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Churches asorganisations: towards a virtue ecclesiology for today

Geoff Moore

Abstract

This article is an attempt to offer insights fronganisation studies to ecclesiology. To do so
it draws particularly on the work of the moral gsibpher Alasdair Macintyre to offer a

virtue ecclesiology for today. The application oadlntyre’s conceptual framework of
practices, institutions, goods and virtues to mdtlk of organisations, which already exists in
the field of organisation studies, is extendechtodhurch as an organisation. It suggests that
the church may be re-described as an organisatiaich the practices of faith are housed
within the institution of the church. On this unskanding, the gift of the church to the world
is not simply the practices of faith but the mannewhich they are institutionalised.
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Introduction

In this article | want to respond to the generdlmede by Brodd for arapprochement
between ecclesiology and the sciences. More spaltyfji however, | want to respond to his
invitation to consider organisational theory aoteptially fruitful source for ecclesiology.
Brodd writes:

“The Church is an organisation, sometimes easéntified as a bureaucratic
institution, and in any society related to the doamit administrative procedures and
theories of administration for its administratidifiaances, buildings, personnel, and
so on. It is the same church which administersiea and sacraments.”

But more specifically still, | want to respond taakhion’s proposal for a virtue
ecclesiology for today, (that is, in his terms, pastmodern society), and to his suggestion
that in so doing we should look to the work of thetinguished philosopher Alasdair
Maclintyre.

With others, | have been working with Macintyredeas for some time in developing what
might be termed a virtue ethics-based organisdtitveary. The application of this theory
has largely been to business organisations (my hemtory), but in the process we have
noted the broader application of the theory to niggtions of all types. So, for example, in a
recent articlé we apply the conceptual framework that we hawelb@ed, and its
implications for organisational analysis, to théebeated but infamous case of the Bristol
Royal Infirmary, where infant mortality rates wesignificantly above national norms. It
seems possible that we can similarly and usefgphathis conceptual and analytical
framework to churches as organisations.

! Brodd, ‘Ecclesiological research’.

% Ibid., 326.

3 Mannion,Ecclesiology and postmodernity
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The paper, then, proceeds as follows. First, baebriefly Mannion’s arguments for a virtue
ecclesiology for today. Second, in order to fillhat, from an organisational perspective,
Mannion leaves unsaid, | summarise the conceptaddwork that we have developed,
based on Macintyre’s work. Third, I look at the Wdhnat has already been done in applying
Maclntyre to the church by Murphy et aland extend this by considering a particular rtu
based understanding of church drawing on WellskWot contrast these with case studies
from organisational theory which help us to apmtethe institutional nature of the church,
aside from its practices. In the fourth sectiondgest that the church can be conceived, in
Maclintyre’s terms, as an institution which hougespractices of faith, and | explore the
implications of this way of understanding churcloeganisation, before concluding.

l. Mannion’s proposals for a virtue ecclesiology

Mannion sets out competing ecclesiologies in the&rmpodern era, specifically ecclesiologies
“from above” and “from below”. Ecclesiology from above represents the churcinas,
sense, “given” and therefore above historical awlas context. God founded the church in
Christ and animates and directs it by the Holyi§pihe Church represents a social reality
that is sacred and hence other than and, in sonse sabove the world and the natural order.
The hierarchical structure and ordering of the chiidescends” from above and so
corresponds to the will of God. Thus ecclesiolagyrf above is pre-critical and a-historical
in the sense that it “will not admitaitical historical account of the church’s origins, but
rather tends towards an attempt to affirm and wphala-criticaboctrinal account™

Ecclesiology from below, by contrast, “acknowledgest the church is an organization
within which and upon which social forces haverapact”? It is thus concrete, existential
and historical, but also theological, such that@nnot be reduced to conclusions that can be
generated by history and sociology aloh&Nonetheless, in being more worldly — but
incarnationally so, in conformity with a ‘Christ@y from below’ — it is more able to respond
to challenges posed from globalisation and plumali$t will be all the more able to hear and
respond to the anguished cry of the unparalleledamusuffering in the world today. It will
listen to, learn from, and meet the challenges ghbigethe experiences of women, just as it
will face the realities of rising secularisationnrany part of the globe, as well as the rise in

individualism”1*

The above / below contrast in ecclesiology, ashnsiology, can too often be played out
unhelpfully in dichotomous terms. For a faith fosed on God’s self-revelation through
historical particularities and contingencies, neiitts an exclusive optiotf, and while
Mannion clearly favours an ecclesiology from belwsvis at pains to stress that he is not in
search of a ‘blueprint ecclesiology’ that will salt times and places. The function of
ecclesiology, he claims, is “to aid the concreterch in performing its task of witness and
pastoral care*? not about finding the one right way to think abbeing church.

® Gill, Churchgoing and Christian ethicMurphy et al Virtues and practices

® Wells, God’s companions

" Mannion,Ecclesiology and postmodernity1.

8 Ibid., 34-5, emphasis in the original. Manniomliawing largely on HaighChristian community in history
° Mannion,Ecclesiology and postmoderni§3
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From this we turn to Mannion’s proposal for a vérecclesiology. First, in distinguishing
virtue ethics from deontological or consequentidissed theories, he suggests a virtue- or
character-oriented ecclesiology in which the chwrolild be concerned less with what ends
it should seek or what rules it should live by a4t sort of community it should bé&*. But
beyond this, virtue ethics draws attention to #ets both that “ethics has a history” and that
“ethics is fundamentally bound up with communitileat likewise have their own “histories”,
i.e. their narratives and stories and past, premahfuture concerns and anxieties. Virtue
ethics focuses on what sort of people we shoulk &eke and what sort of communities we
should work to build®® In supporting Gill's warning against focusingidealised rather
than actual Christian communities, and in critiguannarrow view of God’s actions in
histolr6y to the church alone, Mannion dismissesatbek of Hauerwas as inappropriate to the
task:

And thus to Macintyré! In summarising Maclntyre’s argumentAifter Virtueas against the
Enlightenment project, Mannion points to the cdityraf the teleologicalquestions relating
both to individuals and communities: “TAdter Virtuedebate was and continues to be about
putting the self in a new (communal) setting andrgsome notion of an overall end and
purpose in life, rather than about rules and ppiles and consequences and individual
happiness™® He notes that virtue is noafiti- organization and institutions” although
insisting that “a virtue ecclesiology would lookretully at themotivesbehind planning,
strategy, and structural organization, with a vievemphasizing the priority of love®.
Similarly in relation to institutions he proposést, “The virtuous life is to be preferred over
the predominance of the “institutional” (using tieem here in a negative sense). When the
institution becomes the end in itself, tieéos and is not driven bgaritas by embracing and
bearing witness to the love of God, then it hasegeeriously astray™

Beyond this, however, while mentioning key aspettdlacintyre’s work such as narrative,
practice and tradition, Mannion leaves us, somewdrdalisingly, wondering just what a
Maclintyre-based virtue ecclesiology might look likepractice. In order to explore that,
therefore, we need to turn to look at MaclIntyra'gjgct in more detail. And while it might be
instructive to have some appreciation of MacIntyr@ncepts of tradition and narrative,
within which practice and institutions are set, wit here, both for reasons of space and to
focus specifically on what organisation theory cantribute to ecclesiology, confine
ourselves to a consideration of Maclintyre’s congalptramework that links goods, virtues,
practices and institutiorfs.

4 Mannion, Ecclesiology and postmodernit¥97. This does not mean that the church shoulchawe a clear
idea of what itgelosor purpose should be.

!> bid., 206.

6 Here Mannion is drawing on the work of Kirkpatrickhe ethics of communityt seems clear that such a
dismissal of Hauerwas’ work is mistaken. The chuschHauerwas’ view is distinct from the world bhist
does not imply sectarianism. See Haueniid® peaceable kingdgr®9-102; Biggar, ‘Is Stanley Hauerwas
sectarian?’; and Wells ‘No abiding inner city’, pewlarly 129, 131, 137.

" Mannion is clear that he is using Maclntyre noaiprivileged sense aise thinker on these issues, but as one
whose work provides useful paralleBc€lesiology and postmoderniti98n).

% bid., 214.

9bid., 227, emphasis in the original.

2 |bid. 227, emphasis in the original.

2L For just such a broader discussion, and in a Gmicontext, see Kallenberg, ‘The master argunoént
Maclintyre’sAfter Virtue’, 20-9.



1 Macintyre’s virtues-goods-practice-institution frawork’?

Goods, practices and institutions

The significance of Maclntyre’s work has been adsieel by Beadle and Mod?2lt is also
the case that Macintyre’s arguments for, and dewveémnts of, virtue ethics and their
application to organisations in general (but spedlify to the area of business) are already
well documented? In order to explore their application to churchesrganisations,
however, we need to begin by considering Maclngynetion of a practice. This he defines
very precisely as:

“Any coherent and complex form of socially estdidid cooperative human activity
through which goods internal to that form of adthare realized in the course of
trying to achieve those standards of excellencehvare appropriate to, and partially
definitive of, that form of activity, with the reuhat human powers to achieve
excellence, and human conceptions of the ends @oakgnvolved, are systematically
extended ®

It is worth drawing out the four central concepiigarent in this definition. First, engagement
in practices is a social and co-operative activigomething never done alone, but always
with others. Second, the outcome of engagemernaictipes is the achievement of internal
goods. Such internal goods, which Macintyre ladentifies with both the excellence of the
products that result from the practice, (such he &xcellence in performance by the painters
and that of each portrait itseff®, and the perfection of the individuals in the @& of such
production?’ can be contrasted with external goods such asvaljrreputation, power,

profit or, more generally, success. When achieMatIntyre argues, these external goods
are “always some individual's property and posses$They are] characteristically objects

of competition in which there must be losers ad a&Wwinners?® With internal goods,
however, although there is competition in one sgiiggis competition to excel and so
benefits all members of the community engagedeémptiactice® A point that is worth

drawing out here, and to which we will return,hattexternal goods are predicated on scarce
resources while internal goods are unlimited.

Third, practices have standards of excellence tisdmplicit in this that such standards have
come to be determined by those practitioners wive héstorically engaged in the practice:
“To enter into a practice is to enter into a relaship not only with its contemporary
practitioners, but also with those who have prededein the practice, particularly those

22 The following section draws largely on a previpaper — see Moore and Beadle, ‘In search of orgéaizal
virtue’.

2 Beadle and Moore, ‘MaclIntyre on virtue and orgatiam’.

24 See, for example, Beadle, ‘The misappropriatioMatintyre; Moore, ‘On the implications of the ptiae-
institution distinction’, Moore, ‘Humanizing busis€, Moore, ‘Corporate character’, Moore, ‘Re-im@gg the
morality of management’.

% Maclntyre, After Virtue 187. Most of the work | refer to is taken frohiter Virtue which was originally
published in 1981. | am using the third edition.

*® |bid., 189.

2 Maclntyre, ‘A partial response to my critics’, 284

28 Maclntyre,After Virtue 190.

# bid., 190-1.



whose achievements extended the reach of the gedotits present point®. Thus
“practices always have historie¥”,and we find ourselves engaged in a tradition whioth
confronts us and from which we need to le&riBut, fourth, practices are “systematically
extended” such that there is always inherent withenotion of a practice the idea that the
current standards of excellence are always beih¢ppthe test, and there is always debate
amongst the practitioners about the ends and thésgof such a practice.

It is also axiomatic in Macintyre’s schema, andtaropoint to which we will need to return,
that only those who participate in the practice gaderstand and therefore gain the internal
goods that the practice affords. This is one reagonMacintyre terms them internal goods
— “because they can only be identified and recaghlzy the experience of participating in
the practice in question. Those who lack the releeaperience are incompetent thereby as
judges of internal goods®

So far, so good. But in order for practices to fiisl institutions are required to provide for
their sustenanc¥. Maclintyre provides a similarly complex and exteadlefinition of
institutions:

“Institutions are characteristically and necesgardncerned with ... external goods.
They are involved in acquiring money and other miatgoods; they are structured in
terms of power and status, and they distribute mop@wer and status as rewards.
Nor could they do otherwise if they are to sustahonly themselves, but also the
practices of which they are the bearers. For notjges can survive for any length of
time unsustained by institutions. Indeed so intematthe relationship of practices to
institutions — and consequently of the goods ezldmthe goods internal to the
practices in question — that institutions and peastcharacteristically form a single
causal order in which the ideals and the creatvitthe practice are always
vulnerable to the acquisitiveness of the institutio which the cooperative care for
common goods of the practice is always vulnerabtaé competitiveness of the
institution. In this context the essential feataf¢he virtues is clear. Without them,
without justice, courage and truthfulness, prasticeuld not resist the corrupting
power of institutions 3

Maclntyre’s description of institutions and theslationship with practices can be applied in
almost any context. Macintyre himself indicatest,tlfithe range of practices is wide: arts,
sciences, games, politics in the Aristotelian setis® making and sustaining of family life,
all fall under the concepf® The argument here is that this can be extendddciade
organisational life in general (as has been donelation to business organisations) and to
churches as organisations in particular. In otherd®, the argument is that any organisation
can be re-described as a practice-institution coatlan, and that this applies as much to
churches as to any other organisation. Organisgtiom this understanding, are not the same

0 bid., 194.

! bid., 221.

% bid., 194.

* bid., 188-9.

3 One disappointing aspect of the work containedlimphy et al.,Virtues and practices in the Christian
tradition, and specifically in Kallenberg, ‘The master argunnof Macintyre'sAfter Virtué within it, is that it
almost entirely fails to note or explore the rdiattinstitutions play in Maclntyre’s conceptualrfrawork.

3 Maclntyre,After Virtue 194.

% Ipid., 188.



as institutions: it is only when we include the gtige dimension in combination with the
institutional dimension that we have a fully-fledgerganisatiori’

An important point to note, however, and one toawhwe will need to return, is that
Maclintyre’s conceptualisation of practices andiiagons immediately brings to light the
essential associatioand tension between practices and institutions — tfeegn a single
causal order; practices cannot survive without dpenstitutionalised; and yet practices are
always vulnerable to the acquisitiveness and coitnggtess of the institution — and similarly
the essential associati@md tension between internal and external goods, latdthis gives
the texture of organisational life a central dilemrBut it is also important at this stage to
appreciate the nature of external goods: “I neesghtphasize at this point that external goods
genuinely are goods. Not only are they characterigsbjects of human desire, whose
allocation is what gives point to the virtues otjune and of generosity, but no one can
despise them altogether without a certain hypotri®y Before returning to consider the
implications of this, however, we first need to siler the place of the virtues and to put in
place one other aspect of this framework whicHge amportant.

Virtues and institutional governance
Maclintyre initially defines the virtues as:

“dispositions not only to act in particular way4 lalso to feel in particular ways. To
act virtuously ... is to act from inclination formégt the cultivation of the virtues™

But he later links virtues, goods and practicesarspecifically, a link which, while not
excluding the exercise of virtue outside of praagiagives to practices a particularly
important place in the moral Iif¢:

3 It is worth noting here that drawing this equivale between organisations and practice-institution
combinations does not preclude non-organisatioraimples of practices being institutionalised. Thakimg
and sustaining of family life (one of Maclintyre’saample practices) is institutionalised through agements
such as marriage (often referred to as an ingiitudf course), taxation and other fiscal allowanessl cultural
mores which support it, without it being in any seran organisation. New Institutional Economics thaise
useful work in this area and distinguishes betwieemal institutions (writing and enforcing constitins, laws,
contracts and regulations or, in other words, sétsorking rules) and informal institutions (suck morms of
conduct, beliefs and habits of thoughts and behayi@ee Menard and Shirlelandbook of new institutional
economics1). Formal organisations, on this understandarg, formal institutions “together with the people
taking advantage of them” (Furubotn and Richiestitutions and economic thegry, citing North Institutions,
institutional change and economic performaneed see also Ricketts, ‘Editorial: the econommalgsis of
institutions’ and Furubotn and Richter, ‘The newstitutional economics’) such as firms or a City @oil
Informal organisations are things such as a mackehmunity. Formal organisations have an “objective
function” — some overriding objective which theyekd¢o maximise, such as shareholder wealth in #éise of a
firm or a community’s well-being in the case of ByGouncil. It is in this sense of a formal orgsation that |
have applied Maclntyre’s practice-institution comdtion to business organisations and, althoughctiesrmay
be seen as highly complex organisations withouesgarily a clear objective function that they areking to
maximise, it is my argument that the same pradtisgtution combination notion can be usefully apglto
churches as organisations.

38 Maclntyre,After Virtue 196.

¥ bid., 149.

40« .. although | have in no way restricted the eigof the virtues to the context of practicess in terms of
practices that | have located their point and fiomt ibid., 201.



“A virtue is an acquired human quality the possesand exercise of which tends to
enable us to achieve those goods which are intesr@ahctices and the lack of which
effectively prevents us from achieving any suchdgot*

Virtues, therefore, are enduring character traiss ¢f course, are vices), not practice-specific,
but spanning and necessary to the flourishing gfpaiactice. And the possession and
exercise of the virtues enables an individual dmmunity with other practitioners of course)
to achieve the goods internal to the practice,thachchievement of those goaisoss a
variety of practices and over tineinstrumental in the individual's search for andvement
towards their owrtelosor purpose. Nor is this search and movement pumeiyidual, a

point made well by McCann & Brownsberger:

“... the normative character of Maclintyre’s definitiof a social practice ... is
secured within a larger account of the moral |Iseaavhole. There must be sotetos
to human life, a vision anticipating the moral yrof life, given in the form of a
narrative history that has meaning within a paticaommunity’s traditions;
otherwise the various internal goods generatedh@yange of social practices will
remain disordered and potentially subversive of amaher. Without a community’s
shared sense t¢los there will be no way of signifying ‘the overridjrgood’ by
which various internal goods may be ranked anduated!.”*?

Thus, Macintyre’s framework offers an account wHioks individual and communatlos
But we need now to consider one other aspect oliae’s framework:

“the making and sustaining of forms of human comityus- and therefore of
institutions— itself has all the characteristics of a practened moreover of a practice
which stands in a peculiarly close relationshigh® exercise of the virtues ... For the
ability of a practice to retain its integrity wdlepend on the way in which virtues can be
and are exercised in sustaining the institutiooahs which are the social bearers of the
practice.*?

In other words, what at the institutional level me&ht (in business terms) call senior
managers — those who have, in one sense, outgh®yvodre’ practice and now represent the
institution that ‘houses’ it — also have the sarmppartunity to exercise the virtues in the
practice of making and sustaining the institutidnd there are internal goods to be achieved
from this practice in just the same way as theegfram the core practice which the
institution houses. While this opportunity is atfed particularly to senior managers, it has
also been arguéd that managers at all levels (in business ternuset at supervisory, junior
and middle as well as senior management) must engtly the practice of making and
sustaining the institution and so have the oppdstda exercise the virtues here and gain the
internal goods available from this practice.

It has also been arguBdthat managers at all levels, even the most semigst continue to
engage with the core practice so that they botlerstand it and can promote the pursuit of
excellence within it. Here too, even if only tomited extent, managers can continue to

! bid., 191.
2 McCann and Brownsberger, ‘Management as a sociatipe’, 227-8.
3 Maclntyre After Virtug 194-5, emphasis added.
*4 Moore, ‘Re-imagining the morality of management'.
45 i
Ibid.



exercise the virtues and gain the internal gooddatle from the core practice. It will be
clear that in the context of the church, while tdseninology of managers sits uncomfortably,
those at all ‘levels’ are expected to continue witlull and fundamental engagement with the
core practice at the heart of the church, andigHisit one of the distinguishing features of
churches as organisatioffs.

This conceptual framework, then, may be represdmydtie diagram below where the core
practice is ‘housed’ by the institution and the Bemaircle with the “P” inside represents the
practice of making and sustaining the institufion.

@ INSTITUTION

Concerned with the
achievement of external goc

PRACTICE

Concerned with
the exercise of
virtue and the
achievement of

internal good

Maclntyre, in drawing attention to the central dil@ma of his framework that we noted
earlier, argues that, “practices are often distbbg their modes of institutionalisation, when
irrelevant considerations relating to money, poart status are allowed to invade the
practice”*® It is, in other words, thprioritisation of external goods that corrupts the
institution and threatens the practice. If thisasthe question then becomes what can be
done to maintain an appropridtalancebetween the pursuit of internal and external goonds
such a way that the institution is able to presés/practices by ensuring that they are not

% Although the church is unusual in this respeds itot entirely alone. Academic organisations ralsp have
something in common with churches here, senioremas continuing to engage (if only to a limitedydee),
through teaching and research, with their own afesxpertise. Similarly in professional service amgations
such as architects, lawyers, accountants and doatoGeneral Practice, partners are expected ttncento
engage in the core practice as well as having respitity for the institution that houses it.

“"It is quite likely that many institutions will hea more than one practice. For simplicity, howewer assume
here a single practice within any particular ingign. Universities as institutions, for exampleuke parts of
many practices in all the different subject areagctvare represented. Note, however, that neitkeahiing nor
research are practices in their own right — teartind research are always the teaching and reseérch
somethingi/mathematics, literature, history) and it is theabjects and their application in ‘the real wortlat
are the practices. Research explores and challeviisthe goods are and so is fundamental to thatdeabout
the ends and goods of the practice in questioncliieg passes on knowledge of the particular practchose
who are being apprenticed into it. See Moore, ‘Ragdining the morality of management’, 501-502 iatHer
discussion of this issue.

8 Maclntyre, ‘A partial response to my critics’, 289



eroded by the inordinate pursuit of external goddisis, an important part of the whole
virtues-goods-practice-institution framework igoéous on the level of the institution in order
to assess what features of the institution wiltdreznable it to promote excellence in the core
practice that it houses.

The character of the virtuous institution

It has been argued elsewH®r¢hat “character” is an appropriate term to usemhinking

of the features of an institution that either proenar frustrate excellence in the core practice.
This borrows, of course, from the notion of thewas or vices possessed and exercised by an
individual being aggregated in some way that alloe$o make a description of their overall
character as virtuous or vicious or as somewhebeiweert’ The first requirement, then, of
an institution with a virtuous character would battthere is good purposdor the

particular practice-institution combination that@mprises. Second, the institution would be
aware that it is founded on and has as its mosbiitapt functiorthe sustenance of the
particular practice that it housesnd following from this, the institution wou&hcourage

the pursuit of excellence in that practitatever that may mean for the particular pradtice
question. Third, it would focus a@xternal goodgsuch as survival, reputation, power, profit
or, more generally, success) as both a necessdny@mhwhile function of the institution
(they aregoods notbads as Maclintyre emphasises), lomily to the extent necessary to the
sustenance and development of the prackoarth, the institution would be such as to be
able toresist the corrupting power of institutions in @svironmentvith which it in turn

relates, where these encourage a single-mindecntation on external goods.

A virtuous institution would also embody a numbgother features' These are the
development of power-balanced structurihat will ensure that the views and desires of
particular constituencies are not privileged owse of others, and decision-maksygtems
and processethat enable rational critical dialogue having éfiect of countering biases and
enabling the questioning of the hitherto unquesitibrin particular, these will allow the
institution not to see itself as compartmentali§ech other institutions in society but as one
part of a larger whole. While to some extent owslits control, the encouragement of a
supportiveculture will also be a feature of the character of awitts institutiorr?

9 Moore, ‘Corporate character’.

* porter,The recovery of virtyel 14-115, makes a four-fold distinction. The parsétrue virtue“is
characterised by harmonious unanimity among hdinfge judgments and will” such that there is naftiot
between the passions and the will. “The actionth@tontinentself-controlled] person are of a kind that is
characteristic of temperance and fortitude, andheebverall pattern of the individual's life, inding his
responses as well as his actions, reveal that &g mimt truly possess the virtues.” Thecbntinentperson ... has
a correct understanding of his true good [but] tlogless acts contrary to that understanding. Snéhdavidual
performs the actions of a particular vice, for epéarof gluttony, without actually being a gluttoriFinally,
what characterises the truliciousindividual ... is that he truly believes that msrdinate pursuit of the
pleasures of the palate, or whatever, is necessdnig ultimate happiness” (emphases and explanatites
added). In a manner similar to the above, | wishrtpue that it is appropriate to extend these g#gmns at the
individual level to the institutional level and teéore to speak, by way of metaphor, of institusibvirtues (and
vices) and of virtuous, continent, incontinent &iglous institutions.

*1 Moore, ‘Corporate character’.

2 In Moore, ‘Corporate character’, | distinguish Wween culture and character broadly along the lihes
culture is externally and institutionally orientécllture in the business literature tends to be@ated with
success), and character which is internally andtigerorientated and is therefore focused on exced.



This, then, summarises Maclintyre’s virtues-goods:sfice-institution conceptual framework
in so far as we need it hete Along the way, we have indicated at various pohrdw it
might apply to churches as organisations, butnbis time to consider this in more detail.

[l. Applying Macintyre to the Church

Although previously one major existing work in tlasea was criticised for its lack of
attention to institutions (see footnote 34), vasiauthors within Murphy et af. do provide a
detailed consideration of precisely what the pcagt) at the heart of the church are. The
central practice, they argue, is that of “estaligland maintaining Christian community?,
abbreviated to “community formation®, and derived from St. Paul’s explanation of the
purposes of spiritual gifts “for building up thedyoof Christ” (Eph. 4:12), “including
especially the making of one new people out of wisad to be two” (Eph. 2:18). There
are similarities here with Gill’'s concern with mbead, more specifically, Christian
communities? Having defined the central practice, Murphy ancd&ndon then articulate
the other practices in answer to the question, ‘“Mhast the church do to be the church?”.
These are:

a) Worship understood as dialogic in which “Godetakhe initiative and human response
consists in worship® Worship typically involves public prayer, sacrarts reading of
Scripture and preaching. True worship also invojwesitence and the ability to forgive
others (indeed McClendon sees this as almost aatepaactice}’ and the overcoming of
all forms of discrimination (ethnic, class and gerdn line with the making of one new
people out of tw§?

b) Witness understood as a collection of activisiesh as “evangelistic preaching, door-to-
door visitation, revivals at the home church, nuesivork in all its forms abroad®

c) Works of mercy carrying on Jesus’ ministry te ffoor, the sick and the outcast, including
therefore the ministry of pastoral c&fe.

d) Discipling referring to the church’s teachingldnrmation of its members including the
exercise of church disciplirfa.

3 Further issues associated with this conceptuatdmork may be found in Moore and Beadle ‘In searth
organizational virtue’.

>4 Murphy et al. Virtues and practices

> McClendon, ‘The practice of community formatiof2.

5 Murphy, ‘Using MaclIntyre’s method in Christian i, 43.

> bid., 42.

%8 Gill, Churchgoing and Christian ethicg-3, 7, for example.

%9 Murphy, ‘Using MaclIntyre’s method in Christian i, 33.

®1pid., 34.

1 McClendon, ‘The practice of community formatiof4-102.

%2 Murphy, ‘Using Macintyre’s method in Christian &i$i, 35.

%% bid., 35-36.

% bid., 37. Murphy makes the point that, given Muygie’s definition of a practice and the receipirigrnal
goods by the practitioners from their involvementtj such practice will require more involvemelman simply
writing cheques.

®®pid., 37.
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e) Discernment which is a complex social practis®ived in testing spirits to see if they are
from God, recognising genuine prophets, receivimgance from the Spirit for mission
works, and for determining church policf¥s.

f) McClendor?’ also argues that the covenant meal (the Euchiisart and parcel of the
central practice of community formation, a ritetttsamoral and ethical first of all, which is

“aimed at the shaping of the common life of thei§tfan community’®

This analysis is clearly helpful but there are enbar of points to be made in relation to the
categorisation of practices that we have heret,Rirere is the issue of a central or master
practice and other subordinate practices. Maclmgmhere uses this terminology and,
indeed, specifically warns against activities withipractice being regarded as themselves a
practice®® The terminology that seems to be developing twrpractices and sub-

practices), may not be unduly problematic, bubgsiseem to be important to ensure that
sub-practices genuinely are practices in and oh®tves, and not simply component parts
of what a particular practice entails.

More substantively, however, there is a questiar tive central practice of community
formation, or “establishing and maintaining Chasticommunity” to give it its full title. This
seems to have a striking similarity to MaclIntyréaisaking and sustaining of forms of human
community — and therefore of institutions” that meted above. There is therefore a question
as to whether what McClendon has identified isthetcore practice but the small “P”
practice in the diagram abo{f This is clearly an essential part of Christiaagtice, but
whether it ishe core practice from which all other sub-practiceswe is not adequately
substantiated. We will return to this point below.

Let us move on from this specific consideratiohaf application of Macintyre’s concepts to
another, rather different approach. Wells’ wWdrks also instructive in identifying the core
practice(s) of the church. He is also explicit atkrgowledging that, “the Church by no means
exhausts the kingdon{ and many of the examples with which the book iete describe
the actual church grounded in the world rather gs@ne idealised version of it. Nor is he

® Murphy recognises that not all of these five ficast that she identifies will necessarily be agrepdn, and
accepts that the last two may be more controve(ibidl.: 37-8).

" McClendon, ‘The practice of community formatio2.

® A comparison of these six practices with the ealyrch’s practices, before these were institutised,
makes interesting reading — see, for example, 2dt8-47; 4:32-37.

%9 S0, for example, “Bricklaying is not a practicechitecture is. Planting turnips is not a practiz@ming is”
(Maclintyre,After Virtue 187).

O There is a further issue here of the differentéls’ of analysis. Coe & Beadle, ‘Could we knowragiice-
embodying institution if we saw one?’, 12-14, spedk‘practice-based communities” although Maclintyre
himself does not use this particular term. Thenppse, however, is to draw attention to how prasti@nd the
way they are institutionalised, whether this benfally or informally) combine to be significant caibgent
parts of any community andjce-versa how any community might be characterised by tkterd to which it
enables and encourages, and is supported by, wirtpiactice-institution combinations. The argumteasre is
not that Christian communities would be exampleswth self-sustaining communities (although thexreeh
been and are such examples, as in the Amish conigsiim North America), but that Christian commiest
would themselves be parts of (and, one would hgjmificant parts of) such self-sustaining commiesit
Maclintyre refers to such communities in these tertihsmust ... be some form of local community within
which the activities of families, workplaces, sclgalinics, clubs dedicated to debate and clulticdéed to
games and sportand religious congregationsiay all find a place” (MacintyrdDependent Rational Animals
135, emphasis added).

' Wells,God’s companions

2 1bid., 34.
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uncritical of the church as an institutidR Hence his is very much a work that presents a
concrete, critical, historically and socially sited, but also theologically informed,
ecclesiology from below without in any sense undeimg the notion that the church is also
a social reality that is sacred, set apart an@wafft from the world.

As with Murphy, Wells’ work is similarly based ohe church as the ‘Body of Christ’. The
core practices which Wells identiffésare those of forming (evangelism and catechesis),
incorporating (baptism), performing (praying, sharlife, faith and troubles together in the
body of Christ, and welcoming the stranger as ttgithe church), restoring (speaking the
truth, repentance, forgiveness, reconciliationtar@sion and healing) and the Eucharist
which, like McClendon, Wells sees as a “definitpractice” of the churci> While many of
these core practices can be found in Murphy andIbtefon’s work, Wells offers a rich,
descriptive and ultimately more convincing ecclegyy. He also sets this in a context which
is particularly relevant to our concerns. For ohhis repeated mantras is that God gives
“everything his people need to follow hirf®.Indeed the church lives in abundance — God
gives it too much. This is therefore in contragtwihe scarcity that we noted earlier in
relation to the external goods of institutions whare characterised by competition for such
goods. Wells notes God’s abundance particularhgliation to the practices of the chur¢h,
but the point is well made and we will need to netibelow to a more detailed consideration
of abundance in relation to the institution of dmeirch.

But while Wells presents what is, in effect, a ative-based virtue ecclesiology, there are
various points and criticisms of the work that nb@ymade. First, it is an ecclesiology of the
local church® and hence it does not address other manifessatibchurch aside from the
local. It does, however, assume these other maaiiess — the book, while not a-clerical in
the sense that priests play an important functiomany of the examples (and so identifies
thelaosas, in effect, priest and people together), isséitutional in paying no attention to
the structures that, for example, selected, traaretinow support, discipline and finance
them in their ministry. Nor does it pay attentiorthe institutional structures even at the local
level which support and maintain the practicesheflocal church. So while we would do
well to use Wells’ work as definitive of the coraptices of the church, we need to consider
these other dimensions of church if we are to aratva comprehensive virtue ecclesiology.

In order to illustrate these other dimensions tlaeesthree examples that are worthy of our
consideration. These each draw on insights fromarosgtional theory and do so at different
levels of the church — local, regional and natiomak first is a study by Harris at
congregational lev&l which drew on institutional theory and empirisaidy to draw
conclusions about the nature of religious orgartieat Her case study congregations were
three very different Christian churches (a largager-city Roman Catholic church; a small,
Black-led Pentecostal church in an industrial toaumd an Anglican church in a market town)
together with a suburban Jewish synagogue.

" Ibid., 34.

" Ibid., 55-124.

®bid., 129.

®Ibid., 5, for example.

" Ibid., 5-8.

8 |bid., passimbut explicitly 5.

" Harris, ‘A special case of voluntary associationsarris, Organising God’s work
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Harris’ basic finding was that such congregatioagd many features of voluntary associations
with similarities in having broad purposes, memlatsacted by social opportunities, and a
responsive approach to the local environment. Hi®y faced similar challenges such as
difficulty in setting goals, partly in responsepiessures from local communities and the
secular environment and partly because of resamastraints which forced a higher priority
on maintenance than longer-term strategy. Orgaarsgtchange was also problematic, as
was engagement with formal welfare projects whmmpeted for human and financial
resources against other congregational activitigerestingly, the Pentecostal church in her
study was able largely to avoid these problems thi¢ghpastor seen as the key decision-maker
and church commitments having a high priority immbers’ lives. For the three churches,
internal interest groups caused difficulties iniden-making, often circumventing formal
committee structures. Ministers found it diffictdtbalance the numerous demands placed on
them and there was evidence of power strugglesdsgtway and ordained members.

Many of these features accord with a voluntary eission model in which members seek
social and personal benefits from the organisatod, have the option to exit if these are not
met. Leaders’ power can consequently be weak, lzareé tan be tensions between paid and
voluntary members of staff. Associated with thisuwbary model, growth in voluntary
associations can be counter-productive as it “ce@ mgse to pressures towards formalization
and professionalization which conflict with driviesremain small, informal and member-
focused™ Resistance to change is similarly explainedsassinterest or even resentment
towards denominational structures “which presceibe monitor adherence to goafs”.

Harris concluded that while the voluntary assooiatnodel explains much of what she
observed at congregational level, religious orgatroas were “special case” voluntary
associations with two particular characteristicg tfistinguish them from other voluntary
organisations: the role of the ‘minister’ as a baany spanner between the local church and
denominational institutions, but also one who aditional / charismatic authority; and as
organisations which have “low-ceiling” ultimate dg®a goals which are set by religious
principles and are not open for debate or negoti&fi

This rich study highlights a number of importanpests of churches as organisations, and
gives a nuanced account of many features of coagoegl life. In effect, while Wells’
account describes the core practices of the Iduaich as they can be at their best and,
normatively, as they should be, Harris shows tleallohurch as many would recognise it.

The second study, by contrast, takes us to themaglevel and the more formal structures of
a church organisation where most of the staff vpaiid employees. Parker’s study of the
Victorian Synod of the Uniting Church of Austra{emmerger of Methodist, Presbyterian and
Congregational denominations), provides an in-dep#e study of one organisation over a
period of one year (1988-8%). While focusing on the Synod (regional) levehdted the
tensions that had arisen between this and the teWels of parish and presbytery (formal
groups of parishes). The context was of an orgaars¢hat was suffering recurrent
budgetary deficits and, as time went on, an ingttidi control its financial position. The

8 Harris, ‘A special case of voluntary association809.

' bid., 611.

#bid., 615.

8 Parker, ‘Reactive planning in a Christian bureaogt, Parker, ‘Budgetary incrementalism in a Cliaist
bureaucracy'.
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study, therefore, focused on the planning and obaystems in place in the organisation. In
summary:

“Thus in this religious not-for-profit organizatipthe outcome of reactive planning,
both direct and mediated by intra-organizationkdtienships, managerial
(in)expertise and multiple governing agendas, afgoeebe an incremental budgetary
melange. Strategic planning may be absent, andrtheal incremental budget
becomes, by default, the only formal planning viehand at the same time, the major
control tool.*

Aside from the lack of expertise noted here, presitailed attempts to “generate prioriti&s”
and philosophical resistance to plannfigParker also noted the complexity of “multiple

calls — the calls of God, of secular society, ahthe organization’s own internal
communities®” There was evidence of a “sacred-secular” diviithinvthe organisation

such that, “the observed suspension of beliefriesaurce crisis and the reluctance to
determine strategic operating priorities or to tgrograms and related expenditures suggests
a dominance of a sacred agenda over secular résgeancerns®®

This similarly rich study offers insights into rgilbus organisations that are missing from
accounts that describe simply the core practicéseobrganisation. Here is an organisation
struggling to make sense of itself, or, in Macletgrterms, struggling with the tension
between the practice and the institution and hadglifiggulty finding the right balance
between internal and external goods.

A similarly complex and inductive study is provideg Berry of control and accountability in
the Church of Englantf. His focus is at the national level and on thecpsses of debate and
decision-making that arose in relation to the idtrction of an Archbishop’s Council. His
working hypothesis was that the Church of Englaad ‘fevolved over many hundreds of
years into a multiplex ecosystem, very complex @miglarchic in theology and in its patterns
of authority, with very complex and hidden relasbips between the part®”. The study is

of an attempt by the Evangelical wing of the churolresponse to a significant financial
crisis, to introduce a more managerialist, hieraadhcentralist and unaccountable
organisation structure. The proposal was that as@hbishop’s Council would take on a
role similar to the Bishop’s Councils that operat®iocesan level but without the balancing
effect of the ‘Bishop-in-Synod’. This approach tganisational restructuring was opposed
by the Anglo-Catholic and Liberal wings within thational church and gradually watered
down. This was, then, an example of a conciliar ehoahich “located the authority of the
church not in the hierarchy exclusively, but in tiigole body of the faithful united in the
sacraments ... the conciliar model of the Bishe@ynod”?* reasserting itself. Berry's
conclusion is instructive:

8 parker, ‘Budgetary incrementalism in a Christiamgaucracy’, 86.
8 parker, ‘Reactive planning in a Christian bureaogt, 348-349.

% bid., 351.

 bid., 337.

% bid., 91-92.

8 Berry, ‘Accountability and control in a cat’s ctat

% bid., 262.

bid., 271.
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“The substantial defeat of the project for contrial an autonomous “new head for the
body” was because the managerialist model of osgdion and control being infused
into the Church of England sought a new monarcliarah of governance and a
return to traditional forms of Episcopal controliaihignored the evolution of the
church from those models to the loosely coupledtiplex ecosystem which had
emerged to contain competing theological stantes.”

The study by Harris shows the complexity of goalsg the multiple and to some extent
competing constituencies, which local congregatians seeking to satisfy. The link to
denominational structures is also present here. démominational aspects, of course,
dominate the studies by Parker and Berry and shevatided complexity of ‘church’ when
this dimension is present and recognised as stgmifi What all three studies show, however,
is the significant presence of the institution e tife of the church. Without the institution,
life may be simpler, but describing the practicethe church does not describe the church in
all its fullness. An organisation theory-informettwe ecclesiology points to the need for
both elements.

V. The practices of faith and their institutionalisatin the church

“You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord #eo them, and their great ones are tyrants oven tiie
will not be so among you; but whoever wishes t@ieat among you must be your servant, and whoever
wishes to be first among you must be your slaveattM20: 25-27

“It is not right that we should neglect the word@dd in order to wait at tables. Therefore, friersidect
from among yourselves seven men of good standitigyffthe Spirit and of wisdom, whom we may
appoint to this task, while we, for our part, vd#tvote ourselves to prayer and to serving the word.

Acts 6: 2-4

We have, in the consideration of the contributiohMurphy, McClendon and, in particular,
Wells derived an adequate understanding of them@e@tices at the heart of the church. That
these practices are well-defined and articulatedilshnot surprise us; that, it seems, has been
the primary concern of Christian ethicists for same*® We have not, however, so far
developed an adequate short-hand for the coreiggagiven the problems associated with
“establishing and maintaining Christian communttyat were noted above. A possible
answer is simply to name the core practices abdaet of the church (for as we have seen
above, there is more than a single practice) aprthetices of faitfi? It is worth, however,
returning to Macintyre’s definition of a practice draw out several implications of this.

First, practices are always social and co-operaoteities. So, with the practices of faith,
this is never an ‘activity’, or set of activitiesarried out in isolation from others. It is, in
Wells terms, always a “shared faith”.Thus, it is from other practitioners that indivads

are apprenticed into the faith and grow in itsifrom other practitioners that individuals
learn “those standards of excellence which areagate to, and partially definitive of, that
form of activity”. It is with others that the faiil practiced. It also the case, of course, that
the practices of faith have a history (we “entéo ia relationship not only with its

%2 bid., 292-293.

93 Gill, Churchgoing and Christian ethic3.

% Wells uses this phrase explicitlyGod’s companions215. Another book which specifically acknowlediss
debt to Maclintyre’s concept of practice also referpractices of faith — see Bass (debacticing our faith

% Wells, God’s companions209.
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contemporary practitioners, but also with those Wwhee preceded us in the practice,
particularly those whose achievements extendedetieh of the practice to its present
point”) and so there is a proper sense of the f@maddividuals to be inducted into the
history of the practices of faith. As Wells sug%eSlhe Holy Spirit enables the church to
conceive its form of life awalking backwards®® always looking back to its founder and
those who have practiced the faith before. Butel®galso the forward-looking notion of the
practice being “systematically extended” so thatwall as looking backwards, there should
always be a suitable dissatisfaction with the aurstgandards of the practice and a sense of
moving forwards to new and higher standards. Thagptesent is never definitive — in line
with Mannion’s point against a ‘blueprint ecclesigy’.

Associated with the core practices of faith, ofrsau is the need to identify those virtues
which are particularly important to its sustainangd thriving, and the theological virtue of
faith acts as a reminder that faith is not just ettiimg attained ‘from below’, but is also
something given ‘from above’ — along, of coursetfvihe other theological virtues of hope
and love’’ There is insufficient space here to consider imitithe virtues appropriate to the
practices of faith, although again a reading of [¢/&ork would enable such a list to be
compiled. Similarly, there is not space here tosoder the internal goods of the practices of
faith, except to note Maclintyre’s claim that sudwods consist both in the excellence of the
products that result from the practice (liturgy, ey acts of mercy and so), together with the
perfection (sanctification) of the individuals imetprocess.

Of more importance here, however, is a considaraifdiow the practices of faith are
institutionalised and so it is to this that we ntownn. The institutionalisation of the practices
of faith occurs in a number of ways. Most obviousiyhe congregational level there is
usually a physical building, one or more ministeith legitimated authority and in that sense
a hierarchical structure, and then various acéisitnost notably corporate worship. Worship
is, of course, usually institutionalised in liturggd within worship there may be other
conventions such as the singing of hymns, oftetitini®nalised in the choice of liturgical
music. The content of ‘faith’ (what believers ougihnbelieve) is institutionalised in doctrine
and the establishment of doctrine may well be edised in ‘higher’ levels of the church.
Then there is the organisation of the church imimmittees, teams, task groups or whatever
the terminology may be, which may well involve f@imsed governance arrangements.

It may be objected that some of those items idish@bove properly belong to the practice
rather than the institution. Is liturgy when ‘perfeed’, for example, not a practice within the
practices of faith, rather than a part of the tn§on? The answer to this may well be that it is
both. Liturgy is both ‘performed’ as one of the grees of faith and authorised by the
institution. But this highlights the point that Matyre has already made in relation to
practices and institutions, of the intimacy of tel&ationship between them such that they
“characteristically form a single causal order”iS’heing so, we would expect to find that
there are points at which the practice and th&tutistin almost fuse, and it is certainly the
case at points like this that practice and institumay be most in harmony with each other.
Nonetheless, the fact that the liturgy has beenasusted points again to the role of the

% |bid., 45, emphasis in the original.

" See Hauerwad he peaceable kingdorhi02-106, where he also identifies patience, gastind living out of
control as other virtues of the Christian community

% For example, in the Church of England, Parochfairch Councils, Deanery Synods and Diocesan Synods
are all expressly forbidden to issue any staterpergorting to declare the doctrine of the ChurdhHjogland)

on any question. Compare Harris’ “low-ceiling” aftate goals mentioned earlier.
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institution — a role which, again, is implicit in&Ns’ rich description of the “definitive
practice” of the Eucharist, where the structuréhefEucharist is taken as given (by the
institution).

But it may be a distinctive element of the chursfoeganisation, part of its contribution to

the world, that the practice and the institutioa so in harmony that the distinction between
them is (or should be) hard to see. That thistisnofot the case — as illustrated particularly in
the case studies offered by Parker and Berry -wisakness of the church that a Macintyre-
informed organisational analysis exposes.

The distinction between practice and institutiooybver, becomes clearer at ‘higher’ levels,
for example at Deanery or Circuit, Diocese or Dustor indeed nationally or internationally.
Here institutionalisation occurs as resources alleated and disbursed, doctrine is
formulated and decisions are taken over issuesr@sus as the church’s view on
homosexuality or stem cell research, the placearhen in ordained ministry, the number of
ministers the church may be able to afford, whetb&tose or merge a particular parish
church, whether and how to resource ‘fresh expoassof church and so forth. In the nature
of institutions there is usually some centralisatdd power, decisions being made which
affect the church at lower levels but to whichasmot been asked for or given consent other
than by whatever form of representation is granted.

Associated with this, and a point that was touabree@arlier, is the necessity for those who
‘attain to higher levels’ in the church, to contnim a full engagement with the core practices
of faith. That the church is unusual, if not unigimethis respect was also noted, together with
the observation that this may be a further poirdisfinction between church and secular
organisations — a distinction that bears witnesheégrimacy of the practice in all
organisations. However, if, as Murphy, McClendod #ells maintain, the practices of the
church can operate only at the local level, the@niissue here for those who have
‘outgrown’ the core practice in the sense of ngkmbeing a member of a local
manifestation of churcft.

Similarly, status is sometimes conferred on thaskese ‘higher’ levels, so that individuals

at more senior levels find themselves, for examgpeaking for ‘the church’. Associated

with this is the fact that for many outside the rdf) their view of the church is often
conditioned by the church as institution. MaclIntyrakes the point, which we noted above in
the consideration of internal goods, that it isydhlose who participate in the practice who
can understand it and therefore gain the interoaflg that the practice affords. For those
outside, therefore, their understanding of churely fme limited to the institutional ‘face’

which the church presents. But this then makesiéurdemands on the church as organisation
to enable its institutional face to be such thatiihesses to the truths of the practices of faith
at its core.

But institutions also have to make the books baahtstitutions are concerned with their
own reputation. Institutions have a natural tengéndry to ensure their own survival. It is
this acquisitive and competitive nature of instdos that can mean that, on occasion, the
core practices seem to be at the service of thigutisn rather thawvice-versaEven when

the institution appears to be in good order, itse& have a remarkable ability to siphon off

% In a conversation with Stanley Hauerwas during whiging of this article he suggested that bishaios,
example, are travellers from one Eucharistic asgetolanother who ensure that the same story isgotgild in
each. As such, they are institutional officers pariing an (internal) ecumenical function.
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resources that might well be better used in theiceof the practicé®® When the institution
is in bad order it can, of course, lead to theugation of the core practices — as the miss-use
of indulgences in the Catholic Church that contigloluto the Protestant Reformation, or the
inability of the German churches to withstand tise of Nazism, or the recent cover-ups of
sexual abuse (partly due to a misplaced institatitoyalty), bear tragic witness. But it is the
church’s task, on this understanding, to show éovtbrld an organisation whose mode of
institutionalisation is such that, despite the daeg inevitable institutionalisation of the core
practices, it nonetheless maintains the primadhage practices. To do so it would need to
continually, through its power-balanced structuaed decision-making systems and
processes, subordinate the institution to the jp&cteek an appropriate balance between the
external goods of the institution and the integ@dds of the practices, and to do so by
possessing and exercising the same virtues atdoathice and institutional levels. The
practice of making and sustaining the institutioat tdoes these things should, on this
account, stand equally alongside the practiceait.f

If, as Wells maintains, God has given everythirgggeople need to follow him, then perhaps
too the church should be an organisation that wgeg to the world not simply the
sufficiency but the abundance of such provisiond Krthis is true of the core practices of the
church, perhaps it is also true of the institutiowl of the external goods required to support
it and the core practices of which it is the beavé¢hat difference would it make to the
church, as organisation, to start from the assuwmnghat it has all it needs to follow God,
rather than ‘buying into’ the assumption of scazitWhat would it mean for the world to
have an organisation that witnesses to sufficiamyabundance, even when it is apparently
under-resourced, because it has discerned thefwdbd for what it should, and should not,
be doing?

Conclusions

In this paper, then, | have outlined a MacIntyrapproach to organisation theory that offers
to the church the possibility of a virtue eccles@gy for today. That the conceptual

framework based on Macintyre’s explication of telationships between virtues, goods,
practices and institutions has something to sdlggahurch is, | hope, apparent. That it
provides a tool for organisational analysis andrefore, change is also, | hope, evident even
though space here precludes a discussion of thigbiless there is more work to be done
here, as well as in relation to other aspects@ptioposals for a virtue ecclesiology outlined
above.

In one sense this approach fits with an ‘ecclegiploom below’, for what we have here is a
virtue ecclesiology that, far from being anti- angation and institution, explains the place
of the institution, identifies the organisationaagractice-institution combination, and affirms
the primacy of the core practices. At the same,tiims is an ecclesiology which emphasises
the institutionalisation of these core practiced #re equally important practice of making
and sustaining the institution. It is an ecclegyyithat is thus concrete, existential and
historical, but also one that is deeply theologigald yet it also fits with an ‘ecclesiology

10 v/anstone in his seminal bodlove’s Endeavour, Love’s Expeng®, describes the building of a new Church
in a new neighbourhood: “But sometimes, at the@&rallong and thoughtful discussion, | was compukteask
myself what, in fact, had been achieved. The ou&ofrso much thought would not be the emergensowie
great work of art or the offering of worship of $infe and unearthly beauty; it would be the provisad a fresh
coat of paint on the brick wall behind the altar”.

18



from above’ in that it represents a social redlitgt is sacred, set apart and different from the
world, in order to witness to it that there is d@stway of organising things.

It is, as Brodd noted, the same church which adsters finances and sacraments. Perhaps it
is the administration of both that constitutes¢harch’s offering to the world.
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