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INTRODUCTION
Christ’s Work of Reconciliation in the World:

Full Inclusion and Relationships in the Anglican Communion

Ruth A. Meyers

 In recent years, we Episcopalians have too of-
ten agonized over a choice that is painful, regrettable, 
and most of all, false.  We have been wrongly tempted 
to believe that we must choose between relationships 
in the worldwide Anglican Communion and full in-
clusion of all of our baptized sisters and brothers, in-
cluding those who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, and trans-
gender (LGBT). 
 In late 2007, the Chicago Consultation, an 
international group of Anglican bishops, theologians, 
and other church leaders who are committed to the full 
inclusion of LGBT people in the Episcopal Church, 
came together to consider how we might help the 
church to move past this false choice.  As we have stud-
ied and prayed together, our work has been grounded 
in the twin beliefs that the Anglican Communion is, at 
its best, a manifestation of the body of Christ in which 
the Holy Spirit blesses members from different cul-
tures and contexts with various gifts and charisms; and 
that chief among the gifts of the Episcopal Church is 
our rich and robust theology of baptism and our bap-
tismal covenant.
 From our first meeting,1  we could see all 
around us the blessings that baptized LGBT Chris-
tians and their ministries have brought to the Episco-
pal Church.  And again and again, we found ourselves 
returning to baptism as the basis for our understand-
ing of the church.  So we turned to two distinguished 
scholars of church history and theology to help us 
deepen our reflections.  Dr. Fredrica Harris Thompsett 
and the Very Rev. Dr. William Petersen have taught 
in seminaries of the Episcopal Church for many years, 
and we invited them to address a meeting of the Chi-
cago Consultation in February 2009.
 In the Episcopal Church, the 1979 Book of 
Common Prayer has placed baptism at the center of 
our sacramental life in a new way.  We celebrate bap-
tism at the principal Sunday service, and the congre-

gation joins in welcoming the newly baptized into the 
household of God.  We regularly renew our Baptismal 
Covenant, and the promises made in that covenant 
have found their way into sermons, educational mate-
rials and our common vocabulary.
 Yet Thompsett and Petersen help us see that 
this “new” emphasis on baptism is far from a nov-
elty.  Thompsett recalls the biblical foundations of 
our baptismal promises, and she calls our attention 
to baptism in the earliest Books of Common Prayer, 
from sixteenth-century England, and in the work of 
two theologians from among our Anglican ancestors of 
that period: Archbishop Thomas Cranmer, chief archi-
tect of those Prayer Books, and Richard Hooker.  Pe-
tersen focuses on the nineteenth-century English theo-
logians F. D. Maurice and John Henry Newman, who 
addressed the position of the church and the sacrament 
of baptism in a world that was becoming increasingly 
indifferent to Christianity.
 Thompsett and Petersen remind us that bap-
tism is “a moment that lasts a lifetime… represent[ing] 
commitment to a new and demanding way of life, to a 
covenant with God, and to a yearning to know Christ 
for a lifetime,”2 a moment that initiates “the believer’s 
continuing participation in Christ.”3   The baptismal 
covenant that God makes with us calls us to lifelong 
response, as we, in the words of the Prayer Book Cat-
echism, “carry on Christ’s work of reconciliation in the 
world.”4

 This understanding of baptism—as a cov-
enant of reconciliation that requires us to respond—
is the heart of the Chicago Consultation’s support for 
the inclusion of LGBT people in all orders of minis-
try and the development of rites to bless the unions of 
same-sex couples.  All baptized Christians are called 
to full participation in the life and ministry of the 
church, and all of us are called to respond to God’s gift 
of grace.  We also believe that our baptismal promise 
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to do justice requires us to work for full inclusion so 
that the church may rid itself of the sin of discrimina-
tion against LGBT people just as we sought to end 
the church’s discrimination against people of color and 
women.
 Our baptismal covenant is also the core of our 
commitment to deepen relationships with our sisters 
and brothers throughout the Anglican Communion.  
As Thompsett and Petersen remind us, our ties to An-
glicans throughout the world are rooted in our com-
mon baptism, and the Episcopal Church’s emphasis on 
baptism in liturgy and theology is a gift that we can 
offer to the rest of our sister and brother Anglicans, 
even as we seek to accept the gifts of the Spirit that 
they offer to us.
 To help us better understand the current ten-
sions in Anglicanism and how we can contribute to 
rebuilding relationships, the Chicago Consultation 
turned to the Rev. Dr. Katherine Grieb, who teaches at 
Virginia Theological Seminary, a seminary of the Epis-
copal Church, and who serves on the Covenant Design 
Group appointed by the Archbishop of Canterbury in 
2006.  Grieb’s essay, revised after our February meet-
ing, focuses on how we might go forward together in 
the Episcopal Church and the Anglican Communion.
 As Grieb acknowledges, we will come togeth-
er at General Convention in July 2009 as a church that 
includes both LGBT Christians and those who oppose 
their full inclusion in the life of the church.  Reject-
ing either/or choices, she proposes that the biblical 
imperative to love God and love our neighbor requires 
not only the full inclusion of LGBT persons but also 
deep and respectful listening to those with whom we 
disagree.  Because listening is so crucial, Grieb urges 
us to take time to consider the current proposed draft 
of an Anglican covenant and to hear other voices in the 
Anglican Communion as its provinces debate the wis-
dom of adopting an Anglican covenant, whether the 
current proposal or some other one.
 As they delivered these papers at the February 
meeting of the Chicago Consultation, each of these au-
thors reminded us that we are shaped by our baptism, 
which marks us as Christ’s own forever and calls us 
into lifelong active response to God’s grace.  As a com-
munity of faith, grafted into Christ by baptism, we 
share in Christ’s work of reconciliation in the world. 
 The Chicago Consultation believes that 
Christ’s work of reconciliation now calls the Episco-
pal Church to move forward with the full inclusion 

of LGBT people in the life and ministry of the church 
and to continue to cultivate our relationships with our 
sisters and brothers who are part of the worldwide An-
glican Communion.  We believe that now it is time to 
say together, “We will, with God’s help.”
 We hope that these essays help you, as they 
have helped us, ponder the implications of our baptis-
mal commitment to Christ as we prepare for General 
Convention.  We look forward to being together in 
Anaheim.

The Rev. Dr. Ruth Meyers
Co-Convener, The Chicago Consultation
Professor of Liturgics 
Seabury-Western Theological Seminary
Deputy, Diocese of Chicago

1   Among the speakers at our first meeting were the Rev. Dr.  
Marilyn McCord Adams (Oxford University), Dr. Jenny 
Plane Te Paa (College of  St. John the Evangelist, Auckland, 
New Zealand), and the Rt. Rev. Stacy Sauls (Bishop of  Lex-
ington).  Their essays and other resources are available on 
the Chicago Consultation website: http://chicagoconsulta-
tion.org/ 
2   Thompsett; see below p. 7.
3   Petersen; see below p. 13.
4   Book of  Common Prayer 1979, 855.
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 Dr. Fredrica Harris Thompsett is Mary Wolfe 
Professor of Historical Theology and faculty emerita 
at the Episcopal Divinity School in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. A historian, theologian and leader in 
the Church, she has taught at Episcopal seminaries for 
over 35 years.  Her many articles and books include 
Deeper Joy: Lay Women and Vocation in the 20th Century 
Episcopal Church (with Sheryl Kujawa-Holbrook; 2005, 
Church Publishing); We Are Theologians (Seabury 
Classics, reissued 2004, Church Publishing). Her 
reflections on Baptism are now available from EDS 
in a DVD and Study Guide entitled “Wade in the 
Water.”  A new book, Born of Water, Born of Spirit: 
Shared Leadership in Small Vital Congregations, written 
with Sheryl Kujawa-Holbrook, is forthcoming from 
Alban Institute Publications.

 The Very Rev. Dr. William H. Petersen is 
Professor of Ecclesiastical and Ecumenical History 
and Provost of Bexley Hall Seminary in Columbus, 
Ohio. His principal ministry is seminary teaching and 
continuing education of clergy and laity. Teaching 
liturgics, the church-in-history, and spirituality in 
literature reflects his deep concern for understanding 
the dynamics and requisites of ecclesial life and 
mission.  Dr. Petersen has served on the Lutheran-

Episcopal Dialogue and as a President of the North 
American Academy of Ecumenists. He is a member 
of the International Anglican Liturgical Conference, 
Societas Liturgica, the North American Academy of 
Liturgy, and the Anglican-Lutheran International 
Commission.

 The Reverend Dr. A. Katherine Grieb is 
Professor of New Testament at Virginia Theological 
Seminary in Alexandria, Virginia.  She is a co-founder 
of the Pauline Soteriology Group at the Society for 
Biblical Literature and has served on the Board of 
the Journal of Biblical Studies. She is a member of the 
Anglican Communion Covenant Design Group, the 
Theology Committee of the House of Bishops of the 
Episcopal Church, and will represent the Episcopal 
Church at the World Council of Churches Plenary 
Session in 2009. She was one of seven theologians asked 
to write To Set Our Hope on Christ, in response to the 
Windsor Report. Dr. Grieb’s many publications related 
to the New Testament, theological interpretation of 
Scripture, and preaching include The Story of Romans 
(Westminster John Knox, 2002) and co-editor of The 
Word Leaps the Gap (Eerdmans, 2008). She is presently 
writing on Hebrews and on the Sermon on the Mount.  
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COMING TO OUR SACRAMENTAL SENSES:
Full Baptismal Participation and

Full Inclusion of the People of God
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Fredrica Harris Thompsett
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 I like stories.  Our biblical ancestors thrived 
on story-telling.  They, like Christians today, told 
stories in the language and settings of their own day.  
Here are two true stories.
 In the 1980s a young Episcopal priest, serving 
in a growing suburban Chicago parish, baptized a six-
month-old infant, welcoming the child with water and 
fragrant oil into full membership in the church.  The 
child apparently found the experience soothing and 
comfortably snuggled into the fold of this woman’s left 
arm.  Cooing softly, the child contentedly stayed put.  
So the priest continued to hold the infant in her arm’s 
embrace as she went on to preside at the eucharist.  
The deacon and other service ministers quietly helped 
when necessary.  Both priest and child were happily 
aligned, attentive to one another and to holy words and 
actions. When, at the Lord’s Prayer, the priest looked 
up and out into the congregation, she discovered that 
most members were enthralled and some were quietly 
weeping. She and they were caught up in a moment 
of tenderness and full sacramental inclusion.  Holy 
Baptism and Holy Eucharist were united in wonder, 
love, and praise, as well as in water, oil, bread, wine, 
and invited mutually-warm touching and holding.  
Picture this: an infant and a woman holding one 
another in a moment of undeniable holiness.  I invite 
you to hold this image of sacramental inclusion in your 
mind.
  Here’s another true story.  In the early 
1990s at a parish in another diocese, two men who 
were partnered in a committed lifelong relationship 
decided to have a family.  They were from large 
families and adored children.  These young men—I’ll 
call them “young,” they were in their early 40s—

were Episcopalians.  One was a member of a parish 
which in the years since his youth had changed to a 
more evangelical hue.  Still he loved this parish and 
especially its people.  So he volunteered, once heading 
a successful stewardship campaign.  As a couple, 
the young men were quiet but helpful parishioners. 
When to their delight they found themselves the 
adoptive parents of twins, the couple sought their 
priest’s counsel in preparation for Holy Baptism.  To 
their surprise the local priest refused to baptize the 
twins.  The sinfulness of the fathers’ committed and 
faithful relationship, he insisted, would descend to 
the lives of their children.  The sacraments were to 
be saved for other more worthy candidates.  The rest 
was predictable.  The young men and their growing 
family quietly left the parish, sadly leaving friends and 
memories behind.  Fortunately the local bishop helped 
them resettle in another community and participated 
in the twins’ baptism.
 What’s at stake when we reflect upon these 
two stories?  We know that many well-intentioned 
people disagree about the full inclusion in parish life of 
persons who are lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender 
(hereafter LGBT).  Some moderate folk don’t like to 
think about such matters in the same breath when they 
contemplate their “own” church.  Other parishioners—
and often they are lay people—wonder what authority 
they have to enter into dialogue with one another on 
this and other matters of faith.  Many are uneasy and 
anxious when speaking about sexuality, and especially 
about a relationship they, at best, do not understand.  
Others depersonalize “human sexuality” as an “issue” 
that is damaging the wider church.  They wish “it” 
would just go away.  Still others insist that they are not 



touched personally by this matter and hold it at arm’s 
length.
 Yet, I wonder, are we not all inevitably 
touched?  Are we not touched sacramentally?  What 
is at stake when we turn committed Christians and 
Christian families away from the sacraments?  What 
is at stake when we deny baptized Christians, who are 
in all other respects qualified, full access to ministerial 
leadership in the church?  Is not the impact of our 
baptism, yours and mine alike, diminished in the life 
of the community we call the Episcopal Church when 
we question promises made in baptism?   Archbishop 
Desmond Tutu insists that when we spurn persons 
who have first been accepted as “baptized fellow 
Christians,” we “negate the consequences of their 
baptism and ours. We make them doubt that they 
are the children of God, and this must be nearly the 
ultimate blasphemy.”1   The blunt question before 
us is: Will our church enshrine discrimination at the 
heart of its sacramental living? 
 Nevertheless, there are those who wish to 
diminish baptism’s significance and impact in the life 
of the church and the world.  Some who argue against 
full inclusion of LGBT members of the church have said 
that the Episcopal Church’s (hereafter TEC) Baptismal 
Covenant is new-fangled and a mere innovation. 
Two of the five commitments made in the Baptismal 
Covenant seem particularly troublesome to those who 
doubt that Christian homosexuals are children of God.  
One is the fourth covenantal promise, a promise with 
clear biblical foundations: “Will you seek and serve 
Christ in all persons, loving your neighbor as yourself?”  
For others the fifth promise smacks of secularity by 
focusing on life this world: “Will you strive for justice 
and peace among all people, and respect the dignity of 
every human being?”2   Dismissing these statements 
as “liturgical novelties” overlooks biblical calls to 
loving service, prophecy, and justice that are essential 
components of our ancient inheritance.
 Before I look directly at today’s Prayer Book 
and its biblically evocative Baptismal Covenant, it 
is important to review foundational promises that 
Anglicans and Episcopalians have long made in Holy 
Baptism.  What are some of the aspects of historical 
continuity that saturate and sustain the Anglican 

Communion’s baptismal foundations?
 Anglicans and Episcopalians are fully 
grounded, by practice and theology, in a sacramental 
church.  This grounding was renewed and made 
more explicit in practice in the Episcopal Church’s 
1979 Book of Common Prayer.  Worshiping under 
the guidance of this Prayer Book for the past thirty 
years, we have been participating in and celebrating 
the sacraments of both baptism and eucharist in 
regular, public, and now more familiar ways.  This is 
evident in Holy Eucharist, now the principal Sunday 
service according to the Prayer Book.3   This is also 
evident in the Prayer Book’s recommendation to 
celebrate Holy Baptism on principal Feast Days and, 
if not then, during the regular Sunday service.4   The 
1979 Book of Common Prayer presents and affirms 
Holy Baptism as full membership in the church, “full 
initiation by water and the Holy Spirit into Christ’s 
Body the Church.”5   By making baptism visible 
liturgically and publicly, members of the Standing 
Liturgical Commission whose labors and scholarship 
resulted in the 1979 Prayer Book revision sought to 
recover ancient baptismal practices that emphasized 
the significance of baptism in the life of the church.  
 As I have said, this is not new.  When Thomas 
Cranmer initially envisioned “Publike Baptisme” 
in the earliest Books of Common Prayer (1549 and 
1552), he pointed to the newly baptized as held in 
Christ’s loving embrace.  The sacramental image he 
reiterated was holding, embracing, and receiving the 
newly baptized.  Ten instances of the word “receive” 
were in this text.  Cranmer’s second emphasis was 
upon the Gospel theme of “a mutual promising or 
covenant.”6   The actions are about God’s beloved ones 
being held in two ways: the child is held in the priest’s 
(symbolically in Christ’s) arms, and lifelong promises 
are exchanged and held by sponsors, parents, and the 
wider community.  
 Did Thomas Cranmer, the primary author 
of our first Church of England Prayer Books, have a 
strategy of inclusion for baptism when he first framed 
this service?  Yes, indeed he did.  His intention was that 
every member of the English commonwealth would be 
a member of the Church of England.  Baptism for our 
Anglican ancestors was full membership in the church.  
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Eucharist in all successive Prayer Books serves, among 
other sacramental meanings, as a reminder of the unity 
of the people of God as it is welcomed and affirmed in 
the sacrament of Holy Baptism. 
  Baptism for our earliest biblical and 
liturgical ancestors was not to be dismissed as a small 
moment in time but rather as a moment that lasts a 
lifetime.  It represented commitment to a new and 
demanding way of life, to a covenant with God, and 
to a yearning to know Christ for a lifetime.  This is 
clearly elucidated in today’s Baptismal Covenant, 
a document which importantly begins and is held 
within a creedal affirmation of the Trinity: God the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.  The foundation of this 
Covenant is an affirmation of faith in the triune God.  
The Covenant then continues with the statement 
of five promises: communal prayer and fellowship; 
repentance and renewal; evangelism; service to others; 
and seeking justice and peace among all people.  Some 
have worried that the current liturgy for Holy Baptism 
does not focus enough on sinfulness.  This is despite 
the second promise: “Will you persevere in resisting 
evil, and, whenever you fall into sin, repent and return 
to the Lord?”7   These words directly acknowledge the 
reality of systemic evil and of individual sinfulness.  
Three renunciations of evil are also made by parents, 
sponsors, and older candidates.  They repudiate “Satan 
and all the spiritual forces of wickedness,” “the evil 
powers of this world,” and “all sinful desires.”8   In 
the Baptismal Covenant all present then recommit 
themselves to resist external forces of evil as well as to 
repent of personal sins.
 Where did these five questions in the 
Baptismal Covenant come from?  They were, according 
to Dr. Louis Weil, a member of the Standing Liturgical 
Commission which prepared the 1979 rite, an attempt 
to spell out a central question in Prayer Book use since 
1662 and in all subsequent American Prayer Books 
until 1979: “Will thou then obediently keep God’s 
holy will and commandments, and walk in the same 
all the days of thy life?”9   The commission’s intent 
was to be more explicit about the basic promises and 
implications of baptism.  They did not want baptism 
to be trivialized, ritually minimal, or merely rhetorical 
in its impact.  They wanted to be clear about—to flesh 

out—what is being signified in baptism.  Accordingly, 
the 1979 Prayer Book directs that we as a sacramental 
people must see the impact of baptism in the candidate’s 
life and throughout the life of the community.  Today 
in most instances in the United States (and in many 
of the other countries that comprise the Episcopal 
Church), assuming adequate health care, we may no 
longer ask as we did in the past, “What happens if the 
infant dies?”  Today our Prayer Book by implication 
invites us to rephrase this question to, “What happens 
if this infant lives?” and “How will this community 
respond in faith to support the newly baptized?”10

 As a scholar and historical theologian, I know 
that what we do in Holy Baptism and what we say 
in the Baptismal Covenant is far from new-fangled.  
These promises are at least as ancient as the apostle 
Paul.   Here I could also have pointed to prophets 
in the Hebrew Scripture, as well as to later Gospel 
mandates, particularly the Beatitudes.  Yet it is best 
to go directly to Paul.  In Galatians 3:27-28 Paul 
envisions baptism as overcoming all that alienates and 
separates human beings from one another and from 
God.  Baptism signifies God’s promise of freedom in 
Christ.  Remarkably Paul both embraces difference 
and unites a liberated humanity: 
 As many of you as were baptized into Christ  
 have clothed yourselves with Christ.  There  
 is no longer Jew or Greek, there is no longer  
 slave or free, there is no longer male and   
 female: for all of you are one in Christ Jesus.  
 (Gal. 3:27-28)
By extension, these powerful words address other 
oppressive divisions: they encompass black and white, 
able-bodied and persons who are disabled, old and 
young, and gay and straight.  This list will continue 
as long as we struggle for justice in Christ’s name, 
refusing to oppress one group at the expense of another.  
Scholars now tell us that phrases from Galatians 3:27-
28 were drawn from early baptismal practices.  In a 
world of strict hierarchical divisions these promises 
called instead for radical baptismal inclusion in Christ 
and in Christian communities.  This longstanding cry 
for liberation calls our attention to others who are or 
have been oppressed.  I have, in an essay on racism and 
reconciliation, described “Baptism [as a] Liberating 
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Sacrament of Identity and Justice.”11   In baptism all 
of us are liberated into a new relationship with Christ.  
Baptism is a life-giving sacrament of liberation and 
just relationships.  It also underscores equal access to 
leadership. 
 Coming to our sacramental senses about 
baptism and our life together places a new emphasis 
on lifelong adult learning and formation.  As the 
early Christian apologist Tertullian once remarked, 
“Christians are made not born.”  Our authority as 
Christians is grounded in baptism.  Verna Dozier, 
prophetic biblical teacher and Episcopal advocate 
for laity who has recently gone on to glory, observed 
that, “religious authority comes with baptism, and it 
is nurtured by prayer, worship, Bible study, and life 
together.”12   William Stringfellow, another Episcopal 
lay theologian, called baptism the “sacrament of the 
laity” and warned that we “neglect [it] at our peril.”13   
All of us, lay and ordained, are grounded in baptism.  
British theologian and bishop Steven Sykes, who has 
described baptism as the framework for the whole 
of Christian living, once remarked that no one ever 
moves “beyond” baptism.
 What does this have to do with “ministry” 
and with recognition of the leadership of LGBT 
persons in all aspects of the church’s life?  Ministry is 
the incarnational “flesh and bones” of baptism.  None 
of us serve Christ abstractly, as Kevin Thew Forrester 
writes, “Ministry gives baptism its hue and texture—
it gives baptism flesh.”14   In both of the two great 
sacraments of the church—Holy Baptism and Holy 
Eucharist—God in Christ is at work.  Richard Hooker, 
the great sixteenth-century English theologian, in 
his commentary on the 1559 Prayer Book explained 
to his contemporaries that baptism and eucharist are 
theologically grounded in Christ’s incarnation.  This 
means that they reveal God in Christ dwelling in us 
and our participation in God’s gift of grace.  In the 
church’s sacramental practices we participate in and 
acknowledge the immeasurable gift of God’s Son.  
What was vital for Hooker in sacramental living was 
the transformation of the Christian community toward 
God’s love.
 This sacramental base for inclusive ministry 
was accentuated in the 1970s in a maxim employed 

to support the ordination of qualified women.  The 
frequently heard call to sacramental integrity was: 
“Ordain women or stop baptizing them.”  The same 
dictum applies to the full inclusion of LGBT persons 
who qualify for all orders of ministry.  Baptism is both 
a sacramental recognition and an acceptance on our 
part that we are always and already loved by God and 
that we have responsibility to advance God’s reign.  In 
our embodied life together the words of our sacraments 
take on flesh.  All of us, then, clergy and laity alike, 
have authority from our baptism, as the Catechism 
states, “to carry on Christ’s work of reconciliation in 
the world.”15 
 Here are some pointed questions: Are we open 
to learning about others who may be quite unlike us, 
yet who are grafted into our communities in Christian 
baptism?  If following Christ is a lifelong expedition, 
shouldn’t we expect that there will be surprises 
and new encounters along the way?  Are we, in the 
language of Rowan Williams, open to engage persons 
and “solidarities we [did] not choose?”16   In language 
that the apostle Paul might recognize: are we open as 
the Body of Christ to coming together as a unifying 
community of persons whom God in Christ has already 
liberated?
 There are both corporate and individual 
dimensions to claiming liberation as central in 
baptism.  Members of the Chicago Consultation, as 
well as other leaders throughout the church, have 
for years emphasized the unambiguous baptismal 
foundations for full inclusion of LGBT Christians in 
the rites and orders of our church.  We, individually 
and together, have benefited from the spiritual and 
pastoral leadership of LGBT Episcopalians.17  We are 
addressing the corporate identity of the church we 
love; we are striving to live into our own baptismal 
promises; we are witnessing to our baptisms by 
working for the liberation of LGBT persons from 
second-class status; and we are working through the 
Chicago Consultation for full and just inclusion of 
other oppressed peoples as mandated in our baptismal 
promises.  This call to service furthermore directs us 
to join our efforts with others who are fighting to end 
oppression of children, of those elderly persons who 
are frail, of those with mobility issues, of the poor and 
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oppressed, and of those affected by racism and other 
pernicious cultural hatreds. 
 This is a matter of urgency and missional status 
for the Episcopal Church.  Full inclusion since the time 
of Paul has meant inclusion for committed believers.  
It does not offer an either/or option, a choice between 
“this group” or “that one.”  Today it is also beyond the 
unifying sacramental intention of baptism to say we 
in the Episcopal Church have to choose between full 
inclusion for LGBT people or our relationships within 
the Anglican Communion.  Either/or thinking has 
no place within the radical inclusiveness of baptismal 
participation and of our Episcopal Church with its 
“Welcome You” signs out front.
 Yet in conversation with others in the wider 
Anglican Communion about full inclusion of our 
LGBT members, we cannot depend upon citing 
language from the Baptismal Covenant.  Among 
the 44 provinces and member churches of the 
Anglican Communion, only the Episcopal Church, 
the Anglican Church of Canada, and the provinces 
of Mexico and Central America share the text of the 
Baptismal Covenant.18   In addition, other Anglican 
churches have recently made liturgical revisions that 
emphasize the centrality of baptism and the ethical 
implications of baptism for daily living.19  I have 
argued in this paper that making deep commitments 
at the time of baptism is as old as the experience of our 
earliest Christian and Anglican ancestors.  The 1979 
Episcopal Prayer Book and its Baptismal Covenant 
are not “novelties” as some have stated.  They are our 
way of expressing foundational biblical and liturgical 
mandates.  So when talking with other members of the 
Anglican Communion, our appeal properly should be 
to the significance of our fullest participatory response 
to God’s grace as it is given in baptism.  
 We began this exploration with two 
stories.  Which for you best expresses full baptismal 
participation and full inclusion? Which allows 
committed Christian families to be welcomed in our 
church?  Which story would you like to pass on to 
your family and friends about mission and evangelism 
in early twenty-first-century Episcopal Church?  What 
story invites and deepens your participation, your 
extravagant hope for an increasingly vibrant and 

youthful church?  What history would you like to be a 
part of making in days ahead?

Dr. Fredrica Harris Thompsett
Mary Wolfe Professor Emerita of Historical Theology
Episcopal Divinity School
Cambridge, Massachusetts

1    Desmond Tutu, quoted in We Were Baptized Too: Claiming 
God’s Grace for Lesbians and Gays, Marilyn Bennett Alexander 
and James Preston, eds. (Louisville, KY: Westminster John 
Knox, 1996) ix.
2     The Book of  Common Prayer 1979, 305; hereafter BCP 1979.
3     See BCP 1979, 13: “The Holy Eucharist, the principal act 
of  Christian worship on the Lord’s Day…”
4   “Holy Baptism is especially appropriate at the Easter Vig-
il, on the Day of  Pentecost, on All Saints’ Day or the Sun-
day after All Saints’ Day, and on the Feast of  the Baptism 
of  our Lord (the First Sunday after the Epiphany)”; BCP 
1979, 312.  “Holy Baptism is appropriately administered 
within the Eucharist at the chief  service on a Sunday or 
other feast”; BCP 1979, 298.
5   BCP 1979, 298.
6   Stephen Sykes, “Baptism Doth Represente unto Us Oure 
Profession,” Unashamed Anglicanism (Nashville, TN: Abing-
don Press, 1995) 13 and 3-23.
7    BCP 1979, 304. 
8   These three contemporary renunciations from the 1979 
Book of  Common Prayer, 302, replace and strengthen ear-
lier Prayer Book references presented in a single renuncia-
tion.
9   “Publick Baptism of  Infants,” BCP 1662, http://www.
eskimo.com/~lhowell/bcp1662/baptism/index.html 
10   Herbert Anderson and Edward Foley, Mighty Stories, Dan-
gerous Rituals: Weaving Together the Human and the Divine (San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1998) 70.
11  Seeing God in Each Other, Sheryl Kujawa-Holbrook, ed. 
(Harrisburg, PA: Morehouse, 2006) 15-27.
12   The Calling of  the Laity: Verna Dozier’s Anthology (Washing-
ton, DC: Alban Institute, 1988) 115.
13    William Stringfellow, Keeper of  the Word: Selected Writings of  
William Stringfellow, Bill Wylie Kellerman, ed. (Grand Rapids, 
MI: Eerdmans, 1994) 158-159.
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14   Kevin Thew Forrester, “I Have Called You Friends. . .”An 
Invitation to Ministry (New York: Church Publishing, 2003) 
viii.
15   BCP 1979, 855.
16   Rowan Williams is the current Archbishop of  Canter-
bury.  Here he is quoted by Richard R. Topping, Revelation, 
Scripture, and Church (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2007) 190.
17   Two Episcopal priests, L. William Countryman and 
M. R. Ritley, have written an excellent resource about the 
ministry and spirituality of  LGBT Christians: Gifted by Oth-
erness: Gay and Lesbian Christians in the Church (Harrisburg, 
PA: Morehouse, 2001).
18   La Iglesia Anglicana de Mexico and Iglesia Anglicana 
de la Region Central de America use Spanish translations 
of  the 1979 Episcopal Prayer Book.  Representatives of  
the Anglican Church of  Canada participated in the revi-
sion process leading to the 1979 Prayer Book, and the 
1985 Canadian Book of  Alternative Services has many similari-
ties to the 1979 BCP. 
19   See Ruth A. Meyers, “Rites of  Initiation,” The Oxford 
Guide to The Book of  Common Prayer, Charles Hefling and 
Cynthia Shattuck, eds. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2006) 484-499; among other contemporary revisions in 
Anglican initiation rites, Meyers underscores “new atten-
tion to the ethical implications of  baptism.” 
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“FULL INCLUSION” AS IMPLIED BY A BAPTISMAL ECCLESIOLOGY

               6

William H. Petersen

 Introduction
 With regard to the issues that surround 
the question of “full inclusion”1  in the pilgrimage 
of contemporary Anglicanism, it would be 
understatement to say that we have reached an impasse.  
What to do about it is, however, quite a different 
matter.  As a recent veteran—for the third time in my 
life—of driving in Italy and, more particularly, in the 
convoluted and ancient centers of Rome and Florence, 
I had several occasions to reflect on what may be done 
in the face of an impasse.  I also learned some new—at 
least to me—gestures that may be exchanged among 
drivers in such situations.  The first impulse, and a 
very human one, of course, is to assess blame for the 
sorry state of affairs and, having discovered the source, 
to rail against the cause, whether it be personal or 
contextual or both.  In addition, such circumstances 
almost always involve, as Mark Twain would say, 
“strongly invoking the Deity.”
 Often it is the case, nevertheless, that an 
impasse offers one the opportunity for exercising the 
virtue of patience.  Rage will not get one through it; 
a deus ex machina will not take one around, over, or 
under it; and longing for a time when whatever “it” is 
was not will not make it disappear.  Rather, what may 
be of help is to begin to reflect on how one came to 
the impasse: what choices, what circumstances led to 
it?  And, having thus improved the time in reflection 
and consultation with one’s companions, eventually to 
move in the only graceful way possible, namely, through 
the impasse with, it is to be hoped, some learning for 
future application in similar circumstances.
 Thus I am led directly to the subject I have 
been asked to address and to a method of approach as 

well.  I start with the assumption that history is always 
relevant and that, far from being “over and done with,” 
it provides a constant impetus for reinvestigation 
and reinterpretation, being our best or even our only 
informant concerning how the present came to pass.  
For in the impasse with which Anglicanism is faced 
today, it seems to me that we very much need to 
retrace and explicate the steps that brought us to the 
claims being made about “full inclusion” in the light 
of the Baptismal Covenant and the implications of a 
baptismal ecclesiology.
 My colleague and co-presenter, Dr. Fredrica 
Thompsett, has excellently set forth the ecclesiological 
implications of the baptismal rite in the Episcopal 
Church’s 1979 Book of Common Prayer (hereafter BCP) 
as that has reclaimed a thoroughly biblical foundation 
and is supported in this not only by significant Anglican 
scholarship but in such now-venerable ecumenical 
documentation as Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry.2  
If, in the presentation of my own reflections, I find it 
pertinent to reiterate one or two of her salient points, 
I hope you will bear with me.  My own task, then, 
I take to be the historical retracing with theological 
comment of the circumstances and choices which have 
combined to produce the present situation.  The hope, 
of course, is that such a recounting and reflection will 
be helpful not only toward the purpose of this meeting 
of the Chicago Consultation (developing the strategies 
of engagement for General Convention), but also 
perhaps some resolution of the impasse.

Background: Newman and Maurice
Two prominent theologians of English-speaking 
Christianity who flourished in the central decades of the 
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nineteenth century, one who came to Anglicanism and 
one who was Anglican but left the Church of England, 
were, I think, prescient in seeing more clearly than 
most that with three revolutions—the American, the 
French, and the Industrial—the world, and therefore 
the context of Christianity, had irrevocably changed 
from what it had been at that time for nearly 1500 
years.  Another way of saying this is that F. D. Maurice 
(1805-1872) and John Henry Newman (1801-
1890) perceived sooner and more deeply than others 
that all the cultural and constitutional supports for 
Christianity that a society construed in a Constantinian 
fashion had provided had, with the radical changes of 
these revolutions, crumbled into dust. 
 And, although vestiges of those former 
foundations might remain, their glory, not to say 
their power, had departed.  The developing brave new 
world or, better to recognize its incipient pluralism, 
worlds were henceforth either indifferent or inimical 
to Christianity, no matter that lip-service might still 
be accorded to it, or that, ironically, it was in this very 
century that for the first time in its history Christianity 
became a truly global religion.
 In the face of the new situation, both Maurice 
and Newman exhibited in their published works 
the need for the divided ecclesial communities of 
Christianity to be immersed in the foreseeable future 
in a three-fold task related directly to the three 
principal areas of the church’s life and mission: its 
doctrine, its liturgy, and its polity.  With respect to 
doctrine in the new context, theological restatement was 
necessary; in regard to liturgy, renewal was essential; 
and, finally, in relation to polity, the question of unity 
becomes paramount: hence, the emergent and, indeed, 
urgent agenda of rapprochement—in other words, the 
ecumenical project—became vital.
 In the view of Newman and Maurice, then, these 
three “R’s” of restatement, renewal, and rapprochement 
were to provide the grammar for discerning how the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ was to be authoritatively said, 
auspiciously prayed, and authentically lived in the 
contemporary world, whatever that world’s attitude(s) 
toward it.  One central implication of all this for both 
Maurice and Newman had to do with approach to the 
subject at hand.  Both men opted for engaging the 

theological enterprise in the then new historical mode.  
No longer would it be sufficient to do theology, whether 
Protestant or Roman Catholic, in a static scholastic 
fashion; no longer could inherited but unappropriated 
forms of worship, however excellent in composition or 
design, carry the freight of transactions between the 
temporal and the eternal whether for individuals or 
communities of faith; no longer would it be possible to 
live the Gospel in such a way as uncritically to confuse 
and conflate morality with class habit or cultural norm.
 If these considerations represent the negative 
aspect of their critique, the positive is provided by 
the manner in which they sought to address the new 
situation of Christianity.  The debacle of Tract XC and 
the success of the evangelically-inspired Jerusalem 
Bishopric Scheme in 1841,3  for instance, provided 
Newman with the opportunity to be at work for the 
next four years on the book by which he convinced 
his mind to follow where his heart had long been.  
Though that book may have been the occasion for his 
personal farewell to the Church of England and his 
accession to Roman Catholicism in 1845, the work 
itself is of immense importance as a response to the 
new situation of Christianity in the nineteenth century 
and subsequently.  For in the Essay on the Development 
of Christian Doctrine (1845), Newman espoused the 
approach of historical reason to all aspects of the 
theological enterprise and, in fact, introduced into his 
new communion the idea of doctrinal development 
as the very means for carrying forward the project of 
restatement, renewal, and rapprochement.  In the event 
itself, however, there was a great irony: the historical 
method by which he came to his new allegiance was 
increasingly regarded as at best uncertain, at worst, 
detrimental to the objects of the Roman Catholic 
Church.  For one thing, it militates against a static 
“natural law” approach, whether in theology proper 
or in the derivative area of moral theology.  In the 
face of the challenges and threats of the contemporary 
world, then, the Roman Catholic Church was, of 
course, by the time of Newman’s conversion, clearly 
on a trajectory towards 1870 and the adoption and 
definition in Vatican Council I of an absolute authority 
that regarded itself as immune to the philosophical, 
ethical, and political challenges or depredations of 
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history.
 Before we leave Newman and his important 
contribution, it will be well to note a positive 
development beyond his life and, as well, a present 
irony.  If he was for a long time silenced within his 
own communion, his real rehabilitation is to be seen 
not so much in his later life when he was honored with 
the red hat of a cardinal, but in the fact that today 
many Roman Catholic theologians and ecclesiologists 
refer to the Second Vatican Council, which took place 
during the 1960s, as “Newman’s Council.”
 It is ironical, then, that today the cause 
of Newman’s beatification has been somewhat 
compromised by the lingering suspicion that his 
sexuality was, to use the words of the present teaching 
authority in Rome, “intrinsically disordered.”4 

 If what I have said thus far may have appeared 
to take too much delight in the ironies around Newman 
and to be too critical toward a tradition not my own, 
before I say anything about Maurice, let me somewhat 
balance the scales here by noting that the Protestant 
world, and especially the English-speaking Protestant 
world of the nineteenth century, was, in the face of the 
challenges and problems of the modern situation, also 
on a similar trajectory.  The arc of this trajectory would 
increasingly take refuge also in a flight to an absolute 
authority immune to historical reason, critique, or 
development.  And thus the Bible as an infallible book 
would appear by the Evangelical Niagara Conference 
of 1895 juxtaposed to an infallible papacy and both set 
over against one another and the contemporary world.5 
 For Anglicans at least, Maurice may be of 
help, as he represents another reading of historical 
theological method that may take us truly and 
safely between the Scylla and Charybdis of two such 
infallibilities and various tendencies, mutatis mutandis, 

toward their exhibition within our own communion.  
For Maurice’s conversion to the Church of England 
from a traditional and pre-syncretistic Unitarianism6 
arose not only out of personal crises in himself and 
his family, but as he found within Anglicanism 
the possibility of an effective engagement of the 
contemporary world on behalf of the Gospel.  He was 
not, of course, an uncritical convert.  Yet Maurice 
stayed the course even in the face of many controversies 

and much opprobrium in his own lifetime.
 If the Essay on Development is the key work in 
considering Newman, then for Maurice the key work 
and the one most relevant to our deliberations is the 
1842 edition of his Kingdom of Christ.  In the face 
of the new situation beginning with the nineteenth 
century and in regard to the grammar of restatement, 
renewal, and rapprochement, Maurice’s work is 
manifested as a ground-breaking ecclesiology.  In 
response to the question posed for Christianity by the 
critiques and challenges of the modern world, namely, 
“whether there is a universal spiritual constitution for 
humanity as such,” Maurice adduced six signs that 
there is such a constitution for the church as the Body 
of Christ.  These six, in order, are: Baptism, the Creeds, 
the Liturgy, the Eucharist, the Ministry, and Holy 
Scripture.7   These order the life of the church and give 
it its mission to humanity in general as Jesus Christ is 
proclaimed as the true image of a humanity created in 
the image of God.
 While we cannot here go into an explication 
of each of these signs, it will be noticed that Maurice 
starts with baptism as the fundamental sign upon 
which the rest depend for their efficacy.  And, further, 
in interpreting this sign he asked, in the face of its 
long history and the contemporary situation, whether 
baptism has a meaning and, if so, what that meaning 
is.  In the event, he managed to offend both the 
Evangelicals of his day as well as the Anglo-Catholics.  
For his reflections took baptism out of a punctiliar 
(and largely privately observed) event that, when 
accomplished, was “over-and-done-with.”  This is 
certainly one reading of “once and for all” in regard 
to the sacrament.  Maurice, however, took baptism to 
be “the sacrament of constant union”8  between God 
and the believer through the believer’s continuing 
participation in Christ—a better and to be preferred 
reading of “once-for-all.”  In this regard, what was 
accomplished was the overcoming of “sin,” namely, 
that separation and isolation from God that leads to 
sins, whether in the individual or in human society.  
Baptism then is, in other words, our claiming of a 
covenant initiated by God in Christ upon which God 
will never default, whatever we as human beings may 
do subsequently to the contrary.9
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 As baptism, then, is rescued by such a 
theology from its punctiliar mode and into a life-long 
journey into God, this sacrament of “constant union” 
is revealed as fundamentally a communal event.  There 
is, then, a direct trajectory from Maurice’s theological 
restatement to the liturgical renewal of our own times 
that has restored baptism to a central place as a regular 
feature of the public eucharistic liturgy on the Lord’s 
Day.  This is underscored also in the renewal of the 
Baptismal Covenant by all in such a liturgy, as well as 
the ecclesial context made emphatic by the assembly’s 
welcoming of the newly baptized into the life and 
mission of the church through their sharing in Christ’s 
“eternal priesthood.”10

 While there are a number of implications to 
be drawn from what we would today call Maurice’s 
fundamentally baptismal ecclesiology, one in particular 
stands out at this juncture.  Given such a theology, 
it is no longer possible to construe the church on a 
clericalist base, that is, the church is not to be created 
in the image of the clergy, but, rather, the church is 
to be seen as generated from the covenant initiated by 
God in the person and work of Jesus Christ.
 Even so, the clericalist construction of the 
church persists.  To bring it closer to our own times, 
let me adduce two brief examples, hoping that you 
will forgive that they are both personal and anecdotal.  
When I was ordained in 1966 and anticipated the 
first episcopal visitation to the congregations I served, 
the liturgy to be observed became a discussion point 
between me and my then rather low-church bishop.  
The details of that discussion need not detain us.  
Rather, what is relevant from the encounter was 
his indication to me that he regarded the rite of 
confirmation as a kind of “ordination of the laity” for 
ministry.  I think his claim was not untypical of the 
time.  The implication, of course, is that the church, in 
the model behind my then bishop’s point, is generated 
from the clergy.  Any ministry that the laity might 
have must be a reflection, a “kind,” of clerical ministry.  
Today such talk would, I hope, take your breath away 
as it did mine then.
 More recently, and, having identified a low-
church source, to bring some balance to the exempli, I 
adduce the situation of an initial meeting of the third 

round of the Lutheran-Episcopal ecumenical dialogue 
that ultimately led to a relationship of full communion 
between the Episcopal Church (hereafter TEC) and the 
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America.  One of the 
more Anglo-Catholic bishops of TEC appointed to the 
dialogue indicated to me his view that only bishops 
in historic succession could assure the presence and 
authenticity of church as such in any situation.  Being 
somewhat more mature by this time (and a veteran of the 
dialogue since its second round), I found it incumbent 
upon me as a fellow Anglo-Catholic (though highly 
influenced by Maurice) to point out the limitations of 
such a view and to propose a baptismal ecclesiology as 
not only more authentic, but (and with greater cheek!) 
“more Catholic” in the best sense of that word.11

 The appropriation of a baptismal ecclesiology 
is, then, taking a longer time and perhaps will always 
need articulately to stand over against the temptation 
on the part of clergy and laity to indulge or acquiesce 
in clericalism.  But once it is established and practiced 
as it is in the renewed liturgy of our time, it will be 
seen that baptismal ecclesiology results from the best 
resourcement, that is, getting to the roots of the tradition, 
for the sake of aggiornamento, that is, up-dating in 
terms of the grammar of restatement, renewal, and 
rapprochement for the sake of the Gospel.

Baptismal Ecclesiology and Full Inclusion
 Let me, then, conclude with a few brief 
reflections that I hope will highlight in a way useful 
to the Chicago Consultation the several threads of 
the tapestry I have woven in regard to baptismal 
ecclesiology and full inclusion.
 First, there is the theological implication that 
sin, not only in the first instance, but also as informing 
any subsequent investigation of the anatomy of sins, is 
to be understood as the condition of separation from 
God that results in isolation and/or alienation not just 
from God, but from others and self as well.  To say 
that Jesus as the Christ is like us “in every way except 
without sin,”12  then, is to claim that the whole point 
of the incarnation, ministry, passion, resurrection, 
ascension, and sending of the Holy Spirit, is precisely 
overcoming sin in its most basic sense and opening 
the possibility for humanity-as-such of living rightly 
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and justly.  If baptism, furthermore, is the sacrament 
of “constant union” established “for us and for our 
salvation”13  in the person and work of Jesus Christ, 
then, to put a fine point on it, the sexuality which 
particular human beings bring to baptism cannot, of 
itself, be “intrinsically disordered” or eo ipso sinful.  
What one makes of or does with one’s sexuality is the 
proper focus for subsequent moral or ethical reflection 
and discourse.
 Secondly, there is the liturgical point to be 
insisted upon, namely, that though only members of 
the Episcopal Church in the United States and the 
Anglican Church of Canada have, among Anglicans 
generally, been regularly renewing their baptism, 
welcoming the newly baptized into their share in 
the fundamental priesthood of Christ, and reciting a 
baptismal covenant rooted in the baptismal creed of 
the western church, this is, in itself, no novelty.  It is, 
rather, an explication or drawing out of the implications 
of the basic covenant, namely, what God in Christ has 
done, is doing, and will bring to completion in and 
for the human community—a covenant, furthermore, 
upon which God by explicit promise will not default.
 Thirdly, and finally, in regard to our polity, the 
baptismal ecclesiology resultant from this fundamental 
covenant must stand as a constant witness for full 
inclusion of all the baptized at every level in the life 
and mission of the church.  Such an understanding 
must constantly militate against the temptation to 
settle and construe the church on a clerical model 
rather than upon the foundation and construction 
that is given in the primary and final priesthood of 
Jesus Christ.  It is the priesthood of this “Alpha and 
Omega”14  into which we are called and sealed by our 
baptism “to live and move and have our being.”15

The Very Rev. Dr. William H. Petersen
Provost and Professor of Ecclesiastical & Ecumenical 
History
Bexley Hall Seminary 
Columbus, Ohio

1  In this paper I will use “full inclusion” in the sense that 
has been used in the Chicago Consultation to date, namely, 
the acceptance and full participation of  gay, lesbian, 
bisexual, and transgender (GLBT) persons in the life and 
mission of  the Episcopal Church as a member of  the 
global Anglican Communion.
2    See, for instance, Ruth A. Meyers, Continuing the Reforma-
tion: Re-Visioning Baptism in the Episcopal Church (New York: 
Church Publishing, 1997).  Ecumenically, Baptism, Eucha-
rist, and Ministry, a 1982 product of  the Faith and Order 
Commission of  the World Council of  Churches, reached 
the quarter-century celebration of  its publication two years 
ago in 2007.
3    Newman’s Tract XC sought to reconcile the Angli-
can Articles of  Religion with the decrees of  the Roman 
Catholic Council of  Trent.  When published, the tract 
caused such a public outcry against him and the Oxford 
Movement that no more tracts were published.  A second 
blow to Newman came with the establishment of  the joint 
English-Prussian bishopric in Jerusalem which, since he 
considered the Lutherans heretical, caused him to give 
up hope for the catholicity of  Anglicanism.  It might be 
added that German Lutherans for their part at that time 
were hardly ecstatic about the potential introduction into 
their tradition of  an episcopate of  apostolic succession!
4   I refer here to the recent storm of  controversy around 
the attempt to move Newman’s remains from their present 
location where they lie, by his own last will and testament, 
buried with Ambrose St. John in a shared grave.
5   The 1895 Bible Conference in Niagara Falls repre-
sents a development within the international Evangelical 
Alliance formed in 1846.  The Alliance was principally 
interested in two things: the defense of  Christianity against 
contemporaneity, and world mission.  The conference of  
1895 articulated what became known as the “Five Funda-
mentals” (hence “fundamentalism”): scriptural inerrancy, 
the divinity of  Jesus as established by the virgin birth, 
substitutionary atonement, the physical resurrection of  
Jesus, and the imminent return of  Christ. See especially 
C. L. Manschreck, A History of  Christianity: Readings in the 
History of  the Church from the Reformation to the Present (New 
York: Prentice Hall, 1964) 510-511.
6   From approximately the mid nineteenth century, J. 
Martineau in Great Britain and T. Parker in the United 
States put Unitarianism on a new “rational” basis instead 
of  its previous foundation in scriptural authority, and 
this opened the way for the trajectory that resulted in 
the present-day syncretistic Unitarianism as definitively 
outside of  Christianity.  F. D. Maurice’s father, for instance, 
continued well into the nineteenth century to baptize in 
the Triune Name, believing it to be warranted by the mis-
sional conclusion to the Gospel of  Matthew (the “Great 
Commission,” Matthew 28:16-20).   Newer Unitarians 
criticized the elder Maurice for this, objecting that he must 
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be baptizing “in the name of  an abstraction, a man, and a 
metaphor.” 
7    Though there is not absolute evidence of  a derivation, 
many have taken the basic four elements of  the Chicago-
Lambeth Quadrilateral (see BCP 1979, 876-878) as initially 
articulated by William Reed Huntington (1838-1909) to 
be a conflation of  Maurice’s six signs.  The two sets are 
certainly congruent, and Maurice was the first to articulate 
the signs as such.
8    Kingdom of  Christ, I, 96f.
9    The Baptismal Covenant which figures so largely in the 
Episcopal Church’s BCP 1979 (and such books as have 
been directly influenced by it, e.g., the Anglican Church of  
Canada’s Book of  Alternative Services) has been criticized by 
some as introducing a novelty, but in the light of  this un-
derstanding of  covenant, the most that can be said is that 
the BCP 1979 Baptismal Covenant is simply an explication 
of  what is implied by God’s covenant in baptism.
10   BCP 1979, 308: “We receive you into the household of  
God.  Confess the faith of  Christ crucified, proclaim his 
resurrection, and share with us in his eternal priesthood.”
11   It is important to note that this is not a “low” view of  
either the church or the clergy in the economy of  salva-
tion.  It is, rather, to see the clergy as called within (not 
“out of ” in the sense of  leaving) the laity to be leaders and 
equippers of  the baptized in their life and mission.  See 
especially in this regard Equipping the Saints: Ordination in 
Anglicanism today: Papers from the Sixth International Anglican 
Liturgical Consultation, Ronald L. Dowling and David R. 
Holeton, eds. (Blackrock, Co Dublin, Ireland: Columba 
Press, 2006).
12   See Hebrews 4:15b.
13   Nicene Creed, paragraph on the second person of  the 
Trinity.
14   See Revelation 21:6.
15   Acts 17:28.
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 The Chicago Consultation has already 
made a major contribution to the current 
theological discussion in The Episcopal Church 
(TEC) and the Anglican Communion by its 
insistence that the choice between relationships 
in the worldwide Anglican Communion and full 
inclusion of all of our baptized sisters and brothers, 
including those who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, and 
transgender (GLBT), is a false one.  The purpose of 
this essay is to reflect further on that statement in 
the present context, defined as the time between 
the publication of the third (“Ridley Cambridge”) 
draft of the Proposed Covenant for the Anglican 
Communion and the 76th General Convention of 
the Episcopal Church in July 2009.
 Traditional Christian theology, and 
Anglican theology in particular, rightly rejects 
the stark alternatives, the simplistic “either/ors” 
offered to the church, often by way of a proposed 
clarification of reality, by those who would push it 
to decide quickly and irrevocably for a particular 
course of action at the expense of another or 
sometimes all others.  Our reluctance to adopt 
this kind of binary theological approach may 
go back to the very beginnings.  The synoptic 
evangelists1  remember that when Jesus was 
asked to identify one commandment that was the 
greatest of them all, he answered instead with two 
commandments that form a kind of orientation 
for a life of Christian discipleship.
 The first commandment is, of course, the 
Shema: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord 
is One.”2  Mark’s version of Jesus’ commentary 

modifies the language in Deuteronomy slightly 
to say, “You shall love the Lord your God with 
all your heart and with all your soul and with all 
your mind and with all your strength.”3   Jesus 
identifies the commandment to place God at 
the center of our being as the first.  But a second 
commandment quickly follows: “You shall love 
your neighbor as yourself.”4   Jesus adds, “There is 
no other commandment greater than these.”  The 
whole approach Jesus takes does not allow for a 
choice that excludes every other choice.  Even as 
he identifies two commandments that are central, 
he does not do so in a way that sets one or even 
both commandments over against all of the other 
relation-based duties within the Torah.  These 
two commandments are meant to deepen our 
understanding of all of the commandments.  It’s 
not as if we could choose one relational framework 
within which to operate and thereby exclude all 
the rest.  It’s not an either/or way of thinking.
 One of the early desert fathers, Dorotheus 
of Gaza, has given us an image for understanding 
this passage that many of us have found helpful.  
He describes our human situation as a circle.  God 
is at the very center of the circle, as its focal point, 
and every human being that God has made is a 
point on the circumference of that circle.
 Dorotheus reminds us that it is false 
to think we must choose between loving God 
with everything in us and loving our neighbors 
as ourselves.  We can deduce that it is false by 
observing that as we move towards the center of 
the circle, as we approach God more closely, at the 



same time we also become closer to our brothers 
and sisters who are, in the same way, being drawn 
towards the center of the circle by the attractive 
and attracting love of God.  That same love which 
draws us to itself like a powerful magnet also draws 
us to love our neighbors as well.  These loves are 
not in competition; rather they come together in 
the well-ordered spiritual life.  God’s gentle but 
effective centripetal power resists the centrifugal 
forces within us that are inclined to fractious and 
schismatic separation from one another.
 I have found it useful to meditate on 
Dorotheus of Gaza’s geometric parable as I think 
about the pressures on TEC and the Anglican 
Communion at the moment.  Replace the circle 
of Dorotheus with the Compass Rose5 and you get 
the idea.  The globe that represents “this fragile 
earth, our island home”6 is not only covered with 
seas and continents as the astronauts see it from a 
distance.  It is also mapped to show the humanly 
drawn boundaries of many kinds defined by socio-
economic and political differences.  Some of the 
lines are drawn in blood, reflecting our human 
greed, prejudice, fear, and eagerness to exploit 
our weaker and more vulnerable neighbors.  If we 
think of ourselves as points on the circumference 
of the globe of which God is the center, then it 
is self-evidently a false choice to be asked to love 
either our neighbors who are nearby or those who 
are far away; our neighbors who are gay, lesbian, 
bisexual, or transgender, or our neighbors who, for 
the present at least, oppose their full inclusion in 
the life of the church.
 At this point I am reminded of an African 
proverb: “If you want to go fast, go alone.  If 
you want to go far, go together.”  It is wise 
practical advice, a useful strategy.  This is entirely 
appropriate, for once our theological situation 
is clarified (as we are drawn to love God more 
and more, we are to relate to each of the points 
of the Compass Rose,  whether near or far, as a 
neighbor to be loved) then the questions that arise 
are in fact strategic ones: (1) What does loving 
our GLBT neighbors, both here and around the 
Anglican Communion, look like?  (2) What does 

loving our neighbors, both near and far, who 
for the present oppose their full inclusion in the 
life of the church look like?  (3) How can we act 
gracefully at the present time in a way that moves 
the Anglican Communion as a whole to go far by 
going together?  Doubtless, there will be different 
opinions among us about the answers to these and 
other strategic questions, but the rest of this paper 
is one attempt to sort out these questions during 
the brief interim time between the appearance 
of the Ridley Cambridge draft of the Proposed 
Covenant for the Anglican Communion and the 
General Convention of The Episcopal Church.

 1. What does loving our GLBT neighbors, both 
here and around the Anglican Communion, look like?  
For me, this is the simplest of the three questions 
and one of the places where the love of God and 
the love of neighbor intersect most naturally.  The 
bumper sticker on the car of one of my students 
reads, “If you love the Creator, then care for the 
creation.”  The slogan refers primarily to our duty 
to tend the material creation—earth, air, water, 
and the rich variety of creatures that dwell in 
them—since these have been entrusted to human 
beings and given into our care as stewards of God’s 
good world.  But it also speaks of our duty to love 
humanity itself.  We human beings are also part 
of God’s good creation and deserving of attentive 
care.  It seems especially clear that whenever some 
part of humanity is endangered or diminished, 
human beings who are mindful of the Creator 
are called to become advocates for them and to 
work for their flourishing.  Since I believe that 
GLBT Christians are created by God and made 
in the image of God, part of God’s good creation, 
as someone who is heterosexually privileged I am 
obligated—both by my relationship to God and 
by my relationship to my neighbor—to work for 
their well-being, not only for their safety, but for 
that abundance of life that Jesus came to bring us 
all.
 This argument could also be framed 
in terms of basic human rights: the right not 
to be attacked, killed, derided, ridiculed, or 
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discriminated against because of one’s sexual 
orientation.  Certainly that way of framing the 
argument has been widely recognized for other 
groups who have been created by God with a 
particular skin color or characteristics that some 
describe as racial; or who are not physically as 
strong, like children; or who have been valued 
less, like women in most parts of the world.  
While I have no objection to the notion of basic 
human rights of the kind supported, for example, 
by the (important!) Millennium Development 
Goals, as an Anglican theologian, I prefer to 
frame my argument biblically, theologically, and 
liturgically.
 Biblically, we might begin with the 
rhetorical question addressed to God by Cain: 
“Am I my brother’s keeper?”  Not only that story 
but, one could argue, every single story in both 
testaments of the Bible answers that question with 
a resounding “yes!”  None of us is free to say, “that’s 
not my issue,” as if we were only engaged in some 
form of identity politics, where we chose to speak 
only about matters that affected our own interests 
narrowly understood.  Indeed, it was crucial in the 
Civil Rights movement in the United States for 
those who were not of African descent to speak 
out on the subjects of fair housing and equal 
opportunity in education; it has been enormously 
helpful to women when men have also advocated 
on our behalf; it is hard to imagine how children 
could possibly defend themselves were it not for 
adults who cared about their safety and wellbeing.  
The category of “righteous Gentiles” (of which 
these are analogous instances) is already a biblical 
fixture early on in the narrative.
 A theological approach to this matter was 
well framed by the seventeenth-century Anglican 
priest John Donne in language appropriate to his 
own time and place, when he said:
 No man is an island, entire of itself; every  
 man is a piece of the continent, a part of  
 the main; if a clod be washed away by   
 the sea, Europe is the less, as well as if   
            a promontory were, as well as if a manor 
 of thy friends or of thine own were;   

 any man’s death diminishes me, because I
            am involved in mankind; and therefor
            never send to know for whom the bell
            tolls; it tolls for thee.7 

Donne’s theological anthropology has surely been 
shaped by the apostle Paul’s counsel to the church 
at Corinth “that all the members of the body may 
have the same care for one another,” for as he says, 
“if one member suffers, all suffer together with 
it.”8   We are bound together because of God’s 
prior action, calling us all, through the power of 
the Holy Spirit, into the one body of Christ.  “For 
in the one Spirit we were all baptized into one 
body—Jews or Greeks, slave or free—and we were 
all made to drink of one Spirit.”9

 The same logic is expressed liturgically 
in the baptismal liturgy of the 1979 Book of 
Common Prayer, where the biblical argument 
about honoring God’s creation and the theological 
argument about our identity as one body in Christ 
are brought together in a baptismal covenant 
that requires us to “seek and serve Christ in all 
persons” as a way of honoring the commandment 
to love our neighbor as ourself, and to “strive for 
justice and peace among all people, and respect 
the dignity of every human being.”10

 It is a small step from recognizing that 
the baptismal promises bind us irrevocably to 
the safety and welfare of GLBT human beings, 
whether Christian or not, to arguing for the full 
inclusion of GLBT Christians in the life of the 
church.  We begin at the local level.  It is not 
the case that because an increasing number of 
states are allowing gays and lesbians to marry, 
TEC should simply conform its own practices to 
theirs.  Instead, it is the church’s own biblical, 
theological, and liturgical convictions that 
compel it to re-examine its own teaching on the 
doctrine of marriage and require it to re-think the 
implications of Christian baptism for what it will 
say about theological anthropology in general.  
Similarly, it is not because the consecration of 
bishops is a matter of adiaphora,11  and it is certainly 
not because anyone has a right to be consecrated 
a bishop or a right to have one of their own group 
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consecrated a bishop, but it is because bishops 
represent, among other things, the wholeness 
of the body of Christ within a particular place, 
that the church in our context should also move 
towards the consecration of GLBT bishops, just 
as it has recognized the importance of having 
bishops who are, for example, Asian American or 
women.
 Moreover, TEC, together with the rest 
of the Anglican Communion, cannot ignore the 
plight of GLBT Christians around the world, 
especially in those places where “the love that 
dares not speak its name” is punishable by death 
and disgrace.  The love of God (which enjoins us 
to care for all of God’s creatures) and the love of 
neighbor (which prompts us to join in the suffering 
of other parts of the body of Christ) come together 
in a clear call for action to protect the safety and 
well being of those endangered because of their 
sexual orientation.

 (2) What does loving our neighbors, both near 
and far, who for the present oppose the full inclusion of 
gays and lesbians in the life of the Church look like?  
Most of the arguments just made about our duty 
to concern ourselves with the safety, welfare, and 
flourishing of our GLBT neighbors here and abroad 
could be applied equally to the safety, welfare, and 
flourishing of those who see this issue differently 
than we do, whether within the United States or in 
some other part of the Anglican Communion.  In 
particular, we must trust that they, too, are being 
drawn by the attractive and attracting love of God 
at the center of reality, just as we are, and that, 
despite any appearances to the contrary, we are all 
thereby also being drawn by God to become closer 
to one another.
 In addition, there are other obligations 
that apply in the context of Christian debate with 
opponents.  As the theologian Christopher Morse is 
credited with teaching, I must be able to state the 
argument of my opponent, so fully, so fairly, and 
so feelingly that my opponent himself or herself 
will say, “Yes, you have understood my position 
and stated it clearly.”  Only then do I have the 

right to critique the premises of the argument or 
to point out a false step in its logic.  As a Christian, 
I do not have the right to stereotype my opponent 
or to caricature my opponent’s argument.  It does 
not matter if some of my opponents are running 
blog-sites that are Christian in name only or if 
one of my opponents has sabotaged my Presiding 
Bishop’s website.  How convenient it would be if 
such actions discharged me from the duty to speak 
in charity, but they don’t.  Anglicans are blessed to 
have an outstanding model of gracious Christian 
discourse in the midst of Reformation polemics.  
I find myself lately asking not so much, “What 
would Jesus do?” as “How would the sixteenth-
century English theologian Richard Hooker 
respond to such an argument?”  It’s clear that the 
first thing Hooker would do is to listen carefully 
to the argument of his Puritan opponent to try 
to understand both its strengths and weaknesses.  
I often have to remind myself that the Episcopal 
Church has a reputation in the rest of the Anglican 
Communion (whether rightly or wrongly) for not 
listening to the voices of others.  One way to win 
the trust of our opponents and to discover what 
we have in common that we may not have realized 
is to take the time to listen to their arguments.

 (3) How can we act gracefully at the present 
time in a way that moves the Anglican Communion as a 
whole to “go far by going together”?  One opportunity 
to listen carefully, both to those who agree with 
us and those who don’t, is in our engagement 
with the so-called Windsor process, and, right 
now, with the current (Ridley Cambridge) draft 
of the Proposed Covenant for the Anglican 
Communion.  Our Presiding Bishop has wisely 
recommended—long before there was any 
specific proposed covenant language to discuss—
that TEC await not only the outcome of the 
Anglican Consultative Council discussions about 
the proposed covenant,12  but the longer, slower 
process by which those actions are received by 
the Communion as a whole before we deliberate 
formally about this version or perhaps some other 
version of a covenant at General Convention.  It is 
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my sincere hope that both the House of Bishops 
and the House of Deputies will follow her advice.  
The constitutional and canonical requirements of 
most of the provinces of the Anglican Communion 
will require lengthy consultation and discussion 
about the wisdom of adopting this or some other 
version of a covenant.  We will gain a great deal by 
listening to that debate carefully.
 It is also clear that our own deliberations 
and reflections concerning matters of church 
doctrine and discipline—especially about the 
nature of marriage and about episcopacy—will 
not be able to be heard and appreciated by others 
if we are perceived to be acting precipitously or 
unilaterally, without listening to other voices 
within the Anglican Communion, with or without 
a covenant.  Now, more than ever, it will be 
necessary to remind ourselves and one another that 
the choice between relationships in the worldwide 
Anglican Communion and full inclusion of all our 
baptized sisters and brothers is a false one.  Loving 
God and loving all those created by God means 
loving our opponent neighbors who also love 
God.  If we wish to go far in our journey towards 
that God who is gently but effectively attracting 
us to the center of all reality, we will go together.

The Rev. Dr. A. Katherine Grieb
Professor of New Testament
Virginia Theological Seminary
Alexandria, Virginia

1    I.e., Matthew, Mark, and Luke.
2    Deuteronomy 6:4.
3    Mark 12:30; compare Deuteronomy 6:5.
4    Mark 12: 31; see Leviticus 19:18.
5    The Compass Rose is the symbol of  the Anglican
Communion.
6    Eucharistic Prayer C, Book of  Common Prayer 1979, p. 
370.

7  John Donne, Devotions upon Emergent Occasions (1624), 
no.17.
8   1 Corinthians 12:25-26.
9   1 Corinthians 12:13.
10  BCP 1979, 305.
11 From a Greek word meaning “indifferent things,” 
adiaphora refers to matters not essential to the faith.
12   The Anglican Consultative Council meeting in May 2009
will receive the Ridley Cambridge draft of  the Proposed 
Covenant. Editor’s note: The ACC meeting in May 2009 received 
the Ridley Cambridge draft of  the Proposed Covenant. Grieb’s essay 
was completed before that meeting.
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