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INTRODUCTION

This document sets out to ask of the Anglican ChwafcAustralia what if
we really took seriously the way we conduct ouria$f in the light of a
modern approach to corporate governance and intbrime a critical
appraisal of our Anglican form of Christian faith?hat if we suddenly had
to comply in all our business transactions with doeporate governance
standards of current legislation and standards?atWhwe approach our
Anglican tradition radically rather than conservaly, critically rather than

nostalgically? What if we had to start again, foesh, from base principles?

If we had to do these things what might the ingstts of our Church look
like? What if Jerusalem and The Temple were dgstt® Would we
rebuild it? Or would we look to the desert whenaee the prophets? And

if we did that would we then have to go back to mats and begin again?

Such an imaginative exercise can sharpen our pevoepf the present.
That is what this document seeks to do. It isquote a claim that the king
has no clothes, but it comes close to it. It thena voice saying that the
“clothes” are really something like a suit of armoniot wholly appropriate

for the Australian climate.
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The document has been a joint venture of theolbgiod business thinking
and is shaped in the following way:

Historical Background

Where We Are Now

A Theological Approach

A Business Approach

Some Basic Principles And A Proposal
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CHAPTER 1 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The history of the Christian church is in many extp a history of the
attempts by the Christian community to make densiand to seek to live
out the life to which Christ calls them. From thery earliest times
Christian groups faced the challenge of making glees, whether it was
how welfare support was to be provided in Jerusgl&ats 5, 1 Thess) or

how the community was to deal with moral failure&(2 Cor).

Very early in Christian history local groups ga#ugkrtogether in order to
make decisions on practical matters. In due cowien disputes and
debates arose on more general matters, even maiti@mmore theoretical or
theological kind, wider gatherings occurred. Tleeiged which saw intense
debate about the nature of Christ's humanity andnidy and the

development of an understanding of God as Trinigs valso the period
when institutional arrangements developed. Thest#utions became more
generally common in regard to ministry in the clum@nd sacraments.
During the second century the institution of a canbScripture emerged as
a central issue in Christian faith. It would clgand permanently provide a
point of reference back to the apostolic age inahgoing and developing

life of the churches.

For those Christians living in Britain this geneattern continued to
develop up until the eleventh century. Not unretyit developed in a way

which reflected the different social and politicalrangements in Great
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Britain. Once the conception of the English pe@sdehe people of this land
came to conceptual expression in the writings afeBia the eighth century,
that process led to more general patterns of aecisiaking habits and
institutions. Up until the eleventh century cousevere often presided over
by the king and contained the bishops, heads ofstanhouses, leading lay
people and sometimes deans. Behind this lay theegdion that this was a
Christian nation and as such they sought to beaid likes and community
activity to the will of God. It is for that reasdhat lay and clerical were
gathered together in this one assembly often utiteipresidency of the

king who had care of both the body and soul opleigple.

In the eleventh century separate ecclesiasticatsawere established and a
slightly different pattern emerged, still a Chasticountry under a Christian
king, but now separate institutions were estabtisfe the discipline of
ecclesiastical affairs. It is at that point theat people ceased to attend these
councils. The history of the relationship betwettrese patterns of
institutional arrangements whereby Christian peapliis Christian nation
made decisions about their life as Christian aitizes part of the long
history of what is sometimes called church:statatimns, but which until
the late eighteenth century should more accurdtelyegarded as variations
on different institutional patterns for decisionkimy within a Christian

nation.

The bold attempt in 1662 to restart a coherentonati order on the
assumption of a Christian nation with one kind aitf and a narrowly
construed episcopal order was made just at the when that assumption
was clearly falling apart. Within decades it wgmgd on the vine, and had
effectively collapsed by the end of the eighteergntury when Australia
was colonised. The institutions which were broughAustralia continued

to assume the older English pattern which howeas mot operable in the
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institutional vacuum and religious diversity of thew colony. Once local
representative government began it became cleathidd&nglish pattern of
institutional decision-making for a Christian cayntould no longer apply.
The Anglican community had to come to terms witl fact that it was a
discrete entity within the wider community. It wast that people thought
the various colonies were not Christian but rathat they were Christian in
a more general sense and with different institai@xpressions of that fact.
The University of Sydney is a good example of fastern. It excluded the
representatives of the churches from its Senatehdd a founding charter
which declared that it existed to promote ChristiEth and useful

knowledge. Once this new social situation was gased it became clear
that there was a serious vacuum in the instituti@meangements for the

Church locally to make decisions.

It is in this social and political context that Almgn Synods emerged in the
middle of the nineteenth century. Not unnaturallg Church adopted a
model for its processes taken from those availabllhem at the time. In
fact there were a number of models available atithe. The 1840s saw a
growth in co-operatives for the provision of mutuasurance and other
services. Partnerships were a common way of orgldsusiness affairs.
Companies had not yet developed as a vibrant unistial force for

commercial activity because there was still as rny@tlegal guarantee of
limited liability for investors. Trusts were alsased as vehicles for

sustained transactional activity.

But the most obvious model that was available foglish people, born out
of a tradition of parliamentary decision-making #oChristian nation, was
the parliamentary model. This model was itselfngedeveloped in the
colonies for local representative government.s lhot surprising therefore

that the various local synods used these parlisangnnodels for their
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decision-making structures. It is also not sumpggshat when the General
Synod Constitution came to be developed parliamngmedels were used.
Indeed in the Standing Orders of the General Syfitiate reference is to
be made for procedural questions to the StandimeiSrof the Parliament

of the Commonwealth of Australia.

There have been huge social institutional changebe last one hundred
and fifty years. The corporation has shown it¢elfbe easily the most
vibrant, creative and energetic social institutfon transactional activity.
The precise character, shape and the inner assmaptif the business
corporation have changed over time. At the preSem we are witnessing
a significant transformation of the corporationtlas institution responds to
the forces of globalisation. Such has been theesscof the corporation as
a social institution that it has influenced othesas of activity besides the
strictly commercial. Co-operatives, mutual soegtand partnerships are
being converted into corporations in order to sashkth security in the
delivery of goods and services and security fors¢havho participate in

these activities.

Other areas of social life are considerably afféctkyy some of these
changes. The regulatory environment in which comtguactivities take
place, the character of the law which affects mo@mmunity activity and
the sorts of authorities and powers that are availeo community groups
are all influenced quite strongly by the shape emaracter of the modern

corporation and its associated culture.

Current Issues

The result in modern Australia is that for a commytbhased organisation
with limited resources or without substantial colpte powers the
parliamentary model significantly underachievesdercision-making and

executive action. The Commonwealth and stategradnts have two things
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available to them which enable the parliamentarydehoto function,
compliance power and extensive executive resourlrethe end the will of
the parliament and the law will prevail. The steteoncerned to provide
for the security and well-being of its citizenshoBe concerns focus on the
visible and material and imply and facilitate theoral ethos of the

community.

The Church is essentially a community of peoplecilexists for spiritual

purposes. In the bald terms of the Article 1% iai‘congregation of faithful
men, in which the pure word of God is preached, #redSacraments be
duly ministered according to Christ's ordinancealhthose things that of
necessity are requisite to the same”. The organisd arrangements exist
to serve that community and its purposes. Theyimra certain sense
secondary or instrumental. Furthermore they harg limited compliance

power and even these slight powers require sulstassources to make
them effective. Also the compliance powers maingfer to clergy.

Compliance power over lay employees derives froendbour relations law
of the land and the terms of their employment. f&sas the generality of
the church membership is concerned, this is a valynsociety and the

organisational arrangements in the church canyhaad#irce them at all.

The relationship between the spiritual communhg, community of faithful

Christians and these institutional arrangementsf isourse much debated
and has been a common question in the historytbf falitical economy [as

for example in Adam Smith’s rather optimistic apgrb to the relationship]
and in ecclesiology, whether one thinks of MichRamsay’s attempt to
relate the gospel to the institutional developnard shape of the Catholic
Church, or Emil Brunner’s attempt to characterise institution as the shell

within which the community is sustained in its gpail life.
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What this background suggests is that the parlitamgmmodel which was
adopted for understandable reasons in the middteeofhineteenth century
suffers very significantly in the modern contexcaéase of its inability to
deal with commercial transactions such as the hamdf property and
resources. It also has the effect of not produoinfacilitating transparency
in governance. On the contrary it actually hasréneerse effect because
regularly it does not make clear who is decidingaivon what basis in
relation to which resources which affect who knowfom. The
parliamentary model, of course, creates its owiupellwhich both reflects

and supports these deficiencies.

There are areas of church life which are strongfiyuenced by the corporate
environment. In these areas the parliamentary mddeoid of compliance
power and significant executive resources, is treat risk in the

commercial aspects of the community’s life.
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CHAPTER 2. WHERE ARE WE NOW?

The decision-making and organisational arrangemémtsthe Anglican
Church of Australia are set by the terms of the Siaution and influenced
by the history of the Church. There are also esleforces at work which
provide a shaping context for the way in which tiestitutional
arrangements envisaged in the Constitution cardaraperate. This section
seeks to set out the broad parameters of the @Qaimii It also gives some
attention to corporate and social trends in thetlasnty years in Australia
and some analysis of the decision-making and osgéional functions of
the present arrangements. It highlights some fatgnit difficulties in one

aspect of the governance arrangements at the ahlewel.

1 The Constitution of the Anglican Church of Austlia
The Constitution was established in 1962 as a trefuhinety years of
discussion. Essentially it provides for a confatien of dioceses. The

national body, the General Synod, has very impbpgarmissive powers.

The Constitution sets out the powers of the symotivb places, sections 4
and 26.

4, This Church, being derived from the Church of England,
retains and approves the doctrine and principles of the
Church of England embodied in the Book of Common
Prayer together with the Form and Manner of Making
Ordaining and Consecrating of Bishops, Priests and
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Deacons and in the Articles of Religion sometimes called
the Thirty-nine Articles but has plenary authority at its
own discretion to make statements as to the faith ritual
ceremonial or discipline of this Church and to order its
forms of worship and rules of discipline and to alter or
revise such statements, forms and rules, provided that all
such statements, forms, rules or alteration or revision
thereof are consistent with the Fundamental Declarations
contained herein and are made as prescribed by this

Constitution.

26. Subject to the terms of this Constitution Synod may make
canons, rules and resolutions relating to the order and
good government of this Church including canons in
respect of ritual, ceremonial and discipline and make
statements as to the faith of this Church and declare its
view on any matter affecting this Church or affecting
spiritual, moral or social welfare, and may take such
steps as may be necessary or expedient in furtherance of

union with other Christian communions.

The power in section 26 is constrained in relatmthe effect of its canons

by section 30 of the Constitution.

Any canon affecting the ritual, ceremonial or discipline of this
Church shall be deemed to affect the order and good
government of the Church within a diocese, and shall not come
into force in any diocese unless and until the diocese by

ordinance adopts the said canon.

There are not many things that go on in a diockatdre not affected by

one or other of these considerations. The Cotistityprovides a hierarchy
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of permission steps. Constitutional amendmentsiregliocesan assent and
voting majorities which vary according to the sewtiof the Constitution;
some sections are regarded as more important tthersp and are thus

harder to change.

It would be a mistake to underestimate the impaeaof the permissive role
of the General Synod. It relates to core or funelaad issues of the
religious tradition of the Anglican community in stmalia. Disputes about
what is core or fundamental will always be issukegreat importance and
the contention attaching to them will thereforecbasiderable. The General

Synod is the institution for resolving those quassi

The status of the bodies envisaged in the Conistitus ambiguous. The
General Synod itself is an unincorporated bodye $tanding Committee is
similarly an unincorporated body and the GenerahoByOffice has no

corporate existence in any legal sense. The kgl provided for in the

Constitution is the Trust Corporation. A settletneas made in 1978 on
the Trust Corporation. Its activities are definedhe Constitution. It was

incorporated in the state of New South Wales ineth&bling legislation that
was passed in that State. The twenty-three disoebech are represented
in the membership of the General Synod have varpatterns of corporate
existence. Some hold their resources in trustseanbus kinds; others have
established themselves as incorporated entitidgse skme is true of some
General Synod sponsored bodies such as the Aasti@bllege of Theology
which for most of its activity is an incorporateddy with a constitution

mirroring the terms of the canon which establistiedCollege. For some of
its activities the Anglican Board of Mission - Atmia has become an

incorporated entity.

So what we have here is an unincorporated entitgiwhas power to make

permissive decisions for the activities of the éges and in certain respects
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has the power to make directives for the orgameator bodies which have
been established by the General Synod itself. Algit Committee of the
General Synod has recently had to confront the tmque®f whether the
General Synod has any “capacity to control” thetiestwhich it has created
by canon. It is an important issue in terms offfiaal risk as well as
compliance with current accounting standards. ha&er has been before
the Church Law Commission and will come back to tBganding

Committee.

2 National Local Trends

The confederation pattern of the Constitution o #hnglican Church of
Australia is in some respects similar to the patierthe Commonwealth
Constitution for Australia when it was first intneced. However, there are
key overriding central powers in the Commonwealtms&itution which the
Anglican Church of Australia Constitution does mpobvide. During the
course of time very substantial resources and n@eoapacities have been
given to the Commonwealth Government within themeaork of the
Australian Constitution, powers in relation to isthial relations, inter-state
trade and income tax. The Australian Constitutiatso gives

Commonwealth laws precedence over those of thesstat

In the last twenty years the synodical structure &gperienced a flight to
the local. That flight to the local reflects mawfythe social dynamics which
have marked Australia in that period. For thesel&iof personal and social
activities the local has become much more importahlbhe general loose
structure of the confederation represented in their€h Constitution

facilitates those centrifugal forces. They arearhded by a long-standing
regionalism in Australian Anglicanism, a regionadigsvhich was born of the
differences in the colonies in the nineteenth agmtdrhis regionalism was

overlaid in the Church with theological and stytiddifferences in the early
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years of the twentieth century and it is now deepigbedded in local

diocesan cultures.

On the other hand there have been centralisingeoat work in the
commercial and business environment in Australithenlast twenty years.
The processes of institutional de-regulation itetthby the Hawke-Keating
Government and steps towards the integration ofAthstralian economy
into the global economy have meant that at the siame the Australian
economy has become less regional and more natiortak is reflected in
the way in which corporations law has become moceded at the national
level and the way in which regulatory instrumente aow generally
conceived of nationally. These trends also appeahe way in which
education and welfare have been developed andhtdsthad a particular
impact on church agencies engaged in these ateaseasingly the Federal
Government has taken over funding in these areae whoectly and has
looked to deal with national agencies rather tlegmnonal agencies. This has
meant that Anglican schools and welfare agencigs had to deal with the

government through national peak bodies of one &mahother.

This centralising or national tendencies in thenecoy and the regulatory
environment has meant that those activities aftedy commercial
considerations that take place under the umbréltbeoAnglican Church of
Australia have similarly had to move in a more ol direction.

Networking has lead to national responses of ameé & another.

These two contrary tendencies affect the operatidhe Constitution of the
Anglican Church of Australia differently. Thoseffdrences can be
identified by distinguishing the actual functiond the institutional

arrangements under the Constitution. Before demdiowever, a glance at

a more general question about the role of insbingiwill help to uncover
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aspects of the operation of the constitution ins thkind of church

community.

3. The Consensus / Conflict Function of Institutian

Institutional arrangements are ways of providingdontinuity over time for
relationships between people and/or property. &haontinuing
relationships usually centre around cohering cowmmitments or
commitments to common kinds of activities. In eglacommunity such as
the Anglican Church of Australia the institutiomeitangements also provide
an environment to contain conflict, especially arecissues. In some
contexts of institutional theory this is describ&sl the consensus/conflict

containment role of institutions.

If we approach the General Synod and the Standmmrdittee from the
point of view of performing the task of containirgnflict within the
Church community then we can see that the constitytrovides for a
graduated way of identifying levels of importancer fcertain topics.
Because the constitution sees these as core iisepesare also issues of
potential conflict. The terms on which canons dults are handled by
General Synod are directly related to the imporanicthe subject matter of
those canons. Constitutional amendments are redast extremely
important and different parts of the Constitutiae anore important than
others. Matters to do with ritual, ceremonial @cgpline are very important
and there are a series of hurdles that such billst pass before they can be
passed. Even then they may be challenged inoel&ti the constitution.

Even when passed they must be adopted by ordimauice diocese.

So the Constitution itself has a series of gradebeglded in its processes

for identifying matters of greater or less impodan The Constitution sets
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these grades in reasonably broad terms, not lessiube the founders
presumably regarded it as being unreasonable ttwtspecify for all time
which things would be more or less important. Ehewming said that, the
kinds of things identified in the Constitution agportant do have the ring of
an earlier generation about them. The prominenteritoal in the

formulation is probably an example.

Section 26 of the Constitution sets out the generaad stroke powers of
the General Synod. When the procedures for bakdidg with particularly
Important matters are described, those mattershadnie especially singled
out for careful and conservative treatment areoties which concern ritual,
ceremonial or discipline. Such canons, of coukameavhen passed, do not
come into effect in a diocese unless they are addpy that diocese. On the
other hand, the General Synod can simply makenséates by means of
resolution as to the faith of the church and decles view on any matter
affecting the church or affecting spiritual moral smcial welfare and may
take such steps as might be necessary or expedi@mnthering union with
other Christian communions. These subjects appetire Constitution as
less fundamental institutionally than ritual ceremab or discipline. Yet, in
the early twenty-first century it is the ethicalegtions which provide the
greatest contention not only in Anglicanism in Aaba but globally as

well.

Be that as it may, it is clear that the Constitutemvisages that the General
Synod has a way of identifying a hierarchy of intpace in regard to
different kinds of issues which come before it ftwcision. The more
important things require a more careful and coasivkt process, especially
in relation to the involvement of diocesan synodsthe process. The

Constitution and the Standing Orders for the procesl of the General
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Synod therefore privilege the status quo in terfrth® Church’s position on

these matters.

All of this points to a decision-making processhe General Synod which
Is graded and susceptible of quite effective comtaint of conflict in the life

of the church community.

Of course, when the General Synod meets only dheeg years its capacity
to gather consensus and to find ways of connettieagarious parts is quite
limited. This is especially crucial when the peéved core is reconfigured
or frayed. It is for these reasons in part th&ref have been made to
enhance the consensus-building activities at mgeih the General Synod.
In many respects the General Synod is an oppoyttorithe cultivation of a

sense of catholicity amongst the more locally ideat constituent parts.

Although the Synod, especially in some recent cebat the late twentieth
century, looks like an arena of conflict and dislcats capacity to contain
substantial conflict in the life of the Anglicanmmunity in Australia has in
general terms worked well. It has proved to béebett containing acted out
conflict than at establishing consensus and genoomection. In this
context we can see that the introduction in resgnods of group processes
and conflict resolution protocols has been an adjuon the kinds of
processes which are already embedded in the Qaiwstit Furthermore the
meetings of the General Synod are not the only siagailable for building
consensus. A whole range of organisations andites contribute to that
process; MU Australia, mission agencies, the NatiorAnglican

Conferences, commissions, networks, task forcestramnlist could go on.

4. Decision-making
Clearly some of the great conflicts have been ssy®n which the General

Synod has wanted to make a decision. In broadstéh@ decisions that
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come before the General Synod or the Standing Ctisenhave to deal
with what one might caltommunity issues, that is to say, issues that arise
from the life of the church community as represérig the dioceses and

the General Synod agencies.

These community issues arise from the work of Casrons, Task Forces,
Committees and Working Groups and the activitieStahding Committee.
In general, issues to do with refugees, sociakgaind reconciliation have
been matters that have been openly debated withdnit of conflict. The

same could not be said of matters to do with genelationships. Even so,
the General Synod has provided an opportunity wittiich this particular
community issue can be debated, and aggressive\art conflict within

the community can be contained to some degree.

Resolutions of the General Synod on these mattersxat have much
leverage to secure compliance or even high le¥kldnce. That is in part
because these resolutions depend for their powethenprestige of the
General Synod in local communities and the degveehich members of
the General Synod take these decisions back to libel dioceses with
enthusiasm and conviction.  Another significant soea why these
resolutions do not have leverage is that the Gér@mod itself has not
provided resources to enable national programmesactvities to give

persuasive prominence to these resolutions. Tserii and tradition of

Anglicanism in Australia and the nature of the Giason has meant that
minimal resources have been provided nationally drad for effective

action or suasion, we have to rely on diocesebadtnot always worked by

any means.

Broadly speaking the General Synod does not disdussiness or
commercial matters in great detail. There is airse a debate about the

budget and the audited accounts but this debatallygoroceeds on the
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assumption that there will be no expansion of thdget and that only the
broadest possible policy lines will be set by debatt the General Synod.
Most of the discussion about business matters,stment policy, the

allocation of resources and assets takes pladeistanding Committee of
General Synod. It is in this area that the comsbimal and organisational

arrangements run into significant difficulty.

5. Structural Problems for Business

Like the General Synod, Standing Committee is anaamporated body. It
Is large, has a membership of thirty-two and is aauitable environment
for detailed debate on financial and commercialtenat The present
Standing Committee contains no members currentlyiveacin the
commercial world. The Honorary Treasurer has had@nguished career
as an accountant and finance director and is navRRBgistrar of the
Diocese of Bathurst. The Executive Committee ah8ing Committee has
effectively no delegated authority to make decisiah any substance in
these areas. General Synod recently providedh®restablishment of a
company, Broughton Publishing, and this is now wgetwith a board of

directors with commercial experience and it engagesmmercial activity.

While the Trust Corporation is the corporate entdy the Church its role
and responsibilities are unclear and differentiscpved. In broad terms the
Standing Committee has traditionally regarded thesflT Corporation as a
bare trust existing only to carry out the instraof of the Standing
Committee. There is some support for that viewhia foundational trust
document executed in 1978. That document statgshk trust funds and
assets should be used “for the promotion of refligio Australia by such
means (being charitable) as the General SynodeoCtiurch of England in
Australia (as constituted by the Church of England\ustralia Act 1961)

may determine from time to time by canon thereoflowever there does
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not appear to be any precise specification of #mpansibilities of the
members of the Trust Corporation in either the @trien or the enabling
legislation of New South Wales. Some members efTttust Corporation
take a different view and on at least two occasioribe last ten years have
sought to exercise a more active role by askingtipes about the wisdom
of decisions made by the Standing Committee. THappened first in
relation to the contract for the publication of ARBy E J Dwyer and more
recently in regard to investment policy. Because $tanding Committee
has regarded the Trust Corporation as a bare thestprocesses that have
been put in place over many years for the operatidhe Trust Corporation
assume that their role is merely formal in carryomg the wishes of the

Standing Committee.

In addition to the Standing Committee and the T@miporation there exists
an Audit Committee. Again, the role and the extntesponsibility is not
clear. As a General Synod Audit Committee one Iinighsume the
Committee’s responsibility extends to all Genengh@l-created bodies, but

not so.

This abundance of potential commercial decisionintakapacity in these
three bodies stands in direct contrast to the ressiavailable to implement
any decisions when finalised. The General Syndic€®fa body without

any legal existence, employs one person plus aouate assistant to

manage all commercial matters emerging from theskeb.

The limit on implementation resources on its owensugh to ensure most
decisions take time to implement and some may abtrngplemented at all
as has happened in the past. For example thdiipdbienrol volunteers
and resources, and the sheer difficulty of the besle meant that the precise
terms of the Financial Protection Canon have nbeen put in place. But

the issue becomes even more critical when two reetbf the bodies adopt
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different views on what needs to be done. In ommple, in 2003, it took
11 months to implement a decision of Standing Cdremiito improve a

struggling investment portfolio.

This criticism in no way reflects on the valuab@ntribution of each of the
volunteers filling the role of Honorary Treasuréryst Corporation member
or Audit Committee member. It does however pointriajor problems in

structure, governance and resourcing.

6. Problems for ‘Business’ transactions

Business transactions encounter considerable wliffic especially those
which require commercial judgement and the exenuttd decisions
efficiently and expeditiously because of movemantshe market. They

are:

= |nefficient in that very often the same issue ibated several times
and repeated in different arenas, the Executivenditg Committee,

Trust Corporation and sometimes again in the Stgn@ommittee.

= |t is expensive in terms of time and lost oppottiesias in the case of

the investment policy referred to above.

» There is no real delegation and in the presentigistances it is not
immediately apparent who might have the power ttegige to
whom. The Executive, which theoretically oughb®looking at the
closer financial details, has such limited delegegifor action from
the Standing Committee that it is not able to respguickly or
effectively in the circumstances of important omgemt business

transactions.

» This pattern of non-delegation implies and fadditalow levels of

trust in regard to these kinds of decision.
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= Confusion in relation to the character of the T@stporation and the
responsibility of the Trustees and confusion athé&ocorporate status
and effectiveness of the decision-making of thendtay Committee
means that public responsibility of the Church efation to assets

held by these bodies for the Church community @dead.

» The whole structure fails in terms of the extermpglvernance
expectations which now prevail legally and in theoduaer

professional community. This is especially truedgard to:
- transparency
- responsibility
- control and accountability.

These issues are highlighted in the example ofdpert of the Audit

Committee in regard to audit standards.

Besides these issues there are wider issues opuhkc witness of the
Church as to the propriety and stewardship thaimplied in these
arrangements. In the early 1890s when the diogegbe Anglican Church
found themselves facing significant financial diffities, commercially
competent lay people came to the rescue and begamake significant
contributions to the life of the Church and theabBshment and conduct of
its affairs. It is notable that in the presenteinstances there is an absence
of commercial and business experience in the keisid®-making bodies at
the national level. Perhaps that is not surprigingn the convoluted and
confusing structures, and the implied low leveldraét, which exist in this

arena.

All of this rather suggests that the structures dealing with business
decisions at the national level need to be rewsitgh some urgency and

rigour. That revisiting should look at the exigtidifficulties and also be
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conducted in a way which ensures that the besttipeacin relation to
current corporate governance standards are matefpdre way in which

we operate.
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CHAPTER 3. ATHEOLOGICAL APPROACH

This chapter aims to draw out some of the theoldgissues that are
involved in any discussion of the nature of the i€huand its organisational
arrangements. This is not an easy or straightfi@wizatter since some of
our most serious current difficulties arise fromr alifferent theological

methods. This chapter cannot enter into that aeginm any detail, though
it is important to notice that all ecclesiologiadiscourse, especially in
Anglicanism, is preoccupied with the issue of tidation between the
theological ideal or vision of the church on theedrand and the empirical
reality which Christians experience. One of thassic modern Anglican
works of ecclesiology, Michael Ramseyl$ie Gospel and the Catholic

Church, demonstrates this with abundant clarity. Indee ithe central

guestion in the book: how is the gospel and thereabf the presence of
God in the human condition which is announced engbspel to be seen in

the empirical reality of the church?

Given that the church exists through and in timasitinevitable that
Institutions develop and it is a surprising lacumacclesiological literature
that there is no great consideration of a theolofginstitutionality. There
are examples of particular institutions which avbjscted to theological
scrutiny, such as ministerial order, the sacramehts canon of Scripture,
but we lack extensive theological analysis of tnsibnality in general. This

Is a pity because it has the effect of narrowing linge of considerations



TAKING RESPONSIBILITY PAGE 24

which attract our attention. There has been sotensive discussion of the
theological meaning of social institutions sucliresstate and marriage, but
again the inner dynamics of institutions and threlation to a theological
understanding of the presence of God in the huneexditton is not well

represented in this arena.

The theological consideration of particular ingtdos such as those just
mentioned does however point to two essential adsni@ institutions: the
ends for which an institution exists and what, islightly different context,
Alistair Maclintyre refers to as “goods” which argarnal to the operation of
a tradition. Those goods are the virtues or valdeish are internalised by
the regular operation of the patterns of institudildlife. One might say that
they are the habits of the heart which are growthleyhabits of life within
the framework of the institution. We can applythe institutionalities of the
Anglican Church of Australia these two elements #nds for which
institutional arrangements exist and the valueslwvim their operation they

facilitate and nurture.

In early Christianity four patterns emerged in thgerience of the young
communities: welfare, sacraments, ministerial oated canon of Scripture.
Welfare was necessary for Christians whose prafassf faith presented
them with serious life-sustaining problems. A swysiclearly emerged very
early in Thessalonica with basic rules about whghtexpect support from
the church community. The pattern in Jerusalems@bport for the
Hellenists is another example. The pattern of midechurch and the
grounds of appeal in argument derived from the &s816n that Jesus is
Lord. With that frame of reference the apostle!Ped certain “ways” of
doing things and rules about what happened in tiegrbe had founded. He
applied the tradition of Jesus’ last supper with dlisciples in Corinth in

order to enhance the significance of their commumeals and label it a
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Lord’s Supper. The early Christians baptised casyéhough Paul appears
to have taken his registry responsibilities in timiatter somewhat lightly.
He had difficulty remembering whom amongst the @iwans he had

baptised.

From the early diverse and local patterns of trst Gentury there eventually
emerged a more general pattern of institutions. ofgler of ministry, a
pattern of sacraments and a canon of Scripture became established.
These are the familiar avenues through which weemak claim in the
fundamental declarations of the constitution tadraur identity as a church

back to Jesus and the apostles.

However we should not imagine that these instihgidhave remained
exactly the same or their significance been alvayepted in a universally
agreed framework of meaning. The power and sigpnite of these
institutional arrangements have been hotly disp@idedwo millennia and
their inner meaning has changed from time to tifRer example no one can
seriously pretend that the Church’s expectationgsobishops throughout
the last 2000 years have been exactly the sameat point in history. The
origins of the office of bishop in the church begwry early in terms of
their apostolic responsibility to a community of fShian people. Their
responsibilities have included at various timesaphing the gospel,
teaching the Christian community, looking after theney, baptising

converts and presiding at the worship of the church

In the fourth century when the political authomythe Roman Empire came
to support the church and thus the bishops, dramhtinges took place. In
380 AD the Emperor Gratian issued an edict whichiegthe Bishop of
Rome jurisdictional, that is to say coercive, ginary power not only in
Rome but also in Italy and Gaul, Spain, Africa @mtain. The bishop

became not simply the bishop of a community of peedyut a person who
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had politically backed jurisdictional power overrimries. Of course this
particular political alliance eventually collapstadugh some of the imperial
notions have recurred from time to time, usuallythwother political
alliances. With the so-called reforms of Pope @GregVIl they were
embedded into the Papal self-understanding, a wawressed when
Gregory issued a series of dictates which clainpetsal and ecclesiastical

jurisdictional authority over the whole of Westétarope.

The reality is that the office of the bishop and #xpectations of the church
attaching to that office have changed significaother the past 2000 years
as the church community has struggled to relatshémging circumstances.
One of the major changes has been the move away &o idea of a
Christian kingdom or nation. Historically that Hasen the main tradition in
Anglicanism, created conceptually by Bede in thght#i century and
brought into effect by King Alfred. The Englishdsn slowly to give up the
idea first of a king ruling and then of the natibaing a Christian nation
which had a commitment to the enforcement of Clangly, that is,
Anglicanism. The evolving patterns of establishtmarEngland from 1688

to 1829 and even to today testify to this change.

Not surprisingly the governing structures of thercih reflected the political
marriage which existed between king and churchresgmted from the time
of William the Conqueror by the archbishop of Caotey. The decision-
making institutions of the church in this periodreveisually a mirror image
of those of the state. Article 37 both statesth®®ry of Royal Supremacy
and reflects the disputes about it. These werasdhee disputes initiated by
Pope Gregory VIl when he sought to prevent lay stingre of bishops who
had customarily been appointed by princes, totiriset clergy be celibate
and bishops be confirmed and responsible to the.Pdjpese revolutionary

ideas were rejected in England at the time by laardrand King William.
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They only gained a foothold in England under themte of
Henry II's submission to the Pope at Avranches briMay 1172 as part of
the retribution for the connivance of the king metmurder of Thomas

a’'Beckett.

Even within contemporary Anglicanism, differentsset expectations about
bishops apply in different places around the worlBor example, in the
United States of America, bishops are regarded rasra kind of religious
order existing within the entire church communitfereas in Australia, our
Constitution regards bishops as essentially attgctd a diocese and in that
sense are seen as both representing a diocesawand huthority within it.
For that reason Australian Anglicanism has somarmsgtional difficulties
with non-diocesan bishops, such as assistant lsslowpeven regional
bishops. For some purposes they are bishops amdhier purposes they are

not.

Similar things can be said about the decision-ngakstructures of
Anglicans. Synods representing the whole churchnoonity are the
current model, but in the past we have had digatdings, councils,
sometimes presided over by the king with leading p&ople, bishops,
senior clergy and abbots present. Sometimes we had parliament
(which included bishops) with a separate convooatioclergy each jostling
for power space. Most notably, of course in 1662laninant and

determined parliament.

This cameo excursion into the history of this onstitution and of the
decision-making arrangements in Anglicanism is g@hoto show that we
are not dealing here with development in the séhaeone step leads by
some inner logic to the next and that what ressiltse appropriate synthesis
of the preceding patterns. Clearly we are notngllabout development in

that sense, either in terms of the actual instihgior the meaning attached
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to them. Rather we see here a pattern of adaptatithe changing external
environment. Furthermore these adaptations aresalalways contested.
How could it be otherwise? After all we are noalireg with conceptions of
institutions which are set as universals, like sdamel of Platonic form.
Rather we are looking at broad considerations dseand goods, and most
of the means for achieving these ends and goodfrareed by historical

contingency.

In the Christian understanding this approach tttuiens in the life of the
Christian community is workable because of the wdimg theological
perception that this community of the church isoanmunity being made
and recreated by God. This church has as its notdoffice holders or
kings, but the living God. The great twentieth toeyn New Testament
scholar Ernst Kasemann never tired of remindingLiitheran friends that
the continuity of the church’s existence depended tlhe continuing
sovereignty and presence of God. An Anglican sotalegy would be a
little more interested in markers of continuitythre ongoing empirical life
of the church than would a Lutheran, but his p@rtill correct even when

we set it in an Anglican heritage.

In this framework there are two key principles whienable us to engage
with the question of decision-making and governam&d\nglicans located
in Australia. They are fellowship and effective larity. The term
“fellowship” is used here to point to the recerdatdission okoinonia. That
term has been used in a number of circles to fdbgrnotion that it is
important for Christians who differ to find a way relating to each other.
Thus it has had some currency in ecumenical coatiers and has been
used in conversations within the Anglican Communidt one level it is a
very useful idea in this context because it drattenéion to the priority of

the connection created between Christians by themmon Christian
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vocation. It runs a risk of becoming just anotivay of speaking about how
we get on with each other and how far we are pegptr be institutionally
bound together. Butoinonia speaks first and foremost of our relationship
with God and our testimony to the gospel. Thegpatbf our relationships
together within this paradigm must therefore beskaby the way in which
we are enabled to testify to the presence of Cansingst us. That is the
logic of Paul's use ofkoinonia to the Corinthians. Any pattern of
governance in the Anglican Church of Australia s$tidacilitate and nurture
the formation of such relationships as will buihdt witness to Christ. One
may put the point in the simpler language of Je48g,this everyone will
know that you are my disciples, if you have love éme another” [John
13.35].

However the very nature of our life in a modernistycand the nature of the
resources of which the General Synod is the steveydire that there must
be ways of making decisions about some kinds abast Any system of
governance must provide the means for effectivesaecmaking. There
need to be institutional arrangements which carith vhem power of
agency in decision-making. We here encounter & weportant and
interesting nest of issues which arise out of tleeldvin which we live and
also out of our tradition as Anglicans. HistorysHaft us with institutions
shaped by decisions made in this country one hdnanel fifty years ago.
Our predecessors adopted a parliamentary pattesynaidical governance
with a hang-over of trusts for specific purposéde trust pattern is seen
most obviously in Adelaide, but it is present eleeve. Furthermore the
synodical pattern in the national Constitutionlftpéaces a trust corporation

at the core of its public institutional existence.

Effective authority in England from the time of igiAlfred and William the

Conqueror derived from the sovereignty of the craawmd by stages the
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sovereignty of parliament. In either case effextauthority was readily at
hand through the law and the resources of the @&xecu These
arrangements were the result of a long and comighargument about the
terms of the social compact. Ultimate control egfitimate violence by the
state enabled the social compact to be sustained adnsensus was hard to
find. The underlying reality is that power to maéective decision within

a discrete community arises either by agreemeby aompulsion.

The overwhelming tradition of Anglican theology tims point is that any
power to require actions from others, that is tgp 88 capacity to make
effective decisions, arises from an order agreethéyChristian community.
Both the establishment and maintenance of ordetharessult of agreement
and because of that are the basis of the powerwkibeld by those who
occupy positions of authority in that order. Sypdwer as these officers or
groups may have derives from the order which ispetpd by the
community, through the strength of its interactigationships. The vitality
of the power in the order of a community is a measiu the vitality of those
relationships. There is a long history of thiglitian in Anglicanism and in
may respects it goes back to the Pauline notigdheopresence of God in the
community through the contributions of the membafrghat community,

contributions he described as qifts, that is, drfisn God.

There is therefore an interplay within a discremmunity between
effective decision-making and fellowship. Thisrstey point enables us to
ask the further question, what kinds of governamtcangements might be
appropriate for a community such as the AnglicanrCim of Australia? In
order to answer such a question we need to idemtifgt ends we are
seeking by such arrangements and what “goods” @resawe wish to
nurture by such arrangements. Before coming dyrécthese questions we

want to engage in a relevant detour to revisit @oastitution in order to
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relate what has just been argued to what stands itneelation to the nature
and theological significance of the compact whidmtt constitution

represents.

Under section 66 of the Constitution the Fundanidd¢alarations[Sections
1-3] can never be changed and the Ruling Princjjdestions 4-6] can only
be changed with the assent of three quarters dhaltlioceses including all
the metropolitan dioceses. Apart from the charfgeame from Church of
England in Australia none of these sections has lesen changed and it is
extremely unlikely they would be changed. Thremeguoiments are made in
the Fundamental Declarations and they appear witreasing specificity.
Section 1 simply claims that the Anglican ChurchAafstralia is part of
orthodox Christianity and identifies the Nicene akubstles’ Creeds as the

touchstone for the expression of that faith.

Section 2 makes two commitments which echo Artclef the Thirty Nine
Articles. The commitment that Scripture contailisttings necessary for
salvation is preceded by two other claims: Scrgpiarthe ultimate rule and
standard of faith, and that it is given by inspoatof God. The three claims
In the section move the constitution into much matearly Anglican
waters. The supreme point of appeal for the Chigadxpressed in ways
which echo a very loud voice in Anglican theologyat is significant that
it stands in such a prominent position in the Gagin. All argument
about the faith of this Church will have to deathwscripture as the ultimate
rule and standard. Like the Reformation formukariend the broad
generality of Anglican theology, the Constitutiomed not commit the
Church to a doctrine of Scripture alone, but itslpéace Scripture in the

ultimate position of appeal.

Section three commits the Church to do five things:
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. ever obey the commands of Christ

teach His doctrine

administer His sacraments of Holy Baptism and Holy

Communion

follow and uphold His discipline and

. preserve the three orders of bishops, priests aadams in the

sacred ministry

From a historical point of view this is a very Aiggin form of Christianity,

though we should notice that these commitmentsiargjiven any specific
rationale. The commands of Christ are not speligtgl nor is His doctrine.
No theology of the sacraments is embedded hereigththere are clear
implications in the Ruling Principles. Christ’ssdipline is not defined and
no theology of the ministerial order is given, eeen any rationale for the
commitment to the pattern of three orders. Theasesanply things to be

done.

It is, however, very important that the Constitatigets out all these action
commitments in terms of obedience to Christ. Ih&d to imagine how
these commitments could be more clearly identifeed arising from a
fundamental commitment to obedience to Christ. t Ththe point of Paul’s
characterisation of the presence of God in the rimrions of the

Corinthians to the life of their church. The giftie the way in which Christ
the Lord of the church is present to exercise lusdsghip. These
unchangeable commitments also make it clear tietChurch is committed
to patterns of life which are to be judged in teraistheir obedience to
Christ.

The community of this constitution has a value-tadgestyle. When

therefore we ask what kinds of ends our institiglcsrrangements are to
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achieve then we are given clear direction in thast f the constitution.
Furthermore the values which any institutional agements nurture are
also clearly pointed to here. Those ends areledience to Christ in terms
of the particulars here stated. The values arsethshich belong to a
community life consonant with the character of 6tgilordship. So when
we come to ask of our institutions such questiaresshould begin and end

here.

The second point to draw attention to here is tt@tpowers of the General
Synod given in sections 4 and 26 are at no pointuske powers. The
Church in section 4 takes plenary power to makeemstants and change
things. This is a qualification on the relatiogshwith the Church of
England stated in the opening sentence of sectmmddrepeated in Section
6 in terms consistent with the possession of sochllplenary authority.
The Church here is the whole body of Anglicans dbed in the
Constitution. The effective local units in thisnmmunity are the dioceses.
Section 26 echoes the terms of section 4 but tlear from the whole
chapter on the powers of the General Synod thag tiseno area for which
the General Synod has exclusive or monopoly juigth. On key issues of

faith and practice its canons are permissive notdatory.

This means that the compact which is here descreegsentially federal in
character and furthermore the actual ongoing teritbe compact between
the dioceses and the General Synod are in fact tteermaf continuous

negotiation. The constitution, so long worked dat not settle the terms of
the compact in any final sense. Rather it providettamework within

which the compact could continue to grow and adjostotherwise. The
symbiotic connection between order and relationshgween power and
koinonia could hardly be more clearly articulated. Thusatwvas argued

earlier from the standpoint of the history of Amgin theology is also found
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embedded in the Constitution of this Church. Cat thasis it is more than
fair to say that we have firm broad guidelines identifying the values
which our institutional arrangements should exp@sd nurture, and also
we have some broad parameters for identifying thdsewhich those
arrangements should be serving. Any arrangemdmisiié satisfy the
elements outlined in the Fundamental Declarationklkee influenced by the
Guiding Principles. Hence we are bound by the caments of Section 3
and resort in argument to the ultimate authority Suripture for our

salvation.

The Constitution and some account of the Anglicadition leads to a
community in which relationship and power for demismaking exist
together in symbiotic relationship. So the questior relationships
becomes what institutional arrangements facilikami@onia and the witness
of the community to Christ. For decision-makinge tuestion is what
institutional arrangements will achieve a flourrgfiof Christian mutuality
and effectiveness in decision-making. What kindvafues should the
institutions foster and assume, and what kindsffet&#ve decision-making
arrangements will, by the way they operate, fat#it our professed

Christian values?

The answers to these questions depend on whatdfaitiengs have to be
decided. The Constitution is the guardian of theghfof the Anglican
Church of Australia and matters about what maydyenfited in the Church
in relation to faith and practice. These have baed generally will be
matters which call for widespread consultation high levels of consensus.
As we have seen, the Constitution itself providesgraded steps according
to the perceived importance of an issue. Mattehgchvare of national
significance and which come before the General &ynay, however, relate

to things which are not so much to be permittedoabe encouraged. A
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prime example of this is the attempt to win widesgl agreement among
the dioceses for a common approach to handling ealslems and to
sustaining appropriate professional standardsléogy, bishops and Church
employees. This is an altogether different kindde€ision-making. It is
really an exercise in persuasion in the absenceoefcive constitutional
powers. The same is true of matters to do with ghblic view of the
Church on national social issues. Clearly thesenaatters of influence and

persuasion more than decisions which might be aseleterminative.

There are two other types of decisions which mayl vedl within the
compass of the activities of the General Synodien8tanding Committee.
The first has to do with straight forward financrahtters. The General
Synod taxes the dioceses and is the custodian eofiftbome and the
accumulated resources. The General Synod alstwhds which arise form
commercial activity such as the publishing of prageoks or may come
from gifts or legacies. The control and managenwnthese funds is a
straightforward commercial matter and certainly uiegg that kind of
decision-making. The second type is where the (a¢&gnod is able to use
its national position to offer commercial goods aedvices to the dioceses
and other Anglican institutions. The national ir@ce pool and the bulk-
purchasing deals initiated from the General Synda€®©in recent years are
examples of these. The bulk-purchasing arrangenteve evolved through
a variety of structures either related and sepdrata the General Synod
Office. In other words there are some goods amdicgs for which a
national approach can yield savings and advantégesll. These are
essentially commercial activities and they req@ppropriate commercial

decision-making processes.
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The ends to be achieved in these different arezarlgl are different in
character and call for different ways to be useithafy are to be enterprised

efficiently. At the moment that does not happen.

A more complicated question arises as to the valueEh should be
embedded in the institutional arrangements for eéhdsdferent kinds of
decision-making activities. At a simple level waght say that the values
should be those of ordinary Christian living andlowbtedly there would be
a point in that. However the range of issues dred different kinds of
decisions call for something a little more refirtedn that. Various models
of Christian values have been used in the histb§huistian thinking. The
beatitudes in the sermon on the mount point togmetisqualities; the poor in
spirit, the mourners, the meek, those who hungerrifghteousness, the
merciful, the pure in heart, peacemakers and thpsesecuted for
righteousness sake. In the Kingdom of God theddeatages of the
disadvantaged in this list will be removed. Clgahowever, the sermon is
pointing up key values such as humility, purityh&fart, peaceableness and
commitment to the righteousness of the Kingdom ofl. GThe sermon goes
on to highlight other social values of the disciptd Christ hope, being salt
and light and the inner character of the demandtheflaw making the
requirements of the law more demanding in termsistf hatred, swearing,

retaliation and loving one’s enemies.

Some items in this presentation take on more daheles in Christian
thinking and behaviour in other parts of the Newtéeent and in the early
church. Humility becomes a key Christian virtue, many respects a
Christian innovation in the ancient world and nauloibarising from the
Christian perception of God as revealed in a cregtimessiah. Jesus’ own
emphatic teaching to his disciples on service amdility highlight this key

element in Christian understanding. Purity of héas as the positive face
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of the hypocrisy which Jesus so vehemently attaakeie religious leaders

of his day.

Love is central to the Christian understanding,ltive of God and the love
of the neighbour. These were the two great comments in Jesus’
presentation, and love becomes the final principle behaviour in the
church in Paul’'s letter to the Corinthians. InefaChristian thinking the
classical virtues of prudence, temperance, foritadd justice were taken
over and combined with what came to be called tl@®logical virtues of

faith, hope and love.

When Paul wrote his circular letter to Ephesus @ihé@rs places in Asia he
listed the key ethical markers of the work of thri&of God in the lives of
the believers as the fruit of the Spirit love, jpgace, patience, kindness,
generosity, faithfulness, gentleness and self-obntrClearly these are

virtues which gain point and function in the lifetbe community.

In one sense the values just canvassed ought taatbase all aspects of the
life of the Christian community. However when veeidis more particularly
on decision-making some emphases can reasonablyhidiadighted,
particularly in relation to different kinds of demns. The kinds of values
called for in the commercial business areas ofsil@mtimaking are quite
discernibly different from those which are neededecisions about broader
community standards and practices. At one levehmercial decisions
need particular kinds of expertise and a capaoityake quick decisions in
response to changes in the commercial environmedti@ transactional
activity. On the other hand decisions about sulbsta changes in
community standards or matters in the terms of @oastitution which
affect doctrine or ritual call for a much more m@&asl and consensus-

building process.
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Given these kinds of constraints of context andviagtwe are drawn to
those Christian virtues which clearly constructatienships and manifest
the Christian character of the church communitytsrwitness to the wider

society. These are issues like:

. peaceableness

. kindness

. generosity

. self-control

. humility

. honesty, which in institutional terms means transpey of

process and participation.

truthfulness

. trust.

Some of these will be more relevant to commercedision-making and
some more relevant to changing community standard@ibe process of
wining consensus calls for more peaceablenessn&ssl generosity, self-
control and humility, whereas commercial decisioaking calls for more
focus on humility, honesty, truthfulness and trush a structure which
inevitably involves representatives acting on bebéllarger groups, any
decision-making or activity cannot be seen in amgpterms than service of
the community being represented. That principldeuires everything we

have been discussing.

In the following section we shall explore how theékeologically shaped
principles can be expressed in institutional areangnts which will deliver
both effectiveness in decision-making and will echlaed foster the values

of the Christian profession of this church.
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CHAPTER 4. A BUSINESS APPROACH

The sexual abuse scandal has shown up signifiedntds in the Church,
not just in terms of process but also in terms mdtifutional culture.

Churches, including the Anglican Church of Ausaalhave been under
increasing scrutiny to comply with community stami$a which many

people see as more demanding that those operatitigg ichurches. Most
Churches are struggling to come to terms with thmallenge. However,
sexual abuse is but the most public example ofrtbeeasing gap between
community standards and church practices. Thespress not just to meet

these standards but to exceed them. There is grocind to make up.

The last twenty-four months have highlighted a gngawnumber of areas
where the Church is falling, or is likely to falbelow legislative

requirements and/or community expectations. Thedede:

. taxation

. Occupational Health and Safety

. privacy

. Accounting Standards

. policies on audit

. investment management

. prudential standards for development funds and

. risk management generally.
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As community expectations for the behaviour of beass corporations
continue to increase other institutions must actlegy are under the same

scrutiny.

The basis of these community standards, by walcimstitutions are being

judged, are:
. transparency (the community being able to see awérstand
what institutions are doing);

. accountability (having structures which do notwallculprits, or

their superiors, to avoid being accountable foirthetions); and

. responsibility (institutions understanding and atice they are

responsible for actions carried out by anyone utitsr control).

To these could be added, from a strictly commepaspective:

. efficiency (making the most of the limited finaricgad human

resources we have);

. effectiveness (being able to do what we say we dall; and
finally
. reputation (the community having a good impressibrihe

institution because of how it behaves).

To a church, it is easy to suggest that efficieany effectiveness are not
important in the same way as making a profit isatcommercial entity.
There is a certain truth here in that the formatbhristian community by
its life and witness to the crucified Christ is ghkemary task of the church.
However, in the kind of society we live in such {Shan formation takes
place only by using all sorts of physical resourcéfe good stewardship
of these resources is thus vitally important, paférly when the ultimate
source of income at the national level is givingnirparishioners, some of

whom, at least, are not in a strong financial pmsit Indeed, it would be an
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easy case to make that the fewer resources youtbaverk with the better
the structures and decision-making need to befseithe lack of resources.
An under-resourced entity hardly needs the additibmrden of inefficient

and ineffective decision-making.

Reputation also applies to churches and corpomatioGhurches may not
pollute the land or the atmosphere but they aralggat risk of being less
than honest in their dealings with the public aldigg the lily’, pretending

they are something they are not.

In this context let us examine some aspects oflinech already introduced

in the earlier sections.

The ‘confederation’

The Constitution is clear on the federal natureghaf Church. However,
unlike the Australian Federal Government, to thanp little has been
conceded by the federated bodies, constitutionatlyotherwise, to the

federal body, the General Synod.

In many ways the General Synod is more like theal®e forms of
federation found in the commercial sector — theeffaibn of Automobile
Manufacturers, or the Federation of Australian Caroal Television
Station. In this model the General Synod is thencd of the federation and
the Primate the chairman of the council of the rfatien of Anglican

Churches of Australia.

There is a well-established structure in the bussirsector for what is done
and not done in this sort of federation. Generdly members expect some
limited public relations, some government liaisondamaybe some

statistical gathering and promotion. Everythingeek expected to be done

by the members themselves. Generally the roleslase, the dues paid
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promptly, and each participant knows where thegdtancluding the small

staff in the national federation office.

If this model is closer to the reality in the Arggln Church, then there exist
two identifiable risks. The first is a risk to theputation of the Anglican
Church of Australia pretending to be something ihot; namely, an entity
capable nationally of making unified decisions omaage of matters, be
they taxation policy or abuse protocols, and capalblimplementing these
decisions. Not only reputation and standing amgsktbut such a situation is
inefficient and ineffective as the few resourceailable to implement issues

find themselves repeatedly caught in implementattatemates.

The further risk, unlike in the two commercial exdes above, is that many
of the members of the federation have neither thantial nor human

resources to conduct their affairs independenthpsacthe range of issues
involved in a modern public institution. This ispecially so in areas such
as investment, taxation, insurance, risk managemedtcompliance in an

increasingly extensive and demanding regulatoryrenment.

Roles and responsibilities in commercial matters

At the cost of inefficiency and ineffectivenesgeafforty years the relative
roles and responsibilities of the Standing Commijtt€rust Corporation,

Audit Committee and General Synod Office remainlesaic There may

have been periods in the past when this was noheetn. Those days are
long gone. The current state of affairs fails triree tests of transparency,
accountability and responsibility as well as effirccy and effectiveness.
Indeed, when the national Church is dealing witlbemal bodies, this

situation also affects its reputation.

Some may wish to argue that such ambiguity protéesChurch’s assets

from attack in that anyone, such as a disgruntiepl@yee, cannot identify a
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clear target when it is unclear who, if anyone, lElypthem! Corporations
once hid behind such ambiguities and were ofteficised by church
representatives for doing so. Now the public deaisatransparency,

responsibility and accountability afl institutions.

Public issues

The most recent and highest profile public issue tfe Church is its

response to child sexual abuse. Under public presshe Standing
Committee resolved to work towards a common systeross the nation, a
step subsequently supported in the media by theiahnconference of
bishops. There was and is a clear expectatiohanider community that
the Anglican Church nationally will have a commaorstem which would

operate across diocesan borders. Work has beaadcaut to produce such
a system, as well as an expanded Code of Conduetlf€hurch workers

especially with regard to the protection of childre But the decision-
making processes may not produce a national prbtacd the public

promise might not be kept. Despite the extensmestment of time and

resources the Church’s reputation remains at risk.

A small digression might be useful here becausstithted here is a useful
example of a dilemma contained in many public polissues for the
Church. In each diocese work on public policy essus likely to be
undertaken by committees comprising volunteers, enoft skilled
professionals, advising the (few) paid, full-time@oyees of the Church.
The independent views of the diocese may well beircg from other, well
gualified and well intentioned quarters whose ficstmmitment to the
interests of the diocese is pursued with littleornterest in unified national
responses. Whether the issue is taxation policysexual abuse, this
constraint will remain. The present legal and caroial environment is

increasingly national in character and demandsonakiapproaches. This



TAKING RESPONSIBILITY PAGE 44

suggests that the solution is likely to lie mordhe ceding of powers over
specifically agreed matters than consensus deemsaking, which will
probably continue to be inefficient as well as faefive in commercial and

regulatory areas.

One process for all issues not adequate

One presumption underlies a number of these isspagicularly the
commercial ones, that the processes, establismgédlyafor theological or
ecclesiological reasons, work equally well for pelgolicy or commercial
issues as for general Church community mattmsna facie this is unlikely
to be the case. As explained earlier the strucha® been reasonably
effective in containing division on theological ugs because it enables

dialogue to continue.

But few commercial issues need continuing dialogilibey need decision
and action. In most cases professional standahdsady exist and
community or legislative requirements are knowrhe fjuestion is whether
the Church is going to abide by them or not and, if, how to ensure that

all elements of the Church do so.

On public policy issues reaching consensus on diieypis a vital step, but
it is only a first step. More resources will netal be devoted to
implementation, monitoring and compliance. Onlyewhthe Church has
such visibly effective arrangements will public &dence be won. The
Church has manifestly not yet achieved that panthe area of sexual

abuse.

Understanding the necessary difference betweentyihes of decision-
making processes required also allows the Churemgage in the dilemma
set out earlier. While the theological and ecdlegjical debate appears to

be moving even further out to the individual epsti the issues of
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commercial efficiency and effectiveness and legistacompliance are
demanding more concentrated responses of a nakomwhl If all decisions
continue to be made through the one process, éadarone level or another
Is guaranteed. Considering different decision-mgkirocesses for different
functions at least offers an avenue for improvemewgr the existing

situation.

The steps which are necessary to improve thist&tuare addressed in the

next section.
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CHAPTER 5 SOME BASIC PRINCIPLES AND A
PROPOSAL

Many of the issues described above boil down te. thin a number of

current cases there is a serious disconnectioneleetthe external portrayal
of the Church’s structure and governance systentta@€hurch’s ability to

meet the expectations of the community, governn®&hQ and others. The
disconnection stems from the desire of the AngliCanrch to portray to the
community and others a picture that there existsAaglican Church of

Australia capable of concerted action. In termgrmgfanisation that picture
Is largely a myth and stands in stark contrasth® gstructure and power
distribution of the Church established in the Ciutsbn.

The outcome is that in none of the issues wouldAhglican Church of
Australia stand up to scrutiny in terms of currargtitutional standards of
accountability, transparency, efficiency or effeetiess. The list will
continue to grow as there is an increase in comiywexpectations for
accountability and transparency from all public timsons and the
government’s tolerance and favourable dispositiawatds churches
enjoying benefits such as tax concessions over r odrdities, will

unguestionably and quite properly diminish.

There are only three choices available for the Clihuwo address this

problem. They are:
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A to take action to improve the governance procesard
structures to deal nationally with different issudkat is,
seriously attempt to meet reasonable standards tlier
governance of public institutions and to make concmé

decision-making more efficient.

B to take action to ensure that both outsiders sorde insiders
understand that for national commercial and scatiion the
Anglican Church is no more than a loose federatibantities
not really capable of concerted action and leaugpito each
entity to negotiate its own way; that is, tell teory as it
presently is. Such a proceeding will inevitableelerate the
dissolution of local entities under the impact ofteenal

demands which are national in character.
C Do nothing until a series of crises produceseeithor B.

The weakness in the consultative and permissiveractex of the
Constitution for commercial and social action hdneen explored. The
sexual abuse crisis has highlighted the pressanesed by these weaknesses
which have become more threatening while publiereoice and support are

less certain.

The public reputation of the Church is not the dniportant issues at stake.
At root are questions about whether the inconsistsnspeak adequately of
the Christian faith which the Church professes.is & not to say that the
present arrangements and decision-making processeshe Christian
values test. Rather it is to suggest that a bsgtecification of the processes
and institutional arrangements would promote Ciamstvalues more
effectively. Those values of openness/straightfmdmess, trust and
responsibility are the values increasingly calleor foy institutional

governance laws and regulatory standards in thermedmmunity. They



TAKING RESPONSIBILITY PAGE 48

are values which Christians have supported an@dcdbr over the years
from corporations and governments. Of course tes@Gan and the Church
does not have these values and standards set iydbecommunity or “the

world”. But in this case the values we are beingoeiraged to uphold are

ones which every Christian can and should adopbbtlteir own faith.

The present arrangements in the Church are incahara fail the test of
governance and efficiency. Doing nothing (Optionv@ll only increase
those problems. Uncovering them with more spatifi®©ption B) will not

delay that process. We therefore must proceetdduxtith taking action to

improve governance processes and structures.

In approaching this challenge it is essential arify the essential roles of
different parts of the structures in relation te wiverse issues before us.
This means distinguishing between commercial onn@ss matters and
matters to do with sustaining the Christian comriyunBuch a clarification
would enhance the focus of the role of the Gengyalod and the Standing
Committee in sustaining the national compact represli in the
Constitution. Thus issues of broad policy in reger doctrine, ritual and
ceremonial would receive proper attention. Thisuldoinvolve planned
treatment of matters of overt disagreement andlicanfThe role of women
in ministry has been such an issue. But we wilch® bring into the open
other matters such as lay presidency at the Ewthegserved communion,

diocesan amalgamations and gender relations.

In what might generally be called commercial arda@se will need to be a
sharper focus on the regulatory and commercialrenment. Decision-
making will need to reflect the demands of that iemment and the
demands of good stewardship. Some of the issasvbuld come up for

consideration in this area would be:
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1 the dioceses (and agencies) need to cede certaimed policy

decision-making to the national level (as in meskgrations);
2 sanctions for the breach of such policies neecktagreed;

3 policies need to be established (with consultataord expertise

available);
4 policies need to be implemented,;
5 policies need to be monitored;
6 resources need to be made available to do the above

Many questions flow from the above conditions. Idwer, the key
proposition being put forward is that a reconstitutAnglican Church of
Australia Trust Corporation with changed membersrgd specific support
should assume responsibility for commercial and gl@nce operations of
the General Synod, taking most of the commercmldas off the agenda of
the Standing Committee. This body would assumdomat policy

responsibility for commercial issues such as taxatiaudit issues,

accounting standards, risk management and compliainall levels.

In the long run, to be effective the dioceses agehaies need to agree to
cede policy-making responsibility in the agreedaaras well as to follow
policies once set out. In the meantime this bodyld/act as a coordinating
centre for these areas, attempting to achieve awmitipthrough discussion,

information and persuasion.

The steps necessary to put these proposals inpladd be:

1 changes to the Trust Corporation Canon so thatésbers are

appointed on appropriate terms by the Standing Gteen

2 appointment of members of the Trust Corporationhwgtrong

commercial skills;
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3 agreement (by the General Synod, perhaps in a Rwulegreas of
responsibility of the Trust Corporation. These laaclude:

. responsibility for oversight and management ofabgets of the
General Synod

= all commercial transactions

. the preparation and management of budgets alongraen
policy lines established by the Synod or the Stappdiommittee.



