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THE CHURCH AS GOD'S AGENT

IN EVANGELISM
Howard A. Snyder

Participants in this Congress have alrcady had opportunity to study
my paper on “The Church as God’s Agent in Evangelism.” In that paper
1 attempted to show that the affiemation, “The Church is- God’s agent
in evangelism” makes sense only if we understand what the Bible means

by “the church.”

By way of summary, let me teview the mairn points of my original
paper.

1. The Church biblically understood

Traditionally we bave thought of the Church as both a visible instl-
tution on earth and as an invisible mystical communion which transcends
both space and time. The second reality was cousidered more basic
and more important and heiped counterbatance the imperfections and
flaws of the visible reality.

This dualistic way of seeing the Church is not necessarily incorrect,
but it has led us at times to undervaiue the importance of the Christian
community on ezrth and to depreciate cultural considerations. In the
bibical view, the earthly and cosmic perspectives it together in one
whole and do not leave us with {wo incompatible churches or with a
split-level view of the Church.

a. The Bible sees the Church in cosmic-historical perspective. The
Church is the people of God whick God has been forming and through
which he has been acting down through history. Qur space-time world is
part of a larger spiritual universe in which God reigns. God has chosen
to place the Church with Christ at the very center of his plan to reconcile
the world to himself as the body given 1o the conquering Savior (Eph.
1:20-23).

b. The Bible sees the Church i charismatic, rather than institutional,
terms. While the Church is in a broad sense an institution, it is more
fundamentally a charismatic community. That s, it exists by the grace
(Greek, charis) of God and is built up by the gifts of grace (charismaia)
bestowed by the Spirit. As seen biblically, it is steuctured the way the
human body is structured, on the basis of life. At its most basic level,
it is & community, not a hierarchy; an organism, not an organization.

. The Bible sees the Church as the community of Gods people.
Here the cosmic and the charismatic are united, and we see the Church
as boih within the world and transcending the world.

Since the Church is the people of God, it includes all God's people
in all times and in all places, as well as those who have now crossed the
space-time boundary and lve in the more immediate presence of God.

But the people of God must have 2 visible, local expression, and at
the local level the Church is the community of the Holy Spirit. As
Sarnuel Escobar has well said in his paper tor this Congress, “God calls
those whe become his people (o be part of 2 community. So, the new
humanity that Christ is creating becomes visible in communities that
have a quality of life that reflects Christ's example.”

" PART-ONE: ' The visible reality of zﬁe-Ch"‘urch-‘-- i
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2. Church-based evangelism —— ~ R : '
From the biblical perspective, | i : t 1 o q
‘ § e, evangelism can best be underst
_;E;g;lgfé’ogvélhc (l;f__thg normal bogy life of the Church. Evang'elisrr? ?ﬁu:?
perel hirrch-centered. Or, perhaps better, évangelis 3
Chitreh based. It centers in Chiis nd is by Fin i evavge,ilsm s
ing Coﬁimﬂ'ﬁfty."” et  :11 Chn.s_t agd is based ;q_thg .11.fe_of’ _the:_wiyngsg;
thatﬁ;ﬁlsxil)g‘élc_)thcr factors which could be nated, 1 have emphasized
proclama'tilo r;gailii;;h&?hm?ﬁ;mlgﬂyt_groii'vsf through (i) direct evangelistic
el (1 _ iplication” of lotal congregations, (i) t :
gil;;lsdlgﬁc?f gfh;:ﬁset;gcfnterefd_ ctommunit'y,'ahd {iv) the exercise of 's(pilitﬁ};?
- Bach of these four factors contributes to the otheis Sngoi
cycleg of edification and expansion. S8 th? othses ? an. oneems
Stmcrtt:res for an evangelistic Church : ' '.
furezlilti}gr dzrg}l.nination}:ﬂ stractures nor pira~denominationdl- struc-
such as Christian schools, evarigelistic associations issi
28 8] chools, eve iC ass . and missiona
23(3;}6“65 t‘amsted in New_Tesgtament- days. It should be self-évident th;{
ar_.;, nzgr?};,tg; esl havincuc prhcit biblical basis. Therefore, such siricctures
iot themselves ‘the Church, although (hi ay ‘beir s fmp
refationship to Christ’s body. " gg _they “may ?ear some Thportant
It is for this reason that I ha j ca it
Tt s f ve chosen to call all institutional
Eif:sn}!zgtlo}rllalt structures, including denominations, "‘para-churchaitffl?g
7 Such structures exist alongside of and parallel to ¢ ] i
res.” Such stru g of to the commun
:t)_lfe(}eo}g snlsetcl)lp]g- l?gt‘;re -gqt themselves the Church. They are useful 1:(};
the ex ey aid the ‘Church in-its - missi : E i :
oI .. s_.ml.s:sm.n,_b.ut are .mfin-made and
thm’zhﬁ Bl‘t.)l_e. gives' us-thre_e basic structures for the Church! leadership
o bigblizgiplgle?tl. glfizs, the large-group gathering, and the small group
' ‘ erial concerning -apostles, prophet .
bishops, arid so on, should be s b s, prophets, pastors, deacons,
Ops, ari 1, e seen as part of the New Test. att
of leadership through gifts of the Spiri ! b gathatings
) & Spirit. Large-and small- ) ering
were also normative inthe Earl i -
_ / y Church and still have validity t¢
The Church is God’s ag i o Aseah
_ b gent of evangel -as it trily-
e Ic)olinm'uni;y of Goits perle o 1s§1}, .thcn, as 1t_ltruly. becomes
clegates” reactions to Ty paper have cent d
_ Delegates” reacti : ‘ 1 ered -around four basi
questions _w_1th which 1 shall attempt to deal during the remainder of my
time¢ this morning: . o Cone o ER
4. Precisely what is meant by “para- § ures,” and how
these relate to the Church? * - ¥ Ch}rmh' thli_Ctulfi?S, md how do
“ ~b. In what sense is the Chu ismatic i what |
tutiofial? - : éch._lurc}.a «j.zhamr,ma.tlc .;m.d__-m What sense insti-
‘-ci-Is the principle of the. multiplication of congregations biblicaﬂy

‘based and dpplicable in all situations? =~

d. Precisely what is th “of spiritual gifts i the ¢ stic
mitistry of the A e _role. of s_pm.t‘igal .g‘lft_s _-m; ;he _..evangcl;stic
" The first two of these questions relate Stoblem o visible
1 _ _ ate“to-the problem -of the visib
:gatl;fy of thg‘ Church. F'shiall address myself first to this problem, a‘ilc;I :llxeﬁ
fo g_quastmr.lrsjpf growth«byﬂdiv_is;ion;-and‘the exercise of spiritual gifts.

I have emphasized that the Bible presents the Church primafils; ‘as
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a charismatic community, rather than as an organizational institution.
It is necessary, however, to define more precisely what we mean by
“nstitutional” and “charismatic.” . _ -
1. Is the Church an institution? The Church as the people of God is
definitely not an_ institution in the same sense that General Motors,
Oxtord University, or the United Mations are institutions. On the other
hand, the Church does have an institutional side in the same way the
family does, and the Church has given rise to literally. thousands of
institutional structures which, sociologically, are markedly -similar to
other human organizations, corporations, and bureaucracies. '
It is sociologically naive to say the Church is in no sense an insti-
tution. Anry pattern of collective hehavior which becomes habitual or
customary is an institution. In this broad sense the Lord’s Supper.is an
institution, and even a small-group Bible study, if it meets continually
over a period of time, becomes an institution. L
A certain degree of institutionaljzation is therefore inevitable and
even desirable. It is, in fact, one result of the fact that man lives n
space and time, Institutionalization would be unimaginable in eternity!
David O. Moberg, one of the few qualified sociologists of religion
within evangelicalism, has written, _
“Every religious organization has some degree of formalism
or institutionalization. This is true of groups that claim to. be
‘merely a fellowship, not a denomination,” and of those so informally
and loosely organized that they claim to lack organization altogether.”
In this sense, some institutionalization of the Church is aiready
evident in the New Testament, "The striking thing, however, is that the
institutional elements were decidedly secondary in the Holy Church,
and were highly funciional No officially structured, formalized organi-
zations in the sense of modern-day deniominations or societies are to be
found in the Mew Testament. Institutionalization. of this more rigid,
nierarchical, and organizational type grew up only in the third century,
in part as a reaction to the- charismatic excesses of the Montanists.
These considerations lead to the following conclusion: The Church
will inevitably. manifest some institutional patterns, but no institution can
ever be the Church. The Church can gever be essentially an institution,
even though it will necessarily be institutional in some aspects of its
Life. . . : L
In many areas, the Church today is encased in rigid institutional
structures which impede growth. Perhaps 80 per cent of such, structures
are not formal and official, but are simply traditional and cultural.
In the United States, for instance, few if any denominations have adopted
an article of faith stating that worship services must be held between
ten and twelve o'clock on Sunday morning — and yet this is one of the
most rigid institutional patterns of American Christianity. In: many areas,
the same thing applies to liturgy, the decision-making process, ideas
about the “clergy,” and even methods of evangelism. Much of this is
simply tradition; only a small percentage ¥ a part of official church
polity. And yet it is precisely this traditional, only half-perceived part of
church structure which is most rigid, most resistant to change, and often
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most _d;ea:dening to the Church’s life. T am reminded here of John Wes-
r}:{yzmllga!ll reaction to “field preaching” in BEngland, two centuries ago:

should have thought the saving of souls a sin i it '
Lshould b g a sin if it had not been done

1‘5. Llille.re‘ hopg for chu'rc;hes whose spiritual spontaneity and com-
r.m‘Jtr%ny : ife are stifled by rigid institutional forms? This is a question of
Z;sl ziuno}r]ﬁal re'newai.. in such churches, individual spiritual renewal
' dorfl:g‘t_ e :be.hevers is not 'ﬂnough,"and by itself may provoke divisions
?n h‘.ﬁ‘{’tl_(m.b’ just as new wine bursts old wineskins. A general principle
or highly institutional churches is that fnstitutional renewal must ac-

" company personal renewal. Where this is not possible, the old institution

may have to be abandoned and new structures formed. There are tim
whern qid wineskins must be replaced by new ones. ®
. is the Church,_ t'hen, an instit.ution;? In the broadest sociological
sense, we may say it is — but even in this sense the institutional element
is str';gtly secondary and derivative and must be functional. In the more
restricted sense of a formally constituted, hierarchical organization
the Chur.ch is not and never can be an institution, for the Church is th !
community of God’s people. ’ ¢
2. What does it mean (o say the Church is “charismatic"?

) As the community of God's people, the Church is- essentially a
charismatic community rather than an institution. The New Testament
and ‘Ehe writings of the first church fathers show that the Early Church
saw itself as a charismatic cormunity. With the gradual inst?tutionali—
zation of the Church, however, the idea of the Church as an organization
becarx_le more prominent and largely crowded out the charismatic-
orgatic view. Thus “in the history of theology the Church as assembled
commumty-of the faithful has been too often neglected in favor of the
Church as institution,” notes Roman Catholic’ theologian Hans Kun

- Luse c{nansmaue” here in the precise biblical sense of pcrtaining :
to the“work_mg and empowering of the grace (charis) of God. In thifé
fggs:c ci.lair:smatic” has no specific reference to glossolalia- e;ice'pt in
the é,gx;gér‘av ’?;;Stz rtrllaéil:;ongue&spea_kmg is gne of the charisms menftioned

The c.haris_m.atic emphasis — and parcticularly - the docirine of
spiritual gifts — is foo important to be abandoned because of controvers
over & word. “Charismatic” is a good and highly biblical term that needz
to be }‘@Stored to the Church in all its biblical significance. As Geoffre
E}rﬁrg}ley}?as (i:pmr_nented, Refgrmation'Protestamism today must comye
o nr:;st icrf:oli:;(;itt,gat Christian ministi'y always is, .and has to be, a

As B_rqmiley suggests, the charismatic emphasis relates particularl
to the ministry of the Church — and thus is important for 'evangelismy
Tog often the churches I know are not charismatic- communities m
which each person ministers according to the gift he has rcceilved
Rathfar they are simply organizations not fundamentally different fmrr;
other_ organizations in the same culture. Such institutionalized churches
attemipt va:mly to minister through ever improved programs, trainin
and technigues. Under unusuvally talented leadership such, c‘hurché{s’
succeed, and everyone praises that success and uses it as' a model. But
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in rthe majority of cases such “gpiritual technology” fails and leaves
local churches frustrated and starving for real spiritual fellowship.

1 suggest, therefore. thal ihe contemporary church should self-
consciously seek a charismatic model Tor its life to take the place of
the prevailing institutional model. :

A charismatic or organic model is one characterized by commutity,
inter-personal relationships, mutuality, and interdependence. 1t I8
flexible and leaves room for a high degree of spontaneity. The Bible
gives us such a model for the Church: the humain body. The human
body itself is charismaiic, and the Body of (Chrigt is charismatic.

As I have already suggested, basic components of a charismatic,
organic structure for the Church include leadership and ministry through
spiritual gifes, community life through the use of small groups, and
worship, teaching, and public witness through large groups. I propose
that there be further study (o develop more fully a charismatic-organic
understanding of church structure, particularly at the national and
worldwide levels. _ :

3. The Chureh and pura-Church structitres

It is precisely here that the distinction between the Church and para-
church structures is useful. This distinction is definitely. not mersly a
restatement of the visible-invisibie view of the Church. The Church is
both visible and invisible, and so are para~church structures; even 4
sccular organization has its invisible dimensions, as Jacques Ellul
resminds us - [ am distinguishing, rather, between the Church as biblically

understood, and auxiliary ecclesiastical structures which did not exist
in New Testament days but which have grown up through church history.

In my invitation to present a paper at this Congress, 1 was specifically
asked to deal with the question of parachurch structures in relation to
gvangelism. | was aware that “para-church structures” was understood to
mean non-denominational and interdenominational organizations such as
Intervarsity, Campus Crusade for Christ. and the Billy Graham Evangelistic
Association. But in attempting to make a biblical {rather than merely prag-
matic) analysis, I encountered a basic difficulty. I could find no biblical
basis for a fundamentai distinction between denominational structures and
para-denominational structures. The more basic distinction seems to be
between the Church as the body of Christ and the community of God’s
people, and all institutional structures. including denotninations. Thus I
would make a basic distinction between the Church and all para-church
structures, and then sub-divide such institutional structures into denomin-
ational and- nen-denominational styuctures.

There is a fundamental difference here between Protestant and
Roman Catholic views of the Church, although the implications of the
Reformation in this area have never been carpied through to their
logical conclusion. Protestants who distinguish between biblical reve-
lation and church tradition should have no difficulty making a distinction
between the biblical Church and. institutional church structures. The
categories are parallel. The biblicat Church is grounded in biblical
revelation; all para-church structures are hased in post-biblical church
tradition. . ) ]

In regard to evangelism, 1 would particularly stress the {following 1wo
points:
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ot at;yB;blcli(:]lji)y s:pez:‘king, it is irrelevant whether evangelism is carried
mination or some non-denominati 5 i
both casen e e non inational structure, for in
. S g structure is in reality a para-ch instituti
It is not fundamentally i o i, for oo
y important whether foreign missions, f
( . orta , for ex
‘:rff 'camedlout by denominational mission boards or by indeer%I::IrelE
Ors?rllc;zz;y gigzzlj.; Both florms of evangelism may be equally valid
, ing on their relationshi ibli :
o : : p to the biblical C
iegjtimj:;g evld.ngelllsm, regardless. of the agency which sponso?suri?hl'
Evange]iqti((};n 'y 35 it _p].’;mts and edifies the Church or extends iis witnésis
munitiesto[ 32 mussionary efforts which. form new Christian con;
ovilding theaCh tg hhc‘)sie already formed are legitimate if they are reall
bui dbag the hurch as biblically understood. If they are not, the ary
epitimas thglt, regardla_ﬁss of how they are structured or of t};e biglic:ﬁ
legltim ezan 31( may claim. Of course, it is fundamentally important
ol evar ege; ;]sélcs d‘n'ct[ ckllurch«plaming efforts take care to contribute
iritua i : ¢ isunit
e P unity, rather than disunity, of the Body of
This means the i 1 i
Ch br:e,;;lgtl}ft 1%116 important thing for evangelism is that the biblical
chipe e mullti o t ‘at. is, that local Christian communities or feliow-
i e 1; el:us glk;it_ stm:h go?:_munities truly demonstrate the quality
] Tesy rist, and that the Church live i '
e ‘ t ive in the worl
emed people of God. From a biblical point of view, 'ques(tii(fr?sti?

minationa 110 "(ie 10 a nal a H]hdt[on tructur a
detlo or TYLELL. O or c [~} (&)
y 3 ¥

PAI}TWE;V\I{O:‘ THE PRINCIPLE OF GROWTH-BY-DIVISION
iy 1m1‘t mys_elf here to a few of the more fundamental questions
o relate specifically to the biblical view of the Church arestions
s Ggrowt}ll:—gy-dwm'on a biblical principle? i o
_ Growth-by-division (the multiplicati -
. h-by- ion . plication  of local . ions
iisfengtr fhslblmdl‘ prmclplie.m thq -same sense that Christizgng(zenfimli}:)
condusmncxerense of spiritual gifts are ‘biblical princip[és. It is rathé1 s
conclusion r?ﬁched through studying the New Testament Church arg
v gmt\;v p@l:;g;g&gut (lintséory. Its biblical basis is twofold: Tge
! S and the example of the Farly Churc .
We know that the Earl : e s o
) y Church grew rapidly, that its i
largely in small home gatherings,. and that it gxpcriexiczadlfznc?rlﬁ:;zg

©corpo ity Li i
porate or community life which strongly attracted non-believers

The faith quickly s
y spread from fown to town and f
¢ fai ‘ Tom i
t(]) gnothe;. This growth can be explained only as a pr e of mult
P yn%g !ocal cells of believers. process of mult
The }éllsb [c;onclus‘lg?? is reinforced by the analogy from biclogical life
Jhe B s1p§c‘1_ 1c_ally- uses natural reproduction and growth a ‘
e eiirenodrssﬂmi?a.l th}xlngs and for the Church, The principle by W'Shigg
itsell is the principle of re i
2. Ifr ﬁrowrh-by-dz‘wlvion possible z'npal[ situagng;mtwn and cetl division
o fuli?lglt;ptlﬁza:ln?s Cg] ioca%) cells of believers is more difficult in
3 1 others, but is totally impossibl '
ir;u;srtagteiggeﬂsmve totahtana_n regimes. Whexye thg Vi;gil;n((_‘): lfnfutnf?eer tt'h'e
i hract y complete, this principle will be difficult to follo Tlf' fu'e
mething we must leave in the hands of God | e
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It is important to point out, however, that T am not speaking here
either of the multiplication of buildings nor the multiplication of of-
ficial governmeni-sanctioned church organizations. 1 am speaking of the
proliferation of focal, perhaps highly informal, cells of Christian be-
lievers. In totalitarian regimes, these may not be able to grow into large
churches. But even in such situations the multiplication of small fel-
lowships is often possible, even if risky. '

In some cases the Church must simply continue 1o live as the suf
fering Clhuwrch, its community life ‘restricted almost totally to individ-
ual families, awaiting either the day of harvest or the day of deliverance.
In the majority of cases, however, growth-by-division can take place if
thers is the vision for it. o -

3. Is growth-by-division wise in areas where many Christian churches
already exist?

Let me state once again that I am not speaking of multiplying build-
ings or organizations. In maty Western cities, the last thing the Church
needs is more buildings! What it often does need, however, 1s to re
discover true Christian community. The small group is helpful here.
And as small groups are formed, they will tend to multiply. The number
of official organized churches may remain the same, while the number of
real biblical churches is actually multiplying rapidly as more and more
individuals discover new life in Christ and a new life-styte in Christian
community. Rather than discouraging such a movement, the organized

churches should encourage and stimulate it, seeking to guide it in bib-
lical channels.
4. Does not division usually eceur for carnal, rather than spiritual, rea-

sons?
Too often this is the case. Many churches have muitiptied and

grown, not because they had a vision for growth, but because the breth-
ren couldn’t get along with each other! This is clearly wrong, and yet
God has miraculously used such divisions for the growth of the Church.

But unholy splits develop often precisely for the lack of a healthy
vision for church multiplication. If new churches are formed with the
vision for eventual growth-by-division, if this is the focus, then growth
will occur naturally for the right, rather than-the wrong, reasons. Chureh
division for inferior motives doés not cancel out the principle of growth-
by-division, any more than cancer invakidates the principle of normal
cell division. It is a gquestion of planning for growth-by-division for the
right reasons, rather than letting it oceur for the wrong reasons.
5. Where does the Church find sufficient leadership for new congregations!

The answer to this question is found in the fact of spiritual gifts
anid in the community life of the Church. 1f we live with our brethren in
irue Christian community and if we expect the Spirit -to provide the
necessary spiritual gifts, the right gifts of leadership will appear at the
right time to take care of the demands of growth. :

The multiplication of congregations should result from the growth
of small-group fellowships. Such groups offer the ideal structure to

awaken, discipline, and train spiritual gifts. When the Church is truly :
the community of God’s people, it is God the Spitit who pro_\iides'the :

necessary leadership. This is his promise to us.
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PAI;’iI“n;lHR?E: EVANGELISM AND SPIRITUAL GIFTS
mpottan gé . ;vqu.ltd'xlna‘kc the following affirmations concerfaing the
|"portance « p1lr1‘ ual gifts f.or Churc-h-based evangelism.
e doct. ine of A{Jfrztuf-zl: gifts is a necessary and valid emphasis

arostle pf;lch guestlon is not whether. specific spiritual gifts, such as
Wheth(-};?‘ " p.S 2 .gr t-on%uc.;s-spea}kmg, are’ valid today.-The question is
Pt wfli hplI‘.liE still gives gifts to men,” and the answer is ves
no biblical warrant to restrict the c{;zarzlwgzi;fgn:snttl:éag;uf tlgs- o e
to ou}lgw any specific gift today. rly Chureh, ot
2. S;Xﬁxfggl _grﬁs play-a fundamental vole in evangelism
Ity ;:isrggnfs arg called to some “work of ministry,” but this ministry
oy 1he san or each person. The ministry of each believer is largel

ined by the spiritual gifts which he has received. We will impgedg

church growth- and cr i
; T eate frustrated Christi if
lievers into ministries — even in eva s e iy to force b

kR ngelism - for which they are not
Paul clearly states that his “gi ' '
} . . his “gift of God's grace” as a
aﬁ) np;r;}ac;:etc‘)v r}.ll';et t;ziﬁtile,i the ?nlslearchablg riches of Chris:;1 ;:11:10:3 ?nZI?z
- is the plan of the mystery” of the Gosy
Philip was an evangelist. A, o e hvo o vl
evar - Agabus was a:prophet; we have i
?jcv:s?s;;é)ey??gvﬁ;si Ii:)ortct;'is wallls “full of good works and actsfl gfeséi?iri(;ﬁ
cts. 9:36); ¢ us that she exercised her spiritual gifts. Lydi
I;(lin;g);l); )lesdilzsf\);':sye;rp%;gapt a(tgd prlascgiged the gift of hogsi)i;‘ilit;d(ic(t):
. et {(Acts 15:32), and Phoeb
(Romans 16:1}. And so on thro [ b Not all of e
}. throughout the Early. Church. Not all of
were evangelists, but all were. witnesses ' G A e
evan g b to the grace of God. A
One,"[‘lirlléhl\i ;’w?owgi%lzzls useful 1:1 the evangelistic. witness of the I(lfclllfxi:(;lh
- lical evangelism today is to bring each believ .
;i;s;r(lwe; and‘use his spiritual gift. When this héppégns, got- .gixllev%’og;
evar eger-.l :;:’flcg;fruré butdtherel :; also ¢ valid Christian commum’gﬁ-t{) wel
_ erts and a valid Christian life-style i ' ‘
gh&% f::reates 1o credibility gap with the wgilgyle of faith and good works
. Ofl Ch;zrl::‘lhs_ ieadersf;xp _mz'nis‘tries are based on spirftu&! gifts
. ~t:h0 tC ;.: most; ubiquitous institutional structures which. has grown
up. : wih thurch‘ through centuries of tradition is the proféssional
cert 0);,0 s ui ;:::ltagt- clller%yi)llaity dichotomy. The very basis of this
s u ut by the biblical teaching that the enti i
a people or laity ({zos) and all Christians ini Siblically. svers
d nd are ministers. Biblicall .
one here today is a Iy A i istor, And 1
one gll alled 10 the :Iﬁc:;;’y nd every one of us is a minister. And we
- ihp:l?feislaonal, distinct prie.sthood did exist in Old Testament days
o Chr?s ) a:w; l};a;iz;rigﬁt_ t;u; priesthood is replaced by two trutl']:sf
S n: in '
Priests (Heb. 4:14, 8:1; 1Pctfgz':g;ntgsei?.ﬁg).tlj.e'=Churc-h 7 @ Cingdom of
c[erglffai}:e‘t! le_:_stax'nent doctrine of minisiry, therefore, rests not .on the
be!fevyers gdxst';nctu‘)n but on the twin pillars of the priesthood of all
pohevers & (iln the grfts; of the .sz'rir. Today, four centuries after the
» the full implications of this Protestant affirmation have
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yet to be worked out. S o
The New Testament view of ministry relates directly to e‘:va'n:gchsrfL
For one thing, it is no longer a question of "getting {ayn.lcn 1ny91.§fe,(1‘1§1
evangelism”-j rather it is a questionl of-he_lpmg the .(_,hl_lrch to E‘xvg as a
priestly community of interdependent gifts. (}od p@s.f?lf W:ll gift ,Sén?e
men’ and women for specifically evangelistic "minisiries, -anq he \r\flll
gift others to minister in other ways whif:h are suppbﬁ;we f_qr f:vgnggi‘lsm
(prayef, social -work, hospitality; : healing, qou_n:selmg.,‘ admm:st.rjailcf_n,
and many, many othees). T :

CONCLUSION o S

In conclusion, I would like to offer two simple suggestions which
may be helpful in -aiding this Cangress-to formulate’ a.b1bhcal”str_§?egy
for worldiwide evangelism in-these days. '

“The first suggestion is that local church.es thmughou'f the world be
encouraged to make use of small-group meelings as a basic .stmctuﬁe foi
the Church's community life; 18 this principle could be sel_f«consmqusly
endorsed, and if mifllions of small-group fellowships could be for-rqed
around the world to seriously pray, study the Bible, and share the joy
of life-in Chiist, a revolutionary outbreak of New Testament Chr__ts.n
tianity could shake this wholé groaning world: = -~~~

Secord, I would suggest that wherever possible in cities around the
world, lafge public rallies be held regularly, Lffll'tirn‘.g in the city all the{ people
of God who will cooperate. 1 ih major citie$ a1:9_und the World- 5:_111 true
Christians could unite regulerly in a monthly “great” congregation to
praise God, hear the Sériptures, and beat wim'es.s3 the 1mpact would be
incalculabié. Such rallies would give- pub’lic,‘ visible testimony to the
unity of the Body of Christ -and put the Faith'in ‘the center of-t-hf: pub%w]
arenia once agaim. They would alsc help individual bgheve_rs and lo;fl
congregations to identify with the larger body (?f ‘Chrls_t: I_suggast t gt
“The City” is the primary ¢ontext in which Christian unity n€eds 1o | ¢
" istrated today. - A -
dem};rfl;ggelism- anﬂ the "growth“of the Church are not a ma}ttcr-og
bringing te the Church that which ‘is 'needed‘for success in th_ekwlay o
methods, techniques, or strategies. Evangehsr-n is whther o matter;i of
rerrioving the hindrances (o growth, Once these_hm_dranqgs are removed —
not enly individual sin-but also human- tradatlons,_“wprn-(‘mt struaturgs,
and fundamental misconceptions about the nature of. ti}f: __Church -
then the Church will grow through the power of God within it; _

~When Lazarus was raised from death, he was “.bounfi -w1tl}:bandages,
and his face wrapped with acloth:” Jesus said, “Unbind.him, and et

i 1” (John 11:44). s S
hlm”lg;:i‘s -i(s 4 lesson f)or-' the Church today. The Church has resurrection
life within it; it has been called to life by Jesus ChrlSt."ThG’:PQdY' of
Christ does not need-a new suit of clothes.” It does not needi_'to. have
something added. It needs only to be unbound and let go. e

~Jesus Christ is lite! The ‘Church, his body and bride, is lifel Our
need today is to return to the Word of God and let it speak to us cor
cerning the Church and its place in G_od’s c'osmnc”plan.- . - :

" Let both the Spirit and the Bride say, “Comel”

381

FORM AND FREEDOM IN THE CHURCH
Francis A. Schaeffer '

Dr. Schaeffer, Huemoz, Switzerland,
is the leader of L'Abri Fellowship.

My original paper presented four points which are needed if we are
to meet the need of our generation. These four points are: two contents
and two realities. If you have not read my original paper I would say,
please do so. _

The first content of my original paper is the need of a clear doctrinal
content concerning the central elements of Christianity. There must
be no compromise with liberal theology, including nec-orthodox exis-
tential theology. There will be borderline things in which we will have
difigrences, but on the central jssues there must be no compromise.

With this goes the need to emphasize conient in our messages. We
are ntot to fall into the cheap solution (which seems so fascinating at
first) of just moving people to make decisions without a sufficient con-
tent, nor after they are Christians not giving them sufficient. content for
their comprehension and for their lives. o .

Another element of the way in which we must be careful of the
content which.we present is that we on our part must not destroy the
absolutes of the Word of God in the opposite way than the liberal
destroys the absolutes of the Word of God. The liberal destrays the
absolutes concerning the Word of God by philosophically not believing
that. such a thing as absolutes exist and religiously specifically not be-
lieving that the Bible gives absolutes, We can destroy the absolutes of
the Word of God in the opposite way. We can add other things to the
absolutes of the Word of God and in this way destroy the absolutes
also. We can take the middle class norms, we can take our culturally
related things, and we can elevate them to become equal with the ab-
solutes of the Word of God. And when we do, in our own way we destroy
the absolutes of the Word of God almost as badly as the liberal destroys
them in his way. _

The first point of the original paper is the need of a ciear doctrinal
content concerning the central elements of Christianity, A corollary
of this is that we must practice the truth we say we maintain. We must
practice this truth in the area of religious cooperation. We must practice
this truth in the area of religious cooperation where it'is costly. We must
practice this truth in the area of religious cooperation where it may be
observed. If we say that Christianity is truth yet for any reason, including
evangelism, we blur the line between libaral theology and biblical Cliris-
tianity in the area of religious cooperation, we lose credibility with the
world today which does not believe that truth exists in any form. The
halimark of our generation, in contrast to the previdus gensraiions, is
that this generation does not believe that truth exists. All is relativistic,
There is no such thing as “truth as truth.” And this is why it i not 4 tautok
ogy to use the expression “true truth” o make this plain.

The first reason we should not have religious cooperation with




