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Sample Board Installation Ceremony
Senior Leader:  Integral to Ethical Culture and this Society’s heritage is our way of governing ourselves—congregations of members who freely choose to come together, and who elect from within their own ranks a Board of Trustees to govern for and with the membership. Each spring, WES thanks those members of the Board who are stepping down, and welcomes new members to the Board.
Leader for Congregational Life:  Because these are your Board members—elected by the membership and accountable to the membership—we offer this brief ceremony of installation.
Senior Leader:   I invite our Board for 2013-2014 to come on stage. I want to note that continuing trustees Susan Runner and newly elected trustee Adam Goldberg are both out of the country.
Leader for Congregational Life:  I invite now the members of WES to rise and offer their words of affirmation to the new Board. 
Membership:  We, the members of the Washington Ethical Society, affirm your role as Trustees of our community. In that role, we trust in you to provide guidance, oversight, vision for our society. We affirm your special partnership with our Leaders in matters of vision and strategy, and your connection to the entire WES membership, whom you serve. We appreciate your dedication to WES, and offer our support and involvement as you seek to govern with deep care for our continued flourishing.
Board of Trustees:  We accept the task set before us, and appreciate the trust you place in us. We are honored to serve WES in this way, and we look forward to the year ahead and all that it will bring.
 (Cheering)
President of Newly Installed Board:  As my first act, I’d like to thank our outgoing Trustees….etc.
Additional Information About Consent Decision-Making
1. Background:  this well-defined variation on “consensus” originated as a part of Dynamic Self-Governance (DSG), aka Sociocracy –  a system for running organizations developed by Gerard Endenburg in the Netherlands in the 1970’s, where he used it to run a large commercial company.
  The board brought this method to WES as part of an effort to more fully honor Ethical Culture values while continuing to be practical and effective.  This approach honors our beliefs that every person’s voice matters, that our differences can ultimately make us stronger and closer, and that it is worth investing time and effort to honor these values. At a practical level, use of consent
a. Helps everyone included on the decision feels more a part of the decision (rather than having to vote against it be in the minority or super-minority,
b. Serves to reduce “winning” and “losing,” and 

c. Helps decision-makers speak with one voice.
2. Decision-making using consent – see also Appendix I. One paraphrase of the question "Do you consent?" is "Could you live  with this?" This means, "Even if this isn't your first choice, can you see this working okay for you and for the group?"  More specifically, consent to a proposal means that no one who is a party to it has an argued paramount objection to it.

a. In this usage, an objection arises from a belief that a proposal wouldn't serve its intended purpose, wouldn't serve the agreed-upon goals and values of the group,
 or wouldn’t work for the people involved.

b. An objection is argued if it is articulated in a way that allows the group to constructively engage in addressing it.
  An objection is different from “blocking consensus”; there must be a willingness to unpack the nature of the objection and work with the rest of the group in pursuit of a mutually agreeable solution.
c. An objection is paramount if it takes the objecting individual outside their range of tolerance, e.g. it would require more hours than they have available, would require them to do a task they would greatly dislike, or would violate a deeply held ethical principle.
Sometimes a trustee may have a concern that does not meet the criteria for an objection –  either because it cannot be well articulated (e.g. argued) or because it is not paramount. The board encourages trustees to raise such concerns – nicknamed quibbles – because they offer a more subtle indication that a proposal has a weakness.
3. Supportive processes leading to a consent-based decision (see Appendix I for details):
a. Picture forming – brainstorm and explore issues to be addressed

b. Proposal shaping – shape the issues raised above into one or more problem-solving proposals to be decided upon via consent decision-making (described above).
Guidelines for Board-Only Huddles
1. The intent of this practice is help the Board establish a greater sense of itself and to foster constructive self-evaluation.  In addition, it contributes to a culture of honesty and partnership between Board and Leadership by surfacing difficult Board-Leader issues and then circling back to connect with the Leaders.
2. Huddle topics
c. How are we doing as a board?

d. Are there interpersonal tensions among trustees that are getting in the way?

e. What went especially well in the meeting?

f. What would we do differently if we could?

g. Are there topics we need to raise with our Leaders?

Appreciative Inquiry

1. This technique was initially developed for assessments of organizations and later adapted for assessments of individuals.  Here is a brief bibliography of material regarding the use of AI with organizations:
a. Hall, Joe and Hammond, Sue: What is Appreciative Inquiry? (Fact Sheet)

b. Cooperrider, David L. & Whitney, Diana:  A Positive Revolution in Change: Appreciative Inquiry (unpublished draft article)

c. Seel, Richard (Richard@new-paradigm.co.uk):  An Introduction to Appreciative Inquiry, The Facilitator, Issue 28, Summer 2000
2. Former WES member Michael Culliton provided the following description of AI and its use in the assessment of individuals:

The theory and practice of Appreciative Inquiry grows out of work done at Case Western  Reserve in the mid-1980s. It is a valid and tested approach in both corporate and congregational  circles. The approach builds on what many Ethical Culturists understand as our prime directive:  “To elicit the best in others and thereby ourselves.” It honors the observation that the problem- solving approach we use with machines and linear mechanical systems is not as useful in  complex and organic human systems.

Appreciative Inquiry suggests that in human systems, it often works best to “fan the sparks of  what’s working.” Similarly, the research suggests that “amplifying strengths and desired traits”  often results in a crowding-out or resolving “weaknesses.” The approach also acknowledges the  reality that no leader or human organization will ever score “100%” in the eyes of all  constituents: the variation in human perception and preference is simply too great.  Further, in  asking people to name “wishes” for the future leadership of a staff person, people have the  opportunity to engage in “feedback jujitsu” by taking a perceived “shortcoming,” identifying the  positive analog, and then stating this as a wish.

	Problem-Solving Approach
	Appreciative Inquiry Approach

	Dwell on problems or deficiencies
	Focus on what is working

	Focus on discrete occurrences
	Look for patterns

	Issue prescriptions
	Describe a compelling path for the future  grounded in actual past experience

	“Pick at the flaw”
	“Fan the spark”


Board Self-Evaluation
1. For the mid-year check-in, conduct a brief go-round at a Board meeting, to highlight significant strengths and growth areas that are becoming apparent; conduct problem-solving if needed.

2. Conduct the end-of the-year evaluation at one of the last meetings of the year.

3. Send the questions below out ahead of the meeting for trustees to complete and/or print them for trustees and Leaders to complete during a meeting. 

a. Looking back on the past year, what do you think the board did well?  List as many items as come to mind.

b. What might future boards do to foster such successes?

c. Looking back on the past year, what do you think the board did poorly (or failed to accomplish)?  List as many items as come to mind.

d. What might future boards to improve their performance and prevent the past year's pitfalls?
4. Discuss the results in a go-round; if there is sufficient energy/interest, highlight several growth areas and potential solutions.

5. Share the findings with the new Board at its inaugural retreat.
Process for Developing a New Statement of Purpose

1. Background
:  congregations need an imperative religious mission; this is presented in our Statement of Purpose (SoP).  The SoP must distinguish purpose (ends) from means.  Frequently an SoP, in an effort to embrace all members, attempts to address all concerns; but that is not purpose, that is means.  An SoP needs to be updated as concerns/context change, and also as members change. The process creates a dialogue about the organization’s reason for existence.

2. Characteristics of an effective SoP
a. An SoP should support the congregation in the following ways:
(1) Provide a clear and inspiring statement of mission

(2) Guide a cadre of leaders devoted to the mission

(3) Drive an organizational structure designed to accomplish this mission

b. A SoP should include the following five elements
:

(1) Identity of the people involved

(2) Focus of mission
(3) Source of authority

(4) Posture toward truth
(5) Means of fulfilling the statement’s aspirations
c. These elements are helpful because they

(1) Minimize insertion of private agendas into the process

(2) Guide elements of inclusion

(3) Guard against making Statements of Purpose a listing of programs
d. Additional features of a Statement of Purpose:

(1) Rarely exceeds 80 words. 

(2) Should promote agreement of its members by focusing on commonalities rather than differences, general concepts rather than definitions, possibilities rather than limitations.

3. The SoP development process results in a statement that reflects the congregation’s reason for being; it clarifies the mission of the congregation.  The process is overseen and executed by the SoP Revision Task Force (RTF). 

a. The process begins with an education phase stressing the role of mission and covenant in the history of humanity and specifically within the history of Ethical Culture. This phase includes a newsletter article and a platform devoted to the role of mission in religion. 

b. A congregational workshop is the next major event; it is the platform upon which further steps rest.  It concludes with consensus statements of mission from groups that comprise organizational components. These provide the raw material for constructing the SoP.

c. The RTF appoints a Refining Team – 5 to 7 people who represent different perspectives and skills needed to create an inspiring Statement of Purpose.

(1) Team members should 

i. Be devoted to creating a mission-covenant statement, 

ii. Lack a private agenda, 

iii. Be able to articulate the thoughts and rationale of a Statement of Purpose, 

iv. Have the capacity to be flexible and think conceptually.
(2) The Refining Team employs the consensus statements to construct a draft SoP.

(3) The RTF and Refining Team then hold a series of cottage meetings (aka “dessert parties”) each of which offers the opportunity for 12-15 WES members to give feedback about the draft SoP.  A member of the RTF facilitates the feedback while a member of the Refining Team records the feedback. 

(4) The Refining Team revises its draft SoP based on the feedback received from the cottage meetings

d. The RTF advertises the revised draft SoP and two additional all-congregational meetings (1½ hours in duration, usually on Sundays after platform) are held for further feedback and refining. 

e. The RTF and the Refining Team cooperatively complete the final version of the Statement of Purpose, which the RTF presents to the community for a vote. Members vote up or down – no further wordsmithing.   

f. In the event that the membership vote does not meet the threshold for approval of a new Statement of Purpose, the membership may decide to table the decision pending further efforts by the Refining Team to solicit feedback, conduct problem-solving and discernment, and revise the Statement further as needed.  If this process is successful, the RTF publishes the revised Statement to the membership and schedules it for a membership decision at the next membership meeting. 

Outline of Latham’s process, assuming the membership votes each occur in June:


Mar:
Board/Leaders announce upcoming SoP vote and arrange member forums.

Apr/May:
Community forums to elicit Membership thoughts on revising Statement of Purpose.

May:
Board and Leaders recommend whether or not to revise SoP.

Jun:
Members vote on whether or not to revise SoP.  IF YES…

By Aug:
Board/Leaders appoint SoP Task Force

Oct: 
Education process begins:  newsletter/platform devoted to SoP

Nov:
Congregation-wide workshop

Nov:
SoP Task Force appoints Refining Team

Dec:
Refining team employs input from congregation workshop to craft a draft SoP

Jan-Mar:
Series of small “dessert meetings” with members to discuss draft SoP

Apr-May: 
Two Congregation-wide workshops to reflect, refine SoP

Jun:
Membership meeting votes whether to adopt SoP
� This material is adapted with permission from training materials prepared John Buck and Sharon Villines, as well as their book We The People: Consenting to a Deeper Democracy (2007) – which brought these concepts to the U.S.  See also http://www.governancealive.com.


� It is thus important that there be a pre-established, shared understanding of these.


� It is not required that a person have an articulated rationale immediately; they may request a brief period of time (or to temporarily table the matter) while they collect their thoughts and prepare their response.


� This background – and the in-depth process that follows it – are taken largely from an addendum section of  Beyond Church Folly Lane by Robert Latham.


� Examples are in the Latham addendum.
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