Chapter 4. Framework 3: Psychodynamics in Church Culture

Groups and Pathological Categories

Since the mid 1980’s psychological explanations for orgéioizal behaviour has
flourished. Organizations as a whole have been descab ‘neurotic’ if they bear in their
interpersonal patterns of operating the same, or,asictilaracteristics as individuals manifest
who are diagnosed as ‘neurotic’, ‘narcissistic’ or easn'schizoid’ (Brown: 1997, 46-648).
The theories of Freud, Kohut, Klein and Winnicott hdeen employed as constructs to
describe the salient features of the neurotic orgamizatr of groups within them (Kets De
Vries & Miller: 1984, Hirschhorn:1988, Argyris:1990, Staw:1991, [Dnanht1992,
LaPierre:1993, Zaleznik: 1997, Gabriel: 1994, 1997, Sankowsky:1995, Brb98v,
Sievers:1999). The same primal fears and fantasiesoésat individuals are attributed as
constraints upon the performance of whole organizatio®sich theories either display a
direct indebtedness to some form of developmental psygical reasoning or group
paradoxical behaviour that is not apparent to the groupbemmvho become reactively
enmeshed (Smith and Berg: 1987, Argyris: 1990). The sharedghie organization culture
stems from their observation of groups or organizattbas engage in thinking process that

are counterproductive to the primary task or mission.

As with individual pathology, these groups display procesdeseby they defend
themselves from understanding the meaning or significandeir reality, usually because
they assume that the conscious discovery of such knowledgkl bring pain. As a result
such groups in various degrees inhibit the sorts of acellythinking that would bring
learning and growth (Sievers: 1999, 89). There is alsor@esmonding body of literature

devoted to the analysis of church communities from ethesychodynamic perspectives
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(Capps: 1990, Horan: 1997, Brynholf Lyon, 1999). This framewaskrtot had the degree of
popularity as the Family Systems approaches amongst Wiosanalyse church life. This is
largely due to both the variety of technical detailso€h theories but also the fact that the
application of such theories has been the province afegsional organizational
psychologists within the corporate industrial sector.he Ttypical church consultant or
denominational official would generally lack the compe&nor confidence to make
diagnoses of leadership styles or leader follower osiahiips that carried the pejorative tone
of neuroses or psychoses. This explains the popularityosé rational approaches in such
quarters. The interdependence and tentativeness thedcteh@es church-denomination
relationships dampens any zeal for diagnosis of suchuaenaThis does not mean that such
lenses should be dispensed with as solely the provintkeodecular specialist and context.
One goal of this research is to discern the fedyilailnd utility of such a perspective for the

interpretation of church cultures.

Churches as human systems have no immunity againsbtiseforms of leadership
regardless of their spiritual nature and ideological dises. As systems of potentially
unhealthy interrelationships, they may also displaystimee dysfunctional symptoms as other
organizations and have to undergo the same processtdsesto become whole. If it could
be demonstrated that it is at this preconscious I&atlthe factors affecting the capacity of
churches to become effective in their purposes are todated, then some diagnostic insights
would be imperative for the denominational level comsitlt Even if they did not attempt
the psychodynamic approach to change, at the very tle@gtwould be more aware of the
potential impact of proposed interventions upon the psgthiee groups to whom they serve

and be less likely to be frustrated by more structuralcsgmbres to change.
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Psychodynamic approaches assume that the display, tingnner, unleashing of
emotions are the core processes in organizationsatitatunt for their success or failure in
their particular missions. There is a divergence @wpbints over whether emotions should
be seen as outcomes and symptoms or, more the caushsfurfictional patterns. The
flexibility associated with a healthy ‘'learning orgaation’ may not be a simple or
dispassionate affair. An organization may not be tbleermit mistakes and attempt to learn
from them. It may involve a painful process for induals, especially for the leaders within
a group, to unlearn entrenched defensive and dysfunctiosialrps and to expose the sources
of habitual resistances to the free exchange of idedslearning (Agyris and Schon:1978,
Argyris: 1990). According to this framework, such resistanstem from deep pre-conscious
or primal anxieties within key leaders which find thesy out into community expressions,
especially the styles of relating between leaders anmbrdinates (Stapley:1996, 82, 93,
Gabriel:1997, 315ff, Staw: 1990, 808). The leader may eithemb&ianally distorted by the

prevailing culture or, exert such an influence upon theimaifrom their own neuroses.

The aim here is to see if individual psychological tie=o can provide helpful
analogies for theorizing upon the patterns revealeduncbhculture analysis. One concern is
to see if the data we have would indicate that it is @pate to make inferences from micro
models to macro behaviour. This is to suggest thamnfluemtial individual in a church
community such as a long-term office-bearer, donor, pastor, can universalise their
neuroses, thus aggregating these into the patterns odanta in the whole church. This
would be relevant to our churches due to the high degrdelibérate socializing of people in
churches, whose explicit purpose often has to do withmegral formation. Sometimes this
comes in the form of membership introduction cours€anversely, there is attrition over

time of those members who do not wish to partakedretiolving culture.
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Dysfunctional Group Processes and Early Development

We begin by outlining a form of ‘object relations ¢hg that underlies the proposals
of many of these writers. When applied to organizatiaulture this implies that the
problems that we may have in adult organizational pfarticularly with leaders, can be a
form of regression to disturbances from the primal gackiid period of infancy. The key
thrust of the psychodynamic perspective parallels thiéduatibn of individual dysfunction to
unresolved issues from early developmental stages afcinfa Parallels have been drawn
between patterns of group neurosis and these stagesicéllagfensive behaviour processes
have been a common concern of many organizationtrésr These include phenomena such
as splitting and projective identification (Smith and d@erl987: 68-70), repression,
regression, denial and reactive formation (Kets desvVaed Miller: 1984, Kets de Vries:
2001). A growing number of writers in the recent decade® leffectively built upon the
theories of ‘object relations’ theorists such asavi@ Klein and especially Donald Winnicott
(Hirschhorn: 1988, Stapley: 1996, Gabriel:1998, McCollom-Hamp899, Van Buskirk:
1999, Weiertier: 2001). Although coming from different startpoints, both Klein and
Winnicott have a strong confluence of ideas when iihe®to understanding unhelpful group
rigidities, particularly in the way they highlight the w#llowers symbolize, demonise or

idolize both their leaders and organizations stems fyomal, infantile sources.

Unlike Freud, Klein saw that the preconscious fantasgsced powerful emotions.
In the case of organizations the image of the orgamizaself could become merged with
perceived 'bad objects' in the mind of the subject. s Thithe adult equivalent of the
developmental tendency to be ambivalent about their owther and coloured by their
experience in infancy. On the one hand the child espees the mother as good, protecting

and nurturing and providing a secure environment. On they ¢llere is the mother who also
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withholds love, punishes and does not satisfy every,vesln being a ‘bad object’ in the
form of one to be feared. Once they become prevaldie organizational culture, negative
feelings have the capacity to generate more negateinge in self-reinforcing cycles
(Lapierre: 1993, 27). Emotions themselves may drive paliBeents such as the conflicts

experienced in church or work based organizations.

The thrust of object relations theories is that ¢apacity for an individual to grow in
cultural awareness and ego development comes from the priostive of organisational
environments, namely the infant's ‘holding environthem the arms of it's mother
(Stapley:1996, 28 Van Buskirk:1999, 808f). With appropriate respooanee the child has
the capacity to develop through several stages. Thiestastage is typified by a lack of
ability to differentiate self from environment and ximaal dependence upon others. As the
mother makes appropriate responses to the overtures ahfdmt, both in terms of their
demands and tantrums the individual's capacity for ‘objeleting’ or conceiving of others as
discrete others or objects within their environmemndeveloped. Such a holding environment
is intrinsic to human development and incomprehensilileowt it (Van Buskirk: 1999, 808,

Meissner: 1984, 138f).

The child and mother initially are not distinguishalmethe infant's mind. But as
appropriate and predictable responses from the motherstpeis mother becomes
‘introjected’, both noticed and internalised within timnd of the infant. Such experiences
give rise in the child’s mind to their sense of idgnas well as others being selves. It is also
from out of this process that cultural awareness is §8tapley: 1996). If not, the child

cannot find her reflection in the mother’'s resporaed they experience a terror of being
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‘dropped’, even feeling they are ‘going to pieces’. Thigslthe foundation for distrust in

other authority figures, including God (Meissner: 1984, 165).

Eventually the child becomes more able to cope wighmother’'s absences. This is
assisted through the comfort of ‘transitional objestgth as their rug, toys, their own thumb.
What is happening here is the child has gained theyatwlitsymbolise the mother in their
own mind and also to use other objects as symbolidigubs. The transitional objects stand
in for the absent comforter. They are transitianalhe sense also of not being confused as
the mother nor being totally abstracted as a symbbéo(Doehring: 1995, 106). Gradually
the child is able to test and trust their environmaifficiently for healthy development to

take place.

Not only is the child introjecting others into theymbolic life, they also, around 3-4
months old, enter a psychological position denoted agpdh@noid-schizoid position. Here
the child is able to distinguish the me-not me boundadythe mother is viewed as a separate
being to whom she can relate. This can be a periokighf anxiety where the individual
symbolises the mother in ways that are both idehl@edemonised as inadequate providers
of comfort. Two processes or skills develop here m itifant: ‘splitting’ which allows
infants to cope with fears associated with their saivio be separate painful feelings from
the self and ‘projection’ whereby the infant learoes distance themselves from their own
destructive feelings by disowning them and actively ptpcor symbolizing these into
someone else. The aggressiveness associated wittother is associated with desires in the
child to injure the mother who does not meet all tdeimands on cue. The mother who can
remain connected with the child without retaliatingcaxing in, while the child is doing her

worst, gradually builds a deeper sense of the other, indepemf the child’'s wishes and
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fears (Van Buskirk: 1999, 809). Parenting failure at his stageamount to a regression to

the primitive anxieties of the earlier state.

In later life, these regressive habits may again dogwn upon to cope with
correspondingly stressful situations. Thus the parantidadal adult is one who regresses
to this fearful state under the stress of perceiveatiia adulthood. This disturbing infantile
period or position finds the child wanting, on the onedhto merge with the mother and be
indistinguishable again from her in a narcissisticshlimess, yet on the other hand to be a

distinct self (McCollom-Hampton: 1999, 112, 121).

At the same time the child has an instinctive urgetiegrate the whole person of the
mother as a person with boundaries, synthesizing plositive and negative characteristics.
‘Transitional objects’ emerge which enables thedchil cope as if at the breast due to the
symbolic meaning they give to the transitional objedtlere at around seven months an
adequate holding environment enables the baby to deveapoivn capacity to resolve these
unpleasant contradictory symbols themselves. Thisfésred to as the ‘depressive position’
as the child experiences depressive feelings of guilpfojecting malicious thoughts toward
the carer. The carer is sensed as not only antobjgcas an object with emotions and
feelings. Eventually, most of us have an adequate holdingronment and develop a

relatively integrated personality (Stapley: 1996, 33,34).

This affects the capacity to handle the anxietiegtef life. The infant is developing
a cultural awareness involving the skill to develop sylimlabjects that fill the gap when the
external environment is lacking and identity needs tambétained. ‘Transitional objects’

supplied by the culture external to the individual will agsirpport the individual as she
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meets the world’s challenges as did the bears, rugs amdbshof early life (Van Buskirk:
1999, 811). The ability to find one’s place within an impetrfenvironment comes from this
space given for imagination to be played out. Neitdeltanor child lives in isolation. Both
possess the fundamental sense of being ‘held’ eithemredgcor poorly within their

environment.

The pertinence of this theory to organizational bettig stems from the fact that no
one has a perfect holding environment. The sametgnraucing features that occur within
the maternal holding environment are replicated witdam adult organizational structure.
When the boundaries purposes or procedures of an orgamizaio unreliable for the
individual the threat that looms for him or her maerdisproportionately to its actual nature
of the threat. Individuals can perceive that the omgdion does not provide sufficient
reinforcement of their personal boundaries and distithentity. The individual or whole
groups may then regress into behaviour or feelings aedcwith, say, the ‘paranoid
schizoid’ position. One organizational culture is dgtishable from the next depending

upon how it is experienced as a holding environment.

The culture of an organization, then, is an inter-pisyphenomenon. Group members
internalise the holding environment of the organizgtiocluding the symbolizing of the
objects they regard as comprising the social charadtéine individual. This is a fantasy
making process akin to using the work of the organizasoa @ansitional object. The culture
of the organization is produced in the minds of the mesnhe a shared illusion as if they
have a common ‘skin’. On the one hand, the group &sted with a role, namely, to provide
them with a sense of continuity, consistency and mgarOn the other hand the organization

can provide a defence against the experience of doubtrtainte or guilt. When the
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organization fails in these roles the real task & dunganization - its mission - wil be

subverted.

Van Buskirk (1999) maintains that an adequate organizateut@ire must provide
four features. Firstly the culture must provide opportwsite merge through rituals for
membership induction and welcoming that allow the indiMidt@a identify with the
organization. Secondly, the culture must enhance tleenmirme’ boundaries through the
clarity of role descriptions, apportioning responsibtitand reward systems. Then to enable
the individual to derive a sense of individual significartbe organization must supply
opportunities forcreativity allowing the individual to invest value inethorganizational
culture. Lastly a healthy organization must supgilbility for moving onas opposed to
chaos or disruptive changes that undermine trust. Seamatyconcentrated imagination also
happen if people expect the institution to remain dependakele if they leave. Hence, there
is a lot more happening in the adult world of work and renisee than merely the rational
creation of wealth or dispensing of services. Likewibe climate and mood of the
organization is not necessarily a product of delibeefftats to enhance worker morale, but
reflect how the surface manifestations of the cultame resonating with the preconscious

needs and aspirations of the participants.

The leader of an organization or the group itself cath lperform the symbolic
function that the infant places in earlier holding emwinents. Leadership plays a critical role
in organizational health and mission effectiveneksaders are not just functionally effective
in such a viewpoint, but play a developmental role inuheonscious life of their groups.
They become enmeshed in the group’s emotional processesatter how competent the

leader is at their work. Able leadership can stabtlime experience of its members primarily
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through enabling their group’s members to have a basst in their environment (Van

Buskirk: 1999, 808). In particular, this is achieved through réggléransactions across its
boundaries and clarifying the organization’s primary fg$kschhorn, 1999, 5f). This has the
result of reinforcing the individual's sense of persdy@indaries. If leadership neglects this
role they will induce distress analogous to culture sh&t&pley: 1996, 110). Moreover the
granting of a reliable role space that encourages theoftighe member’s imaginative

processes is analogous to the provision of a tranaitmisject for the child that assists it to

attend to its own anxieties.

As with the mother of the infant, so it is withetteader of the organization. Their
ability to make reality based assessments and noe tocabght up in the prevailing fantasy
aids the capacity of the individual in the organizatiorconstructively respond to perceived
challenges within their environment. The leader wégponds to the emotional state of the
organizational culture alone will induce dependency upon dékes rather than creative
independence. So the leader becomes a symbol torhisibgvers of the long sought after
and never attainable state of final independence. Evdeader with megalomaniacal
tendencies who is perceived to have complete masteheifenvironment will reactivate the
followers’ dormant tendency toward idealization. They e ascribed powers that persons
under their jurisdiction, expected of their primal caretske Such regression can set up
attachments and a hoped for omnipotence even whene#lakerl deals in atrocities and

manifests aggression (Kets De Vries: 1995, 71).

Regression in Groups
There are two directions in which psychodynamic egerin work groups has

progressed. One focuses upon psychologically damaging ossegrgroups and the other
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focuses upon the leader-follower relationships, partiyuldhose where charismatic
leadership is concerned. Wilf Bion developed his thetbmpugh work with impaired
therapeutic groups. Like the object relations theoriste Blaces great emphasis on early
infant experiences especially in dysfunctional groups tiesist their main purpose for
assembling. In his ground breaking woikxperiences in Group$l1961) he made the
astounding observation that phenomena which are uswsalyciated with severe borderline
or schizophrenic conditions within individuals, actuaihay characterize the behaviour of
whole groups whether such conditions existed within iddesi group members or not.
Whereas healthy groups have a capacity to manage esetsohealthy exchanges with their
environment, unhealthy groups tend to 'regress' undessfsiresnditions. It is less certain
whether these basic assumptions can pervade larger zaggamé such as whole church
communities. This remains to be seen. He outline@ethparticular forms of ‘basic
assumption groups'. This construct in turn forms theshbafsiorganizational diagnosis for
recent analysts involved in the rejuvenation of ogtions and consultants working in the
organizational psychological field (Kets De Vries: 19&dirschorn:1988, Staw:1991,

Diamond:1992, Lapiere:1993, Sankowsky: 1995, Gabriel: 1998, Sia@99).

Bion emphasised the strength of the assumptions thap gnembers have concerning
their leaders. Such assumptions about the leader’'scamlebe so strong that the group
members project unrealistic expectations upon the leatethereby subvert their own work
as a group. Bion distinguishes between two levels of gaotipity: that of the sophisticated
or ‘work group’, ‘W', that attends to its core tasks amaldes learning and development to
take place in social reality; and other groups that dué “|basic assumptions” which are
unconscious and debilitating for the task. There areetlmommon “basic assumptions”.

These become apparent in small group work as if theyhareeal goals of the group. The

90



groups do better at their unconscious neurotic tasks thahea espoused reason for
convening. The basic assumptions are ‘flight or figgtoup, denoted(baF), the

‘dependency’ group, denoteldaD) and the ‘pairing groufbaP).

Such features may be apparent to the leader of the gbotipexist beneath the
conscious perceptions of the members. These phenosisndake time to emerge in the
group (Bion: 1961, 53) but Bion would suggest that the group peragevesntral role as one
of fighting, sexuality or helplessness. Moreover, illigls are coopted into key roles to
represent the unconscious wishes of the whole groupseTdefensive techniques are directly
related to the anxieties of primal ego developmentrssiding to some extent in the psyches
of adult members. An adequate group leader’s or, conssltesie would be to alert the

group to thiga activity making it possible for conscious choices aadirling to take place.

In reality the leader may work against this. Theesoplayed by leaders may
unwittingly be from time to time those assigned to thmnthe group. A ‘fight/flight’ group
requires a ‘fight/flight’ leader. Such a leader will tetadlead the group away from other
occupations to a preoccupation with an enemy or a flightn other necessary tasks.
Moreover, the individual within such groups also becomesandary consideration to the
group pathology (Bion: 1961, 55). Groups will be dissatisfieth W@aders who attempt to
subvert the prevailing psychological culture. The group nigntannot conceive of them as
fulfilling their duty to the group. Furthermore groups usuladlye developed a sophisticated
means of group inter-communication to express their aignand enforce compliance upon

the individual group member and ‘would-be’ task leader.
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By contrast, when the ‘pairing’ basic assumption iefiect, the work of the whole
group is relegated to a pair of individuals. Sometimes ishsensed by a prevailing mood
where sexuality is the dominant emotion. Or, theran assumption that people have come
together for the main purpose of preserving or regengrtengroup. Regardless of gender,
discussion breaks out between two members and thellosgttleem to dominate the agenda.
Much discussion is wasted on why others are not presehthose who are receive praise
regardless of achievement (Bion: 1961, 54). The real wakthe couple may have wished
to achieve is hamstrung by the group assumption that deésrtihat their involvement with

each other is the group goal.

Later writers use the term ‘pairing’ of groups that digpden unreal optimism or
magical hope in the capacity of the leaders (Hirschth®88, 60, Kets De Vries:1984, 52).
This ultimately affects their capacity to attend te@ithresponsibilities for the main group
project or task. Some have extended this assumptionctede groups that believe that
eventually a messianic figure or ideal leader, will tgfdghat will solve all the problems of
the group without them having to contribute anything @irtlown ingenuity or, initiative.
They look forward to a magical future era in which that/be delivered from their struggles
and fears. The predominant emotions are manic-likedoof hope, faith, and utopianism.
Paradoxically this promotes a polar form of group 'stucknestween hopes falsely raised
and then, just as quickly, hopes cruelly dashed. Eventwaiyn a ‘flesh and blood' leader
does arise, they are vulnerable to the phantasideajroup. They can only fail the group’s
unrealistic expectations leading to disillusionment asngt as was the manic hope. The
manic emotions are actually a defence against the dspmesnd serious analysis of situation

and consequences of group behaviour (Gemmil & Oakley: 1992, 118).
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The third of Bion’s ‘basic assumptions’; ‘dependency’particularly dangerous for
leaders who cannot discern that the group’s seeming @nmoelwith them has nothing to do
with task achievement but dependency upon the leader hiselbecome the task for which
the group has convened. Individuals who do not wish tolaeweyond having their security
needs met are attracted to this group (Bion: 1961, 89). Thdgacal arrangement of group
devotion to the leader is met with the same degreewiflingness to follow any constructive
lead they give. In church organizations one might $8® manifested in unreasonable
demands that the main pastor be in direct personal atotiteough visitation with every

member despite the size of the church making this aqathysipossibility.

Bion observed within ‘fight-flight’ cultures that he &Esmder would be told of one or
other persons within or beyond the group who were atiegpt sabotage him or the group.
This equated with the unconscious collusive desire ofjitbep to require a leader to be about
conflict even if there was none. The group had to lsreething to fight or to run away
from. If such a real enemy cannot be found, theméxt best thing is for the group to get a
paranoid leader for whom enemies are always obvioumn(Ri961, 59). This may explain
why some groups select leaders, or in our case pastdgaddhem whom they know to be
emotionally aggressive. An individual whose basic mépntahd feelings correspond to the
basic assumption can end up controlling such groups. Thieehadividual finds a group
mentality affirming his/her predilections and these aoenmunicated with great subtlety.
Fearlessness becomes the supreme virtue of a leadechna group (Bion:1961, 70). A
leader in such a group can find him or herself, impoterghange such a situation. Such a
theory may explain why it is that some church comnmesitail to change and seem to live in

entrenched conflict over long periods of time. Sinylaal church group may bemoan the
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feistiness of one pastor, but on his leaving resig peace-making attempts of the

replacement.

Alternately, a leader may find him or herself valuegrty highly by the group. This
high estimation is due not so much to leadership skill that their leadership has a
corresponding ‘valency’, or a style that correspondghéoprevailing basic assumption (Bion:
1961: 64). In the dependency group, in particular, the basimpsien of the group is that an
‘external object’, the leader exists primarily to po®vsecurity for the immature organization.
Individuals whose needs monopolise the attention ofedder are censured and made to feel
guilty for taking more than their fair share of attenti Any benefits that accrue to the group
are felt to come from the leader alone (Bion: 1961, G&radoxically the group tends to be
disappointed in any real work that the leader manages twittim the group. Leadership
insights are sifted and only those aspects that fivith established canons of belief are
adhered to. Such groups act as if it would be an infringeofesome significant principle if
they actually did achieve any significant work. Such gralgieand then that the leader be a
magician and the materials, information or resoureeslied to accomplish the task are denied

her or him*

! Curiously, Bion actually likens the culture of the ‘baagsumption’ group as if they are a religious cult (Bion:
1961, 74f) as there is a stifling of independent thought, hareging of dissenting views, reactive rebellion as a
result and rationalization of the imposition of ceisbip of rational attempts at argument. It makes tifessful

for the participant as the member has to reconcdedmands of reality in every day life with those dedean

by their group. Life in the group places the individual with in an unbearable tension of choosing either to
identify with the culture wholeheartedly but then be eeused by the arid interpretations of the group. Yet if
the member identifies with their own intellectualigigs, they are persecuted by their own internal ahjethe
group will always reward the member’s acquiescence tobfetives of the ‘basic assumption. Independence
means a total repudiation of the basic assumption. Gritalityvmeans a complete submergence within it !
(Bion: 1961:78-79)
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Bion’s distinctions have been elaborated upon by ttsoranalysing leadership
charisma, along with others who investigate the pison of roles or stereotyping within
groups. These two issues are related to Bion’s focus gimup dysfunction as they seek to
understand how individuals allow themselves or othetsetalis-empowered in the reality of
work groups by ascribing roles, virtues and vices to sthdthin their own preconscious
worlds. Moreover, these ascriptions happen at thd @&véhe whole group not only the
individual (Gemmil and Oakley: 1992, Sankowsky: 1995, Gabriel: 19%1s IOe Vries:
1999, Weierter: 2001). Others address the task behaviouswgdgy(Hirschhorn: 1988, 1999,
Lapierre: 1993) or the ascription of roles and stereotypirigdividuals within organizations

(Moxnes: 1998, Kets De Vries, 1990).

Extensions of Bion’s Theory to Organizational Cultur es

The four major types of groups identified by Wilf Biorvaabeen verified by others in
much larger organizational settings. These theor&te A more dynamic view of the ‘basic
assumption’ groups or neurotic cultures as fluid temporaryitipns'. Lapierre (1993: 26,
27) maintains that just as the infant learns to detdl anxiety through distinct phases, healthy
groups are typified by the ability to move between thsid‘positions’ according to the need
of the moment, or, to manipulate the psychological calfor productive ends (McCollum-
Hampton: 1999, 124). The ‘Autistic Contiguous’ position, cawiba/ed then as a period of
time when the group needs dictate a need to feel sudaserface contact, to be held and
bound through repetitive processes and predictability. ‘Plaeanoid Schizoid’ position
handles the environmental threats through encouragingpttte of imaginative interpretations
of reality that would be more typical of this developta¢phase. That is imagination and
fantasy and the corresponding expression of emotiomgiaea a license but for productive

ends. The ‘Depressive’ position is marked by reflexiveospection and respect for the
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sensitivities of others. The positions apply bothh& mood of the leaders of Groups as much

to group experience as well.

By inference, group pathology is the experience of bewpmestructively stuck or
fixated with one of these positions. The positionooees the prevailing cultural assumption
or the personality of the group and the group as it wellapses into the position. ‘Autistic’
cultures crave the need to be ‘held’ and become bound ugidnpolicies and routines and
tend to make knee jerk responses to their environmatiterrthan taking necessary risks to
exploit opportunities. Groups caught in ‘paranoid schizoigakitions become locked in a
paralysing fear and uncontrollable strong emotions ang im#uce ‘wishful’ or magical
thinking rather than constructive strategic respongbdqerceived threat. Groups caught in
a ‘Depressive’ position display a lack of aliveness agttlesfor isolation from real life. By
contrast a healthy group has the capacity to cap thaizésdal tendencies with an
appropriate degree of the ‘depressive’ position and be grounged ‘autistic’ firm

boundaries beneath them.

These positions in turn with the prevailing anxietysp@nse mechanisms can,
hypothetically, combine with the range of defensiveategies to create many diverse
permutations of psychological culture within organizatiom&ts de Vries and Miller (1984
22 - 42, 2001: 144 - 186) narrowed these down to five 'gestalstyles of life within
organizations they define as 'neurotic’. Whereasildssumed that the leader was immaterial
in the birth of this culture Kets De Vries holds thetually there is a leader whose own
neuroticism matches and determines the culture of thepgrarhese clusters of behaviour
patterns and styles remain stable over years. AcuptdiKets De Vries, these complexes of

strategy and style result in the following identifiab&urotic ‘constellations’.
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The first of these cultures is termed the ‘Paranoigjanizations. These display a
mood of suspicion regarding people both within the orgaaizaand without. The
information system of the organization is hijacked ¢ontrol. Therefore decisions tend to
involve too much consultation and strategies are reactather than responsive to
opportunities. A primary emphasis is placed on organizattimtelligence gathering and
control to identify potential internal and externaieidts. Paranoia effects decision making as
such leaders stereotype people and issues and are thengftble to perceive nuances.
Decision-making becomes rigid and reactive (Kets De sv£@01:53). Internal morale
declines naturally over time and energies are divadsdeund individual selfish concerns.
The leadership may be easily offended and responds in asgecially to those who speak
their mind and thereby rob their organization of thetssof perceptions and correctives that
could prevent major dislocation. In extreme schizoidi@sosuch cultures display features of
rage and hate to the extent that members of thenmigeso fixated in fight or flight as to
channel energies into inappropriate and disruptive actgygfession that threaten the very
existence of the group. Beneath the surface orgamzhtgystem sub groups are forming
firm boundaries with little empathetic capacity regardihg feelings or needs of other
members of other factions. Others have noted dasiptienomenon where individuals with a
high commitment to the group use splitting and projectivatifization, take up antisocial
activities and unethical sabotage out of a fixatiorhwite group ideal they have made their

mantra (Scwhartz: 1987).

A second constellation is termed the ‘Compulsive’ Omgdions. Such groups are
wed to ritual and formalized procedures. This group displagtidns with non-productive

work as if stuck in Klein's ‘autistic’ position. Obseaie behaviour includes features like
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cumbersome decision-making where decisions are swampéd wwitecessary detail and
documentation and new strategies cannot break througkseTdroups only have a secure
future as long as the environment doesn't change. eHukership displays a distinct lack of
imagination and inflexibility. They effectively robubordinates of any sense of initiative,
responsibility and enthusiasm. Over time the only pedipht such cultures accumulate are
bureaucratic types who love to follow rules and fearmtaknitiative on their own, let alone
allow participative decision making (Kets De Vries 2001:160hey end up producing their

guota of quality irrelevance.

‘Dramatic’ Organizations, by contrast, have ventanes and dangerously uninhibited
leaders who have a need for grandiosity. The leaderotdrelp but meddle in routine and
decisions are based upon hunches. As a result organ@atievelopment is neglected and
the organization is too primitive to deal with the det&its environment. Such leaders are
superficially warm and charming, yet they often laclceiity empathy and consideration for
others, exploiting people for their own gain (Kets Dée%r2001,145). These organizations
however have the sorts of subordinates who idealis# thaders and who are easily

manipulated, flattered by a few words of praise and deeakby reprimands.

An almost complete opposite to this is the DepresSikganization. These act as if
jammed in the depressive emotional position exhibitimgx@reme conservatism while seeing
themselves as impotent to change their culture or xbntieeaders tend to take up a solely
care-taker role. They have closest resemblanceci@sBdependency groups where followers
exhibit an unhealthy degree of blind faith in the leég)er These have a sense of helplessness
and reluctance for any member within them to takehmmselves the mantle of leadership

(Hirschhorn: 1988, 59, 60). This dependency assumption impairsstl work on the core
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tasks of the group or organization. The essential &isuch a body is to "covertly attain
security through establishing a fantasy that membera gifoup are coming together to be
nurtured and protected by a leader” (Gemmil & Oakley, 1992: 11Baradoxically, by
attributing omniscience and/or omnipotence to the leadethe group, the members are
correspondingly dis-empowered, deskilled or divorced fromr tle@n critical thinking
capacities. This deskilling is the very source of tha@son why the leader's effectiveness is
limited and eventually a reinforcement of the 'stucknefsthe group. Either no information
or the wrong type of information is collected and stgat thinking is never addressed. These
organizations, can only survive while there is a paldr demand for their distinct offering.
The leader style sets a climate of lethargy and netyawd this becomes modelled by
second tier leaders. It promotes an avoidant culturdeypby an extreme conservatism,
insularity and purposelessness. Strategy then is nemsidered and so no significant change

OcCcurs.

Then, lastly there are ‘Schizoid Organizations’ tha¢ also known as ‘Detached
groups’. These often take on features like their founders, adeles, who see people serving
within their organizations as usually disappointing. Sleelders have a style that therefore
causes them to avoid contact with others and so tadeiship is delegated by default to
second tier managers who themselves, are very unaleaut both their authority and
responsibilities (Kets De Vries: 2001, 155). The orgawimathen has the mood of a
political battlefield. Leaders daydream or live vicasly through subordinate risk takers for
the lack of compensations in life. The decision-makingrratic and vested interest groups
ingratiate themselves with the leader. Consequendy diganization moves around the
current pet projects of the leaders without addressinglahger-term direction of the

organization. 'Turf-battles' thwart collaboratiomand the central mission of the group as a
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result. All these constellations may become typicél tbe interrelationships within
organizations and do not dissolve of their own accorer ¢wne. It will be critical for this
investigation to see whether these neurotic modedghars like them can adequately describe

the limiting features of church cultures.

These neurotic cultures tend to be defended or sustaingdebglassic resistance
patterns. Hence, theorists adopting this type of lemsldwvtherefore be very cautious about
suggesting that change of this culture is straightforwardl @ particular group has been
together for a significant time it is likely that ibmprises those who have invested in the
prevailing fantasy that holds the group together as signilly as a shared set of conscious

values.

Charisma and Leadership Induced Culture

An alternative psychodynamic research focus has sowghtoring the same
preconscious framework to illuminate the nature of ledolwer loyalty and relationships.
The power inherent in such a style is not due to theeahey hold so much as the behaviour
they exhibit when in office. The charisma refeosthe capacity of the leader to motivate
followers, change attitudes and attempt actions whigy tiwould otherwise not have
attempted (Conger and Kanungo: 1992, 640). As such the cososgie neutral and the
ethics of this mode depend upon the resulting impacts dityes upon the freedom, growth
and dignity of the charismatic vision (Howell: 1992, 50,5I)here is general agreement
among the theorists that the locus of charismateleship is relationally based (Conger and
Kanungo: 1987, 640, Zaleznik, 1993, Kets De Vries, 1995). The kfaaris not found solely

in the leader and his/her personal qualities, but rash&und in the interplay between the
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leader’s attributes and the needs, beliefs, values awcdpgiEms of his/her followers (Gemmil

and Oakley: 1992, 116ff).

This construction attributes the power of a leadelnarisma to preconscious needs
within the follower. As such the relationship betwebe charismatic leader and the follower
can have a collusive quality that is played out in rapetiéind recognizable ways (Kets De
Vries, 1999, 748). Many times these psychological tramsectare not health inducing or
freeing and are even described by these theorists r@putadive or unethical (Kets De Vries:
1995, Swogger: 1999). The reason for this is that subordiaatefeaders are being used to
satisfy through the partner, leader or subordinate them preconscious emotional needs
through the process of projective identification rattan truly serving the espoused purpose
of the relationship. This identification may not bern of objective measures of another’s
superior intellect, strength or ability but of a newrdtind born of a hatred of anxiety and a
striving for power against a sense of helplessnessetings of insignificance (Kets De Vries:
1995, 58) Such persons also tend to have an uncanny awaoérnbésssense of personal

deficiency and insecurity in others they manipulate (fyeo: 1999, 241f).

Charismatic leadership may reflect either from abundaif confidence associated
with healthy child rearing or, from its opposite resgjtin deep feelings of powerlessness.
Domagalski (1999: 837f) stresses that the destructive aspédeader behaviour are
defensive reactions to repressed hostility derived fhamsh disciplinarian caretakers. For
these latter types, power is an issue in later lifiresponding to a constructive versus a
destructive form of ‘narcissism’. These later sdrpeople are particularly susceptible to a
frequently delicate psychological equilibrium (Kets De 8yi#995: 70,71). At the same time

such a driven soul with their assertive disregard férmay become a symbol to followers of
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their long desired regression to a final state of indégece as the leader appears to have
mastery over their environment. The followers aseribing to the leader the magical powers
they once expected of their caregivers in the pasttacAment and omnipotence mutually
reinforce each other. An emotional contagion easdgults. Those who are more
interdependent personalities, who mimic powerful oth@rswho do not have a high capacity
for monitoring their own emotional responses, areemarinerable to the advances of such
persons (Domagalski:1999, 839). This phenomenon even exiaifidentification with the
aggressor’ where followers who have witnessed aggressiverrorizing tendencies of the
charismatic leader upon subordinates will, nonethelessdrawn to them for protection.
Moreover the paranoid leader has the capacity to s$hét burden of their guilt or
organizational failure onto others, so as to keep updtiesion of righteousness. Such
leaders thrive off chaos as they need to searchnf@namy and develop group cohesion by
sharing in the euphoria and triumph. Some may evenectéair own crises if paranoid
tendencies in the leader become dominant (Kets Des\I8895, 76, 77). The possibility of
this creating a downward spiral for their organizat®mbvious and a realistic identification

of the motives underlying such behaviour patterns isasily attained.

Weierter (2001: 93-98) broadens the notion of the charismelationship to include
the charismatic organization, or, more pertinently,describe the types of charisma made
possible by an organization. Since Weber, charisasableen viewed as a destroyer of the
tradition and creator of the new order. Weierter arghas a necessary condition for a
charismatic relationship to emerge is that potentemnbers recognize within an organization
some profound connection between the organization acéntral feature of their own
existence. The organization must also provide a mbgnshich this profundity can be

realized by the individual. Without these two featurtes ¢tharismatic relationship will not
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eventuaté. Weierter believes these forms can be discernedganizational culture via the
stories shared of member aspirations. Thus the datastimost vital for this type of study
stems from the follower who is really using the orgaton for their own existential ends

rather than isolating the style of the leader.

A recent extreme example of this type of approach dbegend just the notion of
charisma in relationships to that of organizationsibaiting psychic ‘roles’ or, scripts to
organizational participants. Moxnes (1999) extends the@mdhat the group determines
other group roles, not only to the role of the leaddnre group supplies a whole range of roles
akin to the typical characters from within the mytktcucture of many western fairy tales.
Using Jungian categories, Moxnes presumes that the padgteof family is our first
organizational template that persists with us into aolkganizational experience. Thus, the
group structure in which we find ourselves in organizatguch as churches actually reflects
the typical patterning of the human psyche. This pattgrdetermines the group structure to
the point that the internalised group roles determinereatised personality factors (Moxnes:
1999, 1439). He sees that anxiety that comes from thevalmime of having to handle good
and bad aspects of objects is often dealt with by de&ensanoeuvres such as splitting, and
projection. A group will apportion twin sets of roleoray two domains. One is the
hierarchical domain of dominance - submission; thasome will lead and others will be
subservient, and the other is of value opposites; goodd— IBome people are virtually
‘canonised’ as ‘saints’ while others are ‘demonised’ ‘black sheep’ within the group.

Moxnes postulates that such tendencies lay behind téenah structure of many traditional

2 S0 Weiertier identifies three sorts of idealizingttpeovide for this self expression: the ‘self-promoting’,
enabling the expression of one’s own values and thecawveng of others’, the ‘self-creating’ enabling the
overcoming of a meaningless existence, and the ‘salfiileg’ overcoming the limitations of one’s preseelf s
image.
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western fairy tales and supplies a whole list of charamles from ‘King’ to ‘Impostor’,

‘Queen’ to ‘Witch’, ‘Hero’ or ‘Fool..

Two particular roles are critical in the case of tyy@cal churches we have chosen to
study. These are Moxnes two ‘transformational’ rolEsese come about in organizational
life through new comers who have come into ‘the fgrhihving gone out into the world to
fulfil their destiny much like role of the incoming past@ho normally comes from outside
the community. These are the ‘Winner’ and the ‘ClawrnThe ‘Winner’ makes the most
salutary contribution to the society. They come frautside the family and take the place of
the Father or Son. This is the one who is remeeabar family folk-lore and adored fondly.
The Clown or Fool is the complete opposite; pitiablegtahed and anything but the master of
the situation. The clown loses any pedestal with vhi& or she has entered the organization.
The clown is the opposite of the Almighty, whether ative villain or passive victim of
circumstances. Usually they are pompous individuals wh&enmandiose claims. As
opposed to heroes, the family eventually struggles toméeetheir name or any redeeming

features.

The relevance of such a theory to community dynanscshat these roles are
deterministic, stifling the possibility of change oétsts. Yet they are also unconscious and
pervasive, stemming from inherited archetypes that gbalieaged. Instead of keeping the
whole group distracted from its primary task, these rolay negatively stereotype some
individuals frustrating their desire to make a contributielative to their gifts, while equally
the contribution of others may be overly valued by tble they perform within the group.

Both aspects severely weaken organizational performance
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Organizational Stories and Diagnosing Neurosis and Health

As regards diagnosis, these psychodynamic theoriststheistory telling artistry of
the organizational participants to provide faithful exposs of the prevailing charisma
contagion or collusive relationship. Prevailing organimal ‘myths’ which can act as
personal psychodramas enfleshed by the CEO and intch witieer executives are drawn
(Zalezenik: 1993, 179). Such myths serve as cohesion gomtbe organization and are
defended from sabotage by rational investigation. laratted cultures this phenomenon
could explain the persistence of follower loyalty ie face of the public discovery of pastoral
misdemeanour. The person of a leader symbolises teerpation of a mythology that is a
legacy of past leadership and is used to maintain theresiéthe organization and legitimate
the leader as a ‘hero’ figure. This reduces the sstessming from the feelings of impotence
in much of organizational life. The danger of this gireana is that such myth making can
replace rational observation and evaluation of the rizgdon and its environment and
produces a ‘totemistic community’, to use anthropolog®ahs (Zalezenik: 1993, 184). That
is, the key leadership attempt to cohere the communityorganization around the
preservation of myths to do with the achievementshemerceptions of the powers of former
‘great leaders’ to the detriment of rational obseoratabout the benefits and opportunities
facing the organization in the present. People in sutthres lower down the hierarchy can
find it exceedingly difficult to break out of the prevailistereotypical myth particularly to do

with the leader or have their creative and rationggestions quashed.

Gabriel (1990, 1998) has suggested that a pre-conscious aitrilmitroles can be
discerned from the actual stories people share aboutottgainizations. If it is the case that

as members tell their stories, they project unhegttgntials onto their leaders that are quite
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disproportionate to the behaviour of the leader recallede story, then the leader has taken
on some primal significance quite apart from their actu@é relationship with the
subordinate. They are being viewed perhaps as a primstitatd for a mother or father
figure. The leader is being used by the follower asamsitional object’ to handle their own
anxieties. Leaders themselves may unwittingly confiom confute these phantisizing
projections due to their own regressive tendencies. céjesrganizational stories need to be
weighed for their pre-conscious content. Leaders mafadh be being viewed as primal
substitutes for a mother figure or a Freudian father sutest The mother figure fuels the
narcissistic tendency in the follower to want toafrmed and rewarded for who they are
rather than what they achieve, while the primal &atirouses both fear and loyalty, jealousy
and suspicion (Gabriel: 1997, 316f). The leader then, furscfmmthe follower-subordinate
as an intermediary negotiating between the individualthan particular fantasy or illusion.
Follower fantasies about their leaders rotate around dxes (Gabriel: 1990, 336). These
include the degree to which the leader is perceived asgcar uncaring, approachable or
distant, omnipotent or impotent, messianic or frauduletitin the mind of the follower. The
leader also may be variously perceived as messiangoime followers, unapproachable by
others and so on. As leaders act out their rolesaheyn the very process of confirming or
disconfirming the fantasies accorded them due to theirahulmitations. Organizational
research therefore needs not only to collect suafestbut assess them for their impact upon

organizational realism and functioning.

Changing a Neurotic Culture
One thing these authors share, despite the varietyyd that they conceive of group
dysfunction, is a healthy respect for how difficult iaynbe for change to be induced by

interventions into the group culture. The capacity tange such situation relies upon the
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skill of an interventionist to glean from the storgllihg of many participants in the

organization the recurring themes that indicate suchegsolsave become the culture.

Some take a lateral approach. They advocate thaintéesentionist exploit the
natural tendencies of each position as a means to pargaaizational tasks. The basic
assumption baF could be utilized at least to foster group loyaltgD for strengthening a
submission to authority anoBP to recognize special pairings or a recognition of supportiv
relationships (McCollom-Hampton: 1999, 124). One cannoblvessuch situations by
superimposing rational efficiency methods or restructunimighout dealing with the
prevailing ‘basic assumption’ or ‘group think’ adopted by theganizational members
(Zalezenik: 1993, 27). The purpose of such listening is tok vmackwards from the
symptoms to the root causes in terms of a leadershimsie or a shared group fantasy. The
intervention chosen relies upon the explanatory powerthie prevailing themes emerging

from the particular group.

Some theorists do not hold out a great deal of hopthéotransformation of groups
with a neurotic culture. Intervention often invohadrade off between what is optimal as
opposed to what is feasible. In secular contextstéhkes the form of devising a plan of
implementation to circumscribe the influence of the aiging few within the group. This
may in fact force them to address critical root prolsleof a type of problem or fantasy that
operates within the group. According to Zalezenik, (1993: 19#),only way forward to
more freeing cultures is via the crisis of engagemetih wutside forces resulting in the
removal of leadership and the entry of new leadersha ih not subject to the same
stereotyping of the prevailing mythology. Alternativethange agents could engage in

rational adjustment and directly address how the preyaiigthology and archaic symbols,
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while comforting and stabilizing, are likely to leaddmanizational demise (Zalezenik: 1993,

189).

Another option for the interventionist is to faeite a group in working through a grief
process. An interventionist can expect to be mdt wistility at some point in the process.
However, the key issue for the change agent is nogibdorce the prevailing fantasy. This
would be the case for instance if one made the desiétora dependency group or becoming
politically polarized within a culture with a history gdrojection. The purpose of an
intervening process is to move the group through to alenet of insight. According to Kets
De Vries and Miller (1984: 167-182) this involves four stepsequence. These are firstly,
‘confrontation’ or, clarifying the issues and formsrekistance in a group forum, secondly,
‘interpretation’ or seeking out the origins of the tfansnce or neuroses within the leader's
history of development, followed by ‘resistance idécdtion’ where by the occasions and
forms of resistance are discerned. And, lastly tbp sf ‘working through’ is analogous to
the stages of healthy mourning phases. But again, tteggessmay not be traversed and they
do not hold out any sense of guaranteed success astfiaérfey subvert the process at any

point or find the next agenda item too fearful to fa¢et$ de Vries & Miller:1984, 168-184).

Applications of Psychological Perspectives to Churc h Cultures

As noted earlier, there is no particular theoretieakoning that would suggest that the
church cultures are immune from the dynamics that feainrsecular groupings and
organizations. There is one particular difference hawe In a secular organizational
context, provided the change agent can survive the afdiattempt to subvert the process,
they have the options and often the legitimate poweasertain who should change, be

reassigned, or even who would leave the organizatidmre church context simply does not

108



permit a consultant or external authority to take suehsures on behalf of the community.
This obviously has repercussions for the entrenchingeafotic patterns in such autonomous
groups as these ‘free-church’ communities over the leng.t In the churches in this
population the pastor does not possess executive autttodigsolve membership or override
constitutions but is usually in the employ of an eledtedrd or of the whole membership.
Because of this feature, the underlying dynamics of choudtires and the need to protect
the image leaders have of themselves could be evenintensively a feature of free church
culture due to the fact that the capacity of the leadeexercise their gifts and compel a
following are dependent on the followers’ joint recoigmit of his or her charisms and
competences. Such recognition is also overlayed \bjgtbrepresentations of the pastor and
leaders that are complicated by the way the membeeipesctheir own God objects. While
godly traits and gifts are hopefully discernable withia thoral characteristics of the pastoral
persona, it is likely, given the idealization of chuestd particularly pastor, that the following
they enjoy or frustrations they experience also dgrséem from projections of unconscious

fantasies and or aspirations within many of thelo¥oérs.

And not only are the leaders vulnerable to idealisatiand projections of their
members. The idealization of churches as institutiomsy also stem from regressive
tendencies. Churches can easily become idealized @neenconnection within the Kingdom
of God (Hirschhorn: 1988, 179). Church communities may besaged just as much as
other forms of organization as located somewheregatonontinuum from unhealthy low to
an unhealthy high self esteem or ‘narcissism’ (Broi®97, 646-648). An overly high pride
in one’s church or organization may in fact hide eithehigh level of fear that militates

against proactive engagement with their environmetite dhurch as an organizational object
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representation could fill an equivalent space to returtiiggindividual's aspirations to the

early narcissistic stages of infancy.

Such a perspective then leads one to adopt a healthyedefrecepticism about
accounts of churches that have risen again from ad@figain or demise. While some
pastors may hope to, and actually do motivate committoetiteir churches by idealizing the
church or having grandiose visions of its future, they mdact be only managing the inner
splitting tendency and anxiety of the followers whor féd@e ambivalence of dealing face to
face with less than perfect church fellowships orrtlsgieming impotence to effect their

mission.

The situation of the church could also be a factocdosider in deciding whether
irrational forces at work. If a leader’s charismai@ved as a collusive relationship between
leader and follower, then charismatic leaders mayehn situations of ambiguity or chaos as
dependent persons are drawn toward their advances. édafyeither risk-averse or addictive
leader behaviour would eventually result in church declifgs should alert the researcher to
trace downward spirals of churches in terms of thesreaf the hopes that members invested
in their pastors or leaders. Moreover, the pertinen€echarismatic leader-follower
relationships is reinforced by Weiertier's proposalt teame organizations make possible
some sorts of charisma and that these organizatiomdprthe means by which the individual
may realise central existential features of thein@xistence. This is an alternative to strictly
viewing the charism of the leader as a projection ffmeconscious primal longings. The
very purpose of the church revolves around the satsfadti ultimate issues. To the extent

that churches in this study do not trivialize the dedor meaning of their members, they
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could well be fostering these charismatic connectamd projections upon themselves as
organizations and their leaders.

The survey also noted that leader charisma is anvalmbi and unpredictable
commodity. Leadership that is caught in a paradoxicatiemal transaction with followers
is due in no small part to the pervasive narcissisfieedwrithin our modern culture whereby
the notion of leadership is both necessary and unbearabhe individual today tends to
hanker for a messianic figure to follow as a necesdafgnce against anxiety. Yet, at the
same time this is unbearable since this threateasatlionomy and self-delusion of the
individual (Hirschhorn, 1988:178f). The only acceptable le&lene who not only has truly
outstanding qualities but one who must constantly “protietrt (Gabriel: 1997: 338). The
higher the fantasy is inflated the greater the potledisappointment with the specific church
leader or church community. This may be reflectedanies of churches where a rapid rise
of great hopes and valuations are just as quickly dashetheofogical viewpoint may coopt
or reinforce such inflated fantasies leading to everremoeightened expectations and
corresponding disillusionment. Stories likewise that téke form of father or mother
substitute figures, fostering notions of one’s own iargodness, or fear and jealousy on the
other hand would also lead to the same assessmenteo€hdrismatic essence of the

relationships.

Psycho-dynamic paradigms of group culture would suggest thatrpastn be more
adequate as leaders and effective fulfiling their missmrthe extent that they can discern
either the scripts assigned by the ‘basic assumptioesafant in their groups or, these role
assignments from the deep level 'mythological structtatkier than seek to find surface
explanations stemming from recent history. Bion’s satige of remedies for ‘basic

assumption’ groups was scant in contrast to the weighisofliagnostic insight as was the
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case with Kets de Vries notion of changing ‘neurotiostellations’. Nonetheless the ability
to diagnose such cultural patterns would save the leadefrusieation of attempting to
change the church by merely rational organizationainsie

As regards role assignments in the psychodrama of a gvtaxmes’ notion of primal
role assignments may imply that these roles can &ctiygdnnize innocent victims if they
can never get a chance to escape a negative narrafifiarch leaders cannot just simply
abolish these deep roles by virtue of proclaiming a miaaescendent mission or altruistic
intentions.  Object Relations theory reminds us ttiey are actually essential to the
development of a strong culture and are fed from theifepability of the individuals in the
group (Stapley, 1996). We cannot live comfortably withaume deep structure. This would
suggest that churches follow unhealthy evolutionary sy€lehey do not watch out for these
stereotypical symptoms. Yesterday's heroes may bertom's villains if they fail to perform
their positive assignments or make more than theireslod mistakes. Moreover, this
psychological understanding of charisma would imply thatetlge every chance that a pastor
may enter a church assuming a particular role, partigulaat of ‘father’ by virtue of formal
office, but the group could be looking to them as ‘herovioye of tacit deep role or to take
on the mantle of ‘fighting’ presumed enemies within oithaut he church. Being an
unspoken part of culture, such deep level presuppositions fealidib unearth. Moreover, a
church group may manage to vanquish ‘impostors’, ‘whores’rebels’ from the actual

church family, but then have psychological ‘vacandesthe church to fill!

The interconnection of charisma and role may algplas the not uncommon
phenomenon whereby some churches replace pastorsheittharacteristics that they have
complained about vocally, with another of similar euaeristics, only to re-live the dramas of

history. Again the model suggests that we should be @fagipwing reports of pastors being
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either ‘wonderful’, ‘transformational’ on the one logaror, ‘foolish’ or ‘evil' pastors on the

other. The hidden processes of splitting and projectiag have more to do with the
reputation they are accorded than actual performancehe&ndduld need to be teased out.
Pastors who make an unfortunate miscalculation mayamsferred in the role allocation of
the group from the hero to the fool for not being d@bleeliver effective leadership or failing
to read the situation. This may be out of proportiother actual responsibility in the event

and certainly not reflect a gracious view of frail hunnature.

Ultimately, a pastor who is truly ‘transformationadccording to these types of
stereotypical or charisma model would manage both tahgethurch to do ‘real work’, the
fulfilment of their espoused mission. Simultaneoushgytiwould have to have freed the
church from a dysfunctional adhesion to the prevailingsitb assumptions’ or ‘fairy tale’
patterns of relating by bringing a degree of objectivgessment of self and others in the
dialogical spaces within the culture. Thus the leader woaldppreciated but not adulated in
a healthy renewed culture. She or he would be fondlyrdedafor what they had actually
done, not for some mythic aura that separates theamdr@allible membership. People would
be as free to number their faults as much as thedfuheir labours. Rather than mythical
tales of two-dimensional heroic caricatures, the ish phenomenon of a positive kind
would be discernable in fully rounded figures whose faultsfaibles are as easily related as

their real achievements.

It is no surprise then to find that in recent timdslevresearch evidence is scarce
writers within a Christian context have employed ¢hésmeworks to reflect upon church
dysfunction from the psychodynamic viewpoint (Carbo aratn@r: 1999, Horan: 1997,

Brynolf Lyon; 1999). Lyon (1997, 289) maintains that in a chucontext these theories
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imply that a form of social idolatry precedes the ndarbéhaviour of individuals within the
group. The individual fulfils a role within that group scleefimst. Again, all that is called
'strong leadership' may in fact be stronger membergbppession. If leadership is indeed a
role whereby one or more individuals succeed in framimg rteality of others, then a
redemptive leader would be one that enabled the follbaveee for themselves the processes
and products of their own delusions, to 'conscientigghtto their own freedoms, capacities

and creaturely responsibilities, to provoke awarenetizeofroup's capacity to chose.

Conversely, there may be stories of former pasttws evidently let the church down,
yet at a psychodynamic level these may be pastorsexposed the prevailing fantasy, or
who refused to play out the ascribed role within thepsassigned them. Without evidence
of a pastor empowering the congregation in responsilflectien, stories with positive
themes need to be validated by more than surface detagjsantitative measures such as
rising attendances, budget strength and other similaraiwiee We would have more
confidence that a church community has entered a geyndiralthy phase if they included
changes that were accompanied by open dialogical procasdean increased capacity to

reflect on the past and to take a share in the redglan$or how things had become.

It is entirely feasible to consider instances in saimple of churches where the tension
between such positions appears to be compromised bydbd of the whole group. The
capacity for forming empathetic bonds with others megome severely compromised (Lyon:
1988, 281). One would expect that overly zealous visionariesbaP group could easily
lead such churches into risky ventures, or brush asidsetip@ents of the church population
that do not share their utopian vision, deriving from sgpdadivine sources. Some churches

with baD features would display an inability to consider otheyavaf doing their ministry
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and mission no matter how outdated and inapplicable tcemtresrcumstances. Some of
these churches passively and depressively accept thengaaavitability of their decline as
if the future has no hope for revitalization. Thefeléssness however is endemic and
ongoing rather than the source of positive course dmnscand betrays an inability to

transcend this depressive 'position'.

The Impact of Theological Perspectives Upon Psycho  logical Dynamics

One stated aim of this study is to perceive also hiosvtheology of the church
community affects the capacity for reparation and r@hewThe theological correlates of
‘object relations’ constructs have been flagged by R@Z1979), Meissner (1984: 164ff),
Spero (1992), Lyon (1999), Horan (1997), and Carbo and Gartner (189&rticular image
of God may either reflect or, interact with the nadity featured in each of the various
'positions’. It has already been suggested that a 'gitmkp would be one that loses the
ability either to hold goodness and badness within ¢lieasd other selves in creative tension,
or to respond reasonably to environmental challeng&rse would suspect that such a group
would tend to have a theological bias that supports hig fvithin a particular 'position'.
The 'autistic position'liking firm boundaries and tending to view others as negcts
would tend to also possess a corresponding God image. Gawdbidd 'serve’ as a boundary
maker, ‘One who bears down upon us’ and prevents the dbfat®e perceived ‘sinful

environment from overwhelming the group.

One could posit that the black and white certaintiesa adtrictly fundamentalist
viewpoint, a naive realist epistemology, would in fdtaracterize such a group. There is a
comfort in black and white thinking (Carbo and Gartn¥999, 267). Like 'borderline

personalities’, borderline features in churches alsmllbahe uncomforting synthesis of good
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and bad aspects of themselves via disowning the evpanecting it onto others. The world
itself becomes categorized into the totally good andtthtelly bad, believers and. non-
believers, insiders and outsiders. This sets up a typg@aéndency/independency dynamic
especially within those individuals who have not resdhsuch separation individuation
conflicts in early childhood. This dependence furtheveseto fuel the religious leader’'s own
Oedipal fantasies of being a rescuer and saviour. (CamdoGartner: 1999, 267). This
phenomenon was predicted by secular theorist Hirschihostrong theological terms. An
idealized church like any other idealized organizatiory demonise the dissenter or outsider

who questions a significant structural change.

A group at risk may erect and support a charismaticetesdwhom they invest all
their hopes and on whom they vitally depend. To ptateeir now idealized leader
from their own hatred for authority, they must projéetir hatred onto others, thus
they mobilize the leader in a fight against the “ipadple” outside the group. This is
a fundamentally social arrangement and is the gemésall evil. (Hirschhorn: 1988,

203).

Again, this leads one to suspect that the dogmatic nafutee worldview of some churches
could make the phenomena of splitting and projection evgreater potential. A group
which shared theological convictions with moralistic judgemental overtones would easily
be pressed into the service of justifying if not inducsugh idealization of themselves and
demonising opponents when a more universal doctrine rofwsiuld lead to a more

sympathetic view of others as whole objects withsdume weaknesses as oneself.

A group that has collapsed into the 'paranoid-schizoidtiposvould tend according

to Lyon (1988), to have a view of a God who can bedalgon to 'separate the wheat from
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the chaff' within the group. Such a God is ‘One who w@duleak in’ with revival as the
miraculous Redeemer of the faithful. A remnant theoloayld be helpful here. God is one
who will eventually vindicate the group against the persac For these groups the worst
sin that could be envisaged would be committed by the quesdithe spiritual intuitions of
the group leadership. Such would be the case if there aveesaluation made by an appeal
to some higher authority such as the teaching of Sceiptuadition, or principles of natural

justice. Such dissenters would easily be dismissedtaaMimbelievers.

The 'depressive positiorhy contrast, introduces the notion that we can beesin
ourselves and have the capacity to wound others. Fapgrio this position the image of
God most cherished would be, one would suspect, of a Godisvhrciful, mutual and
present in the mundane things. This God commands layguatice for all. Therefore sin
would be defined as alienation and exclusion of otherA. psychological equivalent

description of such a faith consciousness would be:

When we act out of guilt, we affirm our insignificanceVe cannot transform the
feeling that we are unworthy. We require then othemse powerful than we to
tolerate our inadequacies. In contrast when we @icofoshame, we affirm our value
to others by offering something of value to them. ..rdpairing our relationships we
overcome our tendencies to split apart our good anddedidgs of others. We stop
idealizing others or having contempt for them. Wepdy affirm their value because

of their lively relationship to us. (Hirschhorn, 1988: 203).

Hirschhorn here is actually advocating the fosteringa sense of shame rather than guilt as
better cultural therapy as shame requires no higher Warkethat involves the evaluation of

a more powerful ‘Other’. This is where a Biblicalhformed theology would diverge from a
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purely humanistic psychological perspective. Nonethefessard movement in either type
of community cannot bypass the discomforting phases arking through the feelings of
being out of kilter with others either via feeling triphant over them or dependent and
vulnerable. Only then can the source of anxiety faatillyses communion in community be
addressed. Interpersonal reconciliation simultaneoufiyng both the worth and limitation
of both parties both the forgiver and the forgiven, emaes the group away from dealing
with anxiety through complicated internal fantasieshisTis both necessary therapeutically
and theologically (Volf: 1996, 100, 129). The Christian who twdo live in community has
to remember both their own sins and the deficienofethose who oppose and wrong us.
Then and only then can we realise that in Chrishl@e forgiven and all sins remembered
only to be forgotten in the light of the forgettingtbé God of the cross, eucharist and coming

Glory.

It would certainly appear that all ‘positions’ have ajom contribution to play at
various times and seasons of the church life cycle,di#mee upon the challenges it faces in
the internal or external culture. Movement towarduration in such communities would
require a willingness to entertain the depressive pos#m® the capacity to embrace, even
when the wronged party. Secular theorists are optamsgiout the healing power of such

moves if only the group can venture into such a depregesiions (Hirschhorn: 1988, 203).

A theological correlate of this ability would involwbe capacity to realize that the
doctrine of sin applies to ourselves as well as othérsvould necessitate the welcoming of
the ‘other’ as a full self rather than a part objedthis is according to Paul (2 Corinthians
5.17-21) the human communal response to God’s embrace 6blfis1096: 98-100). God’s

embrace of us does not however come about through a siepres-intergration of hateful
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and loving ambivalence within God but the perfectlygntééed all-knowing of the evil of sin
and the subsequent incarnational experience of the isgfief human evil that culminated in
the Cross of the Son. Such a theologically groundethaiteed awareness of the basis of our
position in the embrace of the Father through the weditke Son, an embrace that heightens
our awareness of our own sinfulness as well as emgathguffering inflicted by others,
contrasts most sharply with the anxious responsespitting’, ‘projection’ or ‘pairing’.
Faith centred on the Cross enables its subject tepaend face both their own and the other’s
internal contradictions and hold these together inidanso remember both, to mourn both
and in the hope of Glory for both, to forgive both.hisTis the type of mature response
encouraged by the Apostle Paul of the naturally factidealizing Corinthians. Writing of a

critical ‘depressive’ moment of communal repentanddisicommunity he says:

I am glad now, not because you were made to feekdstbut because the distress
that you were caused led to repentance. Your distrasgive kind that God approves
and so you have come to no kind of harm through u®. td-be distressed in a way
that God approves leads to repentance and then @tisalwith no regrets; it is the
world’s kind of distress that ends in death. (2i@brans 7.9,10Jerusalem Bible

1990).

An adequate ‘holding environment’ for this believer igplied within God’s initiating,
graciously justifying word of unconditional approval accepbgdfaith. If such an image is
internalised this would have the potential to free thenmunity to face their individual
fallibility and own their guilt without shame or psychiamage. One would envisage that
groups that do more than just dutifully espousing such apprawngnciling images of God,
but genuinely operate outwardly from an understanding of Godjsveness, will reframe the

obstacles and offences that are part and parcel of gomyrlife in more helpful ways.
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Conflict and disagreement can even become viewed asvpogpportunities to affirm the
right of others to disagree about certain issues. Inlighe¢ of the Glory that awaits, the
forgiven one cannot be defrauded by difference from osengml dignity and significance. It
is less likely in this context of lowered anxiety atwhscious acceptance of the conflict, that
other pre-conscious issues will be projected onto the ragpo In the same way it is less
likely in the face of such an ‘embrace’ that the groulb regress into denial and avoidance

rather than engagement and the process ‘working througda level of understanding.

As noted earlier, Kets de Vries, Miller, Argyris anthers, were far from optimistic
that change in such situations would be a simple proseg® the groups with which they
work comprise a mixture of perspectives, usually includirg dbjective realist as well as
those who have a vested interest in maintaining a gfamgasy. But the processes they
employ as consultants rely on ‘frontal assault’ of phevailing group fantasy and the upshot
being a public admission of the dynamic by the leadershipardly seems likely that such an
approach would encourage groups to embrace critical refieeind reconciling dialogue
characteristic of a ‘depressive position’ when hardinige and interpersonal bruises have
become an assumed part of the culture. The psychodyfamicsuggests that the group
fantasy may have become the very reason for a plarticommunity’s existence, a ‘basic

assumption’ at the deepest level.

Resonance of Psychodynamics with New Testament Ecc  lesiology

The free church vision of the church upon which th&sgtist churches are
constructed, at least in theory, revolves around theeqs of the direct access of the believer
to God, ministry belonging to the whole people of God #rel particular ministry of the

individual being predetermined charismatically (Karkkain2®02, 62-65, 148,149). These
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are common ‘shibboleths’ in the contemporary denotioina from which the churches
within this sample associate even if these are ria@uéated clearly. They are interpretations
of New Testament metaphors of churches as priestlymumities of people called into
ministry (1Peter 2.1-10). In such a conception thereither‘laikos’ nor ‘kleros’, but only
the ‘laos tou theou’

But, the implications of these ecclesiological prirespthemselves can also be viewed
from the point of view of their psycho-dynamic poteint@ induce maturation. As noted
above, just as childhood experiences of parental alsanag be mollified by transitional
objects, so the primal world of fantasy from or tiesnternal objects and fantasies of others
in the adult world may be transcended by similar ohjeéts with other organizational
identification, these transitional objects may take form of churches as they too can easily
be invested with meaning as 'holding environments'hgy member. The psychodynamic
significance of this participatory ecclesial structufesach churches is highly likely since
they are viewed by many of the members as the huidarequivalent to the ultimate ground
of reality, the ‘Kingdom of God’. To the extent thaese churches were being true to their

traditions, their convictions would cooperate with ttmeaturational potential.

Just as Hirschhorn (1988, 1999) advocates clear definitibn&odk roles and
encouraging individuals to assertively inhabit the fulimdaries of their roles as a way of
being healthy in our aggression toward others in tHestdmt we are authorized to perform, if
within the secular world of work, the products of our warén actually function as
transitional objects in the absence of the ultingeent figure, then the work of the church,
its ‘ministry’, helps the member to offer somethinigvalue in the present aeon in which one
lives by faith . In analogous fashion, if church memsbas ministers of Christ invest this

ministry ‘product’ or service with “feelings of goodnemsd if it is received by the other, we
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in turn feel better about our worth and are able tionathe worth of the other” (Hirshchorn:
1988, 212-215). The consequence of having one’s contributeapt@c and valued by the
community is critical. Members are not then dependgmin the splitting process and
projected images or organizational idealizations to sugdteir self esteem. Again the
membership are more likely to encounter others assedats rather than part objects, part

persons as they own and express our unique gifting andyaaliEnministry.

There are no guarantees here as the other may oge'st offering and the individual
may feel devalued again. But this proposal seems to sugfugsto the extent that a group is
empowered to find and value their spiritual ministry thel neither fixate with persecutory
fantasies about others, nor, unhelpfully idolize theadkrship as a means of satisfying primal
narcissistic tendencies. In our inquiry then, it woull important to discern whether
leadership which affect church communities positively diihnge their cultures via a
simultaneous process of the encouragement of membestnyniand the affirmation of the

contributions of others.

Both a Pauline theology of ‘gifted ministry’ (1 Corirghs 12-14, Ephesians 4.1-16
especially vs. 15,16, Romans 12.1-8) and object relatiomytrege moving in the same
direction here. Both affirm the same tangible, cogpboutcome of reconciling interpersonal
processes through the robustness of ‘speaking the trdowaifEph. 4.15, 25) since in the
Christian framework ‘we are member of one anothegt(E4.25) sharing the same secure
organizational ‘skin’ which makes forgiveness and geafisna living possibility psycho-
dynamically (Eph. 4.32). Meissner correctly illuminathes transitional process in religious

community membership.
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“In this sense faith can be regarded as taking shathen the realm of illusory
experience, and the faith of the religious communitybemg realized through the

sharing of illusory experience within a given group digvers.”

The transitional zone then is one in which reakotyy and illusions have a proper role where
the objective products and subjective significance andbaslgminterpenetrate (Meissner:
1984, 178). Both see the potential for the creation of intatpersonal pleasure through
participation in a symbolic environment through thestaorction of abstract symbols such as
ministry and expression of giftedness (Meissner:1984, 179¢ Fauline definition of
ministry or “spiritual worship” (Romans 12.1) produces that$ of spiritual discernment and
a grateful appreciation for the goodness of the will o6 GRomans 12.2). And this worship
is to be expressed by faith (Romans 12.3) through a omsseind mindful acceptance of
one’s distinct “function” (Romans 12.4-8) resulting in a&&tiul compassion. According to
the Pauline vision, it would be imperative for churcadership to facilitate this reparative
come sanctifying process from a therapeutic point of\aed that indeed is the mandate of
the office bearer or leader ‘to equip’ or alternatéty reset the dislocated’ member (Eph.
4.11Y for the sake of the developmental up-building well-beinthefwhole body. According
to the object relations theorist, as one seeksawstorm one’s environment this is also an
expression of one’s internal life and a vital parhofman experience and nurturing of creative

capacity (Meissner: 1984, 177).

Similar sentiments are expressed by the theoristatipgrwithout the benefit of the

cosmological framework supplied by the gospel.

3 Alternatively valid renderings of the participle ‘katanion’ (Reinecker and Rogers:1982, 531).
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Such organizations create developmental cultures, beqzemde are free to
focus on the work they do, can achieve a greateresginwholeness, and therefore
restructure their relationship to their own internajeots. Because the focus is on
the work itself, people are less afraid to scrutitimar working relationships and
are therefore less likely to distort them with petigns and introjections that limit

their capacity to observe and learn. (Hirschhorn:1988, 219)

Again, the ordinance of creation and new creation domawk in opposition at this point and

yet are informed and inspired from distinct sources.

Another clear way this may be facilitated which ads with this theory is for the
leadership of the church to clarify its purpose in thermal environment of its own local or
even regional community. This would then enable theathmember to forget the obsession
with the painful internal dynamics of the church andufoinstead upon the church in an
instrumental way, as a means of fulfiling transcendamposes within the Reign of Christ.
The church would need to be seen as existing for mareit own survival. This too would
enable the member to more aggressively approach tha@izagan’'s boundaries and both
discover that the outsider is not all evil nor thadies entirely sanctified (Hirschhorn:1988,
218). Instead of a form of commitment to a church khibugh adulating its idealized
properties in the minds of the prospective or presentb®emvhich are nothing other than
the idealizations from within the membership, the chuwould be valued because of the
measurable value it creates for others through iteefiout worthwhile mission. A church
without a clear sense of mission would, by contragpear to be very vulnerable to the

temptations of narcissism or schizoid projections.
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Conclusion

The paradox of such a psychologically healthy ecctegyois that by attending to
broader missional tasks, relationships are restoredreaf@linded on more helpful, realistic
theology of human nature and a lower tendency to idetieechurch itself. Likewise, if
Hirschorn's insights are helpful, a genuine change irplyehological culture of the church
would be typified by, the individual discovering the realugaand offering their own
contribution to the corporate life or mission of tfeirch which has been raised to a level of
conscious articulation. We would likewise expect son@mltygical correlate in terms of a
shift from a focus upon the pastor as priestly shieldfeoxd whom the life of the community
is directly sustained, to the priesthood of all belis@Peter 2.1-10) interdependent upon the
sustenance of a present and affirming God operating througlally responsible persons. It
will remain to be seen how such interrelationships ra@flected in the stories of those who

have experienced both pain and renewal within theirothcultures.
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