&pilOne might utilize these theories in other
house church settings and examine how the theqtyeapor could be modified.

Structuration theory, amongst the three theorigized in this study, has undergone the
most substantiation via research and applicatiomedisas contextual modifications (Poole &
McPhee, 2005; Pozzebon & Pinsonneault, 2005; Sard995). | provided a modification
which begins to conceptualize its relevance tcettiegptive nature of the Christian Church as
visible in the selected house churches (see figupage 36, for the original and figure 16, page
170, for my modification)Likewise, | provided a modified version of the ceptual model of
engagement and shared leadership from Shuck amtl(B@t1). Opportunity for refinement and
operationalization of this theory exists as watlg$igure 8, page 60, for the original and figure
17, page 204, for my modification).

In regards to shared leadership, other than breftion by other scholars, the theory has
not been revisited. Opportunity exists for operaieation and refinement (Lynham, 2000), and
possibly a particular adaption, which might demmatstthe relationship between shared
leadership and member/employee engagement. Thig stuwld confirm some of the categories
identified by Pearce and Sims (2000). However, esgarch does not yet provide enough data to
refine the theory as is needed to further substintis relevance. However, as with the two
theories previously mentioned, | was able to pre\adocalized modification of the theory (see
figure 10, page 73, for the original and figure a8ge 222, for my modification). Future

development of this modified theory could also exsnthe outcomes portion of the theory as
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well. As created by Pearce and Sims (2000) thepyoaicomes portion is more process oriented
and does not identify performance outcomes perBSegmining the actual performance
outcomes that could be identified in house chusthrgys that practice shared leadership could
prove beneficial.

After submerging myself in the data collection a@ada analysis process, it became clear
that additional theoretical frameworks could hagerbilluminating to the study. A few of these
were mentioned in chapter four (Schein’s (2004pthef culture, McLuhan’s (1964) theory of
the medium and the message, Hofstede, et al.’40j2@eory of open and closed systems) shed
light on my findings. However, these theories cdutdfurther explored and modified to provide
an additional lens for examining the culture andrmimenon of the selected house churches.
Likewise, additional theories could prove helpfulkixamining the data and providing additional
means for illuminating the findings; for examplepian’s (2006) images of organization,
Gardner’s (1989) multiple intelligence theory mengd in chapter two, and feminist theories
such as invitational rhetoric (Foss & Griffin, 1988so mentioned in chapter two and Acker’s

(1990) theory of gendered organizations.

Practice

For practice, | can, first, make a few suggestionsiouse churches in particular. The
utilization of shared leadership, in most cases wawed by participants as highly desirable and
beneficial. Participants appreciated the opporiemito be included in decision-making,
teaching, and initiating other activities. The affthat this inclusion had on their sense of
engagement and ownership was palpable. Thus, aeruwhktentative hypotheses might be
offered regarding the utility of shared leadershipouse churches. Following are two that might

be so ventured. First, continuing to integrate opputies for shared leadership would be
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recommended for house churches. Second, the weaudd leadership, in its various forms,
could also benefit the experiences and increaserthagement of members in other church
settings.

In regards to pastors or church leaders, it ismeuended that they consciously consider
the impact of the chosen mediums utilized in thaiherings. Rather than adapting and
integrating practices simply because they hava@ lostory in the church or because they are
presently popular within the culture, church leadgrould consider the impacts that these
practices and mediums have on the message thetp @iommunicate, and those whom they aim
to attract. Likewise, the ability within house cbies to adapt and respond to the needs of the
group seemed to be a great advantage, thus, nmangdiexibility and a group size which
enables this is also suggested. Additionally, chileaders should be aware of the traditionally
hierarchical and masculine practices utilized i ¢hurch and the tendency these practices have
to limit engagement and inclusivity, if not alieaand oppress, churchgoers. And as a church is
led and directed by a few, the tendency towardadimg on performance and the ensuing impact
on churchgoers who become consuming spectatorsdsheumanaged. Finally, within house
churches specifically, leaders should be mindfuthefprogression towards a closed culture as
the group becomes more close-knit. Avenues for members to engage and belong should be
maintained.

For churchgoers or parishioners, recommendatiangréxtice include an awareness
about the habits of their chosen church and theiegsmpact. Parishioners should be mindful
of the tendency to become consumers who demanda@pance rather than active participants.

Also, as mentioned, employee engagement as araonkas gained significant interest

in the last few years. My research, which add$fi¢ospeculated link between shared leadership
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and member/employee engagement, could also betagestify more use of shared leadership

in organizational settings as a means to promof@d@mee engagement.

Significance and Contributions of this Study

My findings in response to my first research quesgnlighten, first, an understanding of
the impact of the chosen mediums utilized in tHecded house church settings. In this case,
these mediums reflected and enabled an emphasgationships, a reliance on scripture, and a
desire to see everyone participate. These findinggide one contextualized picture of how the
‘medium is the message’ and could inform practarehbuse and traditional churches. Likewise,
because the reflected culture in the selected hdusehes seemed to facilitate shared
leadership and engagement, a rich contributiohediterature about potential antecedents to
shared leadership and engagement has been offénatly, with regard to my first research
guestion, the findings suggest a potential disatiggnunseen by the house church members.
The close knit group and their deep level of careohe another, as evidenced by their reflection
of a family, could actually create an unsafe orasicble environment for new individuals.

My findings in response to my second research guekighlight the adaptive nature of
the church and add to existing literature on thiture, suggesting that the next adaptation may
be visible via house churches. These findings piewide thick description of the expressions of
shared leadership and engagement and the perceiatidnship between these two constructs in
one localized context, increasing our understandirtgem. Additionally, my findings in
response to research question two provide a piciurentrast between the traditional church
and house church which can inform the identityaafie highlight the spectrum of engagement

and consumerism, and the hierarchical and sharedestations of leadership in each.
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In regards to my third research question, a greatderstanding of shared leadership and
member engagement has been offered via the coateed definitions. Additionally, the utility
and capacity of the Naturalistic paradigm has lamonstrated by this research which utilizes
guantitative research methods to reinforce thergted qualitative research.

Broadly speaking, this study provides several Isrigeviewing the culture and
phenomenon of the selected house churches (via¢bectical frameworks) and adapts these
theories to provide a richer, more contextualizedaustanding of the particular setting. The
findings of this study add to scholarly researctl Bierature in the fields of shared leadership,
employee engagement, member engagement, churardbgy and house churches. The
potential relevance of shared leadership for omgiuns has hopefully become more apparent.
Likewise, although employee engagement is a buiggdreld, this study adds to our
understandings of engagement in a specific contlextiWestern Protestant Church as
exemplified in selected house churches in a Mideresstate in the United States. Finally, the
literature on church leadership, which tends ttalden with anecdotal theory, benefits from this

empirical research.

Revisiting My Method
Although this study was naturalistic, and thusiayure emergent in design, my initial
observations and pilot study enabled me to determimethod that did not have to be altered
greatly throughout the course of the study. Sonmengent will be provided on what was
changed, what was illuminated through my reseaneti,how the data might still be mined.
Minor adaptations along the way included deterngriiow many sites should be

included (I settled on 3), how many participanemtews from each site were necessary in order
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to illuminate the culture and phenomenon (to acgh&aturation), and the specific questions |
asked in the interviews (chapter three, as updagflécts and explains these decisions).

Most significantly, the way in which | was approachmy study of shared leadership
changed in a number of ways. Firstly, | realizeat tthad been looking for the absence of any
formal structure or leadership; however, | realigecckly that shared leadership was rather the
presence of leadership that resides in multipleleedikewise, the greatest discovery was
probably the realization that was discussed ab#gnning of the phenomenon in chapter four.
The individuals and groups participating in houserches were not primarily seeking a church
environment where shared leadership was practiaditgr they desired something different from
their traditional church altogether. Shared leduerseemed to be a consequential byproduct,
desired by some, but not the driving force whictapalted them into this form of church. Their
desire for something different, | believe, is corcted to a larger shift that may be taking place in
the Christian Church.

Finally, because | opted to utilize both quantr&aand qualitative methods and
triangulated observations, interviews, and artddiitm three sites over a period of nine months,
| came away with a mountain of data. As such, nggaech questions informed and enabled me
to bound my findings so that they could be reashynatesented here. However, slight alteration
in my methods or different research questions cbaldpplied to the same data and produce
another interesting picture of house churches eshi@adership, and member engagement. For
example, | might re-mine my data for constructitveg support and/or refute the theoretical
frameworks used to inform the study, and therelgage in more explicit theorizing on the topic
and phenomenon that were the focus of this stuldig Kind of recognition supports the nature

of naturalistic inquiry and provides opportunity fature scholarly work on my part.
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Reflecting on Myself as an Instrument of Inquiry

The value of reflexivity or the process of criticaflection on the self as
researcher/instrument is highlighted by Denzin aindoln (2011). They explained,

It is a conscious experiencing of the self as lnoguirer and respondent, as teacher and

learner, as the one coming to know the self witheaprocesses of research itself.

Reflexivity forces us to come to terms not onlytwaiur choice of research problem and

with those with whom we engage in the researchgamdout with ourselves and with the

multiple identities that represent the fluid seltlhe research setting. (p. 124)

As detailed in chapter three, throughout this stualylized reflexive journaling as a means to
“interrogate [myself] regarding the ways in whidsearch efforts are shaped and stages around
the binaries, contradictions, and paradoxes thrat fmy own life]” (p. 124).

In chapter one, | detailed the researcher’s petsfgeand my long history with and
interest in the leadership of Christian churchesstated, | came to this study with experiences
that had enamored me, disillusioned me, and bemgatirtup questions for me about the most
appropriate expressions of leadership in the chiBebause of my experiences, | began
investigating shared leadership as a construceaanhples of church leadership as depicted in
the New Testament of the Bible. This journey, alaniy the observations about waning
engagement and an overworked clergy, had led rtteeteesearch problem for this study.

As mentioned, my husband was working for a megaathwhere | too had been on staff
for six years. Our experiences at this church heshla large part of my development and
understanding of leadership in the Christian Churtwever, shortly after | began my data
collection in house churches, my husband was urtéeg@ky let go from his position after nine
years. His departure was quite painful as theresgamingly no justification for the decision,

which was a complete surprise to us. While, | haavipusly been on a journey of evaluating and
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guestioning the viability of typical Christian clohrleadership practices, this jolting experience
catapulted me forward. | would be remiss if | dat acknowledge that every doubt, dislike, and
frustration | had with the traditional Christianucbh was, in my mind, reinforced and
exaggerated. As a researcher amidst the procesglafring and understanding house churches,
this painful break from the traditional church,vitably endeared me to house churches as an
alternative form of church. Throughout the datdemtion and analysis process, | tried to reflect
on this awareness and how my experience serveattceate my findings. The following
observations speak to my experience as an instrmitmn this study.

First, one of the purposes of the ethnographidgpaint observer is to try and gain an
insider’s perspective while being able to identifyd observe things as an outsider that those
inside the culture might take for granted. Becdusasd never been a part of a house church | was
able to identify some of these things and compagetto my experiences in a traditional church.
However, | was very much an insider in the senatelthave a significant background and
history in the church so many of the traditionsstoms, and habits were very normal to me. |
realized that there were unique experiences tleahed very normal to me because | was not a
complete outsider. My history impacted the way $etved and analyzed what | was
experiencing. Everything was analyzed against guoidhrop of my past in the church. In
particular, because | recently had a bad experiefiibea mega-church, | found myself often
comparing and contrasting the house church to #&ganchurch.

In addition, | experienced an interesting levelméraction with one of the house church
sites because | was participating in their gatlgewhen | experienced my husband’s difficult
departure from the mega church. Because of thé ¢éwetimacy and engagement that took

place in the gathering, they knew about my expegeand thus responded. | experienced a
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substantial level of care and concern from therdewed via conversations, prayers, and even
financial support. Thus, | was not only observingit engagement with one another and their
commitment to caring for each other as family, veaperiencing these things first hand. And as
a participant in the gathering, | was inevitablahg their experience. They were given
opportunity to demonstrate their care and engagebesrause of my presence.

These reflections emphasize the nature and valae-ofeation, or co-construction, both
individually and shared, in qualitative researckthim the naturalistic paradigm (Greene, 1990;
Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011; Mishler, 1979). | sva co-creator, one, because | was
participating in the sites, thus my actions impddtes people and the activities that took place.
For example, | asked one of the house church failis if he ever asked for suggestions for
giving projects during his interview and he said Imat that he wanted to do that. Later, |
received an email that he sent to everyone askingiving ideas. Secondly, because | was
interpreting the activities and language of thedgochurch through my experiences and
understandings of the literature, | again had gmaichon the meaning that was derived. Mishler
(1979) affirmed this approach within the naturaigtaradigm: “the perspective of the observer
is intertwined with the phenomenon which does rastehobjective characteristics independent of
the observers perspective and methods” (Mishlef91p. 10). As such, | am able to identify
some of the additional ways in which | co-createghmng in this study:

1) | was a fan of shared leadership already and kedid¢lvat it should be practiced

in the church setting because of the Biblical dpsions of the early church.

2) Because | had studied the history of leadershtherchurch, | affirmed that

traditions and practices in the church were respoits culture and events and
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had developed over time. | did not hold them tombeessarily sacred or
unchanging.

3) Because | became personally interested in beiragtaopa house church after
my study was complete, this interest informed tlag Winterpreted everything
and the way | communicated with attendees

4) Because | was a participant observer, | becamepeally involved with the
house church members. It was this personal invodverthat enabled me to
better understand and so describe and co-consteeming and deeper
understanding of the manifestations of the phen@mamvolved.

These observations should serve to clarify the flermigh which this study was constructed.

Summary and Conclusion

This final chapter offered conclusions to eachaedequestion, implications for the
future, the significance and possible contributiohthe study, reflection on process and method
changes, and reflection on myself as an instrurokimiquiry. | return now to the problem
statement presented in chapter one: Western Pantedturches measure success through
member engagement. Waning church member engagéaeidd some to argue that ineffective
leadership structures are to blame. While the poggiof shared leadership has been advanced
to this end, its use in Western Protestant chuetimgs has yet to be explored and understood.
Thus, research could help inform and illuminate mo@mber engagement occurs in Western
Protestant churches which practice shared leageasiti more specifically, in house churches,
which represent instances of such church settingesponse to this problem, my study offers
some insight as to if and how shared leadershgraots with the engagement of church

members, particularly those in the selected hobsecbes. My findings suggest that in this
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particular context, shared leadership served anafltial means for engaging church members
at higher levels and, as suggested above, is reeoched for practice.

My study, although rigorous and extensive, highlgihe pertinence of naturalistic
inquiry in regards to the relevancy of context. khewledge gained through this research
speaks richly to the culture and phenomenon okthi@®e house church sites. Depth was
necessary in order to understand the unique exyaseof house church members. The chosen
paradigm and methodologies allowed me to deeploexphe data and as such provide a
contextualized picture. This picture may be tramafge to other sites with extended research.
As | gathered the stories and experiences froméholisrch members and participated
extensively in their gatherings, | gained an apipitean and understanding that would not have
been possible had | chosen another research apprsisuch, additional methodologies and
methods applied would continue to enlighten andagané this study, revealing new facets to this
phenomenon and this culture.

The final significant take way, for me, from thisidy is the acknowledgement of how
and why long-standing organizations change. As dhestnated in my review of leadership in
Christian Church history, there seems to come atpoilarge organizations when what has been
practiced has been done so for such a long timienthane can remember the past otherwise and
no one can imagine the future otherwise (RoremQL9&/ithin organizations, structures and, in
turn, practices are often seen as enduring andspars(Ranson et al., 1980), but they are often
the result of a long process of development. Itlpaxlifficult to separate, in the religious setting
those practices that are in direct response taddibiinandates, those that developed as
purposeful expressions of the organization’s migsamd those that developed as happenstance

and the evolving need for increased order, comindl thus hierarchy. While the structures of any
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organization can seem enduring and persistent wheraims to examine or change them, my
review findings as well as my observation aboutatiaptive nature of the Christian Church
should be a hopeful recognition that the Chris@urch is able to adapt and respond as needed
to the people and culture it serves. House chunctegsserve as one viable representation of the
adaptive nature of the Christian Church. And a$ stiey potentially embody positive
manifestations of shared leadership that improeeetigagement of members and compel further
exploration and study.

As a participant observer, a fellow co-construcktrave been deeply impacted by my
experience via Naturalistic inquiry in these thheeise churches. And as | move forward on my
personal journey, | will continue participatingarhouse church, one that my husband and | are
starting together, one where we hope to practieeeshleadership and so improve the member

engagement of anyone who attends.
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Appendix A: Quantitative Analysis of Research on kadership Styles and Engagement

Authors Research Question Sampling Internal Validiy External Validity
Arakawa, | Are teams more Participants were recruited via | Sampling was limited to one companlyParticipants were from
D. & engaged and email from a highly ranked and only those who had been assignedne company so they are
Greenberg, productive when led | property and casualty insurance | to certain projects and participation | not representative of the
M., 2007 | by an optimistic company location in Worcester, | was voluntary, so participants self- | theoretical population.
manager? Massachusetts. All participants | selected. Participants completed an | Each participant could
were IT professionals in various | online survey. The names of the complete the survey at
roles. Participants that had been | instruments were changed to control| their convenience.
assigned to company selected | for suggestions effects. No mention ofLow Population
projects in 2005 were included. | efforts to make the groups equivalent. External Validity,
117 participants completed the | Medium Equivalence Internal Low Ecological External
survey. There was a 75% respons&/alidity, Medium Contamination Validity
rate Internal Validity
Babcock- | Hypothesis: Participants were undergraduate| Sampling was convenient and limited Participants are from one
Roberson, | Charismatic students enrolled in psychology | to those in the course who registered class at one university so
M. E. & leadership will be courses at a large Western for the research session. The effort tp they are not representativ
Strickland, | positively related to | university and were those who | remove participants who had not begnof the theoretical
0. J., 2010| employee’s work registered to attend a research | employed for more than 6 months population. The

engagement

session. 12 participants were
excluded because they had not
been currently employed for 6
months or longer, yielding a total
of 91 participants.

would help some on equivalence.
Participants completed the
guestionnaire in a laboratory.
Medium Equivalence Internal
Validity, Low Contamination
Internal Validity

procedures and setting
seem somewhat unnatura
(lab, with tester present
the whole time).

Low Population
External Validity,
Low Ecological External

L

Validity
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Appendix A: Quantitative Analysis of Research on keadership Styles and Engagement Continued

Authors Research Question | Sampling Internal Validity External Validity
Bezuijen, | How are leader- Sample includes 1112 employees Chi- square tests for non- Participants were from seven
X. M., et | member exchange | and 233 leaders from 7 response bias indicated that therdifferent industries; sampling
al., 2010 | (LMX), goal setting, | organizations in the Netherlands | were no differences between | methods are not discussed; the
and feedback related employee respondents and non-was a 47% response rate.
to employee respondents for age, gender, andParticipants completed one
engagement in years of education. survey.
learning activities? Medium Equivalence Internal | Medium Population External
Validity, Low Contamination Validity,
Internal Validity Medium Ecological External
Validity
Ghafoor, | Hla: Employee The sample included all the Participants were not randomly| The sample did include all
A., etal., | engagementis telecommunication service assigned to groups and there is| telecommunication service
2011 positively related to | providers currently operating no mention of effort to make providers, but we are not told

employee
performance.

H1lb:
Transformational
leadership is
positively related to
employee
performance.

H2a: Psychological
Ownership mediates
the relationship
between
transformational
leadership and
employee
performance.

H2b: Psychological
ownership mediates
the relationship
between employee
engagement and
employee

performance.

within Pakistan and providing
international services. Participant
were employees and managers.
Employees included all the
officers, technicians, engineers al
heads of areas while managers
were of the middle and lower leve
Few upper level managers were
also included in the sample. The
data was collected from a total

sample of 270 respondents directly

linked with the telecommunication
sector.

sure the groups were equivalen
s other than that all participants
work in the telecommunication

nabf how the survey was
administered.

[.Medium Equivalence Internal
Validity, Low Contamination
Internal Validity

sector. There is also no mention

t how they were accessed, what
percentage responded, or
anything about the setting.

Medium Population External
Validity,

Low Ecological External
Validity
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Appendix A: Quantitative Analysis of Research on keadership Styles and Engagement Continued

Authors Research Question | Sampling Internal Validity External Validity
Salanova, | Hypothesis: The Convenience sampling was choser§ampling was convenient and | Participants were from one
M., et al., | relationship between| and involved all the nurses participants completed surveys| hospital so they are not
2011 transformational (N = 364) and their supervisors | that were delivered to them by | representative of the theoretical
leadership and (N=17) working in a large their supervisors. population. Participants could
nurses’ extra-role Portuguese hospital. In the end, | Medium Equivalence Internal | complete the survey at their
performance is 280 nurses and their 17 supervisor¥alidity, Low Contamination convenienceLow Population
mediated by self- composed the final sample. 79.6%Internal Validity External Validity, Low
efficacy and work participation rate for nurses and Ecological External Validity
engagement. 100% for supervisors
Zhang, X.,| Two hypotheses werg Participants were professional- | Sampling was limited to one Participants were from one
& Bartol, | of interest to me: level employees, such as software company in China and company so they are not
K. M., Hypothesis 1. engineers and new product participation was voluntary, so | representative of the theoretical
2010 Empowering developers, whose work required| participants self-selected. population. Each participant
leadership is substantial creativity in order to be Participants completed an onlinecould complete the survey at
positively effective, and their respective survey. No mention of efforts to| their convenience.
related to employee | supervisors. Using contact make the groups equivalent. Low Population External
psychological information obtained from the Validity,
empowerment. company'’s human resources (HR) Medium Equivalence Internal | Low Ecological External
Hypothesis 4. department, the authors sent an e-Validity, Low Contamination Validity
Psychological mail, along with an URL survey | Internal Validity
empowerment link, to 670 professional
is positively related | employees. The employees also
to creative process | received an e-mail from the vice
engagement. president of the company
supporting the study and
encouraging participation. The 498
usable employee survey responses
received constituted a 74.3 percent
response rate.
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Appendix A: Quantitative Analysis of Research on keadership Styles and Engagement Continued

Authors Instrument Instrument Reliability Instrument Validity Findings

Arakawa, The authors used theThe Life Orientation Test Revised The LOTR has been previously used Positive leadership is
D. & Life Orientation had an alpha of.78 and high test-| as well as the Q12. significantly positively
Greenberg, | Test Revised (LOT-| retest reliability (.56- .79). The correlated with employee
M., 2007 R), The Gallup Q12 has been widely used. engagement (r=.63, .64,

Organisation Q12, | Recognition measurement alpha |s p<.01)

and developed their| provided, .80 and an item-to-total

own measures for | correlation above .60.

positive leadership,

strength-based

approach,

perspective, and

recognition
Babcock- Multifactor The internal consistency reliability Authors cite previous research using| Charismatic leadership is
Roberson, | Leadership for the charismatic subscale of thethe OCB instrument. Organ’s (1988) | significantly positively
M. E. & Questionnaire, the | MLQ was .96. The reliability five-dimensional related to work
Strickland, | OCB scale, and the| (Cronbach’s alpha) for the Work | model has the greatest amount of engagement (r=.40,
0. J. (2010)| Work Engagement | Engagement Scale was .90.The | empirical research (LePine et al., p<.01), the regression for

Scale

reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for
the OCB scale was .85.

2002). Podsakoff

and others have provided a reliable
and valid measure of Organ’s five
dimensions (Lepine et al.). OCB has
been linked to job satisfaction,
fairness,

leader support, and burnout (Chiu &
Tsai, 2006; Lepine et al.).

charismatic leadership an
work engagement was
significant (B=.40, p,.01,
R?=.16).Work engagemen
was positively related to
OCB (B=.41, p,.01, &
.16). The regression
analysis for charismatic
The relationship between
leadership and OCB was
significant (B=.26, ,p<.05,
R?=.07). Results also
indicate a full mediation o
leadership’s effects on
OCB via work

o8

—

engagement.

270



Appendix A: Quantitative Analysis of Research on keadership Styles and Engagement Continued

U

S

Authors Instrument Instrument Instrument Validity Findings
Reliability
Salanova, The authors used the | MLQ alphas To guarantee the independence of the | The influence of
M., etal., Multifactor Leadership ranged from .72- | evaluation carried out by each supervisptransformational leadership
2011 Questionnaire (MLQ),| .84, the self- the authors calculated the ICttaclass | and self-efficacy on extra-rol
constructed their own | efficacy scale had| Correlation Coefficientvalue.* The ICC | performance was fully
scale to measure self{ an alpha of .91, | obtained a non-significant value of 0-19. mediated by work
efficacy, and used the| Utrecht had and | Thus, supervisor variance can be engagement. The model
Utrecht Work alpha of.80 & .84.| considered a small component of the totaxplained 12% of the variange
Engagement Scale andReliability variance, because 81% of the variability of self-efficacy, 19% of work
Extra Role information is not | in scores is due to differences between| engagement and 2% of extrg
Performance Scale provided on the | employees. MLQ, Utrecht, and Extra role performance.
Extra Role Role Performance scale had been used
Performance before. The nurses’ director then read thé The ICC provides the
scale. guestionnaire and confirmed the clarity | appropriate measure when the
and familiarity of items. error variance for measures
uniform across the conditions
of measurement (McGraw &
Wong 1996), and therefore
there is no need to carry out
multi-level analysis.
Zhang, X., | The authors developed Cronbach’s alpha| Six experts independently reviewed the| Empowerment is positively
& Bartol, K. | an 11 item scale basedfor the scale was | items and sorted them according to the| related to creative process
M. (2010) on prior work. .77-.81. authors’ definitions of three intended engagement (B= .19, p <

dimensions. All allocated the items
to their intended dimensions. The entirg
survey was translated from English into
Chinese and then back-translated into
English by two independent bilingual
individuals to ensure equivalency of
meaning

.05). Results also supported
the hypothesis that intrinsic
motivation is positively
related to creative process
engagement (B= .71, p <
.05). Finally, results support
the contention that creative
process engagement is
positively related to employe
creativity (B=.55, p < .05).

271

1)




Appendix A: Quantitative Analysis of Research on keadership Styles and Engagement Continued

Authors | Instrument Instrument Reliability Instrument Validity Findings
Bezuijen, | The authors Cronbach’s alpha was .85 for| Research has demonstrated thatThere were significant, positive
etal., developed an eight- | employee self-reports and .91 LMX is related to important relationships between LMX and
2010 item scale that for leaders ratings of employee and organizational both employee and leader ratingg
addressed a range of employees. outcomes such as job of engagement in learning
relevant learning The scales were tested first in gperformance, organizational activities when gender, age, and
activities. pilot study using four citizenship behaviour, job education were controlled. Goal
organizations. Exploratory satisfaction, organizational difficulty was positively related to
factor analysis supported the | commitment, retention, and engagement in learning activities
measurement model and LMX and employee learning (employees z=5.52 (p<.001),
indicated that the scale for openness to organizational leaders z=4.63 (p<.001))
employee engagement in change. Goal specificity was significantly
learning activities measured a The quality of the leader— and positively related to employes
distinct construct. Cronbach’s| member relationship has also | engagement (employees z=8.78
alpha in the pilot study was .78been found to affect employee | (p<.001), leaders z=2.26 (p<.001
and .88. learning goal orientation
(Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004).
Ghafoor, | The authors created | The authors provide The authors cite literature that | Employee performance is
A., etal., | their own scale for | Cronbach’s alpha scores for | establishes the relationship significantly, positively related to
2011 Transformational each of their measures: between transformational independent variables, employee

leadership, employee
engagement, and
employee
performance, and
used the scale of
Psychological
Ownership used in
previous research.

Transformational leadership
.815, Employee engagement
.845, Psychological ownershif

.746, and Employee
Performance .737

leadership, employee
performance, and employee
,engagement. One of their
instruments was previously use

engagement (mean =5.10, p <
0.01) and transformational

d Employee performance is also
significantly, positively related to
mediating variable, psychological
ownership (mean = 5.09, p < 0.0]
Employee engagement and
psychological ownership (mean 5
5.09, p < 0.01) are also positively,
significantly related.
Transformational leadership and
psychological ownership is also
positively, significantly related to
psychological ownership (mean 5

D

~—

~

leadership (mean = 5.40, p < 0.01).

~

5.0, p < 0.01).
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Appendix B: Consent to Participate in a Research &ty

Colorado State University

TITLE OF STUDY : Shared Leadership and Member Engagement in VWeBtetestant House Churches: A
Naturalistic Inquiry

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR : Susan Lynham, School of Education, Phd, Susamayri@colostate.ed(©70)

491-6720
CO-PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR : Abigail Veliquette, School of Education, Doctosdlident,

Abigail.veliguette @colostate.edf70-219-5760

WHY AM | BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARC H? | am interested in gathering
information about the experience of church membesgttings where shared leadership is used. Becaugor
your child attend the House Churdbaat twice a month, your/their experience is téiiest to me.
WHO IS DOING THE STUDY ? I, Abigail Veliquette, doctoral student at ColdoaState University, will be
conducting all of the research under the supemriefdDr. Susan Lynham.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY? This study will help me understand how shareddeship
functions in a Western Protestant house churcimgethd how members in this setting describe #egragement
experience. It will also serve to inform furthepéoration in my dissertation.

WHERE IS THE STUDY GOING TO TAKE PLACE AND HOW LONG WILL IT LAST ? The study will
take place at your church. We will set up additldimaes to meet at your convenience at a locatian is also
convenient for you. This will be a two month stu@articipants will be interviewed 1-3 times withhre two
months; each interview will last approximately uh¢10-30 minutes for individuals under the agd 4¥. Total
approximate time commitment for participants is heirs.

WHAT WILL | BE ASKED TO DO ? You will be asked to be available for 1-3 interviegach lasting

approximately 1-3 hours (10-30 minutes for indiatbuunder the age of 14).
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Appendix B: Consent to Participate in a Research &ty Continued

ARE THERE REASONS WHY | SHOULD NOT TAKE PART IN THI S STUDY?There are no known
reasons that you/your child should not take pathis study.

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS?

There are no known risks to participants.

It is not possible to identify all potential risksresearch procedures, but the researchers hieee taasonable
safeguards to minimize any known and potential,umkinown, risks.

ARE THERE ANY BENEFITS FROM TAKING PART IN THIS STU DY? There are no known direct benefits
to participating in this study, but | hope indivals will gain more knowledge on shared leadership engagement
in the church setting. Likewise, the research melp bther churches in regards to leadership andgsrgent.

DO I HAVE TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY? Your/your child’s participation in this researchvisluntary. If
you/your child decide to participate in the stuggu/they may withdraw consent and stop particigasinany time
without penalty or loss of benefits to which yoeftare otherwise entitled.

WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION THAT | GIVE?  We will keep private all research records that fdgn
you/them, to the extent allowed by law.

Your/their information will be combined with inforation from other people taking part in the studyneif we

write about the study to share it with other reskars, we will write about the combined informatiwe have
gathered. You/they will not be identified in thegetten materials. We may publish the results & giudy;
however, we will keep your/their name and othentdging information private.

WILL | RECEIVE ANY COMPENSATION FOR TAKING PART IN  THIS STUDY? No
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Appendix B: Consent to Participate in a Research &ty Continued

WHAT IF | HAVE QUESTIONS?

Before you decide whether to accept this invitatmtake part in the study, please ask any questimat might
come to mind now. Later, if you have questions alloe: study, you can contact the investigator, Abbigeliquette
at 970-219-5760. If you have any questions about/tteeir rights as a volunteer in this researcimtact Janell
Barker, Human Research Administrator at 970-491518%e will give you a copy of this consent forntafe with
you. This consent form was approved by the CSUtutistnal Review Board for the protection of hurmsubjects in
research on (Approval Date).

WHAT ELSE DO | NEED TO KNOW? Your/their interview will be audio-recorded to efethe researcher to

more accurately capture your/their comments.

Your signature acknowledges that you have reathtbemation stated and willingly sign this consémtm. Your

signature also acknowledges that you have recetrethe date signed, a copy of this document coimigui3 pages.

Signature of person agreeing to take part in theyst Date

Printed name of person agreeing to take part irstiiney

Name of person providing information to participant Date

Signature of Research Staff

Obtain your parent’s permission ONLY if you are and8 years of age. (next page)
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Appendix B: Consent to Participate in a Research &ty Continued

PARENTAL SIGNATURE FOR MINOR

As parent or guardian | authorize (print name) to become a participantter t

described research. The nature and general pugbdlse project have been satisfactorily explaireedhe by

and | am satisfied thatgprpgecautions will be observed.

Minor's date of birth

Parent/Guardian name (printed)

Parent/Guardian signature Date
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Appendix C: Artifact Inventory

Key: SR= supplemental resource

EM= email
HO= handout

Code Title Date Unit #s
Site 1

SR1-1 H2H Newsletter 4.15 197
EM1-1 Email 4.3 205-206
EM1-2 Email 4.29

EM1-3 Email 4.29 207-208
EM1-4 Email 4.19 198-203
HO1-1 Words to hymnal 5.6 204
EM1-5 Email 4.27 209
EM1-6 Email 9.13 212-213
EM1-7 Email 9.14 214
EM1-8 Email 7.21 210-211
SR1-2 Towards a HC theology 4.29

SR1-3 Open Church 4.29

SR1-4 The Church 4.29

SR1-5 Lectures 8.26

EM1-9 Email 9.20 800-801
EM1-10 Email 9.25 802-804
EM1-11 Email 10.7 805
Site 2

EM2-1 Email 7.18 806-807
EM2-2 Email 9.7 808
EM2-3 Email 9.13 809-811
HO2-1 Spiritual Gifts list 8.19 812
HO2-2 Invitation 8.25 813
HO2-3 Song 9.16 818
HO2-4 Men's conf. flyer 9.23 819
HO2-5 Scripture notes 9.23 820
SR2-1 DVD 9.2

SR2-2 DVD 9.2
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Appendix C: Artifact Inventory Continued

Key: SR= supplemental resource

EM= email

HO= handout
Code Title Date Unit #s
Site 2 cont.
SR2-3 Simply Church 9.2
SR2-4 So you Don't want to go to Church anymore 9.2
EM 2-4 Email 9.26 814-815
EM 2-5 Email 10.8 816-817
Site 3
EM3-1 Email 9.17 821
HO3-1 Scripture handout 9.16 822
EM3-2 Email 9.18 823
EM 3-3 Email 10.1 824-825
HO3-2 Teaching handout 10.14 826
EM3-4 Email 10.13 827-828
HO3-3 Teaching handout 10.21 829
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Appendix D: Quantitative Survey

Please circle one number for each question. Answiirbe confidential.
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Ageestrongly Agree

1. | feel engaged in my house church.
1 2 3 4 5

2. Engagement in my house church means answeringimgaguestions during our weekly
gathering.
1 2 3 4 5

3. Engagement in my house church means suggestingsdisa topics or songs.
1 2 3 4 5

4. | feel more engaged at my house church than | ¢henal attended a traditional church.
1 2 3 4 5

5. Engagement in my house church means caring for @hehn during the week.
1 2 3 4 5

6. Leadership in my house church happens through algveople.
1 2 3 4 5

7. Multiple people are usually involved in making dgcens about our house church.
1 2 3 4 5

8. Different people teach/speak/share at differenesitdased on their experience, gifts, or
skills.
1 2 3 4 5

9. | can make a suggestion about an activity, toptodly, or song in my house church.
1 2 3 4 5

10.1 feel more engaged in my house church becaudeeddtyle of leadership used.
1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix D: Quantitative Survey Continued
11.1 would define the type of leadership that takescplin my house church as shared
leadership.
1 2 3 4 5

12.This group feels like a family to me.
1 2 3 4 5

13. | feel like | belong to this group.
1 2 3 4 5

14.The house church is in competition with the tradiéil or temple church.
1 2 3 4 5

15. The house church is not a fit for everyone.
1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix E: Detailed Data Analysis Process Utilized

Round 1:

1) Transcribe each interview as soon as complete

2) Listen to recording and review transcriptiorctorect

3) Listen again and make notes, underline, or igbhfor initial theme observations

4) Format the transcription and remove any idesrsfi

Round 2:

5) Unitize interviewsand addIN] Interviewee notes

6) Peer checking of unitizing

Round 3: (initial triangulation of sources)

7) Transfer interviews to spreadsheet and add antdklier of comment€©C] using the field
notes, artifacts, and theoretical frameworks. Ideltield note dates, and artifact unit #s
Round 4: (additional triangulation)

8) Create a table of themes from each site’s fieliets and another table of themes from each
site’s artifacts. Then create a table of theme&mh interview.

9) Triangulate the themes from the 3 above menti@oeirces on one document and develop a
table of integrated themes.

10) Once all interviews are done from a site, coralthe integrated tables for each site

11) Peer checking of interview triangulations amggrated site themes
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Appendix E: Detailed Data Analysis Process Utilize€ontinued
Round 5:

12) Transfer unitized interviews to notecards/ eavand print

13) Review each card and write a short phrase wdgelms to capture the essence/main message
14) Sort the cards into piles

15) Go through each pile to check for alignment

16) Name each pile, label with a sticky note

17) Type names of piles into spreadsheet, print

18) Sort names of themes as one round of sortorged by themes about traditional church and
those about house church

19) Sort physical card stacks into an outline antttble- sorted by shared leadership,
engagement, culture, others, and coutercases bfoédlcese groups

Round 6:

20) Start writing up this outline and dropping modes from cards

21) Rework outline multiple times, go back to tlaeds to pull more quotes as needed.

22) Use Round 4 triangulation integrated tableshieck and add in site and artifact units.

23) Review field notes for additional informatiankie added

282



Appendix F: Initial Data Analysis Themes

Initial Themes (from Round 5 data analysis)

*=theme with 1 card, **= theme with 1-3 cards

Focus (teaching/study) on the Bible

Ownership/Resility in HC

Still some traditional leadership in HC (1 person)

Kids as challenge in HC

No competition with TC

Importance of physical pnuiy

Flexible form/variety/ customizable nature of HC

#HEhorter gatherings (site 2)

Christ/Spirit led HC

Missing worship in HC

Purposeful/strategic leadership in HC

Site 2 desors/history

Not able to identify anyone who's come and not f
into HC

tQuestioning traditions/ ST theory

Danger of paying a pastor

Using gifts in the HC

Danger of 1 leader

HC as threatening to the TC

Evolving nature/ no roadmap

Link between SL anddgegnent

HC as family

God calling to HC

Caring for/helping each other like family

Missingpmrtunities in HC

HC as comfortable/safe place

HC doesn’t need tomdit leadership **

TC heading towards problems

Dislikes of HC **

Decision to start HC

HC as a fit for certain people

Traditional leadership not approachable by lay
person

HC as areactionto TC

HC free from government control**

Weaknesses of HC*

Participation difficult because of history in TC

Biders perspective of group culture*

Conversations about multiplication in HC **

HC hsstleaders*

Communication throughout week about hard timg

2s  Welis independent*

Teenager involvement in HC

HC as a place for otsgtas

Engagement examples/definitions

Criticisms of HC*

HC as sharing life/lifestyle

Church mindset is aamerist*

Freedom in giving $ in the HC

TC as institutional

Negative TC experiences

HC as small

Bible as guide for HC form

Definition/DescriptorsC

Site 1 descriptors/history

More opportunities in TC

HC as underground movement

HC as new normal

Shared leadership descriptors/examples

Engagermg@mrsonal choice

Female leadership in HC

Emphasis on mutual reliam¢#C

HC intimidating/hard for introverts

TC descriptors

Transition to HC

Families separated in TC

Intimate relationships in HC

TC as a formal system

History/previous experience in TC

Lack of closatienship in TC

Site 3 descriptors/history

TC as performance/ spect

Evangelism via relationships in HC

Pressure/drore®in TC

Integrate new people via relationships in the HC

sude/waste of $in TC

Simple focus in HC

Misfocus in TC
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Appendix F: Initial Data Analysis Themes Continued

Larger network of HCs

TC not providing what it skasu

Reasons for not attending HCs

Not missing the TC*

Need close personal relationships in the HC

Busy/luts to do in TC

Initial Themes (from Round 5 data analysis)

*=theme with 1 card, **= theme with 1-3 cards

No pressure on pastor in HC/freedom

Lack of ownprghTC*

Role of the pastor

TC dependent on pastor*

No right/biblical way to do church

TC as distraativom relationship with Jesus*

Perceptions of HC

Giving as a habit in TC*

Going to HC and TC simultaneously**

Easier to avoading for each other in TC*

Disagreements/conflicts in HC

Anomalies **

HC as a conversation/dialogue

HC as financially simple

Stigmas of HCs

No ownership in giving in this HC
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Appendix G: Triangulation Sample

IP 10 Themes Unit #/Example
Not fitting into the family 647, 648, 663, 694, 713
HC as a family 649, 724

Draws to the HC

653, 654, 655, 656, 657

Negative experiences with TC

662, 678, 681, 688, 685

Shared leadership in the HC

664,665, 666

Authority hinders relationship/accessibility

67236674- 677

HC as a place for people who don't fit in the TTC 0693

HC as a fit for certain people

696, 715, 721-723

Engagement because of multiple perspectives 7@, 70
Stan is the leader 667
Artifact Theme Unit #/Example
Focus on study from the Bible 813, 820, 812, 8106, 8
809
Connection to larger 819
denomination/network
Corporate giving 815, 817, 807
Caring for each other 808
Focus on prayer 811, EM 2-4

Field Notes Theme

Date/ Example

Function like a family

6.17- laid back, kids arpaat, 7.18- sharing food together, 8.12 sharingslivn
conversation, 8.12 sharing food, 8.20 sharing f8a2h- bbq, living together,
9.23 sharing food

Giving thanks to God

7.18- opening activity mogihis, 7.29, 8.20, 9.16. 9.23

Activities for participation

7.18- come up withiatlof excuses, 7.29 reading scripture aloud, &2i@itual
gifts list, 9.9 Reading Psalm 23

Gathering prayer requests

7.18- brief time for pragquests at the end, 8.12 starting weekly prayer
meetings, 9.16

Open prayer times

7.18. 8.12- praying for Baile2039.19

Caring for one another

7.18- sharing plums, 8.12liegy Bailey off, gift cards for each other, 8.12-
sharing more fruit, 9.9- Kristy’s car accident

Emphasis on pastor's
responsibility to provide
teaching/ guidance

9.9- Scott brought book, dvd, and had several ggidbomments, 9.16, 9.23-
handout from Scott, 7.22- Scott read story, Pameshexperience, 7.29
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Appendix G: Triangulation Sample Continued

Integrated Themes

Theme from sources

Units/Exampde

Family

HC as a family

649, 724

Function like a family

6.17- laid back, kids arpaat, 7.18- sharing food together, 8.1
sharing lives in conversation, 8.12 sharing food0&haring
food, 8.25- bbq, living together, 9.23 sharing food

N

Caring for one another

7.18- sharing plums, 8.12lisg Bailey off, gift cards for each
other, 8.12- sharing more fruit, 9.9- Kristy's @acident

Caring for each other

808

Shared
leadership/participation

Shared leadership in the HC

664,665, 666

Activities for participation

7.18- come up withiatlof excuses, 7.29 reading scripture
aloud, 8.20 Spiritual gifts list, 9.9 Reading Ps&®

Traditional leadership

Stan is the leader

667

Emphasis on pastor’s responsibility to
provide teaching/ guidance

9.9- Scott brought book, dvd, and had several ggidbomments,
9.16, 9.23- handout from Scott, 7.22- Scott readysPam
shared experience, 7.29

Emphasis on prayer

Giving thanks to God

7.18- opeactivity most nights, 7.29, 8.20, 9.16. 9.23

Gathering prayer requests

7.18- brief time for pragquests at the end, 8.12 starting
weekly prayer meetings, 9.16

Open prayer times

7.18. 8.12- praying for Baile2039.19

Focus on prayer

811, EM 2-4

Not liking open prayer

658

Not fitting into the family

647, 648, 663, 694,31

Draws to the HC

653, 654, 655, 656, 657

Negative experiences with TC

662, 678, 681, 683, 685

Authority hinders relationship/accessibility

6643, 674- 677

HC as a place for people who don't fit in
the TC

690-693

HC as a fit for certain people

696, 715, 721-723

Engagement because of multiple
perspectives

705, 708
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Appendix H: Sample Artifact

f0a- LLUIKE 5

Ttniror
& Jasigs beaches fiom Simat's (Feter baat f fish hanvest
s Jasys palls Senen, Lamses and Jahe o Tolkow him
& Janus ClEmrsess g leper
i lagiic haak s paralyglic moan lewseed from enaf

o Jasgscalls Lessi Matinew), 3 13 cellecior
o The Prarsses giticies lesus for associaling with sinners aad becauss his disciples fid not faxt
+  sesuscells same paribie:

lesus calls Pecer, e, and Jahn to lollow kilm |51-11]

1| ‘whatdowe lezrn about Jesus with regard 19 hisinteisction with Siman at the laks?
il Dapethe tigger amy secponee in ool

Jesus heals a eper and a paralydic man (5:12-16)

3 bwhat wieys oo these miracles emablith lesus” aedentiali?

2 Whey would Jesus te | the leoe nol to (=0 arvors butto show Fimself tothe priest? [Lev 13:45-14:5%

=

3} WYY BT EESLES A3l e MEraiyoc man? Desribe e way his mirads affoued varbs o peoaie
prasent.

Josus cals Lol [5:37-28) o the scribes ind Pharisees complain that be msoc alee with sinaers

51 Wiy sauld Jesis choass & Taz-colactior nared Lavi |Matthew| to be one of bis diciples?
7l Whatwas gooc about Matthea's ‘esparde’
3] Whatkey tristhican s kearn iromJesus associat on with cespived peoplke and socal outcasts?

Jess tels pacables & metayhon [5:56-35] - Whatdo esch ot these metaphor commuricats ©

v Jesus dise plesdicd aot fast because the bridlegroom was with them Thery i “ast later
v Fatchirg an clc garmend wilh pey dath

o frwy wine o gl wiseskins
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