




















‘Only cne verse in all the Blble DOSSEI0.7 4530 ate®o waim ww o
ekkxlesia with a heavenly assemblwv, and that Is found in
Hebrews 12:23Z. But =2ven herz zhe fcrzcs <f the 2217 i3
debated. "The first born” enrclled in neaven whc arz szaid to
be an ekklegia are meost likely Christians cn eartz. In Lk.
10:20, Jesus, speaking to the discipies standing before him,
says, "rejoice that your names are written in heaven”", What
iz mores whatever tihls one verse means it cannot be taken to
determine the meaning of every universal use of the word
ekklegia in the Bible. The thought and language cf Hebraws is
distinctive and a-typical.

This means that the c¢laim that in every instance in the Bible

the word ekklesia means assembly, no more and no less is

mistaken, and the claim that 1t is used only of local

gatherings or the heavenly gathering in continucus session is

also mistaken. \We have in fact four theologically significant
“uses of the word ekklesia in the New Testament,

1) Of Christians actually assembled (1 Cor. 11:18, 14:29, 28,
34).

~2) Cf Christians who meet. in the home of a certain man or
woman and can be designated the church who met in the home
of.....(Rom. 16:5, Philm.2, Col.4:15). This is in fact the
congregational or local use of the word skklesia.

3) Of Christians who live in a particular city and in most
cases meet in a number of house churches and are designated
the church in Thessalonica, or Corinth, or Jerusalem. (Ack:s
8:1, 1 Cor 1l:1, 2 Cor 1:1). Here the word is used of
Christians in a gecgraphical region who don't necessaril
assemble tegether. [Is this possibly a distant parallel to
the use of the word church for what we call as Anglicans, a
diocesa?]

4) Of all Christians on earth - the so called universal use.
(Matt.16:18,Acts 20:28,1 Cor,.15:9,C0l.1:18 etc).

Note: All these examples are of Christians living in this
world.

One English word covers these last thrse uses - "community".
There is the Christian community which meets in the home of
Nymphia, or someone a2lse, there is then the Christian
community cf a given city or location such as Jerusalem which
may never meet as one entity, and lastly, the worldwide
Christian community- all believers on earth. An earthly and
heavenly dimension to the church is not implied in any of
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.these uses and such an idea introduces a way o
to the 3ikle.

c) Spotlight readinc and flcocodlight reading of the Bible.
Having made this peint we now return to the claim that a
datailed study of the cone werd ekklesis is the sols Zouts to a
truly biblical doctrine of the church. Our brisf comments cn
semantics and theclogical methcdg}ogy have already shown that
this claim cannot bear scrutiny.|It is our case that the
biblical word study methodology, as a basis for the
\formulation of theology/doctrine, is like using a spctlight.
|1t leaves a lot in the dark. A mors adegquate methcdological
:approach is demanded. We advocate a floedlight approach.
lThose who take this path are aware that no ¢one word can ever
‘convey a profound idea or concept. The more theclogically
developed uses aof the word gkklesia carry the meaning, "the
Christian community, and this is the concept with which the
theologian is interested.’ Once thiz is recognised then the
- concern 1s not with one word but with all the references and
| allusions to the Christian community in the New Testament.!' It
' ig soon discovered, once this methodology is adopted, that the
Bible is profoundly communal in its thinking. At this point
the question becomes not, "how does the New Testament use the
word ekklesia?" but, "what does it teach about our fundamental
corporate entity as believers in Christ?" In answering this
guestion the use and meaning of the one word ekklesia will be
of interest but sc too will every other communal idea and term
in the New Testament. Of particular interest will be such
collective designations as the saints. the elect, the
disciples, the brethren, the believaers etc; metaphors such as
the new temple, the body of Christ, the bride of Christ, and
basic structures of thought such as, "in Christ" and "in the

Spirit".

The conclusion that mest theologians have reached by this
holistic approach is that the New Testament dces nect allow for
any separation between personal Christian faith and communal
membership. We respond to the Gospel, it is true, as
individuals but in doing so, the apostclic writers insist, we
automatically become members of the Christian community, the
church of Jesus Christ. Once this is realised then all the
inadequacies and problems with the Sydney doctrine are
overcome. 'It now becomes clear that:

-The church on earth is not simply a local assembly of
helievers but 2t one and the same time the Christian community
in the world, a regional body of believers and an
intentional fellowship ¢of people in asscciation with one
another.



-The church, when fthcugnt © as a lgeczl <o
Christians, 1s far mcre than an aggregation O
gather for edificaticn and geced teaching. It i
manifestation of the nody eof Christ, a living, in
organisas. ‘

-If the church is by definition the Christian community,
manifested in various ways, 1t is proper to speak oI the
Anglican Church, meaning the Christian community which is
formed by allegiance to the historic Anglican church created
by the 16th century Refsormation. It Is also proper <n this
bagis to speak of the church doing certain things for we are
speaking of the Christian community formed by & small number,
or larger number of Christians working together. ‘

{-Every attempt should be made to work closely with other

Christians in unity because, despite cur human divisions, we
are in God's sight one community.

I hope [ have not confused or borad you too much with all this
semantic and theological argumentation. One final matter -
before I move on to touch briefly on the other issues I
raised. Dr Knoz's frequent claim that the 39 articles
actually teach a congregational view of the church must be
challenged. None of the 16th cantury Reformers held what is
today called, a congresgational doctrine of the church. This
understanding of the church has its origins in the Anabaptist
movement, which was bitterly oppased by the Reformers, and
only became an enunciated doctrine through the work of the
separatist Puritans in the lata 16th and early l7th centuries.
Their novel ecclesiology was called congregationalism, and
from this time on the English word tock on a narrower meaning.
Before that the word "congregation' was an equivalent to the
word "church” and could be used either a local community of
Christians or of all Christians. Tyndale in his translation
of the Greek Bible used the word congregation to translate all
uses o0f the Greek word ekklesia. Read in its historical
setting and in the light of the English Refcrmers theclogy
"congregation” in the wider sense to refer to the worldwide
Christian community as manifsst in the nation of England.

This is exactly how the word church is used in the second
clause of article 19, which refers to the church of Jerusalem,
Alexandria, Antioch and Rome.

Other issues raised.

WORSHIP.
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The denial that what we dc in church should be called wership
is flawed by exactly the zame inadequate understanding of
semantics and overstatesment of the evidenca. Here again we

have "spotlight theclogy”.

It is true that Paul never uses the words of the Greek
translation of the 0ld Testament tc designate temple worship
of what Christians do when they assemble. This is not at all
surprising for it is obviocus theres was a profound differanca
between Christian gatherings and the temple cult. But a study
of particular words as we have shown only reveals so much.
The English word worship - to offer somecne their worth - is
first of all a general concept. This English word is wall
established as a brocad term to describe what Christians do
when they gather together. Thus in speaking of Paul's ‘
understanding ¢f Christian worship we can say that he does not
use the Greek words commonly associated with the 0ld Testament
gsacrificial cult to designata what goces on in gatherings of
Christians, but of the whole of life (eg. Rem. 12:1-2), but
then note what he does say about the corporate life of the

" churches he founded. The conclusion to be drawn from the
evidence in Paul's writings is not that the English word
"worship" should not be used of Christian gatherings, but that
feollowing the apostle we should understand that Christians
assemble for very differsnt reascns than Jews did under the
old covenant.

But again the claim is not only flawed semantically, but also
factually. A cultic word (leitourgecg) taken from the 0ld
Testament is explicitly used of what is taking place in a
Christian gathering in Acts 13:1-3 and in John 4:21 and 23
Jesus contrasts Jewish "worship” (proskuneo) and Christian
worship assuming cone concept but insisting that he has
,inaugurated a ¢hange in manner and content. The boock of
‘Hebrews 3lsco presupposes that Jews and Christians will
corporately "worship” God but insist that under the new
covenant worship will not consist of the offering of the bloocd
of bulls and goats. The author in fact encourages 2is readers
"to offer to God accsptable worship with raverences and awe”
(12:28). What Christians do when they gather is alsoc called
worship in the Book of Revelation (14:6-7,19:10,22:8-9)and
here the vertical dimension of Christlan worship is very much
to the fore. Christians offer their praise, adoration and
songs to God on high. Any so called biblical doctrine of
worship which does not accurately take up the teaching on this
subject in Hebrews and Revelation is sadly wanting. The truth
of the matter is that the Sydney doctrine of wership, while a
corrective to some forms of Anglican worship, is a distortion
itself. t so concentrates on the horizontal dimension - our
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fallowship together - zThat the wver=ical 1s eclicpsed It is
not a full orbed birliczal understanding ¢ congrscaticnal
worsn.y

" The emphasis on the carebral is alsc very c¢ne sided. The
Bible suggests that cur whole personality is a giit{ of God and

in response we give of our whcole selves. What is more when
the Bible speaks of knowledge, or of knowing God, it is
referring primarily tc personal kncowledge, what we might call
the experiential, not factual knowledge. Knowledge understood

as "knowing about", that is the mastery of factz, was a

concern of the pagan Graeks but not of the biblical writers.

- LEADERSHIP.
- In regard to leadership in the church the central issue I
"believe is the naturs of the authority given to those set

apart as leaders of God's pecople. [t seems to be that the
Svdney position implies this authority is coercive authority.
Pecple are to obey what the ordained clergy declare to be
biblical teaching. Tc disagrse with what they pronounce on is
taken tc be not a disagreement with man's interpretation but

with the word of God itself.

I find this understanding of the authority of the so called
teaching-elder based on one difficult text, 2 Tim. 2:11-12,
quite repugnant. I perscnally believe our Lord's five times
repeated injunction that those who would lead should be
servants (Matt.20:26-28,23:11,Mk.9:35,10:43-45,Lk.9:48,

22;27), and his own example in the focotwashing (John 13:1£f),
to say nothing of his sacrifice on the cross, is the key to
understanding the authority of Christian leadership. It is an
authority which is earned as leaders give themselves in humble
service for Christ. It is not coercive authority but
charismatic authority reccgnised and gladly acce=pted because
it manifests the character of Christ. What is mors this

' conception of the ordained ministry disempowers laypeople. In

the life of the church they become second rate citizens as the
clergy have all the answers and hold all spiritual autherity.
The term priest is hated but the result the division of the
cne body of Christ by this high doctrine of the teaching
gffice creates in effect two classes of Christians, and a
higher and lower c¢alling, equal to anything attacked by the
refaormers.

The definition of the parish minister/priest as a teaching
elder is also something which cannot be supportad by a
holistic reading of the New Testament. In Ephesians local
leaders - in the plural ~ seem to bhe called
"teaching-pastors”, and in the Pastorals, "bishops”. The
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elders were older men who formed scmetliing like a pastoral

-~

" council and from thei: numper a few tscKk charge of house

churches being called zishops. Not until the 6th century were
sole elders placed in charge of parishes, Up to this time
those taking this role were called bishops.

/ The basing of the teaching authority of the parish minister on

a teaching magisterium provided by a select number of approved
theologians is, however, the worst erzor of all. This is a
denial of our Reformation heritage. It is a return to what
the Protestant objects to most in traditional Roman
Catholicsm. Bilg brother will tell you what to believe and if

.you don't, you are discbeying God. This is denied of course

by leading Sydney theclogians who insist that it is the Bible
alone which is the basis ¢f their teaching but a little
reflection scon shows that 1t 18 not the Bible itself but the
select number of interpreters who are the final authority.

Cutside of Sydney, evangelicals have been struggling with
what has become a matter of academic study in its own right,
hermeneutics: how to understand and apply biblical teaching
given in one culture, twoc or more thousand years ago, to our
very different, modern western culture but in this diocese the
debate has hardly begun. In fact those who have wanted to
bring it to the fore have been censured. While this issue
fails to get the hearing it deserves dogmatism and intolerances
will prevail.

Church unity.

This absolutist understanding of truth, we have just
discussed, also bears on the Sydney rejection of working
towards closer ties, and possibly some form of union with
other Christians. Most Christians believe that their
understanding of revealed truth is partial and that sitting
down with other Christians with whom they differ is an
obligaticn for they may show us some imperfection in our
position. In Sydney, hcowever, the opinion seems almost to be
that we have nothing to learn, except strategies for chuzch
growth, from any other parts of the church. We have the
Truth. Here both Christian humility and love seem to be

_ eclipsed.

The ministry of women.

When ministerial leadership is understood primarily as a
charismatic gift, authenticated by the Spirit, and exercised
in humble service then women's ministzy can be ambraced
without reserve or restrictions. It is the mistaken Sydney
view of the authority of the parish minister which determines
the answer arrived at in regard tc the ordination of women.
Furthermore, Sydney's deliberate isolationist stance has got
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,the diccese in =The i1llcgiczl and ceoniused situaticn in wnich
"i{%t ncw finds itsels. We are told women must act held authority
in the church but then they ars allowed to ke wardens, zarish
councillors, syncd members and archdeaccns: we are told women
must not teach men but then women are sent Qut a8 missicnaries

to teach pastors and lead churches whare they preach
regularly, and women are licensed in the diccese as lay
preachers: we are told the subordination of women is timeless
truth because it is grounded on the order of c¢creaticn but then
the claim i3 made that this order does not apply in the
secular world where women can be leaders despite the fact that
every theologlan agrees the orderzs of creaticon are structures
bearing on the whole of life not just the church and the home:
and finally we are told that women cannot be ordained as
presbyters for they cannot be the senior minister in a parish
but as we all know such ordination does not automatically
place anycne in charge of a parish - the incumbency of a
parish is a complately separate issue to ordination. If the
Sydney theologians had only sat down with Christians with whom
they disagreed on the question of the ordination of women and
listened, instead of stonewalling, or perscnally attacking
them, they would not now find themselves locking s¢ silly to
outward observers. - ' ) '
Conclusion.
I am sure my time is up. I hope all this was worth an airfare
from Adelaide. It has been a long lecture but it would have
needed a boock if you had asked me to speak on the strengths of
the diocese of Sydney - there ars jus: 3¢ many ways the Gospel
is being preached effectively in this great c¢ity, and so much
spiritual life in so many churches. I am very aware of this
and I hope you are too. In answer to your request I have done
my best to outline what I believe is the prevailing Sydnay
doctrine of the church and to offer my critigque. I now lcok
forward the response to what I have said by those asked to
reply . Where I am wrong or have been unfair I will gladly
take back anything said, or modify it.

Kevin Giles
Feb. 1994

14

,,a-”;,



