
Linkage Working Group
October 17, 2014

The Linkage discussion on October 17th will include a brief report on the results of the 
“Gathering for Purpose” survey and Fall linkage plans.

Susan Ritchie will be leading a discussion, related to the Transforming Governance work, 
on our heritage of congregational polity.  Please read the material she has prepared, 
“Basic Principles in Congregational Polity, with Primary Source Voices,” provided in the 
Board packet.

I’m quite pleased to let you know that Linkage Group has engaged Isabella Furth, a 
consultant with extensive professional background in facilitating dialogues on policy 
issues, to assist in creating the information gathering process with our Sources of 
Authority and Accountability.  Bella will consult on the creation of interviews and online 
surveys in connection with our Transforming Governance efforts.  She also is assisting to 
frame the Transforming Governance conversation at our October meeting. 

Bella is a member of First Unitarian Universalist Church of Church of San Diego. As an 
initial introduction, I include her resume.



Basic Principles in Congregational Polity, with Primary 
Source Voices
Prepared by Susan Ritchie for the UUA Board of Trustees, October 
2014
____________________________________________________________________________________

Primary Voice: Robert Browne (d.1633).  Robert Browne 
was the first person to write down the basic principles of 
congregational polity, and to gather a church according to 
those principles.  He was the first separatist from the 
Church of England—the separatists being a subgroup of 
the Puritans who felt that the church was too corrupt to 
reform from within, but that rather a new beginning must 
be made.  Like the Anabaptists he was much interested in, 
he felt the centralization of power within the church in the 
hierarchical rule of bishops, as well as the collaboration of 
civil and religious power in the state church, could only 
compromise the church’s spiritual and prophetic mission.1  

He believed that the Reformation had erred in not applying its cardinal principle—that 
there is no authority outside of scripture, which is accessible to all believers—not just 
to doctrine, but to systems of church governance. He saw no precedence for state 
churches, or churches that place power in the hands of centralized officials, in the 
New Testament.  Browne wrote down most of his thought about congregational polity 
in two books that were published in 1582.  His teachings were illegal, and some of his 
followers were executed.  He himself was arrested 32 times in his life, and would have 
undoubtedly suffered a worst fate if it were not for his wealthy and powerful family. 

____________________________________________________________________________________

Principle:  Connections with, or emulations of, civil and centralized powers 
corrupt the church

“May they [magistrates] do nothing concerning the Church, but only civilly, and as 
civil Magistrates: that is, they have not authority over the church, as to be Prophets of 

1

1 Anabaptists were an offshoot of the radical wing of the Reformation in 16th Century Europe.  The 
name, given to the group by their enemies, means “to re-baptize,” a reflection of their belief that only 
freely choosing adults could accept the faith through baptism.  They believed in the radical separation 
of church and state, and were often pacifists.  They began in Switzerland and spread to Germany, 
Austria, and the Netherlands.  The Polish Socinians (Unitarians) were extremely interested in them.  



Priests, or spiritual Kings, as they are Magistrates over the same: but only to rule the 
commonwealth in all outwards justice, to maintain the right welfare and honor that 
welfare with outward power, bodily punishment, and other legal forcings of men. And 
therefore, also because the church is in a commonwealth, it is not of their charge: 
that is concerning the outward provision and outward justice, they are to look to it: 
but to compel religion, to plant churches by power, and to force submission to 
ecclesiastical government by laws and penalties, belong not to them.”  ~Robert 
Browne, 1582

“..the contribution, the intention of the left wing of the Reformation, from which we 
derive, was an attempt to break the centralization of ecclesiastical, economic, and 
political power.  When these are joined together both covenant and dissent are 
impossible”  ~James Luther Adams, 1977 

______________________________________________________________________________

Principle:  A church is the gathered fellowship of persons united by voluntary, 
consensual covenant

“It is [the people’s] mutual covenant with one another, that gives first being to a 
church” ~ John Cotton, 1639

From the constitution [meaning, covenant] doth flow Jurisdiction.  For in all relations a 
covenant is the foundation.  I have no power over my wife, or servant, but by 
covenant.  The magistrate hath no power over me, but my consent.  So in the Church, 
the Covenant is the foundation of that relations and power we have over one another” 
~John Cotton, 1639

The “very band of this society” that “knits them together” is “a mutual consent.”  
~John Allin, 1637. 

‘And then there are the churches. Since the time of separation of church and state 
they have been classified as voluntary associations: they depend in principle upon 
voluntary membership and voluntary contributions. The collection plate in the Sunday 
Service is sometimes objected to for aesthetic reasons, but it is an earnest, a symbol, 
of the voluntary character of the association, and it should be interpreted in this 
fashion. It is a way of saying to the community, "This is our voluntary, independent 
enterprise, and under God's mercy we who believe in it will support it. We do not for 
its support appeal to the coercive power of the state." ~ James Luther Adams, 1976

Primary Voice: James Luther Adams (1901-1994).  
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Unitarianism’s beloved social ethicist, JLA reacquainted an entire generation of Us and 
UUs with the importance of the theological legacy of covenant to our polity and 
practice, as well as enhancing our understanding of the importance of the voluntary 
principle.  He also made a direct connection between congregational polity and the 
imperative to work for social justice.  As the guarantee of the spiritual purity of the 
congregational church was the ability of the laity to listen to the holy spirit, and as it 
is the prerogative of the holy spirit to speak from any place, even unlikely ones, JLA 
argued that such a polity requires an openness to minority or oppressed points of 
view. 

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

Principle: The church covenant is grounded inside of a larger, umbrella spiritual 
covenant

In the early churches of New England, the church covenant existed only inside of the 
larger, umbrella covenant of grace (which offers eternal life to all who believe in 
Christ).  Only the “saints” could enter into church covenant, as their status as always 
and already saved (predestined for heaven) guaranteed the spiritual purity of the 
church.  

“[The first principle of covenant requires that] we must find a valid basis in attempts 
at consensus in, or at any rate, vigorous discussion of, the covenant of Being.  We 
must try to understand ourselves and our intentions and performance in the UU 
church in terms of some relationship to fundamental reality.  That becomes a 
theological discussion, though traditional theological language does not have to be 
used.” ~James Luther Adams, 1977

____________________________________________________________________________________

Principle: Only the laity as whole, acting in democratic process, can discern 
whether church decisions, including the selection of ministers, are in keeping 
with its spiritual commitments   

“every one of the church is made a King, a Priest, and a Prophet under Christ, to 
uphold and further the kingdom of God”   ~ Robert Browne, 1582

Church officers are selected “by the holy and free election of the Lord’s holy and free 
people.” ~Henry Barrow, 1589
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“the essence and substance of the outward calling of an ordinary officer of the 
Church, does not consist in his ordination, but in his voluntary and free election by 
the Church, and his accepting of the election.” ~ The Cambridge Platform, 1648.  

“Democracy is Christ’s Government in Church and State…only the People, or 
Fraternity, under the gospel, are the first Subject of Power…that a Democracy in 
Church or State is a very honorable and regular government according to the dictates 
of right reason: and therefore, that these churches of New England, in their ancient 
and constitution of church order; it being a democracy, are manifestly justified and 
defended by the law and light of nature.”  ~John Wise, 1717

______________________________________________________________________

Primary Voice: John Wise (1652-1725).  John Wise was the minister 
of the Ipswich, Massachusetts Congregational Church, an avid 
protestor of British taxation, and an early and powerful proponent of 
American democracy.  In the field of American religious studies, it 
controversial whether or not it is fair to say that the practice of 
Congregationalism in new England lead directly and inevitably to the 
development of American democracy.  The great historian Perry Miller 
was concerned that making a direct connection was something that 
only began in the 19th century, and then only among Unitarians with 
limited and specific social aims.  That there is some influence is 
undeniable, and John Wise is an important link in the chain, laying out 

as he does an unwavering path between old New England church practice and secular 
democracy. His main contribution was to justify congregational polity in a brand new 
way—by associating it with Enlightenment ideas about reason and natural rights.  
Such discourse would eventually become the hallmark of revolutionary American 
discourse.

______________________________________________________________________________

Principle: There is no higher authority than the local church

“…plain it is that there were no ordinary officers appointed by Christ for any other, 
than congregational churches: elders being appointed to feed not all flocks, but the 
particular flock of God over which the holy Ghost had made them the overseers, and 
that flock they must attend, even the whole flock: an one Congregation being as much 
as any ordinary Elder can attend, therefore there is no greater Church than a 
Congregation….”  ~Cambridge Platform, 1648 
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“So we deny an universal, visible church.”  ~Cambridge Platform, 1648  Williston 
Walker translates this section of the Platform as follows: “i.e., there is no corporate 
union and communion of  all the professed followers of Christ, only an association of 
local churches, if by the word church an organized body of believers is meant.”   In 
other words yet again, any association of congregations does not itself represent a 
more complete or entire Church than any local congregation, and indeed, an 
association is not itself any sort of church.

Primary Voice:  The 
Cambridge Platform of 
1648.   The Cambridge 
Platform of 1648 was the 
first formal constitution 
outlining the principles 
of government and 
discipline for the 

churches of New England.  It was the result of a Synod, although the document itself 
was written by Richard Mather, who used many materials from John Cotton.  Although 
it is often heralded as the gold standard of congregational polity within Unitarian 
Universalist circles, many laity as well as clergy defenders of congregational polity (at 
least of the kind articulated by Robert Browne) were enormously disappointed in the 
Platform when it was released.  They were concerned that it gave power to the civil 
magistrates to direct the churches and that it gave all practical power into the hands 
of the church officers, leaving the lay members as a whole with little more to do than 
consent. “This government of the church is a mixed government... In respect to 
Christ, the head and king of the church, it is a monarchy: In respect of the body, or 
Brotherhood of the church... it resembles a democracy. In respect of the Presbytery 
and power committed to them, it is an Aristocracy.”  The Cambridge Platform, 1648. 
Still, it did affirm some of the basics of a purer form of congregation polity: the need 
for churches to counsel together, the complete autonomy of the local church, and the 
right of the churches to select and ordain ministers.   

_____________________________________________________________________________

Principle: Churches do have obligations to each other which require some form 
of larger organization
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There should be councils, or synods,  “meetings of the sundry churches: which are 
when the weaker churches  seek the help of the stronger, for deciding or redressing 
of matters, or else the stronger look to them for redress.”   ~Robert Browne, 1582 

Although Churches be distinct," the Platform reads, "and therefore may not be 
confounded one with another, and equal, and therefore have not Dominion one over 
another; yet all the Churches ought to preserve Church-Communion one with 
another, because they are all united unto Christ.” ~ Cambridge Platform, 1648

“Synods being spiritual and ecclesiastical assembles, are therefore made up of 
spiritual and ecclesiastical causes.  The next efficient cause of them under Christ, is 
the power of the churches, sending forth their Elders, and other messenger; who 
being met together in the name of Christ, are the matter of the Synod, and they in 
arguing, debating and determining matters of religion according to the word, and 
publishing it the same to the churches whom it concern, do put forth the proper and 
formal acts of a Synod: to the conviction of errors and heresies, and the 
establishment of truth and peace in the churches , which is the end of a Synod” 
~Cambridge Platform, 1648
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I. Executive Summary

     At General Assembly 2014,  the UUA Board presented a GA Talks session on the Board’s work 
to transform how Unitarian Universalist gather and govern at General Assembly and within the 
Association.  In that session, members of the Transforming Governance Group shared values 
and principles that the Board believes essential to that work.  The Group also held a workshop 
at General Assembly 2014 on the same topic.  

On July 3, 2014, the UUA Board posted an online survey to gain further feedback on the Values 
and Principles shared at General Assembly:

UUA Board of Trustees
Gathering for Purpose: Draft Values and Principles

June 2014
Inclusion
i.        We envision gatherings for Unitarian Universalism that are more inclusive than
          what we experience with General Assembly today. 

ii.        We envision governance than incorporates a wider range of multicultural                   .
            decision- making practices.

iii.       We are committed to addressing the barriers of cost and time and physical 
            accessibility that create obstacles to inclusion.

iv.       We envision the Unitarian Universalist Association (UUA) and the congregations        
            working together to make this happen as part of our counter-oppressive  commitments.
          
Governance
i.        We need ways for congregations to provide governance direction to the UUA. This may or  
           may not be accomplished through large physical gatherings of Unitarian Universalists.

ii.        We envision a model where we leverage 21st century technology to enable broad-based   
             participation in the governance work of our Association.

iii.       We envision a governance environment where the participants are ever more      
            informed, accountable and prepared.

Why We Gather
i.       We gather for many purposes.  We can imagine even more, including gatherings   
         where congregations come together and explore the theological and cultural     
         direction for Unitarian Universalism.

ii.      We recognize that many groups, particularly identity based groups, are reliant on     
          and empowered by large gatherings.  We are committed to honoring these  
          connections.

Gathering for Purpose
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Commitment
i.       We are prepared to change our bylaws, our processes, and our customs as   
         needed to fulfill this vision.

ii.      We commit to making space for many voices.

As of August 31, 2014, feedback to the draft Values and Principles was  provided, by online 
survey,  by 215 Unitarian Universalists. (Demographic information is in Section VI). 
Respondents answered:

• whether they agreed that the Values and Principles reflected Unitarian Universalist values;

• whether one of the Values and Principles in each category resonated with them more than 
others;

• what additional values and principles should be expressed; and

• reasons for disagreeing that a Value or Principle reflected Unitarian Universalist values.

Findings

1.  Overall response to the proposed Values and Principles was generally positive. Respondents 
strongly or somewhat agreed with the Values and Principles as follows:

    
     Inclusion:! !     ! 91%
     Governance:                 ! 94%
     Gathering for Purpose:! 89%
     Commitment:! ! 92%  

2.  The Value and Principle that most clearly resonated with respondents was:

 We are committed to addressing the barriers of cost and time and  physical accessibility that 
create barriers to inclusion.

3.  Respondents suggested the following as additional values or principles:
 
a. Inclusion. Values or principles expressing: a commitment to include youth and young adults, 

a commitment to include all member congregations, a willingness to address additional 
barriers to inclusion, and a recognition that a “more inclusive” General Assembly requires 
not only more diverse participation but also more welcoming and engaging experiences.

b. Governance. Values or principles expressing: the importance of: the democratic process, 
engagement by the UUA with congregations, and creating a strong sense of mission and 
vision for Unitarian Universalism.

Gathering for Purpose
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c.  Why We Gather. Values or principles expressing: the reasons why we gather, the importance 
of gathering for connection and inspiration, and the need for regional gatherings.

d.   Commitment.  Values or principles expressing: a clear commitment to spending financial 
resources to realize the Values and Principles, commitment to welcoming youth/young   

      adults to GA , and the meaning of  “creating space for many voices.”

5.  Reasons for Disagreement with Values and Principles:

a.  Inclusion.  A lack of clarity around the meaning of “multicultural decision making 
processes”, as well as concern that they may conflict with democratic processes; concern that 
the term “counter-oppressive” is not clearly defined and is not a positive statement.

b.  Governance.  Over-reliance on technology could marginalize some people; a stronger 
statement on embracing technology is needed, uncertainty that the General Assembly needs 
to provide  “theological and cultural direction;” the expectations of “informed, accountable 
and prepared” delegates is unrealistic.

c.  Why We Gather.   The phrase “many  purposes” is  too vague to be meaningful; a focus on 
identity groups will lead to marginalization of others.

     
d.  Commitment.  The phrase “creating space for many voices” is too vague; the Values and 

Principles don’t value current practice and culture; caution is needed in changing bylaws and 
culture; lack of clarity that change is needed.

Further detail on the responses are included in Sections II through V. Demographics are included in 
Section VI.

Gathering for Purpose
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II. Responses to Agreement with Draft Values and Principles.   Respondents stated whether 
or not they agreed that the Draft Values and Principles reflect Unitarian Universalist values:

Values and Principles of Inclusion:
!
Strongly Disagree:! !  6.60%     14 answers
Somewhat Disagree:! !  2.83%       6 answers
Agree:! ! ! ! 34.91%    74 answers
Strongly Agree:! ! 55.66%  118  answers
! ! ! ! !    212 answered, 3 skipped

Average Rating (Scale of 1-4): 3.40

Values and Principles of Governance:

Strongly Disagree:! !  2.01%!        4 answers
Somewhat Disagree:!  !  3.52%!        7 answers
Somewhat Agree:!              35.68%       71 answers
Strongly Agree:!              58.79%      117 answers
                                                                        199 answered, 16 skipped

Average Rating (Scale of 1-4) 3.51

Values and Principles of Why We Gather:

Strongly Disagree:! ! 4.62%!           9 answers
Somewhat Disagree:! ! 6.15%!         12 answers
Somewhat Agree:!             32.82%!         64 answers
Strongly Agree:!             56.41%!       110 answers
! ! ! ! !          195 answered, 20 skipped

Average Rating (Scale of 1-4) 3.41

Values and Principles of Commitment:

Strongly Disagree:!             3.11%!       6 answers
Somewhat Disagree!             5.18%!     10 answers
Somewhat Agree:!           23.32%        45 answers
Strongly Agree:!           68.39%      132 answers
! ! ! !                  193 answered, 22 skipped

Average Rating (Scale of 1-4) 3.57

Gathering for Purpose
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The following are the number of respondents who disagreed, by age category:

! ! ! ! 15-18! ! 19-25! ! 25-35! ! 35-55! ! +55

Inclusion:                      N/A!        !                  1                        1                       4                        12                     
Governance:                 N/A           ! !     0! !     0    !                 2                        8
Why We Gather           N/A! !  !     0!     !     1!    !    8                        10
Commitment:              N/A! !  !     0!                  2                       6 !                 6

Gathering for Purpose
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III. Which of These Values Resonate More Than Others?

Respondents were asked, in each of the 4 categories, if a value or principle resonated with them 
more than others.   In boldface are those that received at least a 10% greater response than other 
values and principles in the category.

Inclusion: (198 answered, 17 skipped)

• 61.11%   We are committed to addressing the barriers of cost and time and  physical 
accessibility that create obstacles to inclusion.

• 15.15% We envision the UUA and the congregations working together to make this 
happen as a part of our counter-oppressive commitments.

• 14.14% We envision gatherings for Unitarian Universalists that are more 
inclusive than what we experience with General Assembly today.

• 9.60% We envision governance that incorporates a wider range of multicultural 
decision-making practices.

Governance: (182 answered, 33 skipped)

• 45.05% We envision a governance environment where the participants are ever more 
informed, accountable , and prepared.

• 30.22% We envision a model where we leverage 21st technology to enable broad-
based participation in the governance work of our Association.

• 24.73%      We need ways for congregations to provide governance direction to the UUA.  This
may or may not be accomplished through large physical gatherings of Unitarian Universalist.

Why We Gather (135 answered, 80 skipped)

• 55.56%       We gather for many purposes.  We can imagine even more, including gatherings 
where congregations come together and explore the theological and cultural direction for 

Unitarian Universalism.

• 44.44%            We recognize that many groups, particularly identity-based groups, are reliant 
on and empowered by large gatherings.  We are committed to honoring those connections.

Gathering for Purpose
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Commitment: (135 answered, 80 skipped)

• 51.85%     We are prepared to change our bylaws, our processes, and our customs as needed to 
fulfill this vision.

• 48.15%                                                                                                We commit to creating space for 
many voices.

Gathering for Purpose
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IV.  What Additional Values and Principles Should be Reflected in Future Models of General 
Assembly?

Respondents were asked to suggest additional values or principles:

Inclusion:

a.  Youth and Young Adults/Age Diversity.  6 respondents felt a commitment to age diversity, 
especially to including youth and young adults should be added:

• “...a commitment to attracting and valuing young people’s experience and opinions is important to the 
continued existence of UUism and, I believe, would aid in considering multicultural perspectives and 
the perspectives of historically less privileged groups in a relevant way”

• “...Growth happens when it’s not just the older generation making decisions and getting buy in from 
the youth ensures more involvement as they age.

• “...I hope inclusion reaches out to more young adults...to be more family-friendly inclusive...it seems 
there could have been more GA programs for families with children.”

• “...we revere the experience of those who have been involved for many years, but look to the emerging 
leaders to guide the movement today.”

b.  More Intentional Inclusion of All Member Congregations.  Several respondents remarked 
inclusion needs to intentionally include more member congregations:

• “...please pay more attention to small congregations...With the emphasis on congregations having 
technology to participate in the Association, little places are being overlooked.”

• “We need a statement of commitment to making GA a truly representative and truly democratic body, 
that truly reflects the positions of EVERY one of our congregations. Our current quorum requirements 
are laughable, and the decisions made at GA do not reflect the needs of congregations that are not 
represented there.”  

• “The democratic process works best when most (over half) of our members participate. It is hard to do 
that but that should be our goal.”

• “...We envision congregations and individual UUs practicing these principles of inclusive governance 
in their groups and endeavors...something that brings this down to the individual level, not just 
something we should come to expect from the UUA.”

Gathering for Purpose
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• “We envision actively engaging congregational leaders, both lay and professional, in our physical 
gatherings and our dialogues held by other means.”

• “...I believe the UUA would broaden our effectiveness...with more outreach/workshops with 
congregations throughout the year regarding issues to be voted on at GA.”

3.  Additional Barriers to Inclusion.  Respondents noted we must address additional barriers to 
inclusion.

• “When you list just 3...you limit the value of the commitment. How about inequality of 
technology..disabilities...cultural assumptions? “

• “There could be language barriers”

4. Inclusion is More than the Ability to Attend or Participate.   

• “I think it is very necessary to examine the way that whiteness and wealth functions within Unitarian 
Universalism - even when we do have more diverse attendance at events, who feels welcome, what are 
the experiences of the POC, poor people, disabled people, queer people, etc. who are able to come?  How 
can we make those experiences better (by letting us make decisions and have our own spaces!)? etc.”

• “...there are plenty of UU’s that wouldn’t be interested in going to GA even if it were free and right 
next door.  How can it be a gathering that actually speaks to the hopes and dreams or at least a plurality 
of UU’s?”

• “We are a rather intellectual group...How can we be more inclusive of people who are turned off by huge 
schedule grids?”

Governance:

UUA Engagement with Congregations.  Respondents suggested values related to further UUA 
engagement with congregations.

• “...While I strongly agree that congregations need “to provide governance direction to the UUA” the 
case can be made that the UUA should provide governance direction to congregations.  I know we have 
congregational polity but some push-back would be engagement and that is better than neglect.”

• “...I would like to see a goal of national decisions being put into practice more regularly at the local 
level, and more relevant to the local level.”

• “We will train congregation leaders in methods to more fully engage all in the congregations in 
governance.”

• “The UUA should also actively teach/explain/inform members about the Cambridge Platform, and the 
power individual congregations hold and should USE!”

Gathering for Purpose
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Congregational Polity:

• “The UUA will pro-actively consider the Cambridge Platform as a core value in its decision making 
process.”

 Strengthening the Sense of Vision and Mission of Unitarian Universalism:

• “...if Unitarian Universalism is to flourish, we need to strengthen the sense of having a vision and a 
mission as a denomination...to provide meaningful governance direction to the UUA, congregations do 
need to have a sense of this larger picture...To have the power to direct the UUA without having a sense 
of the history and current challenges is, I believe, a risky course of action. 

Gathering for Purpose
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Gathering as Important to Governance

•  “Currently the delegates do have the opportunity to listen to each other, to meet and work out 
issues...Having discussions electronically is just not the same.”

• “We continue to feel it is important to be together in person annually.”

• “Meeting face to face is important...to see each other much like defendants face their accusers.  I think 
we need to see each other when making major decisions about the direction we take.”

The Importance of the Democratic Process:

• “Somewhere/somehow ... it needs to say “democracy!”

Why We Gather:

Name Some of the “Many Purposes.”  

• “...perhaps it is helpful to name some of the “many purposes” such as “to learn from one another, to 
network and socialize, to experience high quality large scale worship, to witness social justice issues,” 
etc.”

• “ I feel the first is not specific enough and may want to speak more toward education and learning.”

Social Justice:

• “To come together to “stand on the side of love” in support of an issue, group, etc. Standing in the dark 
with two thousand plus UUs...on behalf of all those detained in the desert outside of Phoenix, was one 
of the most moving experiences of my life.  This was a bone deep experience of being part of a group 
dedicated to making a positive difference in the world.”

Inspiration/Worship:

• “ I would like to see something about experiencing the joy of just being in the company of thousands of 
other UUs and learning how THEY do things.”

• “I’d like something about the worship portion/ inspiration portion of why we gather, not just the 
theological and cultural direction.”

• “ To me the whole is consistently greater than the sum of its parts, together we can be awesomely 
creative at figuring out ways of being with each other in love.”

• “We gather for learning, spiritual growth, faith formation, inspiration and tools for effective social 
action.”

Gathering for Purpose
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Connection:

• “We gather to form bonds not only with those within our pews but all of the larger community.”

• “We gather for accountability-to recognize that none of our congregations are an island alone, but that 
we are made stronger by our connections to each other.”

• “Large gatherings expose us to broader views within Unitarian Universalism and need to be 
maintained.”

Need for Regional Gatherings

• “If there were area-wide or even regional structures for giving flesh to UUA study and action issues, I 
think local interest in them would increase dramatically.  When that proves successful then it should 
not be hard to drum up interest in multi-congregational explorations of the theological and cultural 
direction for Unitarian Universalism.”

Commitment:

Financial Commitment:

• “We commit to funding initiatives that allow us to realize these values and principles of commitment.”

• “We are prepared to commit the necessary financial resources to fulfill this vision.  We are prepared to 
ask our member congregations to do their part to make the General Assembly a truly representational 
body, and to provide the necessary structures and support to do so.”

Youth and Young Adults:

• “We need to be welcoming to everyone, but especially eager to embrace young people who approach 
with their own ideas and understandings.”

• “need to evolve with coming generations.”

Address Ambiguity of “Creating Space for Many Voices”:

• “We commit to creating space for many voices” is very broad.”

• “Again, what do you mean? Space? What is that?”

• “Not sure what is meant by creating space for many voices in relation to bylaw changes...you are not 
even hinting at your vision...”

Gathering for Purpose
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V.  Why do Respondents Disagree with any of the Values and Principles?

Inclusion:

Lack of Clarity Around “Multicultural Decision-Making Processes.” 

• “I have no clue as to what you mean by multicultural decision making practices.”

• “Not sure what you have in mind by governance that incorporates a wider variety of multicultural 
decision-making processes...it sounds interesting and I want to understand more.”

Concern that Multicultural Decision Making Conflicts with Democratic Process

• “ Multicultural decision-making practices go beyond my interpretation of the seven principles.”

• “I ...would hesitate in including something just because it’s multicultural if it was anti-democratic. I 
would have to know what the decision-making practice was before I knew whether or not I was 
comfortable with its inclusion.”

• “I fear that replacing the democratic process with a search for consensus places inordinate power in the 
hands of a small number...who are able to prevent a substantial majority from working its will.”

Concern about the Use of Term “Counter-oppressive”.

• “The term “counter-oppressive” I find to be dissonant to the spirit of the principle.  It presumes the 
judgement and labeling of oppression which may or may not have been actual in the past.  Why not say 
it positively?  “We envision the UUA and congregations working together to make this happen as a 
part of our commitment to inclusion”

• “While I strongly agree with the importance of counter-oppressive commitments and of 
multiculturalism, I am concerned that their use has become overly buzzwordy.  I know what I mean 
when I use those phrases--but how can I tell if that’s what is intended by the values & principles 
statement?  Just using the buzzwords without any definition or explanation is problematic.”

Vagueness

• “These all seem really generic and therefore not very meaningful.”

Governance:

Concern that Reliance on Technology will Marginalize.  

• “I question how inclusive technology can be.”

Gathering for Purpose
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• “Our efforts to “go green” and expand inclusion by technology are really just another way to shift cost
from the Association to the individual or the Congregation...Our congregation has been further
marginalized by these “efforts” and we look with great trepidation at the expansion of them.”

• “...while some members are moving our church forward with new technology, I know some others feel
alienated and marginalized by its increasing presence...technology is expensive for individuals to own
and keep online, putting many at risk for being left out.”

• “...too much reliance on new technologies can become a barrier as well as a help.  I would like to see that
“leverage” does not become a single way of engaging with people.”

Concern that Technology Overlooks the Need to Be in Community.

• “I participated as an offsite delegate to GA this year and was glad for the opportunity...HOWEVER, I
did not enjoy it nor did I feel engaged in the process. For me, there is no more stimulating, exciting,
energizing, fruitful experience than being on site with folks who are committed to doing the work of the
association.”

• “Technology is not the end all be all..being together in covenantal community should be the goal.”

Need for Stronger Statement of Reliance of Technology.

• “I believe that the governance environment where the participants are ever more informed...can most
likely be accomplished by leveraging 21st century technology.”

• “We have to embrace technology totally and move sharply away from any sort of top-down leadership.
It has to come from the bottom up.”

The Expectations for Delegates are Unrealistic.

• “I’m kind of skeptical about the  ‘ever more informed, accountable and prepared.’ “

• “...while it is admirable to strive for all of these values...many of our congregants don’t care about
national governance.”

Concern about Exploration of Theological and Cultural Direction

• “I am concerned that the statement “...explore the theological and cultural direction for Unitarian
Universalism” might be interpreted to mean that General Assembly would decide the theological and/or
cultural direction of the UUA--and then delegate it to the denominational staff.  That seems like a
horrible idea to me.”

• “I think that UUism has a culture and a theology, and that those are generally positive, and so it’s
possible that we don’t need to find a direction, and that this option should be part of what we also
explore.”

Gathering for Purpose
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• “We’ve gathered many times to ‘explore the theological and cultural direction of UUism,’ it’s not a 
possible new purpose that needs to be imagined.”

Why We Gather:

“Many Purposes” is Not Meaningful or Adequate.

• “The first statement is so vague as to be meaningless...We gather for connection, for worship, for study, 
for speaking our truth into the world, for witness, for rejuvenation, for strength in numbers!”

• “If we can’t say why we gather, we’re in trouble (and we are.)”

• “I am concerned that you do not mention the role of ministers and the UUMA.”

Concern about Focus on Identity Groups

• “I understand you are trying to be sensitive to identity groups (I am currently among them) but I 
believe this minimizes how empowering this experience can be for any participant. I think..you forget 
what it is like for a congregant to come to GA and see the world of Unitarian Universalism is so much 
bigger than their own, probably small, congregation.”

• “Concerned that ii may invite the Board into another version of the old affiliates model, wherein 
identity groups exert undue influence on Board resources and compete with the congregations as quasi-
member organizations.”

• “What are the identity groups?”

Commitment:

Lack of Clarity on “Creating Space for Many Voices.”

• ”Creating spaces for many voices is nebulous and vague...I don’t see anything particularly UU about 
it.”

• “I am not convinced we need more space to include more voices.  Voices yes, but we need a better video 
system so not everyone needs to be in one space.”

• “My problem is NOT just “space”...how about time &/or diversity &/or etc?”

Need to State Value of Current Custom and Practice.

• “I think our processes and customs have some value, but am open to changing them where there is 
reason and need to do so.  However, the fact that they are our custom and practice should be given some 
weight toward the decision to retain them, as well.”

• “Our strength lies in our connections...I don’t want us to lose that vital piece.”

Gathering for Purpose
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Disagreement with Commitment to Change Bylaws

• “I think “prepared to change bylaws” is jumping the gun.  “We commit to changing” is more gradual 
and realistic.”

• “Changing bylaws as needed is just business as usual for any organization:  I don’t see that this is 
necessarily reflective of any particular UU value or commitment.”

Need for Caution.

• “Bylaws, processes and customs relate to “culture”.  It must be approached slowly so that everyone has 
the time to internalize the change or we risk loss, financially and membership.”

• “Do not feel we are prepared to do the work of chang[ing] bylaws, processes AND customs.  It takes 
years under the current bylaws to change some of those and I cannot envision customs change being 
done via a large body.”

Gathering for Purpose
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VI. Information about Respondents

191 out of 215 respondents answered whether any of the following characteristics were 
applicable to them:

82.20% (157 respondents)                                                                               I have attended a General 
Assembly.  

  
52.36% (100 respondents)                                                                                               I have served as 

a delegate to GA 2014.

43.46% (83 respondents)                  I have heard or viewed the conversation concerning the Draft 
Principles that was presented in the General Session VII at GA 2014.

34.55% (66 respondents)                  I have a historically marginalized identity/experience around 
ability, sexual orientation, gender identity and/or experience, race, and/or ethnicity.

22.51%  (43 respondents)                                                                                           I am a called leader 
of a congregation.

28.80% (55 respondents)                                                                                I am an elected leader of a 
congregation.

187 out of 215 respondents answered that they belong in the follow age groups:

0%                                                                                                                                                                                                             
15-18 years

4.57% (9 respondents)                                                                                                                                                                               
19-25 years

10.15%  (28 respondents)                                                                                                                                             
25-35 years

25.38%  (50 respondents)                                                                                                                                             
35-55 years

59.90%  (118 respondents)                                                                                                                              
more than 55 years

Gathering for Purpose
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Isabella Furth, Ph.D.
8720 Donaker Street  ◆  San Diego, CA  92129

(858) 337-7347
ifurth@me.com

ProFessIonal exPerIence

Viewpoint Learning
San Diego, CA
2001–present

Viewpoint Learning designs and conducts specialized dialogues that engage the public, 
leaders and other stakeholders on complex policy issues. Projects range from opinion 
research (understanding public priorities around issues requiring difficult tradeoffs), 
to strategic planning, to public engagement. Clients include Fortune 500 companies, 
governments, major foundations and other organizations across the United States, 
Canada and Europe.

Senior Associate (2006–present)

Deeply involved in all aspects of designing, facilitating, analyzing and reporting 
Viewpoint Learning’s dialogues. Projects cover a wide range of policy areas, including: 
health care, education, municipal budgets, Federal spending and the deficit, 
environmental sustainability, early childhood development, community water 
fluoridation and land use. 

•  Responsible for all materials used in Viewpoint Learning dialogues:
 ○ Research subject area, interview experts and advocates.
 ○ Identify and articulate multiple approaches to a challenging issue.
 ○ Draft, edit and revise materials through multiple editorial phases. 
 ○ Design and lay out materials, including workbooks, questionnaires, 

handouts, information sheets.
•  Facilitate dialogue sessions with leaders, stakeholders and the general public in 

communities nationwide. (Groups range in size from 10–150+.)
•  Analyze qualitative and quantitative data from research dialogues. 
•  Create written reports and presentations on findings. Oversee production of 

edited videos.
•  Write project proposals, grant applications, articles, op-eds.
•  Present findings at local, state and national meetings and conferences.

Associate (2002–2006)
•  Completely overhauled company’s graphic identity, including changes to logo, 

presentation template and design of dialogue materials and reports. 
•  Maintained Viewpoint Learning website and YouTube channel. 

Executive Assistant to the Chairman (2001–2002)
•  Drafted op-eds, articles and book chapters, and created presentations for 

Viewpoint Learning Chairman Dan Yankelovich.
•  Provided administrative and editorial support. 

12 years of experience in policy research, writing, design and structured dialogue. 
Skilled writer of grants, reports, articles, informational materials and presentations. 

Seasoned facilitator of small and large group discussions. 
Hands-on experience with layout and design. 

Strong project management skills. 
Confident public speaker.

mailto:ifurth%40me.com?subject=


other ProFessIonal exPerIence

San Diego State University Adjunct Professor of English (1998–1999)
•  Designed and taught courses in literature and composition.

University of California, Irvine Postdoctoral Fellow (1997–1998)
Lecturer/Teaching Assistant (1990–1997)
•  UC Regents’ Dissertation Fellowship 1996
•  UCI Summer Dissertation Fellowship 1995
•  English Department Outstanding Teaching Award 1992, 1994

Isabella Furth, Ph.D.

Hubei University/Tongji Medical College
Wuhan, People’s Republic of China

Lecturer (1988–1990)
•  Designed and taught courses in English as a Foreign Language, 

literature, writing and conversation.

artIcles anD rePorts

eDucatIon

other

University of California, Irvine
Ph.D. American Literature

Yale University
B.A. English; minor in Chinese (summa cum laude)

Computer skills
Adobe InDesign

Foreign languages
Conversational Chinese (Mandarin)
Conversational French

Authored more than 40 reports on Viewpoint Learning research. Subjects include health care, education reform, 
environmental sustainability, governance, state and federal budgets. Selected titles:

•  Citizen Dialogues on Sea Level Rise: Start with Impacts/End with Action  (2013). Prepared for the Union of Concerned 
Scientists.

•  The Future of Health Coverage and Health Insurance Exchanges in Mississippi (2012). Prepared for the Mississippi 
Health Advocacy Program.

•  The Future of K-12 Education in Anchorage: Report on Community Conversations (2012). Prepared for the Mayor’s 
Education Summit (Anchorage, AK).

•  California’s Community Clinics and Health Centers: Taking Initiative in a New Health Care Landscape (2012). 
Prepared for the Blue Shield of California Foundation.

•  The First Five Years: Choice-Dialogues on Early Childhood in New Mexico (2010). Prepared for the W. K. Kellogg 
Foundation.

•  Voices for Health Care: Engaging the Public to Advance Significant Health Care Reform (2009). Prepared for the W. K. 
Kellogg Foundation.

•  Understanding Public Judgment on Science-Intensive Issues: San Diego Dialogues on Community Water 
Fluoridation (2007). Prepared for the California Dental Health Foundation.

•  “Public Engagement in California:  Escaping the Vicious Cycle.” National Civic Review, Fall 2006. (with Dan Yankelovich)
•  “A Public United around Education Reform.” New American Media, March 2006. 
•  “The Role of Colleges in an Era of Mistrust.” The Chronicle Review, September 2005. (with Dan Yankelovich)

Selected Articles and Op-Eds:



Fall 2014 Linkage
“Gathering and Governing”
Sources of Authority and Accountability

1. Congregations

• Called and elected leaders
--Planned conversations with ministers and board leaders of 100 congregations (Nov. 1- 
Dec. 15, 2014)  
--Congregations are geographically diverse (20 per region), diverse in size and delegate 
representation at GA over past 3 years (1/5 having had no delegate representation); are 
not the same congregations surveyed in 2013 and 2010
--Facilitators  for the conversations include those chosen by regional/district boards, by 
denominational affairs committees of congregations, and members of UUA Board 
--Called and elected leaders to take online survey may be through lay leaders list-serve, 
Raiser’s Edge lists, UUA social media, UUA website, Board  Facebook posting, District 
and Regional newsletters/ announcements, UUMA annoucements.  

2. Current and Future Generations of UUs

• Youth
--survey publicized to LREDA leaders, through LREDA list-serves and website, Blue Boat 
blog/newsletter, Youth Ministry Facebook page, YAYA twitter,
--interview with Youth Observer
--discussion with Luminary Leaders?
--facilitated discussion at Youth Cons in November in MidAmerica Region?
--ask Youth Ministry staff to publicize

• Young Adults
--survey advertised through Blue Boat blog/newsletter, Young Adult Ministry and Campus 
Ministry Facebook pages, facilitated discussion with young adult campus ministry San 
Diego
--invitation to take survey posted on appropriate list-serve
--ask Young Adult Ministry staff to publicize 

• Other Generations
--survey invitation through UUA social media, UUA website, District and Regional 
newsletters and announcements, Board Facebook announcements

• Unaffiliated Unitarian Universalists



--survey invitation to leaders of emerging communities and congregations

3. Heritage, Tradition and Ideals of Unitarian Universalism

• Historical Figures in Unitarian Universalism 
--Discussion of “Basic Principles in Congregational Polity, with Primary Source 
Voices,” prepared by Susan Ritchie for the UUA Board of Trustees, October 2014
• Proceedings of UUA Board, Administration and General Assemblies
--Fifth Principle Task Force Report to the UUA Board (2009)
--UUA Board Resolution on Transforming Governance (2010)
--”How We Gather” and “How We Govern”  Reports to the UUA Board (2013)

• Ministers, denominational leaders, Unitarian Universalist historians and 
theologians who interpret and evolve our understanding of our heritage, traditions 
and ideals

--interviews with former UUA Moderators Denise Davidoff and Gini Courter
--history of UU gatherings provided by Rev. Dr. Susan Ritchie at GA 2014
--participation by Rev. Dr. Susan Ritchie and Denise Davidoff in Transforming 
Governance Working Group

4. Vision of Beloved Community

• Voices that Call Us to Our Better Selves and Stories of Oppression and Counter-
Oppression

--GA 1969 and Empowerment Controversy--Moderator’s Report at GA 2010
--Race and General Assembly 2004-2005, A New Commitment at General Assembly 2006 
(Chapters 25 and 30, “The Arc of the Universe is Long: Unitarian Universalists, Anti-
Racism and the Journey from Calgary,”  Roush, C., Spencer, L. and Takahashi Morris, L.

• DRUUMM and other UU communities with a specific vision of Beloved 
Community

--invitation to take survey to members of DRUUMM, ARE, TrUUst,  EqUUal Access, 
JTW Transformation Committee, Interweave
--invitation to take survey through Mosaic Makers group
--Interview with Rev. Clyde Grubbs



5. Spirit of Life, Love and the Holy

• Individual Spiritual Practice
• Board worship

•
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Governance Working Group Memorandum    Sep 26, 2014 
 
To:  The Board of Trustees 
 
Subj:  Results of the Audit Committee Policy Review.   
 
This memo lists the motions associated with the Audit Committee's review of policies 
that we asked them to do.  The last part of this memo is a quote from their memo listing 
the recommendations.  Motions are categorized by those that should go into the 
Consent Agenda and those that are likely to need discussion.  And there's one 
additional category, "Other motions ..." that came up in discussion of the Audit 
Committee's recommendations. 
 
 
Motions - recommended for Consent Agenda (these have been submitted as part of 
the Consent Agenda) 
 
Moved, Delete Policy Appendix 3b, "Recurring Agenda"  [obsolete] 
 
Moved, Delete the portion of Policy Section 4 entitled "Board Compliance Monitoring 
Tool"  [obsolete] 
 
Moved, Delete Policy 2.6.1.1.1, "2012 Budget Limit"  [obsolete] 
 
Moved that the following policies be monitored by the Audit Committee: 

2.5.4, Plan Surplus Revenue, 
2.7.5, Acceptance of Gift Guidelines, 
2.7.7, Reporting of All Transactions. 

 
Moved, in the second paragraph of Policy 2.5, delete the phrase, "without limiting the 
scope of the foregoing by this enumeration,"  [not needed, just extra verbiage] 
 
Moved, change the text of Policy 2.6.4 to read, "Fail to periodically provide to the Board 
an assessment of current property holdings, including the elements specified for such 
assessments in policy 2.7.6.  [change of reference only] 

 
Moved, Delete all sub-policies under Policy 2.7.4. 

1. "In the current operations budget segment, the President shall make every reasonable 

effort to avoid an operating deficit. 

2. In the Beacon Press budget segment, the President 

i. shall make every reasonable effort to limit any operating deficit to a level that is 

commensurate with the contribution of Beacon Press towards meeting the Ends of 

the Association, 

ii. shall not spend or commit to spend on any single project an amount that exceeds 

3% of Beacon's total expenses in the prior fiscal year, and 
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iii. shall not spend or commit to spend on one or more projects amounts that would

cause Beacon's liquid assets or its unrestricted net assets to fall below 20% of

Beacon's total expenses in the prior fiscal year.

3. In the General Assembly budget segment, the President shall make every reasonable

effort to avoid an operating deficit (after taking into account the surplus or deficit carried

forward from the prior year).

4. In the UU [Unitarian Universalist] Common Endowment Fund budget segment, the

President shall follow the Investment Policy (Appendix 2.B) and the Endowment

Spending Policy (Appendix 2.H)

Pending Changes Concerning Investment Policy

5. In the Congregational Properties and Loan Fund budget segment, the President shall

make every reasonable effort to avoid an operating deficit, and shall follow the

Congregational Loan Policy (Appendix 2.A)."  [Unneeded level of detail.]  [Rob, your

call, this one might warrant some discussion, therefore, should not be with consent

agenda motions.]

Moved, Delete policy 2.7.8, travel / expense limitations.  [unneeded, covered by the travel 

reimbursement policy.] 

Moved, Delete Policy 2.8. 

2.8 Grants, Contracts, or Partnerships: 

UUA Governance Manual 

With respect to grants, contracts or partnerships, the President may not enter into any 

arrangement that is inconsistent with the Shared Vision (ENDS).  [Unnecessary.  

EVERYTHING we do must be consistent with the ENDS.] 

Moved, in Policy 2.9, second paragraph, Delete "without limiting the scope of the 
foregoing by this enumeration,"  [unneeded verbiage.] 

http://www.uua.org/uuagovernance/manual/limits/appendices/281210.shtml
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Motions requiring Board individual consideration: 
 
Moved, Accept the special report Audit Committee, "Revision of Financial Policies" of 
September 12, 2014, with the Board's gratitude for their carefully considered policy 
change recommendations. 
 
Moved, Policy 2.3 including all sub-policies will be monitored by the Audit Committee. 
 
Moved, Change the text of Policy 2.3 to read: 

"2.3 Treatment of Staff:  

With respect to the treatment of paid and volunteer staff, the President may not cause or allow 

conditions that are inequitable, undignified, disrespectful, disorganized, unclear, or 

discriminatory. 

Further, without limiting the scope of the foregoing by this enumeration, the President shall not 

fail to: permit and provide emotional space for the non-disruptive expression of dissent by any 

staff member; ensure staff-appointed committees and task forces reflect the full diversity of the 

Association; permit staff to work under unsafe conditions; operate without written personnel 

rules which include:  

1. Confidentiality requirements 

2. Prohibition of disclosure about the Association’s internal affairs 

3. Guidelines for internet, email and computer use. 

4. Provision for effective handling of grievances, and 

5. Policies addressing unethical conditions, real or having the appearance of being 

real, such as nepotism and preferential treatment for personal reasons. 

6. Procedures to implement the Association’s Conflict of Interest policies (Appendix 

2J). 

7. Procedures to implement the Association’s Whistleblower policies (Appendix 

2K). 

8. Safety and ethics policies." 

Moves a secondary list into the header paragraph.  There is no substantive change in the 

meaning or intent of the policy. 

 
Moved, Delete Policy 2.7.2, "Commit the Association to any initiative that lacks a clear 
and comprehensive funding plan."  [For most of what our Association does, there is no direct 

tie between a funding source and expenditures on a program that costs money. 
 
Moved, Delete Policy 2.7.3, "Provide less for the Board’s budget than the amount 
determined pursuant to policies on “Cost of Governance” in “Section 3 Governance 
Process”.  [Not needed.  Ultimately, the Board makes the budget decision.  Certainly the staff is 

asked to make recommendations, but the Board makes the decisions.] 
 

http://www.uua.org/uuagovernance/manual/limits/appendices/183779.shtml
http://www.uua.org/uuagovernance/manual/limits/appendices/183780.shtml
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Moved, Delete all sub-policies under Policy 2.7.6. 

1. Explain how facilities support the Association’s Shared Vision, including the benefits and

impacts of facilities on stakeholders, and including but not limited to historically

marginalized voices.

2. Evaluate facilities needs within a long term strategic plan (at least 10-15 years).

3. Analyze the financial impact of facilities, including any savings or costs associated with

changes.

4. Assess potential liabilities, including environmental remediation costs.

5. Ensure that facilities meet defined standards of accessibility, ease of logistics, and

welcome.

6. Consider the symbolic and historic value of facilities in balance with future needs.

7. Assess the environmental impact of facilities.

[Unneeded level of detail.] 

Moved, in Policy 2.9, Delete sub-policies 2.9.1 through 2.9.4. 

1. Unnecessarily expose the Association’s tangible and intangible assets to loss or damage

by theft, embezzlement or other financial fraud, casualty, lack of maintenance, or other

cause.

2. Allow the Association to be unprepared to respond to disasters and other crises.

3. Unnecessarily expose the Association, or its Board, volunteers, or staff, to claims of

liability.

4. Unnecessarily expose the Association’s intellectual property, information, and files to

loss, damage, premature destruction, or improper disclosure.

[unneeded level of detail.] 

Moved, in Policy 2.9.5 delete the following language, 

Furthermore the President shall not: 

1. Jeopardize right relationship with Meadville Lombard Theological School and Starr

King School for the Ministry.

2. Jeopardize the historic relationship between the UUA and Harvard Divinity School.
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Other motions concerning policy to be considered: 

Moved, Delete policy 2.6.1.3, [to be presented at the April Board meeting] "A proposed 
budget for the following fiscal year, which will be received by the Board as information." 

Extract from the Audit Committee memo: 

"Below are the changes to the Board’s financial policies recommended by the Audit 
Committee at their May 12, 2014 meeting. 

"Those policies that are recommended to be monitored by the audit committee will be 
reported to the board by exception in the Committee’s annual report to the board. 

Policy # Policy Name Recommendation 

2.3 Treatment of Staff Monitored by audit committee. 

2.3.1 Written Personnel Rules No change except that monitoring 
shall be by the audit committee. 

2.3.2 Expression of dissent Move to 2.3.1 

2.3.3 Geographic Diversity Move to 2.3.1 

2.3.4 Safety Move to 2.3.1 

2.4 Compensation and Benefits No change 

2.5 Employee Benefits for UU 
Organizations 

Strike “Further . . . the President:”  
Eliminate sub-policies 2.5.1 through 
2.5.3 

2.5.4 Plan Surplus Revenue Monitored by audit committee 

2.6 Financial Planning and 
Budgeting 

No change to top level policy 

2.6.1.1.1 2012 Budget Limit Eliminate 

2.6.2 Funding Initiatives Eliminate 

2.6.3 Cost of Governance Budget No change 

2.6.4 Property Holding Assessment No change 

2.7 Financial Condition and 
Activities 

No change to top level policy 

2.7.1 Annual Audit Cooperation Strike “the audit shall address 
whether:”. Eliminate all sub-policies 
2.7.1.1 through 2.7.7.8. 

2.7.2 Terms & Fund Spending 
Limits 

Eliminate 

2.7.3 Financial Reporting 
Requirements 

Eliminate 

2.7.4 Budget & Variance Monitoring 
& Reporting 

No change to top level policy.  
Eliminate all sub-policies 2.7.4.1 
through 2.7.4.5. 

2.7.5 Acceptance of Gift Guidelines Monitored by audit committee 

2.7.6 Assessment & Approval for No change to top level policy. 
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Asset Transfers Eliminate all sub-policies 2.7.6.1 
through 2.7.6.7. 

2.7.7 Reporting of All Transactions Monitored by audit committee 

2.7.8 Expenses Limitations Eliminate 

2.8 Grants, Contracts or 
Partnerships 

Eliminate 

2.9 Asset Protection Strike “Further, without limiting . . . 
the President:”  Strike sub-policies 
2.9.1 through 2.9.4. 

2.9.5 UU Identity in Professional 
Ranks 

Strike “Furthermore, the President 
shall not:”.  Eliminate all sub-policies 
2.9.5.1 and 2.9.5.2. 

3.9.3 Board Budget Strike “The Board budget shall 
include:”.  Eliminate all sub-policies 
3.9.3.1 through 3.9.3.4.   

3.9.4 Reimbursable Expenses Monitored by audit committee.  Note 
that “Reimburseable” is misspelled in 
the policy. 

3.9.5 President or Moderator 
Expenses 

No change 

3.9.6 Financial Advisor Candidates 
Expenses 

No change 

4.5 President Compensation & 
Benefits 

No change 

" 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rob Eller-Isaacs 
Lew Phinney 























































Governance Working Group Memo      Aug 11, 2014 

To:  Board of Trustees 

Hi all, 

 

Attached is the work I did on Section 4 of our policies.  At our April meeting we all accepted, 

well mostly, the changes I proposed for Section 3.  I've done the same for Section 4.  Basically, I 

retained the fundamental policy statements as policy and extracted the detailed, more directive 

statements, to create a new Section 4 Policy and a new Section 4 procedural document to be 

consulted when we conduct monitoring activities for Section 4. 

Also, since it seemed to make sense, I combined Section 4.2 and 4.3 (in both documents).  Please 

have a look at our current policy statement and decide if my proposed changes are good (or not). 

This change was in your packet for our June meeting, but missed the cut for the agenda at that 

very full meeting.   

Therefore, I propose two motions.  The first establishes the text of the resultant policy for 

Section 4; the second establishes the text of the procedural document for Section 4. 

Cheers, 

Lew 
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DRAFT 

I propose the following motion:  Moved that Policy, Section 4 be changed to read: 

"Section 4 Policy 

4.0 Global Board-President Linkage 

As amended ?? 2014. Revision History. 

The Board’s sole official connection to the operational organization, its achievements and conduct will be 

through the President. 

4.1 Unity of Control 

Only officially passed motions of the Board are binding on the President. 

4.2 Accountability of the President 

1. The President is the Board’s only link to operational achievement and conduct, so that all authority and 

accountability of staff, as far as the Board is concerned, is considered the authority and accountability of 

the President. 

2. The Board will direct the President through written policies that prescribe the Shared Vision (ENDS) to 

be achieved, and describe organizational situations and actions to be avoided, allowing the President to 

use any reasonable interpretation of these policies. 

4.3 Monitoring President Performance 

Systematic and rigorous monitoring of President job performance will be solely against the only expected 

President job outputs: organizational accomplishment of the Shared Vision (Ends) as defined by Board 

policies, and organizational operation within the boundaries established in Board policies on Leadership 

Covenant and Expectations. 

4.4 President Compensation & Benefits 

http://www.uua.org/uuagovernance/manual/linkage/183814.shtml
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The Board shall negotiate a contract with the President that will stipulate compensation and 

benefits for the President. 

President’s compensation and benefits will be reviewed in each calendar year after a review of 

monitoring reports received in the prior twelve months." 

 

Policy Revision History 

 April 2008: This document was affirmed by the Board of Trustees for its first posting on the 

UUA.org at the meeting of April 2008. 

  

 April 2009: 

   

1. Changed the word “instruct” to “direct” in the delegation to the President. 

  

2. Changed “member” to “Trustee” where appropriate. 

  

 October 2009: Section 4.4.3 expanded to include sub-policies A,B,C. 

  

 January 2010: Section 4.4.3 expanded to include sub-policy C.3.a. 

  

 November 2010: Did mass review of all Board Minutes April 2009-AOct 2010, and incorporated 

all Board Motions. 

  

 January 2012: Removed section 4.4.3.C.c.a. 

  

 May 2012: Added policy 4.3.6. 

  

 June 2012: Removed policy 4.3.5. Subsequent policies renumbered. 

  

 ?? 2014:  Moved directive/procedural items to Board Policy Procedures Document and combined 

paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3. 
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DRAFT 

I also propose the following motion:  Moved that the procedures pursuant to Policy Section 4 

established to read: 

"Section 4 Proposed Procedures 

4.0 Global Board-President Linkage 

As amended ?? 2014   

Policy:  The Board’s sole official connection to the operational organization, its achievements and 

conduct will be through the President. 

4.1 Unity of Control 

Policy:  Only officially passed motions of the Board are binding on the President. 

Procedures: 

1. Decisions or instructions of individual Trustees, officers, or committees are not binding on the 

President except in rare instances when the Board has specifically authorized such exercise of 

authority. 

2. In the case of Trustees or committees requesting information or assistance without Board 

authorization, the President can refuse such requests that require, in the President’s opinion, a 

material amount of staff time or funds or is disruptive. 

4.2 Accountability of the President 

Policy:  The President is the Board’s only link to operational achievement and conduct, so that all 

authority and accountability of staff, as far as the Board is concerned, is considered the authority and 

accountability of the President. 

Policy:  The Board will direct the President through written policies that prescribe the Shared Vision 

(ENDS) to be achieved, and describe organizational situations and actions to be avoided, allowing the 

President to use any reasonable interpretation of these policies. 

Procedures: 
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1. The Board will never give instructions to persons who report directly or indirectly to the 

President. 

2. The Board will not evaluate, either formally or informally, any staff other than the President. 

3. The Board will view President performance as identical to organizational performance, so 

that organizational accomplishment of Board stated Ends and avoidance of Board proscribed 

means will be viewed as successful President performance. 

4. The Board will develop policies instructing the President to achieve certain results, for certain 

recipients at a specified cost. These policies will be developed systematically from the 

broadest, most general level to more defined levels, and will be called the Shared Vision 

(Ends). 

5. The Board will develop policies that limit the latitude the President may exercise in choosing 

the organizational means. These policies will be developed systematically from the broadest, 

most general level to more defined levels, and they will be called Leadership Covenant and 

Expectations policies (Executive Limitations). 

6. Only the Board may determine what constitutes a reasonable interpretation of its policies. As 

long as the President uses any reasonable interpretation of the Board’s Shared Vision the 

President is authorized to establish all further policies, make all decisions, take all actions, 

establish all practices and develop all activities. 

7. The Board may change its Shared Vision (Ends) and Leadership Covenant and Expectations 

policies, thereby shifting the boundary between Board and President domains. By doing so, 

the Board changes the latitude of choice given to the President. But as long as any particular 

delegation is in place, the Board will respect and support the President’s choices. 

8. The Board delegates to the President the responsibility to recommend, for approval by the 

Board, slates of candidates for the Ministerial Fellowship Committee and its subcommittees 

until the bylaws are changed to give the President the responsibility for such appointments. 

4.3 Monitoring President Performance 

Policy:  Systematic and rigorous monitoring of President job performance will be solely against the only 

expected President job outputs: organizational accomplishment of the Shared Vision (Ends) as defined by 

Board policies, and organizational operation within the boundaries established in Board policies on 

Leadership Covenant and Expectations. 

Procedures: 

1. Monitoring is to determine the degree to which Board policies are being met. Data that do not do 

this will not be considered to be monitoring data. 

2. The Board will acquire monitoring data by one or more of three methods: 

   

1. by internal report, in which the President discloses compliance information to the Board, 

2. by external report, in which an external, disinterested third party selected by the Board 

assesses compliance with Board policies, and 

3. by direct Board inspection, in which a designated Trustee or Trustees assess compliance 

with the appropriate policy criteria. 

3. In its review of internal monitoring reports, the board will require a standard of excellence in 

monitoring where the interpretation includes the presentation of the President’s established 

operational definition, details the standard for successful performance, and includes a rationale to 

justify the reasonableness of the definition. The interpretation will be followed by data and 
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evidence that demonstrates both results and compliance with the operational definition, and 

includes the President’s declaration of compliance or non-compliance. In every case, the standard 

for compliance shall be any reasonable interpretation by the President of the Board policy being 

monitored. Only the Board may decide what constitutes a reasonable interpretation. 

   

1. We will view the monitoring process as a learning opportunity, identifying and 

processing teaching moments produced by our work. 

2. The Board may accept or reject a monitoring report based on the reasonableness of the 

interpretation and adequacy of the supporting data and/or information. Rejection would 

require a rewrite of the interpretation or a rehabilitation plan toward full compliance to be 

submitted within a specified period of time. 

3. The Board has several options in addressing a monitoring report:  

1. Accept a report, finding that the interpretation is reasonable and that the data is in 

compliance with the metrics in the interpretation. 

2. Accept a report with acknowledgement of concerns and broad direction for the 

next rotation of monitoring reports. It would be expected that the board concern 

expressed will be integrated into the next rotation of reporting for that policy in 

order for the board to accept the subsequent report. 

3. Reject a report, expecting the report to be rewritten outside of the monitoring 

schedule, with a new interpretation and compliance, by a date specified. 

4. Reject a report when the data is not in compliance with the interpretation’s 

metrics, expecting the report to include a reasonable rehabilitation plan. 

4. All policies that instruct the President will be monitored at a frequency and by a method chosen 

by the Board. The Board can monitor any policy at any time by any method, but will ordinarily 

depend on a routine schedule, following the monitoring schedule in Appendix 3.A." 
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A Central Principle 

A central principle of policy-style governance is a board’s assurance that it acts as the 
informed voice of the organization’s sources of authority and accountability – its moral 
owners.  Through active, meaningful connections with the moral owners, termed “linkage,” a 
board sees that ultimate purposes and priorities are aligned and makes accountability real.  
The primary sources of authority and accountability for our UUA Board of Trustees are the 
duly elected and called leaders of the member congregations, and specifically member 
congregations’ delegates to the UUA General Assembly.  And, in accordance with our polity 
and Associational covenant, meaningful linkage and accountability must be effective among 
congregational leaders and delegates as well as between the congregational and Associational 
leadership.  The General Assembly of our UUA must be configured to promote meaningful, 
effective linkage and accountability, and engage delegates in substantive Associational 
business.        

According to the UUA Bylaws, General Assembly is first and foremost an event to serve the 
governance of our Association.  Article IV Section C-4.1 states “Each meeting of the 
Association for the conduct of business shall be called a General Assembly,” and the Article 
goes on to further state that “General Assemblies shall make overall policy for carrying out 
the purposes of the Association and shall direct and control its affairs.” (Section C-4.2).  
Accredited delegates, largely from certified member congregations, are the voters at General 
Assemblies authorized to conduct the Association’s business. 

Between General Assemblies it is the Board of Trustees who are authorized to act for our 
Association, conduct its affairs, and carry out its policies and directives (Article VI, Sections 
C-6.1 & 6.2)  

Executive Summary 

The task force name, “Fifth Principle” reflects the Board’s interest that General Assembly 
serve its Bylaw’s designated function of Associational governance and its concern that GA 
has evolved over the years in ways contrary to excellence in governance and the democratic 
process.  Although the Board’s charge to the task force called for two or more 
recommendations on the future configuration (including frequency and duration) and content 
of General Assembly, your priority on excellence in governance is what has informed the 
work of the task force and is why we do not have two radically different recommendations.  If 
we are not going to make substantive change in our governance, then simply make the current 
GA biennial for reasons of financial sustainability and better stewardship of staff time and 
resources.  

We have focused our meetings and this report on governance, because it is at once the 
primary purpose of GA and is dramatically broken.  Four points buttress this contention of 
brokenness: GA is not really democratic in that delegates are neither representative of their 
congregations, other than being members, nor are they accountable to them; without 
subsidization of delegates, GA is economically discriminatory, and therefore generationally 
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discriminatory; as long as GA continues as an annual event, its cost is a heavy burden to the 
Association and the member congregations; the GA process is not in alignment with the 
Board’s embrace of policy governance. As we approach the UUA’s 50th anniversary, it would 
be appropriate to change the delegate body from passive receptors to active policy makers, 
giving power and the responsibility inherent in it to the people who are the member 
congregations. 
 
Over the years General Assemblies have assumed many more purposes than the conduct of 
Association business.  Little clarity or consensus exists over what constitutes the business of 
the Association, what policies carry out its purposes, and how a General Assembly directs and 
controls its affairs.  It is questionable how well the delegate body represents and is 
accountable to member congregations.  We know that in recent years on average less than 
60% of member congregations have one or more delegates at GA, and the average delegate 
body since 2001 of approximately 2,200 is less than 45% of eligible delegates.  Although no 
hard data exists on congregational practices in selecting, preparing and authorizing their GA 
delegates, substantial anecdotal evidence indicates that many, if not most, are self-selected 
and self-funded.  Delegates participate in GA business with little or no guidance from or sense 
of accountability to their home congregation.  Other than the procedures of the Commission 
on Social Witness (CSW), there is no formal or systematic preparation of delegates for 
thoughtful conduct of the Association’s business.  Most have had no relationship or even 
communication with the Board of Trustees as a whole or with their district trustee 
representative.   
 
The Task Force did not feel it was urgent to address other content beyond GA’s governance 
purpose.  Indeed the programmatic, worship and community features of the present GA are 
generally well received and some (Service of the Living Tradition and the Ware Lecture) even 
revered.  
 
Our Association is a system in change, and the recommendations of the Fifth Principle Task 
Force align well with movements toward more accountable and disciplined practices of 
governance – specifically Carver-style, policy-style governance – at all levels from 
congregational boards to the boards of districts and our UUA.  These recommendations build 
upon the positive influence of fairly recent initiatives to bring congregational leaders into 
Associational linkage through partial subsidies of congregational presidents at GA from 2004-
08 and the spawning of regular meetings of congregational presidents in clusters and districts. 
 
 
Recommendations 
A. Biennial Delegate Assembly in odd years: 

• Content is governance-focused.  The Assembly is for delegate teams, UUA Board 
& Administration. 

• 2 ½ days over a weekend in August  
• Smaller number of authorized delegates with delegate teams fully or partially 

subsidized by the UUA 
• Settled ministers (one per congregation) part of the delegate teams 
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• Delegates elected and certified by their congregation or board serve in an 
accountable relationship with geographically neighboring delegate teams and with 
UUA trustees 

• Some at-large delegates are selected by regions (clusters of districts) 
• Teams can include alternate delegates without UUA subsidy 
• Non-delegate observers pay a registration fee  
• No delegates from associate member organizations or from the UUA Board of 

Trustees 
 

B. Same as “A” except that the 2 ½ day delegate assembly is immediately preceded or 
followed by a 2-day program assembly: 

• Content of the program assembly similar to current GA programming 
• Non-delegate attendees pay registration fee without UUA subsidy 
• Delegate’s registration for program assembly is paid by UUA subsidy.  Delegate 

subsidy for room & board covers the delegate assembly only, not the program 
assembly. 

 
The future of our UU movement can ill-afford to continue the ways of faux democracy and 
unaccountable representation that have characterized Associational governance, including the 
content and process of General Assembly.  The Task Force believes that the status quo for 
General Assembly is not an option.  We believe our recommendations lay out a vision for 
effective governance that reflect core values of our liberal faith and the imperative for 
bringing the leadership of member congregations and our Association together in mutually 
accountable relationship around matters of greatest importance to the present and future 
vitality of our UU movement.   
 

“The thinking activity of the denomination has no focus now.  … no focusing process or 
mechanism.”   

Conrad Wright in meeting with Task Force members, September 17, 2008 
 
 
Re-imagining Governance through a Biennial Delegate Assembly 

• Associational business is meaningful 
Duly elected delegates from the member congregations would expect to work closely 
with their UU neighbors-in-faith and their trustee-representative to the UUA Board for 
a full day prior to the formal plenary session day considering end statements, assessing 
progress and performance by national and field staff members in achieving those ends, 
becoming conversant and comfortable with opportunities and obstacles discovered 
along the way, analyzing financial data -- LINKING the aspirations of the singular 
congregation to its immediate neighbors, to the congregations in its district or region, 
to the Moderator and Board of Trustees, to the administration and the office of the 
UUA president.  

 
• Delegate body is accountable, diverse in perspectives and voices, and well prepared  

Congregational delegates and alternates are elected by their congregation or 
congregational board and reported to and certified by the UUA Board at least a year 
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(preferably 18 months) ahead of the Biennial Delegate Assembly.  Initially the new 
formula (see Addendum) will provide approximately 1850 potential delegates from 
congregations, including settled ministers (one per congregation that call them). 
Additionally, 100 delegates will be chosen at-large by regions (clusters of districts) to 
lift up and encourage participation by people of color and youth and young adults.   
 
According to the congregation’s Fair Share status delegates are subsidized to 
participate in the Biennial Delegate Assembly so that qualified leaders can be elected 
to represent their congregation regardless of personal financial means.  Both at the 
Biennial Assembly and between biennial assemblies delegates work as teams in shared 
ministry with peers from nearest neighboring congregations.  Through ongoing 
linkage, UUA trustees are mandated to work with delegates to inform their work and 
prepare for the business of the Biennial Delegate Assembly.  We imagine delegates 
and trustees interacting in-between biennial assemblies through a special website that 
posts schedules, announcements, agendas, reports and delegate materials, through 
regional/cluster linkage and assembly-preparation sessions, bridge calls, web 
conferences, and Facebook-like networking.   
 
The plenary floor of the delegate assembly would reflect neighborliness and regional 
linkage by having seating arranged so that delegates are seated adjacent to 
congregations nearest to them and so that all congregations in a region are seated 
together, permitting constant interaction with elected trustees and UUA field staff.   
 
Allowance for alternate delegates provides enhancement to congregational 
participation and future leadership preparation including youth and young adults.  We 
envision that by virtue of UUA subsidy for delegates and holding the delegate 
assembly every two years instead of annually, more congregations will be inspired to 
raise and set aside monies to subsidize their delegates’ alternates.   Alternates would 
participate fully in all preparation and actual procedure of the assembly with the 
exception of voting.  We are cognizant that by bringing alternates into the process we 
are enriching the dialogue back in the congregation and training future delegates.  
 

• Learning 
Excellence requires a system-wide commitment to continuing education and 
thoughtful training.  At present, delegates and the congregations that authorize their 
attendance at GA have no requirements regarding preparation. There is no serious 
intent to understand the business coming before the plenary body much less to debate 
the issues in a congregational setting. Except for the CSW process, the GA as a system 
of governance stands apart, a romantic notion of involvement and inclusion 
unsupported by practice. We recommend development of a protocol for delegates that 
might include an e-newsletter from the Moderator and BOT, webinars for education 
and regular assessment before and after the assembly, and regional gatherings of 
delegates and other interested lay and clergy leaders. 
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Summary of Values and Features of Recommendations 
Features of Task Force recommendations by the values that inform and underlay the 
recommendations: 

o Economic accessibility and sustainability 
⇒ Subsidized, smaller delegate body  
⇒ Biennial rather than annual  

 
o Empowered delegates authorized to represent congregations 

⇒ Delegates elected by congregation or its board 
⇒ Delegates and alternates elected well before the next assembly (a year to 

18 months), with responsibilities to participate in linkage with the UUA 
Board and in preparation for the assembly 

 
o Excellence in shared leadership & ministry 

⇒ Lay and ordained delegates from neighboring congregations prepare and 
work as teams linked to the UUA Board of Trustees 

⇒ Focused training and preparation of delegate teams 
  

o Excellence in governance 
⇒ Assembly business reflects ultimate questions as a liberal religious 

movement (Associational Ends), budgetary priorities and accountability 
⇒ Substantive linkage between UUA Board of Trustees and delegate teams in 

preparation for and during Biennial Assembly 
⇒ Delegates empowered and accountable to congregations through election 

or official appointment 
⇒ Delegate training in their governance role 
⇒ Encourage governance leaders of congregations to serve as delegates and 

alternates in Associational governance 
⇒ Ongoing excellence through participation of elected “alternate” delegates 

 
o Multi-generational participation & decision-making 

⇒ Encourage inclusion of young people on delegate teams 
⇒ At-large delegates selected regionally 

 
o Awareness and inclusiveness of AR/AO/MC concerns 

⇒ Intentional AR/AO/MC lens to the Assembly business and preparation 
⇒ At-large delegates selected regionally 

 
Challenges 

• Maintaining energy and momentum when moving annual GA to biennial 
• Creating an Associational business meeting that will attract delegates and is worth 

their time and attention 
• Appropriate meaningful linkage between the Board and delegates in between biennial 

meetings to prepare them for conducting Associational business 
• Congregational cultures of indifference to Associational business 
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• Task Force recommendations require substantive Bylaw changes.  How to get a 
relatively unaccountable delegate body to vote for them  

• Financial affordability of a delegate subsidy system 
• Administering a delegate subsidy system 
• Loss of delegate status for UUA Board of Trustees, and those DRE’s, ministers 

emeritus, and other settled ministers beyond one per congregation who are granted 
delegate status under Section 4.8.b of the Bylaws 

• Loss of delegate representation for Associate Members (UUSC, UUWF and UU-UN)  
• Participation of young people in a biennial business meeting and the loss of a 

meaningful annual gathering for them 
• Effective participation by delegates from overseas congregations 
• Loss of a meaningful annual gathering for affinity groups and their participation in a 

biennial business meeting 
• Potential loss of familiar and beloved aspects of GA if it moves to a biennial, 

business-only meeting, such as the exhibit hall and annual meetings of organizations 
• Loss of income for Beacon Press and UUA Bookstore 
• Uncertainty over what happens to the Commission on Social Witness (CSW) process  
• Uncertainty over what happens in even years 
• Those who “can’t do August” if the Assembly would move to that time of the summer 

 
 

Discussion Outline 
 
A. Delegate Body 

Present system: 
− Over 5,100 eligible delegates.  Far more than other faiths which are much larger 

than the UUA  
o UCC: 925 total delegates 
o PCUSA: 1,000 total delegates 

− On average less than 60% of member congregations have delegates at GA, and 
the average delegate attendance at GA the past 10 years is approximately 2,200 
or under 45% of eligible delegates. 

− Ministers Emeritus/a, Masters-level credentialed DREs and UUA Board of 
Trustees have delegate status.  Associate Member Organizations and the CLF 
have delegates. 

− Although no meaningful data exists on how GA delegates are selected by 
congregations and funded to attend, strong anecdotal evidence indicates that few 
delegates are actually elected by and serve in an accountable manner with their 
congregation; many are self-selected and pay their own way; very few have all 
of their expenses covered by their congregation. 

− Little or no intentional, meaningful linkage among delegates and between 
delegates and the UUA Board 
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Envisioned system: 
− Total eligible delegate body between 1,900-2,000 includes settled ministers (one 

per congregation) and 100 regional at-large delegates (see the example delegate 
allotment formula in the Addendum) 

− Congregational delegates are duly elected by congregations or boards 
− To promote economic fairness and accessibility, duly elected delegates from Fair 

Share congregations are fully subsidized by our UUA.  Merit congregations’ 
delegates partially subsidized at 50%.  Other congregations would pay full cost 
for their delegates. 

− Authorized alternate delegates are encouraged but are not UUA subsidized.  
Congregations are encouraged to subsidize alternates. 

− Delegates and alternates are elected and reported to the UUA Board at least a 
year (preferably 18 months) ahead of the Biennial Delegate Assembly. 

− Teams of delegates and alternates from neighboring congregations are in 
meaningful linkage with one another and our UUA Board well ahead for 
preparation and during the Biennial Delegate Assembly. 

− To encourage diversity of perspectives and voices in the delegate body, each of 
five regions (clusters of districts) will select 20 delegates (total 100 at-large 
delegates), striving to cultivate leadership from among young people and persons 
of color.  Where practical, regional delegates will prepare and caucus with the 
delegate teams of their home congregations.     

 
B. Financial Considerations 
If financial accessibility calls for subsidizing delegate costs, financial sustainability calls for 
shifting from annual to biennial.  The following table compares estimated costs to the 
Association for two cases: 1) Biennial Delegate Assembly with APF Fair Share delegates 
fully subsidized at $1,100; and 2) Biennial Delegate Assembly with APF Fair Share delegates 
partially subsidized at $500.  The table also shows estimates of net cost for a scenario when a 
program assembly immediately precedes or follows a Biennial Delegate Assembly such that 
program assembly registration fees partially offset delegate subsidy cost for a range of paid 
registrants: 1,500, 3,000, and 5,000. 
 

 
Assumptions: 
• 1,500 delegates attend (approximately 77% of total eligible delegates of 1,950) 
• Full cost per delegate: $1,100 ($500 travel + $480 housing for 3 nights, single rooms + 

$120 per diem for 3 days) 
• Delegates from APF Fair Share congregations receive full cost subsidy; equal 75% of 

the delegates in attendance, which equals 1,125 delegates. 
• Delegates from APF Merit Congregations receive 50% subsidy; equal to 10% of the 

delegates in attendance, which equals 150 delegates. 
• Other delegates receive no subsidy; represent 15% of the delegates in attendance, 

which equals 225 delegates. 
• Fixed costs for the assembly = $1,000,000 (includes space rental, audio-visual 

support, equipment rental, planning staff, etc.) 
• Income estimates for associated program assembly based on $350 registration cost. 
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o 1,500 Registrants = $525,000 
o 3,000 Registrants = $1,050,000 
o 5,000 Registrants = $1,750,000 

 
Delegate Assembly Cost Estimates (rounded to nearest $000) 

 Fair Share 
Delegates Full 

Subsidy 

Fair Share 
Delegates $500 

Subsidy 
Delegate Subsidy Cost for Fair 
Share + Merit 

$1,320,000 $600,000 

Fixed Costs $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Total Biennial Assembly Cost $2,320,000 $1,600,000 
Total Annualized Cost $1,160,000 $800,000 

 
Net Cost when Program Assembly immediately precedes or 

follows Delegate Assembly (rounded to the nearest $000) 
 Fair Share 

Delegates Full 
Subsidy 

Fair Share 
Delegates $500 

Subsidy 
Net Biennial Cost   
@ 1,500 Registrants  
equals Total Biennial Assembly 
Cost - $525,000 

$1,795,000 $1,075,000 

@ 3,000 Registrants 
equals Total Biennial Assembly 
Cost - $1,050,000 

$1,270,000 $550,000 

@ 5,000 Registrants 
equals Total Biennial Assembly 
Cost - $1,750,000 

$570,000 ($150,000) 

Net Annualized Cost   
@ 1,500 Registrants $898,000 $538,000 
@ 3,000 Registrants $635,000 $275,000 
@ 5,000 Registrants $285,000 ($75,000) 

 
So a reasonable range for anticipated annualized cost to the Association for a fully subsidized 
delegate body is about $400,000 to $800,000 for a scenario in which a program assembly with 
paid registration immediately precedes or follows a biennial delegate assembly.   
 
We could imagine other related cost savings that could further lower the net annualized cost 
to the Association for subsidizing delegates to a biennial assembly.  For example, the UUA 
Board or Trustees is interested in other governance reform, specifically significant reduction 
to the size of the Board.  Reducing the Board size by 50% or more could save at least 
$100,000 annually.  If the delegate subsidy for housing is based on shared double rooms, the 
net annualized cost reduction would be about $145,000 using the other assumptions above.  
Not quantified, but potentially more significant financial benefits could result from more 
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effective use of UUA staff time and program budgets by holding the General Assembly 
biennially instead of every year. 
 

Potential other sources of cost savings to help subsidize delegates 
Action Annualized 

Savings Estimate 
Reducing the size of the UUA Board by 50% or 
more 

$100,000+ 

Delegate housing subsidy based upon shared 
double rooms 

$145,000 

Better stewardship of UUA staff time and 
program budgets due to GA moving to biennial; 
opportunities for developing new programs 
serving other needs 

Not Quantified 

 
C. Frequency: Biennial  

• If financial accessibility calls for subsidizing delegate costs, financial sustainability 
calls for shifting the General Assembly from annual to biennial. 

• Allows time for the Board to prepare a substantive business agenda and to be in active 
linkage with congregations and their delegates, to listen to them, and to prepare them 
for their work on matters of highest importance to our Association and our faith 

• Allows time for preparation, establishment, implementation of multiyear goals before 
reporting to the next assembly  

• Allows for more effective use of UUA staff and budget – better stewardship of staff 
time and energy.  More time for “engagement in mission” rather than continually 
“reporting on mission.”  Staff could plan and participate in a more robust way 
biennially than in the press for the annual program. 

• Opens up opportunities to utilize the same resources for specialized, regionalized 
and/or localized events during the even years that are potentially more relevant and 
effective 

• Opens up opportunities for settled ministers and their congregations to utilize 
professional expense and leadership training budgets in other relevant and targeted 
ways 

 
D. Timing: Early August 

There’s no right time for everybody. 
• August is closer to the start of the “church year” for most congregations. 
• Early August to facilitate attendance by youth, young adults and teachers who start 

school in mid- to late August 
• Heard from many that because of the June timing, the good energy and ideas from GA 

“go home to die” in the lull of summer church programming. 
 

E. Delegate assembly as 2 ½-day either on its own or associated with a two-day 
programming that would precede or follow the delegate assembly.  
• Enough time to conduct substantive business and learning; short enough to fit into 

delegates’ life schedules 
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• Having a delegate assembly on its own would promote focus and attention to 
important business without distractions.  The challenge would be a business agenda, 
assembly process and associated learning and worship of high enough quality and 
substance to attract enough leaders of our congregations. 

• Having a delegate assembly either preceded or followed by a two-day program 
assembly would offer a biennial gathering of the Association that is fuller and more 
familiar to leaders.  Delegates could combine in one trip their Associational business 
with other relevant learning, public witness and networking among a wider range of 
fellow UUs.  An associated benefit of a program assembly would be registration 
income to cover some of the fixed costs and delegate subsidy of the delegate 
assembly. 

 
F. Technology  

• Substantive linkage and distant delegates participating through offsite voting are 
initially a clash of values.  To get our vision of linkage right, person-to-person, 
eyeball-to-eyeball interaction is essential.  Voting without interaction trivializes 
informed delegate participation, and makes voting a decision more important than the 
process by which you make the decision. 

• We envision continued expanded use of technology to allow people (non-delegates) to 
see assembly proceedings and potentially to offer live comments and impressions. 

• We envision expanded use of technology for linking, training and otherwise preparing 
delegates between biennial assemblies. 

  
G. What would happen during alternate (even) years? 

Some possibilities suggested in feedback: 
• National Program or “Big Tent” assembly – bringing together congregational leaders 

and various interest and affinity groups for shared learning, worship, public witness, 
networking 

• Thematically aligned Regional Gatherings 
• A Unitarian Universalist “Week of Service” 
• A year off  
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Addendum 
 

I. Summary of Task Force process 
• Task Force meetings since January 2008 

o 5 in person 
o 6 teleconferences 

• Interviews/Feedback from: 
o UUMA Executive Committee 
o District Presidents Association 
o District Staff 
o GA Planning Committee  
o Commission on Social Witness 
o Commission on Appraisal 
o UUA Board of Trustees 
o Workshops at six District Assemblies in Spring 2009 
o Workshop at 2009 GA 
o Numerous individuals either in person, via email and through UUA lists 

• Interviews with other denominations: 
o United Church of Christ 
o PCUSA (Presbyterian) 
o Episcopal Church of America 
o Union of Reformed Judaism 

 
 
II. Delegate Allotment Formula -- example 

One possibility using 2009 certification data for a total delegate body of less than 2,000: 
 

Congregation Size Delegates per 
Congregation 

Total Delegates 
 

1-250 1 838 
251-550 2 282 
551-1000 3 111 
*1000+  4 25 
Settled Ministers (one per congregation)** 600 
At-large delegates (20 selected per region) 100 

TOTAL Delegates 1956 
* CLF and Philippines included in 1000+ category; other three international societies are 
in the 1-250 size category. 
** Estimated number of congregations with settled ministers. 
 
Not granted delegate status under this scenario: 

• Additional settled ministers in congregations 
• Ministers emeritus/a 
• DREs 
• UUA Board of Trustees 
• Association Member Organizations 
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III. Comparison table of features of other denominations’ assemblies in comparison with 
GA  (interviewed by Fifth Principle Task Force in 2008) 

 
Denomination Frequency Duration Delegates Total 

Attendance 
Delegate 
Subsidy 

UUA ** Annual 5 days ~5,100 eligible 
~2,200 attend 

4,300 None 

Episcopal Church / 
America 

Triennial 13 days 1,150* 15,000 Full 

Presbyterian USA Biennial 8 days 1,000 3,000 Full 
United Church of 
Christ 

Biennial 5 days 1,000 3,500 Full 

Union for Reformed 
Judaism 

Biennial 5 days 2,500 
estimate 

4,000 Full 

* Total delegates at last assembly.  Bicameral: house of bishops, house of deputies (1⁄2 
ordained, 1⁄2 lay) 
** UUA General Assembly delegate attendance and total attendance figures are approximate 
2001-2009 averages. 
 






























































