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ABSTRACT  
This article engages with the challenge of uncertainty and uncontrollability in contemporary 
Christian leadership ministry by entering a theological conversation with the complexity 
sciences as applied to organisational theory. The correlational conversation identifies Ralph 
Stacey’s theory of organisations as complex responsive processes of relating (CRPR) as 
consistent with covenantal ecclesiology and a theology of divine sovereignty in classical 
theism. A CRPR perspective on Christian leadership promotes participative ecclesiology and 
processes of dialogical formation. A theology of shalom is offered as a means of enabling 
leaders to persevere in the challenges of navigating complex times.  
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That Christian ministry is a complex undertaking, and specifically that leadership is 
a complex task, is widely acknowledged (Michel 2017; Mogilka 2017). However, beyond the 
general definition of complexity as consisting of many parts with multiple connections, 
Christian leadership is complex in that it is characterised by an underlying unpredictability 
and uncontrollability. The challenge of navigating life in a complex age is aptly summed up 
in the quote often misattributed to Heraclitus: ‘The only thing that is constant is change’. It is 
necessary for the practice of Christian leadership to take account of the chal- lenges of living 
in an ever-changing and unpredictable world. Christian leaders are called to make wise 
leadership choices when they have only limited knowledge of both the present and the 
future. Churches and training institutions face the difficulty of training and equipping 
ministry candidates for future challenges that are both unknown and unknowable.  

Many approaches to Christian leadership have not adequately accounted for contexts 
marked by rapid change, unpredictability, and uncertainty. Handbooks on pastoral minis- 
try that emphasise skills in organisational management are little changed over the past fifty 
years (compare Rudge 1968; Rudge 1976; with Anthony and Estep 2005; Holmes 2014; 
Holmes 2017). Some recent discussions of the theology of ministry have either made no 
mention of ambiguity and vulnerability as features of Christian leadership (such as Esau 
2017), or do so but continue to advocate traditional leadership practices grounded in 
assumptions of predictability and control (Wimberly 2010; Rahberg 2017; Lin- genfelter 
2018).  

The intention of this paper is to engage in a correlational conversation with organis- 
ational theories that draw on insights from the complexity sciences as a way of embracing 
the uncertainty and unpredictability inherent in church life, and indeed in all human life. 
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My contention is that organisational theories drawn from the complexity sciences are 
consistent with conservative theological commitments and offer useful perspectives to re- 
focus practices of Christian leadership. In return, certain commitments of classical theism 
can provide resources that can enable leaders to persevere through the challenges that 
leadership in complex contexts presents.  

Complexity  
Complexity has become an overused buzz-word in recent discussions of leadership 

and management. The acronym VUCA, volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity, 
first used by the U.S. Army War College in 1987, has become a feature in business journals 
to describe the challenges facing contemporary leadership (Bennett and Lemoine 2014; Giles 
2018). Among this quartet of challenges, complexity refers to the confusion that arises from 
contexts in which multiple inputs result in unpredictable and unstable patterns of cause and 
effect.1 This language has been drawn from the so-called complexity sciences, a broad 
heading referring to various fields of knowledge including mathematical chaos theory, 
dissipative structures, and complex adaptive systems (Stacey 2007, 188).  

The central contribution of these perspectives is the observation that complexity 
renders the future fundamentally uncertain, and therefore unpredictable and uncontrollable: 
‘uncertainty becomes a basic feature of nature and the possibility of control is seriously 
compromised’ (Stacey 2007, 158). The uncertainty and uncontrollability of a complex system 
arise from five characteristics (Snowden and Boone 2007):  

• It involves large numbers of interacting elements.   
• The interactions are non-linear, and minor changes can produce 

disproportionately major consequences.   
• The system is dynamic, the whole is greater than the sum of its parts, and 

solutions can’t  be imposed; rather they arise from the circumstances. This is 
frequently referred to as  emergence.   

• The system has a history and the past is integrated with the present; the elements 
 evolve with one another and with the environment; and evolution is 
irreversible.   

• Though a complex system may, in retrospect, appear to be ordered and 
predictable, hindsight does not lead to foresight because the external conditions 
and systems constantly change. 

One prominent approach that seeks to operationalise insights from complexity 
theory is the cynefin framework, developed by Welsh management consultant David 
Snowden (Snowden 2002; Kurtz and Snowden 2003; Snowden and Boone 2007).2 Snowden’s 
framework distinguishes between different ‘contexts’ or ‘domains’ within which leaders are 

 
1 VUCA was first used in relation to the post-Cold War era of the 1980s. More recent analysis from the US Army 
War College has questioned whether VUCA has any real meaning (noting that volatility is not necessarily 
problematic in itself, and that uncertainty and ambiguity are features of complexity rather than distinct 
descriptive elements), and whether it is useful as a descriptor of the contemporary military environment in any 
way that is unique in world history (Kan, Whitt, and Hill 2018). 
2 Pronounced to rhyme with Kevin, with an extra n, cynefin is a Welsh word meaning ‘the place of our multiple 
affiliations, the sense that we all, individually and collectively, have many roots, cultural, religious, geographic, 
tribal, and so forth. We can never be fully aware of the nature of those affiliations, but they profoundly influence 
what we are’ (Kurtz and Snowden 2003, 467). 
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called to make decisions, and proposes particular courses of action that are appropriate for 
decision-making in each context. Decision-making processes differ depending on whether 
the context is simple, complicated, complex, or chaotic. In simple contexts the relationship 
between cause and effect is knowable and known. Making toast is simple: put the bread in 
the slot, adjust the timing dial, push the lever down, wait for the toast to pop up. In the 
complicated domain patterns of cause-and-effect are not self-evident as in a simple system. 
Patterns of cause and effect remain knowable, but may not be clearly or fully known. Rocket 
science is a more complicated challenge than making toast. Yet like using a toaster, once the 
correct or at least a set of workable inputs are determined, applying the cause will lead to a 
stable and predictable effect. In chaotic contexts, cause-and-effect breaks down entirely. 
There is no way of predicting what might happen next and there is no discernible pattern in 
the events that have unfolded. In complex contexts cause-and-effect can be discerned in 
hindsight, but cannot be predicted. Like complicated problems, a complex context will 
present many inputs and multiple causal links, but the pattern of cause-and-effect is 
unstable and unpredictable. Rocket science is complicated; a six-year-old’s birthday party is 
complex.  

When human organisations are modelled on stable, predictable, and controllable 
systems, theories of organisational leadership focus on the activities of managers that can 
effectively shape and direct the future development of the organisation. In contrast, when 
the insights of complexity theory are brought to organisational management, the key 
pragmatic question becomes that of exploring what managers do ‘when time spans and 
levels of detail are radically unpredictable’ (Stacey 2007, 209).  

Complex responsive processes of relating  
Where Snowden identifies certain contexts of decision-making as complex, Stacey 

extends that observation to include all the activities of organisational management as a 
whole. In Stacey’s approach to organisational management, it is not simply that 
organisations sometimes encounter complex problems, but that organisations are 
themselves essentially complex. More specifically, Stacey regards human organisations as 
complex responsive processes of relating (CRPR. Stacey 2006, 2007, 2012). Organisations are 
properly conceived of as being ‘perpetually constructed’ out of the ‘patterns of interaction 
between human beings and ... the interplay of the intentions, plans, choices, and actions of 
all involved’ (Stacey 2012, Preface). Organisational culture and strategic direction is not 
imposed from the top down but emerges out of the complex interactions and patterns of 
behaviour of individual members and communities.3 Given that what emerges is the result 
of the interweaving of the intentions and responses of multiple individuals, no individual 
person or group is able to choose or control what will happen to all. The central challenge 
for leadership of human organisations is therefore ‘the invitation to explore what managers 
do when time spans and levels of detail are radically unpredictable’ (Stacey 2007, 209).  

Stacey’s central insight is to reject approaches that view human organisations as 
complex systems in the sense that is derived from mathematics or the natural sciences. The 
root error of making this kind of simplistic analogy lies in failing to recognise human beings 

 
3 Stacey draws on the process sociology of Norbert Elias to recognise that the emergence of social order is not the 
result of calculated, long-term planning. Instead, ‘it is the order of inter- weaving human impulses and strivings, 
the social order, which determines the course of historical change; it underlies the civilizing process’ (Elias 1939, 
366). 
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as interdependent, volitional beings rather than as homogeneous mechanical or cybernetic 
entities.  

Human agents are unique and therefore diverse persons who are conscious, self-
conscious, emotional, rational, irrational, often spontaneous beings capable of some 
choice. Furthermore, in their local interaction, human agents are capable of 
perceiving and articulating something about the population-wide patterns they are 
implicated in and even of desiring different population-wide patterns. (Stacey 2007, 
238)  

The CRPR perspective requires a shift in understanding the central processes of 
organisational leadership. The dominant discourse in management theory drawing on 
systems thinking focusses attention on administrative systems and decision-making 
procedures that managers use to formulate and implement the strategy. Viewed as CRPR, 
managers of human organisations need instead to focus on the ‘micro-interactions taking 
place in the present between living humans’ in the form of ‘the conversation of gestures’ 
(Stacey 2012, 38, 239). All that anyone can do, leaders included, ‘is engage in local interaction 
dealing with the consequences in an ongoing manner as they emerge’ (Stacey 2007, 239).  

Leadership in CRPR perspective calls for effectiveness in facilitating and 
participating in meaning-making conversations. Recognising organisational culture as 
emergent does not mean that leaders are powerless to effect change. Rather than being left 
to merely sit back and wait for what emerges, the focus of a leader’s activity is on opening 
spaces for dialogue and action among each member of the organisation. ‘Conversation is the 
activity of organising. Organisational change is change in conversation’ (Stacey 2007, 271). 
Leaders seed culture-shaping micro-interactions by asking how things could be otherwise, 
prompting organisation members to ‘develop fresh approaches and open up new 
possibilities’ (Stacey 2012, 4). The leadership task involves ‘giving meaning to what is 
happening, telling others how things might be rather than how they are’ (Weick 1995).  

Because it is the actual conversations between members of the organisation that are 
central to how the organisation makes sense of and determines action in the world, Patricia 
Shaw emphasises the value of gathering people together as a significant leadership task. The 
very act of gathering people for conversation is itself ‘contributing to change, as the start of 
working together’ (Shaw 2002, 24).  

In a changing world the need to ‘make sense’ of experience is vital. Gathering helps 
do this. If you can’t make sense – how do you set an agenda to achieve that – 
gathering in confusion without a structure to solve it may solve or at least alleviate. 
(Shaw, in Hay 2017, 66)  

A complexity approach recognises that the dynamics of organisational life will be 
unique in every different context and at every different point in time. Therefore, rather than 
providing points of application or prescriptions for managerial practice, a CRPR perspective 
invites leaders to focus their attention on certain aspects of organisational life. Stacey offers 
five areas of refocus (2012, 443–449):  
• The quality of participation: because a manager is a ‘participant in emergent enquiry’, 

attention is focussed on ‘the interplay of intentions’ through participating in ‘direct 
interaction with other people’.   

• The quality of conversational life: managers need to focus on ‘ordinary, everyday 
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conversation’, to be ‘sensitive to the themes that are organising conversational relating’, 
including ‘the rhetorical ploys that are being used to block the emergence of new 
conversational themes’.   

• The quality of anxiety and how it is lived with: ‘Anxiety is an inevitable companion of 
shifts in themes that organise the experience of relating because such shifts create 
uncertainty, particularly uncertainty around individual and collective identities’; but 
since without anxiety ‘there can be no emergence of creative new themes’, therefore ‘the 
manner in which people live with anxiety is crucial to organisational change and 
innovation’.   

• The quality of diversity: Rather than aiming for consensus, ‘organisations display the 
internal capacity to change spontaneously only when they are characterised by 
diversity’.   

• Unpredictability and Paradox: Leadership requires ‘thinking about how to cope with not 
knowing and the potential for feelings of incompetence and shame that this arouses’. In 
place of notions of control that presume to assure achievement of outcomes, ‘control 
takes the form of relating itself’, where individuals exercise ‘mutual constraint’ in the 
‘social processes of power relations, ideology, and socialised self-control’. 

Theological conversation with complexity 
There is much in the CRPR perspective on organisation dynamics that can be 

affirmed by Christian theology. Chief among these is the recognition of the nature of human 
beings as responsible social agents. Stacey’s articulation of the characteristics of human 
agents is reminiscent of theological discussions of the implications of the imago Dei: 

Human agents ... are living bodies who are conscious and self-conscious beings 
capable of emotion, spontaneity, imagination, fantasy and creative action. Human 
agents are essentially reflexive and reflective. Furthermore they are essentially social 
beings in a distinctive way in that they do not interact blindly according to 
mechanistic rules, but engaging in meaningful communicative interaction with each 
other ... [and] exercise at least some degree of choice as to how they will respond to 
the actions of others. (Stacey 2006, 126) 

Furthermore, it is not difficult to recognise human experience as being full of 
uncertainty, at least from a phenomenological perspective. James chides those who think 
otherwise (Jas 4:13–15). It is a function of our creatureliness that we can neither know our 
own future nor infallibly discern the work and ways of God in the world (Jn 3:8). Yet 
leadership actions often imply that the future is both predictable and able to be controlled. 
The emphasis on strategic leadership in the dominant discourse in management theory 
encourages leaders to display unshakeable confidence and clarity even if they know it is not 
true. CRPR acknowledges human limitation as true even of the most skilled of leaders. 

Where church and organisation overlap 
A possible objection to drawing on organisational management theory for the 

practices of the church lies in conflicting assumptions of the fundamental nature and 
purpose of the church versus that of a business organisation. In short, a church is not a 
business. A church is a fellowship, a communion of saints, not a collection of employees 
reporting to supervisors and owners. A church is an embodiment and foreshadowing of the 
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Kingdom of God, not an economic enterprise exchanging goods and services for profit. The 
church exists to worship God, it does not respond to consumer demand. The church 
participates in the missio Dei, it does not have customers, it does not sell a product, it does 
not compete for market share. Drawing uncritically on approaches to leadership developed 
in a commercial context of commerce can unwittingly buy into a consumerist vision of the 
church. 

However, CRPR is itself a re-conceptualising of commercial organisations that 
liberates management theory from mechanistic systems perspectives by engaging with the 
more  theological concerns of the nature of persons and of interpersonal relations. Stacey’s 
definition of organisations as ‘ongoing processes of local interaction between people in 
which they accomplish purposeful joint action’ (Stacey 2007, 405) aligns in many ways with 
the definition of the church in Webster’s covenantal ecclesiology as ‘the form of common 
human life and action which is generated by the gospel to bear witness to the perfect word 
and work of the triune God’ (Webster 2004, 24). Churches as forms of common human life 
are ongoing processes of local interaction between people. These communities work 
together in the purposeful joint action of testimony to the saving work of God in Christ.  

Thus, a covenantal ecclesiology coupled with a CRPR management theory 
ameliorates the criticism that drawing on models of leadership and management developed 
in the commercial world unwittingly buys into a consumerist vision of the church. The 
anthropological assumptions in CRPR are consistent with Christian theology; but what of its 
ontological assumptions and the implications of such for the nature of God?  

The universe is knowable and known 
What theological response can be made to the assertion in complexity theory that we 

live in a non-linear universe that is fundamentally uncertain and essentially unpredictable? 
As noted above, the limitations of human creatureliness present us with the day-to-day 
experience of uncertainty and unpredictability. However, alongside this human experience, 
classical theism offers a promise of divine sovereignty coupled with divine faithfulness. This 
does not simply say that God knows the future and we do not. The offer of divine 
sovereignty and faithfulness is given at least in part as theological warrant for believers’ 
confidence in an assured future. Indeed, in contrast to living with anxiety which is a 
necessary feature of living with complexity, Christian believers are invited to ‘not be anxious 
about anything’ (Phil. 4:9).  

One possible way of reconciling the uncertainty and unpredictability associated with 
emergent outcomes is to adopt the conclusions of process theology and open theism 
(Pinnock 2000). Open theism suggests that God is temporal, working together with human 
beings in time, pursuing a plan for the future that is more of a broad intention than a 
blueprint or fixed script. This theological formulation connects neatly with descriptions of 
complex adaptive systems in which apparent disorder comes together in emergent patterns, 
not by following an overall prior design, but through the interaction arising from basic 
design principles within the system itself (Stacey 2007, 197).  

However, while an openness theology accords with these assumptions of complexity 
theory, I remain unpersuaded that it makes adequate sense of all of the relevant biblical 
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data.4 While this is not the place to wade into the intricacies of the classical versus open 
theism debate, it is the place to explore whether holding to the convictions of classical 
theism requires holding to an awkward inconsistency with a phenomenology of complexity.  

From the perspective of classical theism, two theological convictions argue that it is 
not contradictory to affirm human experience of unpredictable and uncontrollable 
complexity at the same time as affirming an essentially simple universe in which ‘all things 
hold together in Christ’ (Col. 1:17), and where ‘God accomplishes all things according to his 
counsel and will’ (Eph. 1:11). First, unlike human managers, God does stand external to and 
independent of all human organisations and systems. Classical theism will also affirm that, 
unlike human managers, God is both omniscient and omnipotent. God is able to plan and 
control the intentions and responses of his human and non-human creatures. In a reading of 
Scripture that affirms a strong notion of divine sovereignty, the understanding that this 
quality of divine power is not shared with human beings is not regarded as a means of 
diminishment or incapacitation. Rather, it is precisely the maintenance of the creator-
creature distinction that is the ground of human flourishing.  

Second, the kind of sovereignty I am arguing from regards Christian assurance in 
God’s promised future to have the quality of relational trust rather than mathematical 
certainty. In terms of CRPR we might say that the relational confidence in God’s promises is 
an emergent quality of church culture shaped by the conversational themes of divine 
revelation, sovereignty, and faithfulness. Ultimately, the theological affirmation of divine 
simplicity as consistent with the human experience of complexity is grounded in a theology 
of divine love. Omnipotence need not be seen as a brutalising force of coercive power, as 
goes the critique of classical theism, nor as merely the persuasive power of open theism. 
God’s power is displayed in God’s love, in the power expressed in service, the ‘very nature 
of God’ that does not ‘exploit’ the power of divinity for self-interest (Phil. 2:6). These two 
theological affirmations of divine sovereignty and love offer valuable resources to enable 
and enhance leadership practices drawn from complexity theory. Before turning to what 
Christian theology can offer complexity I will first suggest what organisational theory 
viewed in light of the complexity sciences can offer Christian leadership.  

A complexity approach to Christian leadership  
A CRPR perspective will particularly promote a participative ecclesiology with a 

focus on genuine dialogue among all members of the church community. Or in other words, 
complexity theory encourages us to recognise the social form of the church as conversations 
all the way down. Shaw’s encouragement to ‘gathering in confusion’ is an apt description of 
the church. The emphasis on gathering even in a state of confusion is an apt reminder that 
the act of gathering is in itself an act of meaning-making in the world, as the union of Jew 
and Gentile in the name of Christ announces God’s wisdom to the heavenly powers (Eph. 
3:10).  

A complexity perspective focusses attention on this reality, emphasising church as a 
fellowship of interdependent believers, and denying the possibility of any appeal by 
believers to ‘the church’ as an independent reality external to themselves. Gone is any sense 

 
4 In simple terms, process theology does make good sense of those passages of scripture that present God as 
being reactive and responsive to human interaction (Exod. 32:9–14; Jon. 3:4– 10); it is less able to do so in relation 
to those passages that present God as being proactive and sovereign over human action (Isa. 45:6–7; Rom. 9:18; 
Eph. 1:11). 
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of believers criticising ‘the church’ for its lack of appropriate cultural engagement, of 
expectations that ‘the Diocese’ ought do or not do certain actions. Gone also are suggestions 
that leaders can devise a strategic plan for ‘the church’, or that a denominational head office 
can be responsible for cultural change.  

Not only does a complexity perspective draw attention to the participative nature of 
the church, it affirms the participation of each individual member. Bonhoeffer directs each 
individual be given ‘a definite task to perform for the community’ (1996, 96). Recognising 
church as CRPR identifies engaging in meaningful conversation as the universal task 
belonging to all members. The future of the congregation is not determined by the leaders 
alone, but emerges through the interchange of conversation of each member. Further, a 
CRPR perspective focusses attention on those church members who are not contributing to 
the conversational life of the church. The conversation of gestures at the heart of 
organisational change includes the choice to not participate in verbal exchanges with others. 
Thus silence and isolation are in themselves conversational gestures that contribute to the 
meaning-making being constructed by the community.  

Christian leaders ought therefore pay close attention to those members prone to 
becoming marginalised and overlooked. Church members can be enabled to contribute to 
the conversational life of the community when leaders ‘create a space that welcomes and 
acknowledges another person’s current state of mind while also providing provocation that 
might rouse him or her to consider new possibilities’ (Barrett 2012, 130). Christian leaders 
would do well to develop skills of listening to congregation members in such a way that is 
able to see what is there, to see what is missing, and to bring out the gifts of each member of 
the community for their mutual benefit. Barrett names this listening ‘provocative 
competence’, the  

capacity to notice people’s potential, perhaps better than they see it themselves ... [to] 
disrupt routines in a way that demands that people stretch themselves beyond their 
comfort level ... leadership that enlivens activity and rouses the mind to life. (2012, 
140)  

If therefore it is true that ‘organisation is conversation and organisation and strategy 
emerge through conversation’ (Stacey 2007, 270), then programmes of ministry formation 
will need to equip students to curate dialogical spaces in their ministries. And if such an 
emphasis on conversation is to be authentic, ministry training itself will need to be 
conducted in dialogical spaces. At one level this is no great challenge given the shift in 
pedagogy from teacher-centred lectures to learner-centred participation. However, a true 
meaning-making dialogue extends beyond opportunities for students to interact with a 
teacher’s ideas in a discussion forum to recognising students’ own contributions as vital 
resources in the shared task of meaning-making.  

Non-anxious anxiety  
Along with enabling leaders to successfully accommodate to the complex nature of 

church communities, a CRPR perspective also highlights anxiety as the emotional partner to 
such leadership practices. Stacey recognises that anxiety is an ‘inevitable companion’ (2007, 
445) to the ever-present need to engage in conversation in search of new meaning. Leaders 
in complex systems recognise the value of a certain level of anxiety as a ‘sign of 
dissatisfaction with the status quo, a primer for emergence of an alternative scenario, 
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solution or assumption’, and its absence as ‘an inevitable consequence of “stuckness” or 
atrophy’ (Hay 2017, 50). Furthermore, the requirement for leaders to cope with the reality of 
uncertainty and unpredictability, with ‘not knowing’ often arouses feelings of incompetence 
and shame (Stacey 2007, 447).  

Hay’s personal reflection on the experience of leadership within a complex 
environment acknowledges the deep personal cost for leaders to bear the burden of 
decision-making with limited knowledge over extended periods of time. What will sustain 
leaders in such environments of anxiety and stress?  

The assertion of divine power in divine love presented above as a theological 
corrective to the assumption of radical unpredictability and uncontrollability in complexity 
theory offers a much needed point of security that enables human agents to persevere in the 
anxiety inherent in life in a complex world. Paul’s invitation to replace anxiety with peace is 
precisely what is needed for leaders to ‘hold anxiety’ non-anxiously. In place of anxiety, 
Paul urges the Philippian Christians to pray with thanksgiving, and offers the promise that 
‘the peace of God, which surpasses all understanding, will guard your hearts and minds in 
Christ Jesus’ (Phil. 4:7). It may be that Paul is describing God’s peace as a gift that comes 
upon believers in a way that is beyond their comprehension. We do not know where the 
peace came from or how it arrived, we simply know it is present, and rejoice in the gift. An 
alternative reading is to recognise that peace surpasses understanding as an antidote to 
anxiety. One way to not be anxious about anything is to know all the details of the situation 
you face. There is no need for anxiety if nothing is unknown, unforeseen, or uncertain. Yet 
in a complex world, certain knowledge of the future is not possible for non-omniscient 
beings. A surpassingly effective solution to anxiety is to be at peace with God. Whatever the 
future holds, believers trust that God holds the future, and that, in Christ, God also holds us. 
It is thus the knowledge of peace revealed in the gospel that enables leaders to hold anxiety 
non-anxiously.  

The end of dialogue  
The subtitle for this final section takes up the ambiguity Neil Postman identified in 

his book The End of Education:  

By giving the book its ambiguous title, I mean to suggest that without a transcendent 
and honorable purpose schooling must reach its finish, and the sooner we are done 
with it, the better (1995, x).  

The same can be said of conversational micro-interactions within human 
organisations. Dialogue on its own is no guarantee of a productive outcome. Indeed, biblical 
wisdom leads us to expect the opposite: ‘When there are many words, sin is unavoidable, 
but the one who controls his lips is prudent’ (Prov. 10:19); ‘A fool does not delight in 
understanding, but only wants to show off his opinions’ (Prov. 18:2). Meaning-making 
conversation within organisations, including churches, needs a transcendent and 
honourable purpose in order to keep it from merely the rehearsal of many words that show 
off foolish opinions.  

The promise of peace with God provides a telos, a goal towards which all the 
practices of Christian leadership aim. More than just the absence of hostility, the biblical 
vision of peace, of shalom, is an all-encompassing vision of delight.  

The goal of human existence is that man [sic.] should dwell at peace in all his 
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relationships: with God, with himself, with his fellows, with nature, a peace which is 
not merely the absence of hostility, though certainly it is that, but a peace which at its 
highest is enjoyment. To dwell in shalom is to enjoy living before God, to enjoy living 
in nature, to enjoy living with one’s fellows, to enjoy life with oneself. (Wolterstorff 
1984, 114)  

The invitation to shalom offers leaders an anchor amidst their anxiety and a love to 
sustain them through disappointment. Taking up this invitation does not produce any 
guarantees, but it does enable peace-fuelled participative dialogical leadership to remain 
both hope-filled, and even joyous.  

Conclusion  
Uncertainty which leaves human agents unable to either predict or control the future 

is not just a characteristic of our rapidly changing world but an enduring reality of human 
society. Reflection on organisational management from the perspective of the complexity 
sciences, identifying organisations as complex responsive processes of relating, provides a 
useful lens through which to examine the practices of Christian leadership and the training 
of future ministry leaders. A participative ecclesiology which pursues processes of dialogical 
formation acknowledges the reality of uncertainty and refocuses the attention of Chris- tian 
leaders. Together with the promise of peace offered in the gospel of Christ, leaders are 
provided with an effective means to continue serving through anxiety and disappointment, 
with confidence and joy.  
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