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Chapter 9

SHAPING
COMMUNITIES

(v
Larry Rasmussen

he perennial Christian strategy, someone has said, is to

gather the folks, break the bread, and tell the stories.

It is as simple, and as disarming, as that. But within that
simplicity lie complex questions. What shape ought the gathering to
take? Do some sit in carefully designated spaces and the rest else-
where? And who breaks the bread? Do all, or only some? For that
matter, who tells the stories? Do all take a turn, or do people speak
as the Spirit prompts? Are some interpretations and interpreters
more authoritative than others? On what grounds? The apostle Paul,
teacher of community, urged the Corinthians to judge all bread
breaking and storytelling and congregating by whether it was “done
for building up” the community. But that was not sufficient to an-
swer all the questions in this fledgling church. Should prophets speak
in tongues if no interpreters were present? Should women speak?
Must all who speak acknowledge the authority of Paul? (1 Corinthi-
ans 14:26-40).

Apparently, the program of gathering the folks, breaking the
bread, and telling the stories is more complicated than it first seems.




There are varieties of gifts, different roles, rf:al tcnsmr:(s), :;lgcmif;::r;
conflicts. The ordering of community can give shapct.atin ifcom
its members and provide space for the succcssf.'ul I}Cgo 1b6ing oreon
flict. The lack of good ordering can prevent gifts from being
ions to fester. . .
e a'li'cl)'xt :telzzali?lg of communities 'is tk}c pracucx;1 Py Wil;ilcv::kaegsrzz
to be reliable personally and organizationally. T 15_[_)irn e
life through roles and rituals, laws and agrftemcn:: o inst,i chrough
the whole assortment of shared cc?mmnmen o
arrangements that order common hf'e. Inf?tllcoizzs;,t ! th:: v
ities 1 iust a single practice of 1ts lei
:E::I;;Titcllzss fhifﬁgfeograshy for all the other practices of a com-

munity or society.

CONSTITUTING A WAY OF LIFE

Christian congregations require governa%ncc, asf P;ml .knccxz I;c;n vfjll_
And so does society at large. Indeed, ‘the issue of s 1a[;1Ir:eg communl.
ties may be the 1ssue confrontipg society tod;y, o;loywc cinstance of
which is congregational gathering. After all, 01\;! W s v
gether in a world with a nasty tendency btlz ?ndaf%ir“;hat e
ecisions about how we assem u
;‘;Ilet tcllliiricjiing life’s basic goods (“bread”), and aZOTSZ:::’%P&;;
standard account of what is going on and whykgt ;- e ) o
whose hands does effective pow;r re;:de? ;Vi;i) ::yslps v\}ho P
used, and to what ends? Who benefits a.n who P2y .HOW  rames
the issues and directs the kind of attention they get! v dossin-
i who orchestrates the responses peopie Maxe,
f\:;ﬁl:?:}i: {zz‘:rzifncnt within which they act? These are the issues
* COﬁ(i}mur;lr:choc‘?;r: :i::i.al part of our life together for at least t:ro
reasons?‘gnc reason is simple: life is a mess. Itis not onlifn z;sr;n:;:l 61;;
it is a mess. Some of it is a mess all the time, all of itis 2 o some
the time, and disordered houses do not stand. ]1%5; as :uovcmance'
ly without food, bodies politic dg poorly without g nee
A ies. in order to be communities, must be ordered, cared for,
E?:Irjn'lrf;ltn;zlhe,r reason is equally vital: governance is necessary for the
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positive flourishing of life. Proper ordering, as any gardener, cook,
orchestra conductor, or housekeeper can tell you, is basic to good liv-
ing. Sheer randomness is not the highest state of being. Thriving, not
to say surviving, requires the creative ordering of freedom.

The particular shape that any community takes is already a cre-

ation and reflection of its way of life. As gifts are received, roles as-

signed, conflicts handled, and practices lived in certain ways, a
community lives out its own way of being in the world. Through
governance, a way of life is constituted (as in Constitution). The prac-
tice of governance is the soil in which all the practices of a commu-
nity are rooted and nourished. Coordinating a community’s practices

through good governance helps to make its way of life clear, visible,
and viable.

CoMMUNITY GOVERNANCE AND LEADERSHIP

Good governance requires good leadership. Good leaders bring dif-
ferent people with different knowledge and gifts together for joint
performance, and they do so in a way that draws out the strengths of
people while rendering the weaknesses as irrelevant as possible.
Leaders are thus choreographers of a sort. They help people identify
the challenges they face and untangle the issues entailed in them, and
they do so in a way that gives people work appropriate to their skills
and on a scale and at a pace they can tolerate. When it is well done,
such choreography generates homegrown leadership around identi-
fied challenges and makes for creative rather than destructive re-
Sponses to common problems. Good leaders also clarify the purpose,
values, and goals of 2 group, and thereby help to set its tone and cre-
ate its ethos.

Because we inhabit a curious historical moment, our need for

creative governance is particularly acute. We are not confident that
the past is a reliable guide that can simply be extended into the future.
Yet we cannot tell what may emerge to take its place. Ours is thus one
of those proverbial “times between times.” We lurch from crisis to cri-
sis, and at the same time have to work out more viable ways of living
together on largely untested turf. A moment like this crics out for

leadership, not least because the scale and interdependence of our
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Some years ago & famous novelist died. Among his papers u.)as l
found a list of suggested plots for future stories, the mos-t pffomzr.:mt y
underscored being this one: “A widely separated family inherits @
house in which they have to live together.” This is the great new
problem of mankind. We have inherited a large house, a great
“world house” in which we have to live togcsher—bfacl{- and
white, Easterner and Westerner, Gentile and Jew, Catholic m?d
Protestant, Moslem and Hindu—a family unduly sepamt.ed z'n
ideas, culture and interest, who, because we can NEVEr agan live

apart, must learn somehow to live with each other in peace.
g

Mantne Lutser Kivg Jr., ‘
Where Do We Go from Here: Chaos ot Community?

iy e i
problems are out of sync with the capacities of our institutions to a

adequately.
dres EI'hlin pract(ilce of Zhaping communities, while al?vays necctss:tr;;
takes on a certain urgency in such moments, when it has to i rints
toward the creative in the very moment 1t faces_ mounting Constraints.
:on becomes unavoidable in a time like this. But

ial experimentat
oo ot h a season even reasonably

do not. To negotiate suc asona
iﬁfrzzii?: f;316: leadership agnd high levels of citizen pa.trt1c1pat10n;
A case involving a copper plant near Tacomz.l, Washlnit?, [;ro_
vides a helpful example, Ronald Heifetz reports in his lc)loof heaUeg
ship Without Easy Answers. William Rucl.{elshaus, head o tl e - ;e;
Fnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1983, had to resolve

S COIlHICt r_h.e C iy was major 01 uter 1n r_h.e O thWCSt

and under

riou
i ithana
but it was also an important employer, wit :
illi d health were at issue,
million. Jobs, the local economy, an -
the Clean Air Act of 1970, Ruckelshaus and the EP.A had the 3;1.
hority to decide the plant’s fate. But Ruckelshaus dcclmec_l to use this
author ed on a process that would involve the

i instead insist .
authority and ins o it 2 quote

i i isi lained

munity at large in the decision. He exp :
;om Thothas Jefferson: “If we think [the people] not enhghtcned
o ol with a wholesome discretion, the

h to exercise their contr disc n, th
e but to inform their discretion.

remedy is not to take it from them,

Going beyond the law’s requirement for hearings, the EPA or-
ganized a series of public workshops that included plant workers,
union representatives, local citizen organizations, and environmental
groups. This format provided participants with education about plant
emissions, incidence of disease, and the local economic implications
of various possible courses of action, as well as time for prepared tes-
timony and open deliberation. What the community eventually de-
cided was not in the minds of Ruckelshaus, local EPA officials, or the
citizens themselves when the process started. The collective decision
was that Tacoma’s economy needed to diversify and that this process
must include retraining for present plant workers. The community
had decided for itsclf what it wanted for the future.

Heifetz comments that Ruckelshaus’s adept leadership rested
on several principles. First, Ruckelshaus identified the gap between
the reality people faced and their aspirations—their “adaptive chal-
lenge.” He helpfully kept attention focused on the issues created by
this gap throughout the process. Second, in facing this adaptive chal-
lenge, Ruckelshaus helped regulate the level of distress that inevitably
emerged as difficult issues were confronted. He did this by provid-
ing a structure that let the people educate one another (and the EPA)
in the course of a well-paced deliberative process. Third, he had de-
vised a strategy that shifted responsibility for describing the problem
and devising solutions from the EPA to the primary stakeholders
themselves—namely, community members. Within the boundaries

of the law, authority and trust were thus largely relocated to the com-
munity, as was responsibility for creative actions.

THE COMMUNITY OF JESUS

Christians look to Jesus as an example of leadership and to the early
Christian communities as places of exemplary participation. The nar-
ratives about Jesus provide models for life-giving governance, but
often in surprising ways. The practices of governance Jesus com-
mended did not match the prevailing versions and evidently were
not supposed to. Rather than shaping his followers into the usual
hierarchy of power, Jesus constituted his community around power
turned upside down.,

1A
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A dispute also arose among them as to swhich one of th:m
was to be regarded as the greatest. But he said 1o t‘hem, T!‘le
kings of the Gentiles lord 1 over them; and thoste in authority
over them are called benefactors. But not so with you; rather
the greatest among you must become like the youngest, and
the leader like one who serves. For who &5 greazer, the one
who is at the table or the one who serves? Is it not the one

»
at the table? But I am among you as one who SETves.

LukE 22:24-27 (compare MaTTHEW 2012528, Marxk 10:42-45)

Consider a passage that appears in the Gospels of Matthew,

fark, and Luke. It is very near the end of ]esus’jife, and ;h"s dizqif;
re arguing. “Which of us will be the greatest? tk;ley ask, r:cl);:l ‘ C}; "
or position. Jesus tells them that the shape of a.ut‘ ority lside'down
aunity is different from what thf:y assume. I;IIS is a:x u% de-cown
.ingdom whose ways contrast with tho:se -of ‘kmgs an -
ors.” In his reign, he tells them, status distinctions are reversed, o
What happens when we turn to the early Chrlsn:n.. coElrr:zm—
ies? Is the upside-down instruction o'f Jesus rcﬁech in the com
nunites that took his name and told his story as their own P:zcem;
No single or even dominant model of comr_jnumty g;frernlanc scems
o exist among first Christians. The practice of or 111'1::'1!:}110n,rderir1 |
ymple, is simply not a New Testament 1ssuc, ;%lthoug t rft:ac;nl " eg
»f gifts and effective forms of good leadership m}(:st ce euyhavé
Paul’s churches, for example, have local 1§a4crs, who may Wh- e
been the owners of the houses where Christians met to worship. "
there is no common governance form across the. Pauline ;o;nn'tl;:em
ties. Paul often names community workers and gives thanks for

ide by the com-
in many places, and they apparently are called to preside by

i itle or
munity. Judging from his letters, however, not a one bearsat

i rac-
wears a badge. We can only conclude that uniform governance p

tices did not exist. . N ;

Both Jesus’ own radical pattern for shaping commum;::e-s an
tian

reat variety of governance forms adopted by early Chris

et Christian governance a label

mmunities make it difficult to give ; |
:I(zat fully describes it. However, Heifetz, who has studied leadership

across several cultures, offers a phrase that can be useful for describ-
ing the varieties of early Christian governance: “creative deviance on
the front line.” It is deviance because it does not accept standard
forms of ordering life as normative, even when they are dominant.
It is creative because it seeks a positive alternative form. It is on the
front line because it lives in the tension between our own time—what
the apostle Paul called “this present age”—and another yet to come.
We could also call this governance style “community democracy” if
it is clear that such a style depends on shifting leadership, high levels
of member participation, the capacity of its organizers and trouble-
makers to see through the dominant ways of doing things, and a col-
lective ability to offer alternatives.

The practice of community governance as community democ-
racy and creative deviance on the front line was born in Judaism.
Both the Jesus movement and the first Christian communities were
Jewish, with deep Hebrew roots. Even when Christianity grew
among Gentiles and broke from Judaism, its Scriptures, its form of
church organization, its sacraments, and the God it believed in all
derived from Jewish Christianity. It embraced Judaism’s sense of a
covenant relationship with the one God, who had heard the cries of
the Israelites in slavery and responded to their suffering. And it em-
braced the imperatives of Israel’s community practices first fashioned
in Sinai. These were imperatives to redress social inequities, protect
the vulnerable, keep the power of privilege in check and under cri-
tique, steward the gifts of earth as a God-given trust held in com-
meon, extend hospitality to the stranger and sojourner, and consider
the enemy’s welfare on the same terms as one’s own.

The Gospel materials reflect practices that display this Jewish
heritage as Jesus and his movement embodied it. Discipleship (joining
the way of Jesus) is decidedly egalitarian. People who are routinely
excluded elsewhere are included here. Pride of rank is rejected and
has no place. Followers are to teach all they have learned to all who
will hear, but no particular deference is given scribes as teachers.
Rather than being offered front-row seats at Jesus’ gatherings, disci-
ples are invited to enter more resolutely the way of service, even suf-
fering. Some speak of Jesus as King, but he himself refuses the title.
His position is more like that of a prophet—without favorites, with-
out secure establishment, without honor or privilege, and without




followers who possess any of these. Foxes and birds often have bet-
“ hOjL\lilt?hge' same time, some formal practices of ]Eldaism, .such as rit-
ual cleanliness, and some informal ones, like social ba}rrlers relata:ed
to class, gender, and ethnicity, are largely .disregar_dcd in comlmumty
practices around Jesus as leader of a radical ]ew1'sh rencwa mlinu?-
ment. His teachings on wealth and poverty continue the prog etic
challenge to pursue justice, especially for the poor, as t!ne' f01:1n ation
of social life itself. Exorcisms, healing, and feeding rmmstncs, mean
freedom from common bondages and 2 discov?ry ‘of people }sl olwn
dignity and powers for day-to-day survi\'fal and life in God. The last
are first. The least are subjects of attention and hoflor, and carr;.el:s
of gifts and responsibilities. Leaders are community servants, iike
imself. . _
Jeres 'k;krlts;ct that Jesus did not hold any office and was neither (]iu]:g
nor priest was crucial. The “body” of pc-op‘lc géthcre;l aroun ! [E
body was made up of ordinary people, d.lstm'gulshcd rom I:nc:
other not by status but only by their varied gifts ar.ld COI]'.tI‘I utions,
the variety of services they rendered one another in their commi)ln
life. Because of this, the theologian James Mac?(ey has argued, the
whole idea and experience of the Body of Chrlst‘:—a name for. thi
church since its earliest days—implies a profound‘ democratization
of power. It makes room for the exercise of a variety of ways to care

for one another and the world. This radical inclusivity has its source |

in Jesus. . .
Jesus” own source was God and a life utterly centered in God.

But it was the God of the Jewish community and its practiccs:-w—prac-
tices that empowered the Jews to be a vanguard people, a witness to
the nations, and a foretaste of things to come for all creation. I?lffer-
ently said, a people practicing creative deviance on the front line.

AL
Feminist moral theology is utopian, as all good
theology is, in that it envisages a society, a world,

a cosmos, in which there are no excluded ones.

BeverLy WiLounc Hazrison, Making the Connections

s

THE CHURCH AS ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY

The earliest Christian communities were such a people. They were
“a new humanity,” part of a new world order, a “third race” {(beyond
Jews and Gentiles) transcending ethnicity and nations, and the “frst
fruits” of a new age coming to birth in the midst of a dying one.
In all these self-understandings, the communities identified them-
sclves as an alternative way of ordering life together. This shows up
in their governing practices as they deviate from and reimagine pre-
vailing arrangements. Both men and women are chosen as local leaders
(Romans 16:1-15). Conflicts are handled by gatherings of councils
that try to work toward consensus (Acts 15). Room is always de-
clared, if not always permitted, for the unplanned eruptions of the
Spirit in the gathered assembly and for the exercise of gifts, as vali-
dated both by direct experience of the Spirit and community delib-
eration (1 Corinthians 14). And at this early stage of community
democracy, liturgy is the collective work of all Christians, service be-
longs to each, and the title of minister is one they all share. Special
gifts of community members—“charisms”—are there for the sake
of building up the Body of Christ as community.

But this is not the whole story. New Testament letters are also
full of tensions. Communities lived uneasily between loose demo-
cratic governance (some of it fueled by the expectation that the world
would soon end) and a tighter order that came to be focused on the
bishop’s office in each city. Ambivalence was always present: should
Christians accept and adapt the existing versions of governance in
the wider socicty, or ought these be rejected outrighr as Caesar’s
rather than God’s? By the fourth century, however, governance and
leadership of a certain kind triumphed, largely because Christianity
gained status as a universal imperial faith in an empire walking the
edges of disintegration. To state it without nuance: stability won out
over change, hierarchy prevailed over egalitarianism, male-held of-
fice triumphed over gender equality, power was more centralized
than dispersed, and social, political, and economic privilege lodged
with the few rather than the many.

Even so, the radical impulses that run from the origins of
the people of Israel through the movement around Jesus and its
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extension in the communities of first followers never lost their hol}:ﬂ.
Through the centuries, renewal m?vcments that harkdback_;o atn:;l
Gospels and earliest Christianity 1tse1‘f have appeare dagalli and
again. In the Middle Ages, monastc.nes, conv'ents, an .re i o
orders such as the one founded by Saint Francis of Assisi sp(l)1 e 111
these tones. [n the sixteenth century, Martin Luther Preached ; lzitft_tad
the baptized are members of the priesthood of all believers ar;nt S1 ii !
up daily work as a holy calling. Lat.cr, many ot}}er mo;e(r:n i r; "
cluding Baptists, Quakers, Mennom.tcs, Methodists, and ong ial
tionalists, had their origins in this kind of renewal. Today, rene :
of this kind continues among Catholic, Orthodox, and Proktlcsgan
Christians around the world. It can be seen, for example, in t ; Aas_e
Christian communities of Latin America, the house chu.rc.hes of s;a
or Eastern Europe, and the renewed strength of lay ministry in the
e United States. .
Churc\k;\{;;:j :l;ch renewal comes, common qualities surfacclaggm ?d
again. These qualities are in tension with governance and iade:;:) Iip
dynamics of a more orderly sort, where power is concentrate 2o g
clear lines of authority and function. The qt%ahtles that rfxa e for
community democracy and creative deviance include these:

e A sense of divine power as the power for p.f:oplehooc.i
e A basic equality that dignifies the varied gifts of varied

members ) ]
o Forms of address that tend more toward “brother and

“sister” than titles
e A sharing of resources with a view to need .
e An effort to cross social boundaries for a more inclustve

community . ; r
e An uneasy relationship to every dominant order, every

“Caesar” . o
¢ An empowerment of all members, either as laity or within

a new religious order . ;
e A conviction that somehow all this is good news and a
vanguard example for the wider world

Authority and servanthood are words that are used in these com-
munities. But in comparison with their use in society at large, they are
' i ir mean-

wholly reimagined and recast. In a community of equals, their m

ing is reordered. And in this community, members come to under-
stand another word of Jesus: “I do not call you servants any longer . . .
but T have called you friends” {John 15:15).

THEN AND Now: OUR ADAPTIVE CHALLENGE

Where does this Christian vision of the practice of community gov-
ernance leave us as we face the complex issues of ordering commu-
nity and society today? What does the experience of the origins of
Israel, of Jewish and Gentile Christanity, and of periodic Christian
renewal offer for our own efforts at governance and leadership?
Our own historical season at the end of the second millennium

of the Common Era bears an eerie resemblance to the time when
Christianity began on the three continents of the Mediterranean
basin. Like that time, ours is a “Hellenistic” era—diverse, cosmo-
politan, multilingual, multiracial, multicuitural, multireligious, frag-

mented, eclectic, riddled by extremes of all kinds, and more than a

little violent. We often feel dislocated and off-center, just as people

did then. In the world of early Christianity, the solidity of empire was

giving way, and new configurations were in the making, many of
them bedeviled by chaos and confusion. Almost everyone worried

about moral degradation. Not a few sought new, saving communi-

ties and ways of life, whereas others simply could not conceive that
the Roman Empire would ever come to an end.

What the first Christians offered such an age was not only a
common loyalty but also a certain way of leaning into a turbulent
world with their own particular practices. True enough, they could
not make up their minds about many things they deemed important,
Full agreement was definitely not their strong suit! But they had a
faith full of feeling, energy, conviction, and the willingness to exper-
ment imaginatively with inherited practices, traditions, symbols, and
stories. They related all this to real human needs and—perhaps most
important of all—offered a place of high participation to community
members from all ranks and with diverse gifts. They adapted gov-
ernance practices and traditions they knew, but they also initiated
new ones when, in their judgment, these kept faith with the way of
Christ and made for the upbuilding of community in the Spirit.



Theirs was the spirit of an anticipatory community that could give
present form to a hoped-for future through a range of adaptable
practices. These were Spirit-led people shaping the specifics of com-
munity order as they went. Their way of life was created and
amended out of life together in worship and in shared participation
in other practices, in light of the great reversals of Jesus.

None of this means these communities were beyond corruption
or even entirely right for their ime and place. These were ordinary
people who displayed the petty, ugly side of all human communities.
There is no need t© romanticize them; we need to learn from them,
not copy them. Indeed, their own example Instructs us to test the
spirits in our time, as did they in theirs. When we do, we will surely
find significant differences between our situation and theirs. Yet “cre-
ative deviance on the front line” and “community democracy” are a
powerful legacy and process, which need to be interpreted and re-
newed in every age. And not least :n a turbulent, searching age such

as our owi.

SETTING THE TABLE OF COMMUNITY

But what are the steps we need to take today in the chorcography of

shaping communities? How should we now gather the people, break

the bread, and tell the stories?
The rites, sacraments, and patterns of the gathered congrega-

tion provide a focus for thinking about how community is ordered
e the eucharistic table, for example. Decisions on who

among us. Tak
and in accord with what table

gets to sit at the table, in what places,
manners are reflective of the order of a community—in the church,
but also in the wider social order. So are choices about who cooks,
who serves, who cleans up, who breaks the bread, and who initiates
and steers the conversation. Which bodies are present at the table and
which are absent matters immensely, as does their health or lack of it.
One does not need to be a keen student of society to realize that table
fellowship itself is a reliable map of economic well-being and dis-
crimination, political order and differentiation, and social hierarchy
and caste. Table governance shapes communities. The practice is dis-
dlled in how we take, bless, break, and give bread to one another.

Al
Just as social systems organize themselves in relation
to a structure of authority, focusing attention at the
head of the table, our social commentators do so as well.
Leadership may more aften emerge from the foot of the table
but that is not where we spend most of our time looking. J

Ronarp Herrerz, Leadership Without Easy Answers

thcu,\;\;eac;: v;cl:ilgt and c1:eate govcrnance and leadership practices,
g questions like these: Do our practices welcom
all to tl.le table? Are the discriminating distinctions drawn b \
peop_le in society considered of no account here, and how do wet“lieen
zl:;; ;ntthlt; w]::y ;vc regulate our life together? Are the guests ::nstlfr:
o be the hosts? Are means created and i
j‘.:ch iz‘tlr;icipant can find gifts for meeting the ;3;;::: igfhlzyw“:;llz};
‘ r.c children as well as aduits, and old as wel .
ticipants? Does the organization of gcneralcci)?;r)rrl(?nnitg, I?;el Comcdpar_
only the celebration of Eucharist—encourage lcadchhi ;)_an o
from the foot of the table? Do the ways in which we orgfnizeefirfl'ertge
gether 'ask for participation that purtures significant levels of pe ) Oi
commitment and responsibility, on a scale and in w ople car
com ays people can
Cor:fsider one concrete example as but a glimpse of in
able possibilities for the creative shaping of communities Inum'er—
yourself sitting, as [ did, amid a congregation deliberating “Eu:igm’ﬁ
what our response to recent neighborhood safety and securit rsi)-
le.ms sho.u.ld be; who would represent the congregation in a cz -
nity coalition trying to secure low-income, occupant-owned horflu?—lu-'
what changes in the congregational budget were necessar becsmg’
of unexpected expenses; and when the annual congregations;l r'f:tzi']-ls‘t3
sl‘muld take place and who would plan it. Different issues bro e;
different responses in the meeting, from heated argument anduc%' t
afreer.nent to shared laughter and common insight. Somewhere 1151—-1
;. z nl?lf;t of free-flowing exchange, the pastor quietly lifted the cloth
1 the vessels on the small table to the side of the meeting”
presndef, prayed the eucharistic prayer, asked one of the musici o
lead a simple chant, and gave the loaf to the person closest wi?}? il::
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words, “The body of Christ, broken for you.” Then the cup and
“The blood of Christ, shed for you.” Fach fed the next, repeating the
salvatory and orienting words while looking directly into the eyes of
the neighbor they had just argued and laughed with. A song fol-
lowed, then everyone went back to deliberating what was to be done
and who would do it. Yet these were not exactly the same persons
and community as before. For one thing, the sharing in the sacra-
ment oriented their discussion anew. They sought actions commen-
surate with this action.

To think outward from the Eucharist about shaping commu-
nities is only one example of what can be done with any and all of the
focal practices of congregational gathering—baptism, confirmation,
remembrance of the saints, and all the festivals of the liturgical year.
These can become fertile places for discernment together about how
the life-giving way of life that we seek needs to be ordered.

What links the church’s example of “creative deviance on the
front line” with examples like that of Ruckelshaus and the EPA is a
patterning for cooperation made possible by a guiding vision. A
model of governance that forces everyone to do the same thing is re-
jected. Multiple experiments are encouraged, and leadership emerges
from the foot and sides of the table as well as the head. Innovation
arises from the diversity of members, just as unity issues from joint
action.

The shaping of communities where good governance and able
leadership can emerge is ess a single practice than a continuing
process by which all the other practices described in this volume are
oriented to the upbuilding of community. The key, besides some
imagination, is high levels of personal involvement and commitment
wed to mutually shaped community leadership. By embodying these
in its own life, the church can help society at large to find its way
amid the adaptive challenges of this historical moment—and all as
part of a certain steady rhythm that gathers people to tell stories and
break bread together.




