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The purpose of this Listening Process was described well in [board president] ‘s letter 
which introduced the project to the congregation in November 1994. It serves as a good 
introduction to this report: 
 

As we begin this process, it is important to remind ourselves of the specific goals 
and objectives we hope to achieve. Through providing an environment for 
individual expression which is without challenge or judgment we hope to (1) bring 
closure as an institution to the events of the past two years and (2) identify our 
present and future hopes, expectations and needs for our church. 
 
It is also important to remind ourselves of the more fundamental expectations we 
share. This process is grounded upon the cornerstones of our principles. 
Reaffirming the inherent worth and dignity of the broad range of feelings and 
hopes shared by our past and present friends and members by allowing those 
feelings and hopes to be spoken and, more importantly, be heard, we are 
reaffirming the fundamental principles we so often demand of others but which 
we have often failed to demand of ourselves. Further, by giving value to those 
feelings or expectations, whether we agree or disagree with the feelings or share 
the expectations, we give value to the interdependent web that is our church 
community. 

 
The Listening Process was designed to be one part of a larger process, approved by 
the Board in July 1994, to facilitate congregational healing. The goals of the larger 
process were “to achieve justice, to end the conflict and ill-feeling, and to begin to move 
forward with a stronger lay leadership towards a more vibrant church.” The Listeners 
were asked to conduct interviews “to clarify how church members felt, what they thought 
their church* should be,: and how they thought the minister and congregants should 
behave.” 
 
The Listening Process was NOT intended to be: 
 

therapy. 
a judicial investigation. 
a comprehensive history of the events of the past few years. 

 
The primary goal of this report is to reflect to the congregation what we heard during the 
listening process. Because of the sheer volume of information generated during the 
listening process with 132 participants, it would be impossible and unconstructive to 
simply repeat every statement made during the sessions. We have attempted to 
organize and synthesize the information into a format which is comprehensive, 
accurate, honest, constructive and functional. 
 
In comparison to what was described in the oral report, you may read comments which 
were not shared at that time. Again, sharing every comment was not feasible, especially 
during the two-hour time period for the oral report. The format of the written report is 
more conducive to sharing more of these details and specifics. 
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On the other hand, as you read this report or listen to the tape of the oral report, you 
may feel like something you said which was very important to you was not emphasized 
heavily enough. Without minimizing the importance of anything anyone said, it is 
important to remember that comments occurred in the context of well over 132 hours of 
conversation. Something you considered central to you personally may not be reflected 
as central in this report. Again, we have tried to reflect what we heard as accurately as 
possible, yet present it in a way which is functional. 
 
No attempt was made to sway the report in one direction or the other. Our hope is that 
the report is an accurate, objective reflection of what people shared with us in these 
sessions. In the report, you are likely to see statements which are contradictory. This is 
simply a reflection of the various perspectives and opinions expressed in the listening 
sessions. 
 
It has been said that in order to go through transformational change, we have to “hold it 
all.” We must know deeply the halves or pieces of an issue. That is very much what this 
process is about: learning how to hold all the perspectives without judgment, so that the 
congregation can move forward as a whole. 
 
 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
The Listening Process occurred over the period beginning 11/13/94 and ending 2/9/95. 
There were a total of 132 participants, including 55 males and 77 females. Most 
sessions were conducted on a one-on-one basis. Some sessions were conducted with 
pairs (some married, some not married). Some sessions were conducted with groups. 
Most sessions were one hour in length, some went a longer. Participants included those 
in current as well as previous leadership roles in this congregation. Some participants 
were founding members, others had been involved with the church less than one year. 
Participants included people who are currently attending the church, not attending, 
attending another church, as well as some who had not attended church for years, but 
came forward to participate in the Listening Process. Sessions were conducted at the 
listeners’ offices as well as in the church. 
 
 
OBSERVATIONS ABOUT THE LISTENING PROCESS 
 
Participants had various opinions about the Listening Process. The listeners compiled 
the following opinions and observations: 
 

Some saw this as the fifth in a long series of tribunals 
Some said others tried to manipulate the Listening Process to further their cause 
or agenda 
Some saw it as a very useful process 
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Some welcomed the process 
Some dreaded it 
Some saw it as a very useful process 
Some said others tried to misrepresent the Listening Process to others 
Some saw it as a poor substitute for counseling which some people want and/or 
need 
For some it was, at best, an unpleasant experience to revisit all the events of the 
past few years. It was distressing to “dredge it all up again.” 
For some the listening process was the “problem, not the solution”. They saw it 
as a way of perpetuating the problems. 
Some thought the Listening Process was a misappropriation of funds 
Some simply came and told or registered their story 
Some had “ah ha’s” as a result of their sessions 
For some the listening session contributed to an emotional breakthrough 
Some felt somewhat coerced to participate 
Some said they had little to say, and talked for the entire session 

 
Overall we, as Listeners we were struck by: 
 

1. the pain or loss experienced by most people from all sides of all the issues 
2. the tremendous amount of work and dedication that led up to the Listening 

Process 
3. the diversity of perspectives, opinions expressed and the cross section of 

people represented 
4. the willingness of people to candidly and honestly share their experiences, 

opinions and hopes . 
5. the constructive and hopeful tenor of most of the sessions regarding the 

future of the church. 
 

 
PARTICIPANTS GROUPINGS 
 
Coming into these interviews, the Listeners imagined that we would hear from two 
polarized groups. However, soon into the project, a broader variety of groupings began 
to emerge. We have described these groupings below. Please note that these 
groupings are somewhat arbitrary and are NOT ABSOLUTE. Indeed, there was 
considerable overlap, movement and connection among the groupings. Even with their 
limitations, the groupings are used for the purpose of explaining what we heard, and are 
not intended as labels or value judgments. 
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Moderate/Sidelines Group 
 
This group often referred to themselves as the “silent majority” or the “middle of the 
road” group. They did not identify strongly with any side, but often felt pressure to do so. 
These people described moving to the sidelines both emotionally by withdrawing or 
avoiding people as well as physically by skipping the social time after services or not 
coming to church as often. They did not want to become embroiled in conflict. Many in 
this group shared that they had friends on various sides of issues who were angry with 
them for taking this middle of the road approach. 
 
People Who Left the Church 
 
This group included people who left to form the Greater Unitarian Universalist Church, 
those who joined [former religious education director] ‘s church and some who started 
attending another church. Others stopped going to church altogether. 
 
People Who Changed Their Minds 
 
There emerged another group of people who described an experience of having 
changed their opinions significantly during the process. They spoke of this as a “change 
of heart” or a “change of mind” which was accompanied by considerable deliberation 
and sometimes anguish. Some people in this category felt strong support for [minister] 
but later felt they could no longer support his ministry. Others started off not having 
much knowledge or a strong opinion about the upheaval in the church, but later came 
out in strong support of [minister]. 
 
Those Polarized Against [Minister]’s Ministry 
 
These people seemed connected by their clear and strong opinions regarding aspects 
of [minister] ‘s ministry which they believed to be problematic. Some of these people 
saw strengths in many parts of his ministry, but had witnessed or experienced subtle 
behaviors which made them uncomfortable. Opinions expressed ranged from [minister] 
not being allowed to continue counseling women, not functioning in any type of 
counseling role, as well as the more extreme position of him receiving defellowship. 
 
Those Polarized in Support of [Minister] ‘s Ministry 
 
These people felt that [minister] had clearly been mistreated, scapegoated, and treated 
unjustly. Some in this group said that people exploited and exaggerated his behavior to 
advance their own agendas. They felt that the lay leadership did not demonstrate 
tolerance and compassion. Many had experienced, and shared, numerous accounts of 
how [minister] had been a resource to them both personally and professionally. Some of 
these people organized themselves as a group (the “Phoenix” group) in an effort to 
support him and help him retain his ministry. 
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Messengers/Victims 
 
These people were vocal in their beliefs that the minister’s behavior demonstrated 
sexual abuse and abuse of power within the ministerial relationship. Examples reported 
were sexualized behavior within counseling sessions, sexualized verbal behavior in 
other settings, the emotional abuse of others during discussions of church 
management, and the deliberate misuse of confidential information to hurt or manipulate 
others. Some of the Messengers/Victims were victimized by this behavior directly, while 
others were supporting and advocating for these victims. 
 
What also distinguished all in the Messengers/Victims category was the fact that in 
being vocal about their concerns they became identified as targets for discounting and 
degrading behavior of such magnitude that it felt like additional victimization. 
 
No Strong Opinion 
 
This group shared the opinion that the church should move on, focus on the future and 
make these events a part of the past. 
 
As the Listening Process proceeded, we saw the groupings grow from the expected 
number of two, to at least, seven. We became aware not only of the complexity of the 
issues but also of the complexity of the interaction between and among all the different 
groups. People moved from one group to another during the process and some 
identified themselves with two groups. 
 
As the conflict continued and opinions changed people developed additional 
perceptions about the issues: “The real issue is not sexual misconduct”; This is all about 
abuse of power”; “This split would have happened anyway; it was time for us to grow.” 
Many also formed opinions about how the conflict was being “managed or not 
managed.” 
 
Despite all the movement and overlapping of issues and opinions, people primarily 
saw themselves on opposite sides of a particular issue. In fact, we often heard more 
about that which people SHARED IN COMMON than they reported perceiving or 
experiencing. The dynamics of this conflict held common ground for many who could 
not recognize it because of the constant movement or the polarizing experiences they 
had encountered. 
 
Again, the groupings are not absolute, they have limitations, and are presented as 
merely a tool to help understand the complex group dynamics which occurred during 
the past few years. 
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THEMES WHICH EMERGED DURING LISTENING SESSIONS 
 
As the listening team began compiling the data, a number of recurrent themes or 
content categories began to emerge. These include: 
 

1. Loss 
2. Organization Development issues 
3. Responsibility 
4. UUA/Boston 
5. Boundary Issues 
6. Unitarian Universalist Ideals 

 
 
THEME I: LOSS 
 
Themes about loss occupied much time in each listening session. Congregants 
identified many losses both corporate and personal, but varied in their understanding 
and experience about grieving. 
 
Grieving almost inevitably takes longer than the griever expects. Contrary to the popular 
literature, grieving does not happen in stages but rather in an episodic style: feelings 
and experiences appear, disappear and then reappear in an unpredictable fashion. 
Loss engenders intense emotions; often the griever reports that these are the most 
intensely felt emotions he/she has ever experienced. Congregants spoke of many 
normal feelings: guilt, anger, humiliation, abandonment, sadness, distrust, rejection, 
self-blame. The intensity of these feelings has been disorienting and unfamiliar. 
 
The presence of anger in grieving is often a surprise. Congregants spoke of wonder at 
the level of hostility experienced and at the incredible contagious quality of the 
reactivity, which seemed to develop a life of its own. Many spoke of a level of 
viciousness and intolerance that seemed unbelievable: “people I cared about were 
tearing each other apart.” 
 
Loss is profoundly affected by an awareness of significant anniversaries. Many 
remarked on the fact that the difficulties at the church began in the fall and winter of 
1992/1993, continued through the fall and winter of 1993/94, and that the Listening 
Process has taken place in the fall and winter of 1994-1995. This cyclical timing 
contributed to an intensity that many congregants brought to their listening sessions. 
 
Feelings and content were strongly felt and expressed. Some spoke of feeling better 
after the session; others said they felt worse, that the session had stirred things up for 
them, and were fearful that the process was reigniting controversy for the church. 
 
Grieving is an individual affair; no two persons’ process is exactly alike in components, 
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timing, or resolution. Grieving is affected by each person’s personal history of previous 
losses as well as the coping styles learned in one’s family of origin. Grieving work 
means feeling pain, and the listening sessions were filled with expressions of pain. It 
was not unusual for congregants to cry in their sessions, and all talked about the level of 
pain at the church which sometimes necessitated decisions to stop coming for a while, 
or to try other churches. The presence of the minister’s picture was cited as a source of 
ongoing pain for some, while others want his contributions acknowledged in this way. 
 
Grieving includes feeling fear for the future, which makes planning for the future feel 
hopeless. Congregants fear future disagreements as there is little optimism about 
conflict resolution skills. Concern about new congregational cliques, and new plots was 
expressed. Some fear that anger is resurfacing. Some consoled themselves by noting 
that “lots of people who didn’t talk before are talking to one another now.” 
 
Grieving also involves regrets. Many congregants shared their regrets, things said and 
now regretted, things wished to have been said or done, as when people left and others 
were unable to say goodbye. Many congregants and friends expressed regret about the 
way the Messengers/Victims were treated, and hope for opportunities for a corporate as 
well as personal acknowledgement and apologies. There was concern expressed for 
the minister’s family and how they were damaged in the conflict. Many also felt that the 
Board members, especially the Board that accepted [minister] ‘s resignation, were 
abused and were deserving of apology. Some felt that [minister] was mistreated out of 
proportion to his misdeeds, and spoke of wishing him well. 
 
Primary among the losses identified was the loss of the sense of TRUST and SAFETY 
in the church, its officials, and its members. Any solace experienced in church 
participation disappeared. The following statements were typical: 
 

Coming to church became a drain. I didn’t get replenished. 
 
The atmosphere of tolerance was destroyed. 
 
I will have a hard time trusting a minister again. 
 
I lost the peace and comfort of my church. 
 
I lost the church as respite from the chaos of my life. 

 
Congregants spoke of the loss of innocence, of personal and Unitarian principles, of 
self-esteem and self-concept, as when one discovered oneself saying or doing 
something out of character and unbelievable: The candle lighting ritual was suspended 
because of fear of what would be said.” 
 
Partners spoke of how the conflict also split partnerships, so that they could not worship 
comfortably together. Many, many spoke of how they had lost their best friends in the 
conflict and polarization, so that even now church functions feel remarkable because of 
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the companions that are missing: “I miss the gay male population.” “I miss many of the 
people who have gone to the other church.” 
 
Recovery in grieving is gradual and also episodic. Trust and safety, once lost, take a 
long time to rebuild. Many congregants spoke of this slow and tentative rebuilding in the 
sense of the church as a place of refuge: “This place used to be a vital part of the 
community. It hasn’t been for a long time. It could be again.” 
 
The ministry of interim minister Mary Katherine Mom was cited as instrumental in 
reestablishing an atmosphere in which trust and safety can again begin to grow: “She 
helped us feel lovable again.” The hope embodied in the current Board, the Listening 
Process and the interim minister’s leadership is being experienced as a measured 
moving toward the future while learning from the past. 
 
 
THEME II: ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 
 
In order for an organization to function effectively and grow, there are critical factors 
which require definition and common understanding. If these areas are not clear, if a 
process does not occur on a regular basis to address these areas, the organization 
begins to experience varying levels of dysfunction and eventual decline. Many of the 
concerns expressed to the listeners fell into these critical organization development 
areas. These provide another lens for examining and understanding the events of the 
last few years in the life of the congregation. 
 
GOALS 
 
One of the first and most important questions people in organizations must ask 
themselves on a recurring basis is “Why are we here?” Mission, goals and objectives 
need to be established based on commonly held values. A vision for the future needs to 
be in place. Many expressed their concerns during the listening sessions about where 
the church was headed. Are we a pastoral church or a program church? Are we a 
program church in a pastoral church body? Are we getting too big? There is a lack of 
clear priorities some said. And others said certainly the church has been dangerously 
self-absorbed; lacking direction. 
 
There was some feeling that Unitarian Universalism as a denomination was losing its 
focus overall beginning around the Vietnam War: Some spoke of their concern that the 
church had lost its connection to the national denomination and that there had been too 
much focus on 12 step philosophies. 
 
RESULTS 
 
In order to achieve some sense of success any organization must know not only what it 
wants to achieve but how it will measure the results. Only in this way, will the members 
be able to determine whether or not they are doing what they intended to do. People 
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shared, overall, a lack of clarity as to what results the church was trying to achieve and 
how to measure them. Some whose measure was the participation in social action 
programs were concerned by what they saw as the lack of social activism. For others 
increased membership was the measure of success and still for others a sign of 
concern. The religious education programs for children were mentioned by some to be 
another important measure of success and of it not achieving their desired results. 
 
ROLES 
 
Role clarity is essential to organization functioning. Role conflicts are common, thus 
requiring systematic evaluation and reclarification of all roles on a periodic basis. Many, 
many questions and concerns arose in this area during the listening sessions. People 
spoke at length about what the role of the minister had been at the church and 
how it needed to change. It was often said that the minister had had too much power 
and control. Concerns were repeatedly expressed about how the lay leadership had, 
over time, abdicated its role as decision makers and “keepers of the church” to the 
minister. In addition, a new appreciation was expressed for the difficulty of this role and 
all that is expected from it. The role of minister as counselor was questioned. The role of 
the religious education director was questioned as to whether it needed to be full time. 
Some felt that the training and qualifications for this role needed to be more closely tied 
to the job. People expressed their frustration that [former religious education director] 
did not adequately fulfill his role and was not held accountable on a consistent basis. 
 
The role of committees within the congregation was cited as an area of concern. Many 
shared experiences where they had taken on responsibilities and/or projects and were 
questioned by others as to why they were doing that, as if they were stepping into 
someone’s territory. The links to committees was unclear as was their span of control. 
The Implementation Committee and the Ministerial Relations Panel were the two 
specific committees that came up in the sessions. The Implementation Committee was 
seen by some to be contributing to the continuation of divisiveness within the 
congregation. The role and the composition of the Ministerial Relations Panel was 
challenged: Should this committee be composed of congregants that have close 
personal relationships with the minister? 
 
During the conflict some people came to the conclusion which they shared in the 
listening sessions that both individually and collectively Board members did not fully 
understand their roles and responsibilities when they took on their job. 
 
Finally, questions and concerns were mentioned about the role of the newsletter. Some 
felt like it was helpful in getting out more information as the church went through this 
crisis. Others felt that information was being “managed” first by the minister and later by 
the Publicity Committee. Some questioned the need for such a “Cadillac” version of the 
newsletter. 
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RULES/PROCEDURES 
 
How do we get things done here? How do we handle conflict? How are decisions 
made? What are our various policies or operating procedures? What are the written 
rules and the unwritten rules we live by? These are the types of questions that need to 
be addressed to insure smooth and consistent functioning in the arena of rules and 
procedures within a congregation. 
 
In the listening sessions a recurrent theme was the lack of policies and procedures that 
existed in the church and the disregard for the ones that were in place. People said 
things like “There is no infrastructure” and “By-laws are seen as something trivial that 
get in the way.” Lack of a sexual harassment policy and a grievance procedure were 
most often cited. Some mentioned informal procedures that were known only to a few. 
 
Communication occurred all too often, some said, “in the meeting after the meeting in 
the parking lot” or “in dinner groups” or “in select groups.” There wasn’t a clear way to 
get information on what was happening. When they asked what was going on in the 
church, several new members were told “you don’t even want to know.” 
People were concerned about what they saw as the disintegration of procedures for 
maintaining church facilities. “This place is falling apart.” The lack of clear methods for 
handling conflict was also a concern. 
 
RELATIONSHIPS 
 
When goals are unclear, policies and procedures vague or applied inconsistently and 
roles are in conflict, these problems often express themselves in the breakdown of 
relationships. This domino effect certainly played itself out as evidenced by the 
comments made to the listeners. There were endless comments on the disintegration of 
meaningful and valued relationships. There was surprise expressed at how one could 
feel so close to another and have that disappear so quickly. Differences became a way 
to label and separate friends rather than something to be valued. People asked 
rhetorically “How did I become the enemy?” Ties were severed often without resolution. 
People said things like “I can’t face him/her” and “I drive down the street and see her in 
the yard and she turns away.” 
 
REWARDS 
 
When an organization is healthy and functioning effectively people take time to 
celebrate their successes, and to celebrate each other. Such celebration was lacking 
within the congregation based on the feelings shared by some in the listening sessions. 
People spoke of a lack of joy; that there was “no sense of lightness” in the church. 
Experiences and events that had been a source of fun and joy for some.such as the 
singles group, Wednesday night dinner and social time after services were no longer 
the same for many. “I was never sure who to sit next to at dinner because I might not 
know what side they were on.” 
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The comments expressed during the listening sessions reflect distress in each of the 
areas that are critical to effective organization development. 
 
LEADERSHIP ISSUES 
 
There were comments concerning the leadership of the church in the past two years. 
They are included as part of this look at the church in terms of its organizational 
functioning. 
 
People spoke of the lack of development of lay leadership in the church. They cited 
examples: no orientation for the Board; lack of a “gray beard” community within the 
congregation and the lack of experience of Board members. People said: 
 

There aren’t any movers and shakers in this church. 
 
We don’t have a group of older members who work behind the scenes to get 
things done. 
 
There is no wisdom on the Board. 
 

Comments were made about the Board’s leadership both past and present. People 
expressed their appreciation of past Board members, ail that they had been through and 
done for the church. They spoke of how they had given a large part of their lives to the 
church and praised them for their steadfastness. People also expressed their 
appreciation of [board president] ‘s leadership. 
 
[Minister] ‘s leadership style, some said did not lend itself to empowering others and that 
the church had abdicated its responsibility to him. [Minister] was said to have had more 
skills at dealing with people one to one rather than working to empower groups. “He 
built up intense personal loyalties to himself and not group participation in leadership.” 
 
ADDICTIVE SYSTEM MODEL 
 
Frequently congregants used the language of co-dependency and addiction to talk 
about their experience in the church during the past two years. Their experiences have 
much in common with the characteristics of an addictive system and offer another way 
to examine the content of the listening sessions. This section further defines the 
components of an addictive system and relates these to what was described in the 
listening sessions. 
 
The impact of secrecy was often mentioned. “All the secret keeping contributed to the 
toxicity of this situation.” People reported not having access to information; not knowing 
where to go to find it and expressed the burden of keeping secrets. Addictive systems 
usually have many secrets. 
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In addictive systems people begin to compromise their moral principles. In the listening 
sessions congregants reported having done things or witnessed things being done that 
violated their ethical values. 
 
Denial is a major defense mechanism in addictive systems and people spoke of being in 
denial during this process as well as seeing what they labeled as denial in others. They 
said: “I just could not accept that [minister] would do something like this”; “There were 
people in our church who just refused to consider that [minister] could do anything 
wrong”; and “How they could see [minister] ‘s behavior as acceptable is 
incomprehensible to me.” 
 
In addictive organizations people spend an inordinate amount of time trying to figure out 
what is going on. In the sessions people said that the situation in the church “has 
consumed my whole life.” Others spoke of never being so impacted by anything in their 
life. One young person shared that he told his parents to “get a life.” Another shared that 
the situation at the church “permeated my entire life for two years.” Often these 
comments were coupled with expressions of how much confusion they were 
experiencing. 
 
Taking sides is often characteristic of addictive organizations. You have to be for one 
side or the other; for or against something or someone. In this congregation, people 
consistently expressed in the sessions feeling the pressure to take sides, and the risks 
of doing or not doing so. 
 
The unhealthy use of competition appears in addictive systems. We heard comments 
that both sides wanted to maintain their dominance over the other and win. Some 
people talked about feeling sick at the sights and sounds of competition they saw and 
heard in the church. 
 
People often feel isolated or consciously isolate themselves in addictive systems. Board 
members expressed feeling alone, isolated and unsupported. Others felt like the board 
had isolated itself from the congregation. 
 
In addictive systems judgments abound. The element of “bad” is added to any 
observation or choice that people make. People in the church reported feeling labeled 
as bad no matter what choice they made. 
 
Addictive systems are contagious. It is almost impossible to be in the system and not 
get caught up in the disease. In the case of the church people reported staying away 
from the church because they did not want to “catch it.” Some reported that their own 
personal dysfunctional family of origin issues surfaced or resurfaced and some sought 
professional help. 
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THEME III: RESPONSIBILITY 
 
Questioning the issues of personal, leadership and organizational responsibility is a sign 
that the healing process has begun. During the Listening Process, there were a number 
of questions raised regarding responsibility or how “I, others or the church” should 
respond to situations encountered. These include: 
 

What is my responsibility when: 
 
someone tells me something? 
I hear inaccurate information? 
I hear people complaining? 
I want to express my opinions? 
I don’t agree with something? 
I feel violated? 
I was unjust to someone else in the past? 
I get a “funny” feeling about a situation? Who would I have talked to? 

 
During the past few years, there were a number of conditions people cited that 
contributed to the erosion of people taking personal responsibility. These include: 
 

“shoot the messenger” syndrome 
emergence of an unsafe environment 
breaches of confidentiality 
anonymous mailings of private correspondence 
leadership style of minister and lay leadership 
fear (including fear of bodily harm) 
anger and resentment 
double binds: feeling hostility or concern when you see what’s going on, but 
being scared to take action because of how others were treated when they did 
misinformation by various people and factions being ostracized in public places 
like grocery stores and parking lots 
significant values conflicts 
relying solely on the church leadership to handle things 

 
During the listening sessions we often heard additional comments like: 
 

We/I should have: 
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done more 
gotten more involved 
gotten less intensely involved 
said more 
taken more of a stand 
made amends/apologies to those who feel they have been wronged including: 
[specific messenger] and other messengers, [former religious education director], 
the Phoenix Group, former Board members, [minister] and his family, [specific 
messenger], [specific messenger], [specific messenger]. 
 

Many of the comments made in regard to this theme revolved around [minister] ‘s role. 
Such comments included: 

[Minister] ‘s denial that his behavior affected his ministry was a betrayal. The 
abuse of power was a betrayal. 
 
[Minister] never put the church before his own personal needs or agenda and 
never took responsibility for his actions. 
 
[Minister] never understood that there were consequences to his behavior and 
never saw that he or his behavior could be a problem for others. If he had even 
admitted to this possibility, he had a community that would have forgiven him. 
 
[Minister] allowed the church to be torn apart because he wanted what he 
wanted. He never said, “Don’t fight like this in my name.” 

 
Other people questioned the lay leadership’s willingness to take responsibility for what 
had transpired not only in regard to [minister] ‘s sexual misconduct and abuse of power, 
but for how [minister], the Phoenix Group and others were treated later: 
 

No one ever called [minister] to take responsibility for his actions. Some groups 
felt they were wrong for asking him to be accountable because he had ministered 
to them well in the past. It felt to them like a betrayal of [minister]. 
 
Messengers who had the courage to take responsibility were trashed, isolated, 
marginalized, called names, blamed, humiliated, repudiated, discredited, 
degraded, labeled as “troublemakers,” made to feel they were lying. 
 
No one spoke out against the discrediting or attacks on various people or groups. 
Where was the responsible leadership? Board President? RE Director? 
Committee Chairs? 

 
Continued emphasis on the negative or the past keeps people away. 
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By far most of the comments made in regard to the issue of responsibility were 
comments on the role of members of the congregation as a group: 
 

The sin of laziness/forgetfulness/silence/complicity (not taking responsibility) 
contributed to this happening. 
 
People kept doing and saying things they wouldn’t normally do or say, as though 
some other force had taken over. 
 
The congregation adopted the negative behaviors that the leaders modeled. 
The congregation bears most of the responsibility because they let the minister 
do everything and did not support [minister]. 
 
Adults did not act like grown-ups. They were mean spirited, ruthless, vicious, 
hostile. 
 
The congregation needs education about what it takes financially to be a church. 
Members need to take personal financial responsibility too. 

 
Finally, many people looked closely at the individual role they or others had played and 
could play in the church: 
 

Individuals’ behavior (hatred, meanness, nastiness, misinformation) contributed 
to the divisiveness. I wish people had taken more responsibility. 
 
I reproach myself for not saying something early. I had my doubts from the 
beginning about what was going on. 
 
It’s important to remember that receiving an apology is a powerful experience. Be 
willing to offer someone an apology if it is called for. 
 
I have decided to stay with the church to be a part of the solution. 

 
 
THEME IV: UUA/BOSTON 
 
Many congregants expressed opinions about the national Unitarian leadership and its 
contributions to the conflict. Many noted the difficult job they had and were appreciative 
of the support received, both in the complaint investigation as well as the Board recall 
election: “They were always there for us.” 
 
However, there were also concerns that the UUA demonstrated a lack of readiness and 
was poorly organized in dealing with the conflict. Beginning with the District Executive 
and extending to the Boston leadership, some felt that the UUA did a poor job with 
those who felt victimized by the minister. The complaint process wasn’t set with them in 
mind, it was not timely, no advocate system was in place, no money was allotted for 
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counseling, and information was rarely conveyed directly to them. The lack of timeliness 
in responding to the complaint, it was felt, contributed to a worsening of the atmosphere 
at the UUC in the meantime. 
 
Congregants also expressed concern that confusion about boundaries also extended to 
the district and national levels. The District evaluation was perceived as “enabling” to 
the minister. It was reported that on the national level the minister’s family was involved 
inappropriately. Congregants wished that the incidents of anonymous mailings had 
been dealt with more firmly. 
 
Opinions were divided about whether the UUA “favored” the minister or were prejudiced 
against him, but there was agreement that the UUA would benefit from identifying what 
they needed to learned from this conflict. 
 
 
THEME V: BOUNDARY VIOLATIONS 
 
Boundaries are defined as the limits that protect the space that exists between the 
power of the professional and the vulnerability of the client. These boundaries protect 
the needs of the client. When a professional behaves as if this space does not exist, a 
boundary violation occurs. 
 
The issue of boundaries came up repeatedly during the listening sessions. [Minister]. 
was most often mentioned in this area. Some of those who shared talked about their 
confusion as to just what type of relationship they had with the minister. “Was this just 
friends talking or was he my counselor?” Others were clear that it was a therapeutic 
relationship and were surprised when they heard things they said had been shared 
outside the sessions, “[Minister] shared my secrets with others.” Some talked about 
[minister] sharing information about others that was of such a personal nature that it 
made them feel uncomfortable or claimed that he could have only known it as a result of 
a counseling session and thus he had violated confidentiality. Inappropriate physical 
contact was mentioned on the part of the minister including kissing women in 
counseling sessions and in social situations. Some felt like if the minister walked over 
the line “it was with a willing participant.” 
 
Other perceptions that surfaced in this area included the mailing of anonymous letters to 
[minister’s wife]; the UUA’s interfering with [minister] ‘s independent assessment 
process; the UUA contacting [minister’s wife] regarding the assessment process; 
[district executive] inappropriately sharing confidential information with [minister]; [UUA 
consultant] inadvertently identifying some of those attending a confidential meeting; and 
the deliberate distortion and misuse of confidential pledging information. 
 
There was also a category of experiences which might not be labeled boundary 
violations, but people talked about them as moments of “discomfort” in their interactions 
with [minister]. These were events or comments that gave people pause. At the time, 
some people said they were uncomfortable but weren’t sure what to do or say. Upon 
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hearing similar accounts of others or having repeat occurrences themselves a pattern 
became more clear. Most said they did not take any action because they did not know 
what action to take; “Who would I have talked to?” One person described it as [minister] 
would quickly jump over the line of what was appropriate and then quickly jump back. It 
would happen so quickly they left uncomfortable and confused. This was reported by 
both men and women. 
 
Some examples include: [minister] saying he was so distracted by an attractive woman 
in the room he needed to move his chair to remove them from his line of vision; 
[minister] telling women he was distracted by how attracted he was to them or telling 
someone “I’m glad you have willpower in our relationship because I don’t”; sharing 
information about his sleeping arrangement during his marriages; commenting on a 
couple’s sex life, and using private terms of endearment. 
 
 
THEME VI : UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST IDEALS 
 
Most people from all sides of all issues voiced numerous violations of the ideals and 
principles which guide the church and its members. The comment which probably most 
characterized this was , “We had no business calling ourselves Unitarians based on our 
behavior through all of this.” 
 
There were several references to what some people called “Unitarian arrogance.” 
These comments include: 
 

Unitarians need to embrace their own human nature. 
 
It is incomprehensible that this could happen in a Unitarian church. 
 
I thought Unitarians were better than this. 
 
People in the Unitarian Church are as hypocritical and as irrational as anyone 
else. 
 
I’ve become disillusioned with the gap between the principles and practice of 
Unitarianism in this congregation. 

 
There was a clear lack of adherence to principles (environment of ruthlessness, 
mean spiritedness, hostility, blaming, etc.) 
 
Unitarian principles (commitment to dignity, respect) were used against people 
as a weapon when some people identified concerns/problems. 
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The gap widened between the principles of Unitarian Universalism and the reality of life 
within the congregation and there were comments citing this division. 
 

There was a breakdown of the democratic process. No inclusion of diversity. No 
tolerance existed. 
 
An “us versus them” mentality developed in the congregation. 
 
We Unitarians are not as inclusive as we think. It’s important that the church be a 
spiritual place, embrace a wide spectrum of religious beliefs and not be just a 
“community center.” 
 
Unitarians have always been disrespectful as a denomination: little racial 
diversity, no crucifixes, we like our own opinions too much. 
 
Over the past ten years, there has been the definite development of an “in group” 
which has run the church. 

 
Dinner groups were supposed to be wonderful if you were lucky enough to be in 
one. 
 
This has not been a terribly nurturing church in the past: not a welcoming church 
to newcomers, no follow up when people dropped out. 

 
There were also references to the history of sexual freedom/open marriages within the 
denomination contributing to the problems which arose. Some people suggested that 
perhaps at another time many of these circumstances might not have been as 
problematic, but times and attitudes have changed. 
 
Some additional miscellaneous comments regarding Unitarian Universalist ideals 
include the following: 
 

This is a place where some felt more acceptance: i.e., gay/lesbian community 
could participate without being judged. 
 
There is a movement against the male ministers in the Unitarian Denomination 
which made problems with [minister] worse. The situation with [minister] was 
amplified out of proportion because of this. 
 
Unitarians can be so intellectual (cold). We need to cultivate our spiritual side. 
Without this, we have a dangerous “blind spot.” We are vulnerable, naive and 
“clueless.” 
 

Finally, more than any other single comment, people recommended that the 
congregation and the Unitarian denomination embrace its own humanity: “It’s important 
to accept and expect human fallibility in people/congregation/church leaders.”  
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LEARNINGS 
 
Throughout the listening sessions, people shared lessons they had learned from this 
experience. We believe these statements speak very well for themselves. 
 

It was a lesson about how people can differ so drastically from one another. 
 
I thought everyone here was perfect and they aren’t. There are good and bad 
people everywhere. 
 
Ending a relationship can be a healthy thing. I felt I had to leave the church. 
 
I learned how fragile relationships are. 
 
I learned that we should be more humble about our religion. There was a lot of 
haughtiness among us and we are just like everyone else. 
 
If you’ve got a problem, you need to deal with it. 
 
Sometimes you don’t want to know information. 
 
I have new respect for the role of the minister. 
 
We, as a church, don’t know how NOT to be used. 
 
I need to be responsible in any organization of which I am a part; I now ask, will I 
give to this organization what it deserves? 
 
An organization that lets you be different is worth fighting for. 
 
I wish I could have been more objective. 
 
I learned that secrecy played a critical role in contributing to the toxicity. 
 
I don’t belong in organized religion. 
 
This has made me more humble. 
 
I learned I don’t like conflict. 
 
I was surprised to find how much I felt this church belonged to me. 
 
People are going to be people no matter what the tenets of the religious group 
are. Divorces are divorces and there are always materialistic squabbles even 
when you are acting in the best of ways that you can at the time. You often look 
back and ask was that the best thing to do? 
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There are shortcomings in 12 step programs. They were inadequate in this 
situation. 
 
No one person knows all the aspects of the elephant (as in the blind men and the 
elephant). 
People are no damn good. 
 
I was astonished at the lack of objectivity. 
 
It is important to seek professional help early in this kind of situation. 
 
I developed sensitivity to sexual addiction. 
 
I now understand why women don’t come forward — they aren’t taken seriously. 
God help the woman who comes forward. 
 
I learned that people I care about can feel so differently from me. 
 
I don’t trust people as much. 
 
I didn’t have the capacity to take on this burden. 
 
I have special admiration for those who supported [minister] and continued 
coming here. 
 
I wished I had worked at things differently. 
 
I learned a lot about sexual misconduct and sexual addiction. 
 
I learned how easy it is to get mistrust between friends. 
 
I have never seen conflict this bad. 
 
I learned that the church is always more important than the minister. 
 
That tolerance is more than being tolerant of just people you might not have to 
deal with, like Muslims. 
 
There should be supervision of the minister. 
 
I’ve realized that we are all human — all “broken.” It’s time to accept, forgive and 
move on. This whole experience has tested our beliefs. 
 
Junior High and Senior High classes both sorely miss [former religious education 
director]. 
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This is the fifth hearing/investigation/listening-type process. I have come to 
believe that people are trying to vindicate themselves. They continue doing this 
until someone will tell them they were right or tell them what they want to hear. 
 
We are all human. Even Unitarians can be very vicious. 
 
Starting a second church is wonderful (a positive development). It’s too bad it 
was the result of such a disruptive, painful process. 
 
This was not all about [minister]. [Minister] ’s behavior was a problem, but it was 
not the only problem which generated upheaval in the church.” 

 
 
HOPES FOR THE FUTURE 
 
A specific part of each listening session was an inquiry about the participant’s hopes, 
dreams, needs and fantasies for the future of this congregation. As a result, a part of the 
Listening Process was focused upon moving forward. Overall, many people are hopeful 
and ready to move on and their hopes for the future fell into the following categories: 
 
 
FUTURE HOPES: CORPORATE AND PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY 
 
Almost every participant in the Listening Process had recommendations for the 
collective body of the church, for individuals in the congregation and for themselves as 
members. As a whole these recommendations were constructive and hopeful. The 
range of future hopes in this category included the following: 
 

There is a need for a corporate response. The church should acknowledge the 
courage of being a “messenger” and apologize for the part played by others in 
addition to [minister]. 
 
People should take personal responsibility to reach out to victims/messengers. 
 
We need to start having annual planning meetings again involving the entire 
congregation. 
 
Conduct small groups to envision what we want for the future. Focus on building 
the church of the future. 
 
I’m now sitting on the sidelines, watching. The past few years have been so 
difficult, I just want to make it through the next year. 
 
We need to start looking for the positives within our church. I think the healing 
process can happen. 
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Rediscover the talents and resources which exist within the congregation. Start a 
resource bank/directory and use the people/resources for the church and 
community. 
 
We need dispute/conflict resolution tools/skills/process/training. 
 
I would like to see the church accept dissent/conflict as a HEALTHY thing. 
 
I want to get more involved in the RE program and the selection process for the 
new minister. 
 
I hope we, as a congregation, will make the transition to a Program Church. 
 
The new minister needs to come in to lead a Program Church. 
 
We need to find a way to make people accountable for their bad behavior. 
 
We also need to find a way to forgive each other. 
 
We need to learn from people who have left the church. 
 
Some people who won’t or can’t let go of the past problems need to seek more 
significant therapy. Some of these people are wounded in a significant way. 
Some of these people are disruptive, in that they keep stoking fires. 
 
Everyone needs to behave. Get back to the basics of Unitarian principles, start 
acting like adults — remember “playground behavior.” 
 
We need to design a ceremony to come face-to-face with our 
shame/disappointments and to promote forgiveness. Consider writing letters to 
ourselves or to others and then collectively burn them. 
 
Recreate an environment where you can give constructive criticism without 
everyone getting so defensive. 
 
Learn to respect each other’s diversity. 

 
 
FUTURE HOPES: ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 
 
Many people shared their hopes and ideas for how the church might function as a more 
healthy and efficient organization. 
 

I worry about the financial base here. 
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We need to start having Talkbacks. 
 
We need more systems in place for setting priorities and getting input; church 
wide weekends for goal setting not letting strong people dominate — silence 
doesn’t mean consent. 
 
I want clear policies and procedures for handling complaints about ministers and 
procedures for this in the future — l want education about the imbalance of 
power in relationships in the future. 
 
I don’t think a minister should stay more than 10 years. 
 
Lay leadership needs help in dealing with group dynamics. 
 
I wouldn’t want the church to get much bigger; I like the feeling of knowing 
people. We need a better physical facility I like the stone interior, perhaps a 
revamping. We need more of an economic base; move or expand the building. 
 
Give more attention to older generation. They have little or no representation on 
the board. 
 
All the board has to go to Leadership School. We need a paid membership 
secretary. 
 
Leadership needs to solicit feedback early — “Are we representing you? Are we 
going in the right direction?” 
 
We need to enable people to get into the power structure here. We need to follow 
up enthusiastically with new people who come here — there is no follow up or 
identification of skills. 
 
In the future we need to answer the questions: what do we want as a 
congregation? What are the Unitarian boundaries? 
 
What do we want from a minister? How do we want to relate to the community? 
 
We need a significant growth in membership; more parking; new building. 
 
Institute an effective performance appraisal system for the staff. 
 
Establish means for ministerial accountability — a way of evaluating their 
performance. 
 
Find someone more suitable as RE Director. [Interim religious education director] 
has made a contribution and has many skills, but this position does not play to 
his strengths. 
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This building needs to be upgraded. The conflict has made people NOT pay 
attention to other things like the building. 
 
Leadership should proactively solicit people’s opinions (children and adults) 
about what they want in new minister and RE Director. 
 
It’s important for church leaders to go the extra mile to maintain good relations 
with the new church. 
 
I hope the two churches will grow to be close. 
 
Make the church less bureaucratic (fewer committees). 

 
 
FUTURE HOPES: BUILDING COMMUNITY 
 
Hopes and expectations for repairing the church community fell into two general areas. 
One of these was concerned with the importance of MAKING AMENDS and other area 
was full of specific suggestions of ways to build the “kind of structure that uses and 
honors the interdependent web of life.” 
 
The importance of making amends as the first step in repairing the church community 
was repeatedly mentioned by the congregants. Many feel that a corporate recognition 
of the occurrence of ministerial misconduct is in order. In addition, a corporate 
recognition of the courageous contribution of the Messengers/Victims is desired, as well 
as an apology to them “for the ways in which they were beat up” in the polarization that 
followed. 
 
Some asked that action be taken concerning [minister] ’s picture in the Fireside room 
which is still a source of considerable pain for many. 
 
The 1993/94 Board “should be recognized for its service beyond the call of duty” in the 
face of the pain they experienced. In addition, it was felt that the regard and affection 
that some still hold for [minister] should be validated by saying, “If you want to do 
something for him, do with our blessing; you don’t have to leave this church.” Some 
called for apologies to the Phoenix Group, as well as from the Phoenix Group. [Former 
religious education director] was also mentioned as deserving of apology. 
 
Many expressed the need for an apology to be offered to the minister’s wife for the pain 
she experienced. Also, recognition is felt to be due to [a messenger], for “having the 
courage to stand up for what he believed in, even though it was rejected; he is still a 
member of this church.” 
 
Suggestions as to how to work on rebuilding the church community were specific and 
varied, but all emphasized the wish to build bridges and create strong fellowship. For 
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example, “the Caring Committee could be organized by zip code, as well as other social 
events such as theater groups, caroling, dinners, and transportation for seniors.” 
 
The elders of the church were cited as the “most underutilized resource the church has” 
and the previous work of the Celebrations Committee in creating opportunities for 
intergenerational contact was mentioned repeatedly. Community building activities 
should also occur at times other than evenings, for many seniors cannot drive at night 
and feel excluded. “Fellowship should be the goal of every committee in a purposeful 
and intentional way.” It was emphasized that “people coming together will not happen 
without structured activities” and many expressed wanting more opportunities for 
fellowship with structure, to enable people to rebuild safety and trust. Hope was 
expressed for the church retreat to be held in warmer weather, and better attended, with 
the provision that better planning for the children ages 6 - 12 be required. Book groups, 
rotating dinner groups, and the use of a yearly Time/Talents survey to identify interests 
for activities were also cited, as was the need for more field trips and activities for young 
people, and including more young people in the youth choir. 
 
There was widespread recognition that the time for healing was at hand: 
 

The wound is closing; there is new blood — new people who don’t share the 
same history. There will be a new minister. 
 
We have many good people and with time we will begin to live with other 
Unitarians. If you have good people, the rest will follow. 
 
We need to allow people of different backgrounds to feel comfortable in this 
church. 
 
We need to recognize that we have an obligation to give something to the 
broader community. If we continue to be fragmented, we do ourselves a 
disservice. 
 
We need to learn how to attack the problem, not the person. 
 
We need to recreate an environment where you can give constructive criticism. 
 
We need to find a way to forgive each other. 
 
It’s important for church leaders to go the extra mile to maintain good relations 
with the new church. 
 
I hope the two churches will grow to be close. 
 
I want to move on and have a community. 
 
Writing the story should happen sometime — this is very important. 
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I hope the new group (GNU) succeeds; we need another group in Nashville. 

 
 
FUTURE HOPES: MINISTER 
 
In this category, we combined the strengths people conveyed about [minister] that they 
said they also wanted in a new minister with the other qualities people were looking for 
in this person. There were people who clearly valued [minister] ’s ministry. This group 
included current members of the congregation as well as those who left to form a new 
congregation. Those who stayed wanted to build upon his strengths in moving forward. 
 
Characteristics people valued about [minister]: 
 

[Minister] demonstrated a caring about people. [Minister] cared for me 
unconditionally. He was always there for me regardless of my position in the 
church. 
 
[Minister] was present and helpful to me at the critical junctions in my life and 
made recommendations which led me toward things which have had a positive 
and changing impact on my life. 
 
I found [minister] ’s presentations/ sermons stimulating. 
 
[Minister] was bright and articulate. 

 
Above all, [minister] was a fine representative of our congregation in the 
community through his involvement. 
 
[Minister] was a good spokesperson for issues people wanted supported in the 
community. 
 
[Minister] was dedicated and compassionate. 
 
[Minister] ’s sermons were thought provoking. 
 
[Minister] was capable of personal kindnesses. 
 
[Minister] went out of his way to remember things that people needed and ways 
that he could help people. 

 
Other comments about what people want in a minister in the future include: 
 

We need to establish ethics and values (who are we? what do we stand for? 
what do we want?) as guidelines which drive the selection process for selecting 
the new minister. The new minister should be in alignment with these. 
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We don’t have to marry the first person we date. Don’t go too fast. 
 
If we move too fast, we won’t learn to take responsibility as a congregation. 
 
Don’t wait too long. 
 
We are not going to solve all of our problems by hiring the “perfect” minister. The 
minister was not the only problem in this church. 
 
Don’t throw out the baby with the bath water. 
 
Get people who others know and trust to help find a new minister. A minister who 
would be taken seriously in the community, command respect, not be 
controversial. I don’t care if it’s a man or a woman. 
 
Someone who will make me think, with a healthy concern for the world beyond 
the church, who participates in community things, and has skills in bringing 
people together. 
 
I would like to see a minister who will integrate more ceremony/ritual/spiritual 
orientation into services. 
 
We are wandering in the desert and when we get a new minister we’ll be in 
Canaan. 
 
We need someone with vision who can see above the choppy waves and move 
people there. 
 
Need someone who understands what working with groups is all about and who 
supports the democratic process. 
 
Don’t lose energy when you are searching for a new minister. 
 
I want a woman minister; a good preacher; someone who has a sense of their 
own theology who blends an academic approach with a sense of liturgy; 
someone who is able to facilitate the lay leadership through support and 
empowerment. 
 
The sooner we get someone in there, the better. 
 
I prefer a young person. 
 
I want a woman with the ability to delegate. 
 
I would prefer someone who is more like a rabbi — a learned resource. 
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I want someone who is a little less of a humanist and more mystical. 
 
A lot will depend on the minister and how inclusive they are. I think it would be 
harder to trust a man in that position. I want a woman. 
 
I hope the congregation does not select a new minister “in reaction” to [minister].  
 
Take time to visit other churches — see what kind of minister we want and what 
kind of church we want to be. 
 
I would prefer a woman minister. 
 
I want a minister who can create a balance between spirit and intellect. 
The next minister needs to share power — give power back to the people. This is 
true for lay leadership too. 
 
The next minister needs to cultivate the warmth and good feelings which have 
started to resurface in our congregation. 
 
The next minister needs to understands limits and boundaries; have a sound 
theological background; someone who is knowledgeable, articulate and a good 
communicator; a woman would be great — someone like Mary Katherine. 
 
We need to establish a means for ministerial accountability — a way of 
evaluating their performance. 
 
Leadership should proactively solicit people’s opinions (children and adults) 
about what they want in new minister and RE Director. 

 
 
FUTURE HOPES: RELIGIOUS EDUCATION 
 
A unifying concern of all congregants centers around future religious education. When 
congregants spoke of their hopes for the future, this was a subject that cut across all 
factions. Two hopes seem primary. The first is that of a renewed commitment to the 
religious education of the young. The second consists of specific subjects for adult 
education “so that this conflict can’t happen again.” 
 
Many congregants want a strong church school experience for their children. A director 
of religious education who is specifically trained in the needs of children is desired:  
“We need to send the message of putting the children first.” People cited [interim 
religious education director] as having made significant contributions to the church and 
having many skills. On the other hand, some think the position as RE Director does not 
play to his strengths. 
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Many felt that the entire area of the children’s religious education had taken a back seat 
to the adult conflict, and that taking a big look at the program is in order, including 
seeking outside professional consultation. Parents want teaching for the children in the 
area of protecting themselves from sexual abuse. The need for intergenerational 
programs and more programs for teens, such as the choir and opportunities for 
community service were also cited. 
 
Congregants felt that the religious education leadership should proactively solicit 
people’s opinions (both children’s and adult’s) about what is needed in a new minister 
and in a religious education director. Congregants want the children incorporated into 
the service and into the congregation as a whole. 
 
Many specific suggestions for the content of adult education were shared with the 
listeners. Cited were needs for basic education about Unitarian theory and beliefs, 
dealing with religious questions, not just humanist ones. Many also expressed a wish to 
become more knowledgeable about the national denomination. Teaching about 
tolerance, learning about different cultures, exposure to Christianity (the golden rule) 
and other faiths besides Buddhism is desired, with a recognition that “diversity means 
we won’t always agree about things.” 
 
Specific teaching about communication and conflict resolution for the future is desired. 
Congregants also expressed a wish for teaching about group experience, the 
occurrence of projection, projective identification and scapegoating, such as “the 
blaming of the lesbians.” Congregants want teaching about positive ways to use 
subgroups to build group process. 
 
Congregants also want to understand more about power, power sharing in the church 
and how to avoid abuses of power, including the sexual abuse of power. This education 
could then lay the groundwork for a congregational discussion about beliefs and 
expectations for ministerial conduct and boundaries as the church moves forward with 
the search for a new minister. 
 
Other comments included: 
 

Integrate the children into the congregation make them a part of it; put emphasis 
on the church school. 
 
Solicit ideas from children about what they want in a new RE Director. 
 
Increase the number of young people involved (recruit more from existing 
families). 
 
Involve young people in more services. 
 
Help us make our small group of young members as interesting as possible. 
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Review/reevaluate curriculum for youth classes. Now they seem like one 
depressing topic after another. Provide more uplifting programs. 
 
We need a new RE Director who we (Junior High and Senior High Class) relate 
to. 
 
Get various youth classes together for activities/classes/ceremonies, etc., more 
often. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This written report shares the content of 132 interviews conducted over a three month 
period, in which church members and friends expressed a wide range of concerns 
about the events of the last two years. 
 
This written report and the oral report which preceded it does NOT reflect the judgments 
of the listeners, but rather is a reflection of the concerns of all who chose to participate 
in the interviews. 
 
The interviews were part of a larger process, approved by the Board in July 1994, to 
facilitate congregational healing. The goals of this larger process were “to achieve 
justice, to end the conflict and ill-feeling, and to begin to move forward with a stronger 
lay leadership towards a more vibrant church.” 
 
The second piece of this larger process now remains: for the Board to use the content 
herein to issue a Congregational Statement of acknowledgement, apology and 
affirmation in order to “build a safe church in which all who come may expect to be 
welcomed with warmth and courtesy, and treated with respect.” 
 
We listeners consider it a privilege to have been chosen for this assignment. This 
project represents a great deal of work on the part of our team, the Implementation 
Committee, the lay leadership of the church and every participant in the Listening 
Process. 
 
It was also a privilege to have each of you share your story with us, trusting that we 
would treat the information justly. As stated before, our intention is to present as 
accurate a picture as possible and we hope we have achieved this. We understand that 
it is unlikely everyone will be absolutely happy with the results of this report, but we 
believe we have represented and reflected what we have heard from the participants. 
 
As we moved through this process within your church community, we have experienced 
clear indicators of forward movement, of healing and a renewed sense of vitality. We 
believe this report can be part of the blueprint for planning this church’s future. There is 
work ahead and the need for responsible action on everyone’s part to nurture this 
growth and healing process. We trust our work with you has contributed in some 
measure to this growth and healing. 


