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I. Gender, Agenda or Pretext?
At least from the mid-twentieth century, traditional gender and sexual mores have been coming “unstuck” in Europe and North America.  Legal and social prohibitions have been lifted--first against divorce, then divorce and remarriage; against extra-marital sexual activity and cohabitation; against birth control and abortion; against out-of-wedlock pregnancies; against homosexual activity and partnerships; against adoption by singles and homosexual couples.  Reproductive technologies have opened the possibility of effective birth control, in vitro fertilization, artificial insemination, surrogate motherhood and other biological-clock extensions.  In some places, public consensus is beginning to resettle and to take the form of positive legal provisions--no fault divorce laws with equal parental rights; legalized abortions; a variety of legal arrangements for cohabiting and/or reproducing couples; and--in this country most recently--civil partnerships open to same-sex as well as mix-gendered pairs.  Likewise, after a post-war lull, women have re-entered the workplace and moved into the professions.  Slowly, laws have been passed to guarantee equal access, to require equal pay for equal work, to institute maternity/paternity leaves, and to remove glass ceilings. 

In all of this, our Church has been a follower rather than a leader.  Where divorce and the remarriage of divorced persons were concerned, the Church ‘waited upon’ secular consensus before making changes in its own canons.  Despite the Queen and Margaret Thatcher, the Church delayed the ordination of women to the priesthood until 1991, and only in the last two synods has voted to creep ahead towards making the appointment of women bishops possible.  While not yet church-dividing, the Anglican communion generally and the Church of England still officially regards the ordination of women as pending reception and in principle reversible.  North American church moves to treat homosexual partnerships as legitimate--by authorizing rites for blessing (New Westminster, Canada) and by ordaining +Gene Robinson, a coupled gay man, bishop of New Hampshire--now focus a furor in the Anglican communion.  Just last month, the Archbishop of Canterbury extended the new, gay-friendly woman Presiding Bishop of ECUSA (now, TEC) his prayers, but not his congratulations.  

Whether or not these gender developments constitute a/the cause or even a symptom, conservatives have made them the pretext for an institutional crisis within the Anglican communion.  The Archbishop’s recent proposal, ironically entitled Challenge and Hope, reads like a recipe for dividing our Church.  For modern church persons, these rough-and-tumble developments raise a host of questions: Where were we?  Where are we?  How did we get here?  Why?  Where do we go from here?

II. Polity Reversal:
The Late Great Broad Church:  Until recently, at least for the past 150 years, the Church of England was--as an established church arguably needs to be--a broad church, whose institutional definition came from the 1662 Book of Common Prayer; from its threefold norms of Scripture, tradition, and reason; from its daily/weekly recitation of historic--Apostles’ and Nicene--creeds; from its observance of the dominical sacraments; and from its episcopal form of government.  It was a Church wide enough to embrace evangelicals whose heart-of-hearts resonated to sola scriptura and Anglo-catholics who--amidst smells and bells and clouds of smoke--secretly longed for clearer cut magisterium and for reunion with Rome.  It was a Church that left room in the middle for wayfarers of all sorts and conditions, a Church whose very refusal to subject members to orthdoxy tests or to weekly cross-examination in the confessional, created an atmosphere of acceptance that allowed it to be a home for all seasons.  

It was a Church centered on worship of a Mystery bigger than we can ask or imagine, a God to Whose praise it returned, week by week, day by day.  Its twin books--Bible and BCP, its historic creeds and church fathers, were in service of articulating the Mystery, of enabling human beings--talking animals--to speak and think what we have tasted and seen.  It was a Church that understood how humans are body-mind-spirit multi-dimensional, how we grow and develop in spurts and fits with parts out of phase.  It was a Church convinced that the Mystery gets hold of, enfolds and pervades us, remolds and remakes us in ways that escape our conscious comprehension.  It was a Church that confessed a relentless God, Whose hold on us is firmer than what we happen to believe or feel at the moment, a God Who knows how to wait us out, to let us roam, and yet--through sheer attractiveness--to lure us back in the end.  

Broad church wasn’t everybody’s first choice, but--for a time and a season--it was the majority’s all-things-considered choice, because it worked to keep the church together.  Turn-to-the-twentieth century Anglicans like Bishop Gore boasted that--by contrast with Rome--the English church knew better than to over-dogmatize, that it was the thinking person’s church, one that did not require members to check their minds or their conscience at the door.  It was a Church for adults, a Church that could give members room to explore, because three-legged stools are stable, and because it always brought people back to the Bible and the BCP, back to the sacrament of the altar to meet the Mystery on their knees.

Authoritarian Alternatives:  Over the last decade and a half, however, various forces have come together to re-identify our Church, to give the worldwide Anglican communion sharper definition.  The Windsor Report spelled out a new international polity that vests authority to discriminate what is essential vs what is indifferent in so-called instruments of union (the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Lambeth Conference, the Anglican Consultative Council, and the Primates’ Meeting).  Its criterion for what violates essentials is what disrupts the union and/or compromises the common good of the Anglican communion.  

Challenge and Hope elaborates on the implementation of this proposal.  ‘Local churches’ are invited to sign a voluntary covenant to submit their policies and activities--particularly, any changes in doctrine or sacramental practice; especially those relating to whom we ordain and what we bless--to the jurisdiction of these instruments of union.  Covenanters would thereby qualify as ‘constituent members’ and enjoy ‘full and unimpaired sacramental fellowship’ with other members.  Non-jurors might be at most ‘associates’--like the Methodists, enjoying historic and perhaps personal ties but no tight institutional connection.  Merely associated churches could have no part in the decision making of the Anglican communion, although they might be granted observer status at times.

Moreover, Challenge and Hope implies that ‘local church’ means, not just national ecclesial bodies, but provinces, dioceses (such as Fort Worth, San Joachin, South Carolina, Pittsburgh, Springfield IL), and (with TEA as a precedent) even individual congregations.  Thus, the divide between jurors and non-jurors would likely cut, not just between, but within national churches.

On this scheme, what counts as essential will be a function of what international bodies can or cannot tolerate.  Recent pronouncements suggest that--for the time being--such tolerance might come in degrees: although the ordination of women is controversial, national churches may be for the time being permitted to proceed unless and until international consensus develops against it.  By contrast, the ordination of coupled gays or lesbians and the blessing of same-gendered partnerships are disallowed on pain of excommunication.  Either way, the sobering implication is the same: the voluntary setting aside or putting on hold of national church discernment is what full membership in the Anglican communion will come to mean.
In spirit even more than letter, Windsor polity imitates the coercive and authoritarian structures of Rome!  Subsequent church documents, the Archbishop of Canterbury himself, treat Windsor as a normative fait accompli.  Where did this strong-willed, gate-keeping-oriented, standard-stiffening come from?

III. Windsor Motivations--Contrasting and Converging:
Doubtless, the true answer would be more complex than my speculations.  Three different but converging motives come to my mind. 

[1] The first begins with conservative (evangelical and anglo-catholic) desires to separate from us liberals, to inhabit an ecclesial community of the more nearly like-minded.  It proceeds with serpentine wisdom.  Past splits over the ordination of women meant conservatives splintering into disintegrating groups too small to be viable.  This time, they want to divide our Church while keeping control of it, while forcing the liberals outside.  Since such conservatives remain in the minority in ECUSA and General Synod, their strategy has been to design a wider Anglican frame where their majority would rule.  The 1998 Virginia Report and other documents paved the way for Windsor’s authoritarian polity, several of whose instruments of union would be dominated by representatives from African and Asian churches.  While cultures vary widely, many share a bent towards more conservative views regarding female headship and homosexual couples.  Working up to Lambeth 1998, North American conservatives cultivated these allies.  With old missionary channels still open, Texas money responded to real needs in now indigenous churches.  The quid pro quo--among other things, the passage of Lambeth 1.10--probably did not violate the consciences of Asian and African representatives, but the vehemence of their interest in the issue was certainly stirred up from the outside.  Since then, the strategy has only gained momentum.  The Archbishop’s Challenge and Hope, and conservative North American response to it (as many as six dioceses asking for ‘alternative primatial oversight’), make clear: only conservatives will be able to covenant in good conscience, and the Anglican communion will be re-constituted as a body that counts conscientious liberals out!

[2] The Archbishop and liberals who prioritize keeping the Anglican communion together appear to approach the problem from a different angle.  One of them named it for me: post-colonial guilt!  In the heyday of the empire, Canterbury enjoyed a much closer relationship with the churches in its African and Asian colonies than it did with the church in its rebellious former colony, the United States.  Back in the colonial era, African and Asian churches had to look to Canterbury for wisdom and ‘wait upon’ Canterbury’s good pleasure.  Now England has learned the lesson that Gandhi--among others--taught her: her treatment of indigenous colonials was disrespectful and degrading, often outright racist.  She means to do works meet for repentance.  The Archbishop’s proposal is a Magnificat role-reversal: England and North America should take their turn and ‘wait upon’ the African and Asian churches instead.  Archbishop Akinola agrees that this is a step in the right direction, but often implies that it doesn’t go far enough.  One suspects that ++Akinola wants to replace ++Cantuar as the titular head of the Anglican communion himself!  What Canterbury’s desperation to keep the Anglican communion together shows, however, is that the Church of England is not yet willing to cut the colonial apron strings, to foster a communion within which each national church can stand up to its full adult stature and act according to its own mind.  This makes Her easy to manipulate by those who will stay only if others are cast out.  Earlier, the Church of England appeared to stand by ineffectually and watch, but now She seems to be positively enabling the efforts of the cozier colonies to scapegoat their North American cousins.

[3] Ecumenism is a third and complementary factor.  Anglo-catholics have longed for reunion with Rome and the orthodox from the very beginning.  Challenge and Hope takes up the historic chorus: the English Church is a branch of the church catholic, and as such needs to hold itself responsible to other members, if she ever expects reformation-divisions to be undone.  Even evangelicals view the project with new interest, for they currently share with Rome both a taste for authoritarian church polity and conservative views about sex and gender roles.  Both groups harbor the hope that Windsor-polity will give Anglicans more credibility with Rome.  Without it, they contend, the Anglican communion doesn’t have enough definition to give Rome the impression that there is any “it” there to negotiate with!

IV. Levels of Control:
The polity comparison-contrast is clearer if we distinguish three levels: institutional definition, individual membership requirements, and institutional enforcement policies.  

[1] Broad-church liberals have been content to define the institution in terms of its twin books (bible and BCP), its historic creeds (Apostles’ and Nicene), its sacramental practice (baptism and eucharist), and its episcopal government.  These texts, institutions, and practices were the old ‘instruments of union’, and--especially given establishment in England--were felt to give the institution enough stability, without enshrining a particular hermeneutic according to which texts must be read and believed, much less any definitive liturgical style according to which the rites were to be performed.  

[2] Individual initiation (by baptism) called on members to renounce the world, the flesh, and the devil; to learn the Lord’s prayer and the ten commandments; to assent to the Apostles’ creed; to acknowledge the dominical sacraments; and to promise lifelong obedience to God’s commandments.  Once again, no hermeneutic is specified.  Nor are rules for holy living detailed beyond the catechism’s subsumption of the ten under the dominical first and second great commandments.  Deacons are called to truth in doctrine and innocency of life, to an unfeigned belief in the canonical scriptures and to the diligent study thereof.  But, once again, these general rubrics are left uninterpreted, apart from a mandate to obey ecclesiastical supervisors (bishops, rectors, or vicars) and to see to the needs of the poor.  For priests, there are further emphases--that nothing extra-biblical is necessary for salvation, that teaching should not be contrary to Scripture, that canon law is to be obeyed.  Broad church stood firm against over-dogmatizing to allow for a range of theological opinions and explanations (e.g., of eucharistic presence).  By the last third of the twentieth century, legal requirements were loosened: clergy no longer had to subscribe (under whatever hermeneutic) to the 39 articles as anything more than documents in the Anglican theological tradition.

[3] Broad church tried to learn a lesson from past horrors of harsh enforcement.  It wanted to bring an end not only to drawings and quarterings, hangings and burnings, to blood baths and religions wars; but also to dissolutions and deprivations, to civil penalties for religious non-conformity, and to heresy trials.  It may have read the BCP exhortations, but it did not hire private detectives to search out ‘evil livers’ in order to exclude them from the altar rails.  It tolerated bishops who openly questioned the bible and historic creeds (remember J.A.T. Robinson’s Honest to God; in ECUSA, Bishops Pike and Spong).  Nor were the confused and doubting the only beneficiaries of broad church’s loose enforcement policies.  How many evangelicals and Anglo-catholics continue to break the letter of the law by refusing to use the BCP, the Alternative Service Book or Common Worship 2000, on the one hand preferring free church praise chorus and sermon, on the other the Roman missal?  

Once again, broad church felt it could afford to do this because of its confidence that deviance by individual laypersons or mavrick clergy would not seriously erode its institutional definition.  Bishop Pike’s disbelief and lay-personal doubts did not dislodge the Nicene creed from its place in the service of Holy Communion, any more than individual failures to love God above all and neighbor as self keep the first and second great commandments from being dominically authorized community norms.  Like the liberal state, broad church could house individuals with all sorts of private opinions because it clearly distinguished membership status from automatic entitlement to set institutional policy.
By contrast, Windsor-conservatives want to tighten up at all three levels.  Formally, Windsor polity demands international enforcement teeth.  Non-juring and covenanter non-conformity to the decisions of the instruments of union, will have consequences, most notably, exclusion from full communion.  Meanwhile, Church-of-England conservatives are already making moves in General Synod to resurrect machinery for heresy trials.  More and more, in conservative rhetoric, the concept of orthodoxy looms large.  Substantively, the community-defining norm, likewise to be imposed on clergy and members, is not just Holy Scriptures, but the bible as conservatives interpret it.  As one conservative said to me recently, ‘you are not of the same religion as I am, because you do not believe the bible read my way!’  Likewise, for holy living: many bible verses oppose female headship; all bible verses that mention homosexual intercourse condemn it.  Therefore, women’s ordination is probably illegitimate, homosexual partnerships are unblessable, and homosexual partners could not keep traditional ordination vows.  ++Akinola goes further: the Church of England was wrong to count coupled homosexuals as lay members in good standing; sexually active gays and lesbians are not even baptizable unless they repent and mend their ways!  

V. The Method in Liberal Madness
Liberal tendencies to loose enforcement of generic institutional definitions and membership requirements call down accusations of wishy-washy faithlessness.  In fact, we liberals root such propensities in fundamental convictions about God and human nature, which represent some of our best ideas.

[1] Metaphysical Size-Gap, Elusive Certainty: The first is that God is very, very big and we are very, very small.  The biblical corollary is that ‘God’s ways are higher than our ways’, or ‘Who has known the mind of the LORD?’  Human reason and experience can provide no infallible access to Who God is and what God wants.  Windsor conservatives are, of course, eager to admit that fallen human reason and experience are unreliable.  Nevertheless, they insist that certainty is possible because Deus ex machina has provided us with infallible revelation--evangelicals say, in the bible; Anglo-catholics add, also through ecclesial pronouncements delivered through proper institutional channels (the apostles’ teaching; bishops in apostolic succession; ecumenical councils convened before the East-West split).  Windsor conservatives give ecumenical consensus a forward thrust by making reception by the whole Church criterial for legitimating changes in doctrine and practice.

Liberals contend, this is philosophically unsustainable.  God is infallible, Truth Itself, prior to and independent of human culture and social construction, the absolute standard of the being and well-being of all things.  Nevertheless, it is illusory to imagine that Divine infallibility is “catching.”  Communication is a relation, involving not only what the speaker says but what the hearer understands.  A university professor may prepare and give content-packed, lucidly organized lectures--gems of truth, if we do say so ourselves!  But what students get out of them depends on many things: e.g., their degree of wakefulness and sobriety, their prior preparation, their native intelligence and gifts for the subject.  It is easy to read the bible as the record of a centuries-long effort of God trying to get across to Israel and to the disciples some elementary truths about Who God is and how God loves--as a documentary of their fragmentary break-throughs as well as of their wild and disastrous mistakes.  Whatever God delivers to us, the fallibility of our reception erodes the certainty of our belief.

[2] Liberals insist, not only our cognitive faculties, but our affective tendencies are fallible guides to Who God is and who God is calling us to be.  Shaped as they are by our animal natures, we human beings cannot be counted upon to be reliably altruistic.  We cannot be trusted to sustain universal human sympathy or even a sense of solidarity that is very broad.  Liberals draw the obvious conclusion: governing bodies ought not to be trusted with more coercive power than is necessary to secure peace and order within the society in question.  History proves--whether in the Church or in civil society--few are wise enough or good enough to be briefly benevolent dictators, much less to keep it up for very long.

[3] Windsor conservatives readily assent to the affective as well as the cognitive fallibility of individuals.  ‘Ignorance’ and ‘difficulty’ were Augustine’s descriptions of the consequences of Adam’s fall.  But Windsor polity implies what the Archbishop more recently says: it’s different with the Church as a whole; ‘only the whole church has the whole Truth’!  The Holy Spirit guides the whole church so that world-wide ecclesial consensus is sure to get it right!

Liberals find this also to be philosophically unsustainable.  True, alter ego’s and communities sometimes furnish helpful correctives.  If I am the only one who seems to see a pink elephant in the corner, I should not rush to buy peanuts.  Since pink elephants don’t live in these parts, chances are that I am wrong.  In temptation’s hour, good friends may recall us to our deeper loyalties, and communities can inspire us to reach for higher ideals.  

Nevertheless, groups foster their own fallibilities.  Because reality is too complicated for humans to grasp, human social grids always over-simplify.  Their constituting structures regularly give rise to systemic evils--racism, classicism, tribalism, sexism, homophobia--as by-products.  Uprooting them is not superface surgery, but more like abdominal surgery to re-route the digestive track.  So long as social arrangements are working reasonably well for most people, or for the most powerful people, self-deception kicks in: the group has every incentive to deny any problem and dig in against any change.  Remember Elijah and Jeremiah?  Remember Gandhi and Martin Luther King?  Liberals urge, where their own systemic evils are concerned, cultures have blind-spots, and groups--whether civil or ecclesial--are more apt than prophetic individuals to be wrong.
[4] Drawing another corollary, liberals point out one more reason why Scripture and ecclesial deliverances cannot qualify as infallible sources.  Both the bible and ecclesial institutions from apostolic times down through the ages, right up to the present, are human as well as divine.  It follows that, whatever else may be true of them, they are also products and instruments of human culture--over 1700 years worth!--and so do not escape its certainty-eroding contamination.  

[5] Liberals press these last two points to remind us how deadly it is to tighten up and nail down institutional definitions, membership requirements, and policing policies by enforcing conformity to Scripture as the power group interprets it or to ecclesial pronouncements through institutional channels that the powerful control.  Windsor conservatives are running the risk of turning the Church (like Synoptic Gospel Pharisaism) into a shrine where people worship idols shaped by human social practices.  To liberals, Windsor conservatives seem at times determined to close the Church down for Gospel discoveries.  By contrast, liberals favor more generic definitions and looser enforcement to give the Spirit more room to manuveur, and to make it more likely that the Spirit would choose the Church as a space to teach us new things.

[6] Three-Legged Stool: However realistic, liberal appreciation of human foibles and of the size-gap between us and our Maker does not aim at pessimism, but at individual and institutional humility.  Like Anselm of Canterbury, liberals do not lose sight of that other fundamental principle: that humans are created in the image of God.  It is our vocation to seek God with all that we have and all that we are, with all of our powers, however fallible they may be.  This forces us to balance ourselves on the three-legged stool: Scripture, tradition, and reason (which traditionally includes experience).  Each faculty or information source demands and deserves attention.  Each witness has to be set up against the others, to let them test, nuance, and shape one another.  But since there is no single, clear-cut decision procedure, there will be many defensible forms of integration.

Unity, universal ecumenical consensus in putting on the mind of Christ, remains a value, but it is divorced from myths of origin that make unity a feature of a primordial or golden-age past, and re-identified as an eschatological goal.  Our ante-mortem calling is to cooperate with the Inner Teacher to move towards it.  But the gap between what we are and what God is, means that our approach will have to be by successive approximations and a messy developmental process.  Moreover, organic development moves from homogeneity through differentiation towards complexity of functional harmony.  To try to force unity prematurely could prove counter-productive because it might abort the richer integration that more closely approximates the mind of Christ.
[7] Trademark Arguments from Reason and Experience: It is a characteristic of Windsor conservatives to dismiss fallen natural reason as unreliable and experience as subjective, and to settle issues by appeals to the infallible authority of Scripture and/or ecclesial consensus instead.  In stark contrast, our liberal trademark in confronting social issues is arguments in which experience and reason are allowed to trump plain-sense Scripture and/or tradition.  They begin with the observation, based on experience, interpreted by reason, that X is degrading or abusive to human beings.  They draw the conclusion that X must, therefore, stop.  Confronted with evidence that X is condoned or even commended by Scripture and/or tradition, liberals appeal to reason and experience to explain such evidence away as a cultural blind spot of the merely human authors of Scripture.  Sometimes they are also able to point to other Scriptural claims and themes and master narratives that tell in the opposite direction.  Familiar applications of this type of argument include human sacrifice, genocide, slavery, and racial segregation.  Divine commands to genocide haunt the book of Joshua.  Jon Levenson cited chilling evidence of child sacrifice being common in ancient Israel.  Leading up to the American civil war, slave-holders found it easier to argue from Scripture than abolitionists did.  

Liberals refuse to let Scripture and/or tradition decide the issue in the face of reasoned experience of abuse and degradation.  And it is precisely this sort of argument that liberals find telling, where issues of gender and sexuality are concerned.  Taboos against homosexuals do psycho-spiritual violence to gay and lesbian persons.  ‘Don’t ask/don’t tell’ represses creativity and fosters psycho-spiritual fragmentation.  Church policy that uses gay and lesbian clergy while forcing closeting and all the while threatening career-breaking ‘outing’ at any time, is abusive.  Treating women as second class citizens, frustrating the expression of their gifts within the Church is likewise abusive.  Demanding that women appear smaller than they are--gays and lesbians, otherwise than they are--so that others can feel as big or secure or comfortable as they feel they need to be--this is paradigm-case abusive.  Liberals conclude it therefore has to stop, no matter what Scripture and tradition or any other ideology appear to say.  Biblical homophobia and sexism--like child sacrifice and slavery--are easily dismissed as cultural blind-spots, unless one shares them.  For faithful liberals who wrestle with God all the way through Scripture and tradition, that is the bottom line!

VI. Appeals to Authority, Liberal-Style: 

Of course, it is just such arguments that bring on the conservatives’ indignant charge that liberals betray the faith to embrace secular humanism.  In self-defense, liberals take a page from their conservative accusers and appeal to authority.  

[1] Overall, the Synoptics present Jesus as a religious liberal.  Relative to Mark’s Gospel, Matthew equivocates.  Sermon-on-the-Mount Jesus seems to be a rabbi of the strict observance.  He warns, “Don’t think I’ve come to abolish the law and the prophets!  Not a dot of the ‘i’ or a cross of the ‘t’ will pass from the law until all is fulfilled.  S/he who relaxes one of the least of these commandments and teaches others to do so, shall be least in the Kingdom of Heaven!” (Mt 5:17-19)  Likewise, Matthew omits Mark’s claim that Jesus cancelled kosher laws and declared all foods clean.  

More often, however, Matthew casts Jesus as the liberal against conservative enemies--the Pharisees and Sadducees.  

[i] Rabbi Jesus prioritizes: the first and second great commandments, the decalogue, the Golden Rule, and Divine preference for mercy over sacrifice--these are the fundamentals that we can hold on to in discerning what God wants us to do.  

[ii] Rabbi Jesus contextualizes: the tradition of fasting might be appropriate for preparing Messiah’s way; but feasting fits when the bridegroom has arrived.  Mosaic permission--that let men divorce for most any reason or for no reason at all, leaving their wives in the economic and social lurch--was for back then when hearts were hard.  But times have changed; the Kingdom of Heaven is here!  

[iii] Rabbi Jesus also criticizes, uses His own criterial core-commandments to reject Pharisaic hedges around Sabbath observance.  Prohibitions against heavy farm work on the Sabbath paid respect to human dignity by giving laborers a day off.  Blowing it up into a rule against picking a few heads of grain for a Sabbath-walk snack turns what was meant to be relief into a burden.  Being willing to do emergency rescues of livestock on the Sabbath while telling the man with the withered hand to come back on Monday because his chronic condition could wait, dishonors an image of God, violates the command to neighbor-love, and fails to imitate the Divine bias towards mercy.  

[iv] Rabbi Jesus reinterprets, raises new hedges out of His core criteria.  Whole-hearted love of God means to conform not only our actions but our emotions to the decalogue’s intent--not only no murderous deeds, but no contemptuous hatred; not only no adulterous acts, but no lust in the heart.  Perfection for the rich young man will mean a vow of poverty, because possessions are what he loves more than God!  

[2] Best of all, liberals are convinced that God is a liberal, and that we are called to be liberals in the image of God!  God is the foundation of all reality; What God is guarantees the unity of the universe.  God does not need strict institutional definitions, membership requirements, or enforcement policies to keep it going or insure its integrity.  Christ is the One in Whom all things (Divine and human, heavenly and earthly) hold together.  And Christ is the Head Whose metaphysical reality secures the unity of His Body, the Church.  The size-gap proves, God is too big to be an authority figure.  Because God is all-knowing self-determined perfection, God has no need for us to pretend to be smaller than we are, so that God can feel as big as God really is.  God creates us to stretch up to our full stature, to become persons who can exercize adult discernment and have the integrity to live by it, come what may.  Sovereign and all-powerful, God has no need to be a gate-keeper, because if God had wanted something different, God would have made something else!
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