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Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Series Introduction 

There are some church issues that only matter to historians, and then there are church 
issues that matter to souls. Anglicanism is one of those subjects that matters to souls. It 
matters because it is not just an old religious label from England, and it is not just a style of 
worship with robes, liturgy, and cathedral language. Anglicanism is a whole church world. 
Historically, it grew out of the Church of England and the English Reformation, and over 
time it developed into a broader family of churches shaped by bishops, liturgy, the Book of 
Common Prayer, the Thirty-Nine Articles, sacramental language, and the claim to be both 
reformed and catholic at the same time. That is part of why it confuses so many people. It 
presents itself as biblical, historic, reverent, and serious. It often looks like a strong 
alternative to the chaos, shallowness, and showmanship of modern church life. To many 
weary believers, Anglicanism does not first look dangerous. It looks like relief. 

And that is exactly why this series matters now. We are living in a time when a great many 
Christians are tired of church that feels disposable. They are tired of celebrity pastors, 
shallow preaching, weak doctrine, fog-machine worship, emotional manipulation, and a 
church culture that often looks more like branding than body life. People are hungry for 
reverence. They are hungry for history. They are hungry for order, weight, seriousness, and 
the sense that Christianity did not begin with the latest ministry trend. So they start looking 
around for something older, something more rooted, something that feels holy. 
Anglicanism often appears at that moment like a door into depth. It offers liturgy, gravity, 
continuity, architecture, prayers, and the feeling of having stepped out of a religious 
carnival and into sacred ground. It gives exhausted people something many churches have 
abandoned. 

But that is where the warning begins. A thing can feel weighty without being clear. A church 
can feel holy while still clouding the freeness of the gospel. A system can sound historic 
and reverent while still leaving people uncertain about justification, baptism, assurance, 
church authority, the Lord’s Supper, and the new birth. That is the central burden of this 
series. The problem is not that Anglicanism has no good in it. The problem is that it often 
combines real Christian language and real historic beauty with built-in ambiguity. It says 
Scripture is supreme, but often surrounds Scripture with tradition, liturgy, sacramental 
instinct, and historical deference in ways that keep ordinary believers from ever feeling the 
full force of biblical clarity. It names Christ, but not always Christ enough. It speaks of 
grace, but often in a churchly atmosphere that makes grace feel tied to structure, 
ceremony, and inherited religious identity. 

So what is Anglicanism, plain and simple? It is a church tradition that grew out of England, 
claims historic continuity with the ancient church, keeps bishops and ordered liturgy, 



values the Prayer Book and the creeds, and often tries to present itself as a middle way 
between Rome and Protestantism. That “middle way” is one of the keys to the entire 
discussion. Anglicanism often wants to be reformed, but not merely Protestant; catholic, 
but not Roman; historic, but not narrowly confessional; sacramental, but not fully 
Romanist; broad, but still somehow orthodox. To some, that sounds like balance. To others, 
it sounds like maturity. But in practice it often creates a world where contradiction is 
tolerated, definitions are softened, and ordinary believers are left trying to live inside a 
spiritual atmosphere that feels deep while key doctrines remain frustratingly elastic. One 
priest sounds evangelical. Another sounds sacramental. One treats the Articles as binding 
doctrinal guardrails. Another treats them as honored historical background. One preaches 
justification with clarity. Another clouds it with churchly nuance. And the institution often 
calls that breadth rather than confusion. 

That confusion is not just theoretical. It reaches into some of the most important questions 
a soul can ask. What saves a sinner? What is baptism doing? Does infant baptism create 
false assurance? What is the Lord’s Supper? Is the church giving me Christ clearly, or is it 
teaching me to rest in sacred atmosphere? Is Scripture really final, or does tradition quietly 
govern what I am allowed to conclude? Is the church a gathering of born-again believers 
under the Word of God, or a broad religious body carrying whole populations through rites 
and ceremonies? Can a person be surrounded by reverence and still remain unclear about 
the new birth? These are not side questions. These are life-and-death questions. And when 
a tradition becomes accustomed to broadness and unresolved contradiction in doctrine, it 
should not surprise anyone when moral drift follows as well. Once the idea of fixed truth 
weakens, everything else starts sliding. 

That is why this series is not a cheap attack on style, robes, old prayers, or serious worship. 
It is not a rant against history. It is not a mockery of people who are tired of shallow 
evangelicalism. In fact, one of the major points of this series is that the hunger driving 
people toward Anglicanism is often understandable. Many are not moving toward it 
because they hate truth. They are moving because they are starving for weight, reverence, 
seriousness, and rootedness. They have correctly diagnosed the emptiness of much 
modern church culture. But reaction is a poor compass. Escaping evangelical fluff by 
running into sacramental confusion is not recovery. It is trading one danger for another. A 
man can be right about what he is leaving and still wrong about where he is going. 

That is why, in these 20 essays, we are going to uncover the deeper problem layer by layer. 
We are going to look at the famous Anglican “middle way” and ask whether truth is ever 
found by standing halfway between opposing errors. We are going to examine the claim 
that Scripture is supreme and ask whether Scripture is really allowed to function as final 



inside the Anglican world. We are going to look at the Thirty-Nine Articles and see that the 
old Anglican standards often sound more Protestant than later Anglican moods are 
comfortable admitting. We are going to confront the issue of justification by faith and show 
how dangerous it is when plain Pauline clarity becomes an embarrassment to cultivated 
churchmanship. We are going to deal with baptismal regeneration, the infant assurance 
problem, the ambiguity around the Eucharist, and the way the Prayer Book does far more 
than guide worship. It shapes instinct, atmosphere, and doctrinal imagination. We are 
going to examine bishops, apostolic succession, ceremony, beauty, the national church 
idea, comprehensiveness, moral drift, liberalism, and the broad-church habit of turning 
contradiction into a virtue. We are going to look honestly at conservative Anglicans, the 
weariness driving evangelicals into Anglican waters, and the soul trapped between beauty 
and biblical clarity. 

And all of this matters now because the trend is real. More and more believers, especially 
younger believers and serious-minded evangelicals, are drifting toward liturgical traditions 
because they know something is deeply wrong with casual Christianity. They want more 
than shallow songs, weak sermons, and stage personalities. They want church to feel like 
church again. That desire is not the problem. The problem comes when the search for 
reverence outruns the search for clarity. The problem comes when people begin to assume 
that because something feels ancient, ordered, and holy, it must therefore be safe. But the 
soul needs more than weight. It needs truth. It needs more than ceremony. It needs the 
new birth. It needs more than historic continuity. It needs the written Word of God. It needs 
more than sacramental atmosphere. It needs the finished work of Christ and the settled 
assurance that comes by grace through faith. 

So this series is timely because it is dealing with a real movement in the church world right 
now, and it is urgent because that movement touches the heart of the gospel. We are not 
talking about preferences in style. We are talking about whether souls are being taught to 
rest directly in Christ or to remain suspended in a beautiful fog between faith and 
sacrament, between Scripture and tradition, between gospel clarity and churchly 
atmosphere. We are talking about whether a person can spend years in a serious religious 
system and still remain uncertain where his confidence is supposed to rest. We are talking 
about whether doctrinal breadth has become a polite way of saying doctrinal looseness. 
And we are talking about whether the answer to modern shallowness is not Anglicanism as 
such, but a return to biblical preaching, regenerate church life, holy worship, and the 
simplicity that is in Christ. 

That is the purpose of Escaping Anglicanism Drift. Not to score points. Not to sneer at old 
churches. Not to turn people back toward shallow evangelicalism. But to call souls out of 



ambiguity and into light. To help people understand why Anglicanism is attractive, why it 
confuses so many, why its drift matters, why the trend toward it is growing, and why no 
tradition, however beautiful, should ever be allowed to cloud the gospel of Jesus Christ. 
These 20 essays are meant to pull the curtain back, expose the machinery, speak plainly, 
and lead the reader to a simple and necessary conclusion: the answer is not a better fog. 
The answer is the truth of God, the new birth, the written Word, and Christ enough. 

 

 

1 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – When the Middle Way Becomes a Moving Target 

Introduction 

There is a reason Anglicanism has drawn serious-minded people for generations. It offers 
what so much modern church life has thrown away. It offers reverence when the age wants 
entertainment. It offers order when the age thrives on confusion. It offers history when the 
age worships novelty. It offers beauty when the age is vulgar, and it offers liturgy when the 
age is restless and shallow. For a soul worn out with plastic religion, platform Christianity, 
emotional manipulation, and man-centered preaching, Anglicanism can appear like a cool 
stone chapel in the middle of a desert. A man walks in and sees robes, hears prayers 
shaped by centuries, watches a service carried out with gravity, and says to himself, “Surely 
this is closer to God than the circus I just came out of.” That attraction is not hard to 
understand. In many cases it is born from a real hunger for depth, for seriousness, and for 
something older and sturdier than the flimsy machinery of modern church growth. 

But that is exactly where the danger begins, because a thing may feel weighty without being 
clear. It may sound ancient without being right. It may appear stable while hiding a built-in 
instability. Anglicanism has long presented itself as a kind of middle way, a path between 
extremes, a bridge between Rome and Protestantism, between ceremony and preaching, 
between catholic order and reformed doctrine. To some, that sounds like maturity. To 
others, it sounds like balance. But the question is not whether it sounds balanced. The 
question is whether God ever called His church to occupy a theological midpoint between 
opposing systems. Truth does not live halfway between two errors. Scripture never tells the 
believer to find safety in a blended settlement between contending voices. It tells him to 
prove all things, hold fast that which is good, and let God be true though every man be a 
liar. The trouble with the Anglican middle way is that it often promises a home for people 
who want to avoid hard decisions, when the Lord Jesus Christ repeatedly forces hard 
decisions. 



That is the burden of this essay and, in many ways, the burden of the entire series. The drift 
in Anglicanism is not always the drift of open apostasy at first glance. It is often the drift of 
institutionalized ambiguity. It is the drift that comes when a church becomes proud of its 
ability to keep contradictions under one roof. It is the drift that comes when reverence is 
allowed to cover uncertainty, when tradition is allowed to soften the sharp edges of biblical 
truth, and when comprehensiveness is praised as though it were a fruit of the Holy Ghost. 
Many sincere souls enter Anglicanism hoping to recover depth, only to find that they have 
stepped into a structure broad enough to house conflicting voices on salvation, 
sacraments, church authority, and moral life. That is not strength. That is confusion with 
good manners. And confusion with good manners is still confusion. 

1. The Appeal of the Middle Way 

The first thing that must be said fairly is that the Anglican middle way did not become 
attractive because men are always looking for compromise in a conscious sense. Many are 
looking for peace. They are looking for a way out of chaos. They have seen the fruits of 
churches that threw away all form, all reverence, all continuity, and all doctrinal memory. 
They have watched evangelicalism in many quarters turn into a marketing machine, with 
stage lights, branded sermons, shallow choruses repeated like incantations, and preaching 
that sounds more like therapy than proclamation. Then they come upon Anglicanism and 
see a service that appears to know where it came from, what it is doing, and why it is doing 
it. They are told that here is a tradition that is not trapped in Roman excess and not lost in 
Protestant fragmentation. Naturally that sounds like wisdom. 

There is also something flattering to the flesh in the language of moderation. Men like to 
imagine themselves above the noise, above the conflict, above the crude battles of 
doctrine. It feels refined to say, “We are not extremists. We take the best from both sides. 
We refuse the harshness of one camp and the excesses of another.” The flesh loves to wear 
balance the way Pharisees wore broad phylacteries. It is a religious elegance that makes a 
man feel deeper than the fellow who simply opens the Book and insists on what it says. The 
plainness of biblical certainty often looks rough compared to the polished tone of 
theological moderation. But God has never been impressed with a tone. He is impressed 
with truth. The serpent himself knows how to talk softly. 

The problem, then, is not that all who are drawn to the middle way are dishonest. Many are 
weary, wounded, and hungry. But the thing that draws them can become the thing that 
blinds them. They begin to treat “not being extreme” as a sign of spiritual health. Yet if one 
side says salvation is by grace through faith apart from works, and the other side smuggles 
sacramental and ecclesiastical machinery into the sinner’s confidence, standing 
somewhere in the middle is not wisdom. If one side places final authority in Scripture and 



the other places it in the church’s interpretive tradition, meeting halfway does not honor 
God. When truth and error are in conflict, moderation can become cowardice dressed as 
maturity. 

2. Truth Is Not a Compromise Position 

The Bible never presents truth as a negotiated settlement between rival camps. Moses did 
not come down from Sinai proposing a midpoint between Egypt and holiness. Elijah did not 
stand on Carmel suggesting that Israel keep a little of Baal and a little of Jehovah in order to 
preserve national harmony. Paul did not rebuke the Galatians for being too intense about 
justification by faith. He rebuked them because they were allowing a mixture, and mixture 
is always the enemy of the gospel. The curse in Galatians was not pronounced on outright 
pagans pretending to be Christians. It was pronounced on men who added to the gospel. 
That is the issue. Error often comes, not with a clenched fist, but with an open hand 
offering a supplement. 

That is why the Anglican instinct toward a middle settlement must be tested at its root. 
When the system prides itself on preserving a place where differing parties can remain 
together under a broad historical and liturgical canopy, the question is not whether that 
arrangement is socially workable. The question is whether it is spiritually safe. A church 
may preserve institutional continuity while starving souls of certainty. It may keep peace 
among clergy while leaving ordinary people unsure whether regeneration comes through 
faith, baptism, sacrament, covenant identity, or some carefully balanced combination of 
all four. Men speak as though avoiding extremes is the great commandment, but the great 
commandment is to love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and that love is never served 
by doctrinal fog. 

The real issue comes down to this: God’s truth is not discovered by finding the center point 
between warring traditions. It is discovered by revelation. It is declared by Scripture. It is 
believed by faith. The moment a man begins to think that theological health consists in 
distributing honor evenly among competing emphases, he has already shifted from 
revelation to management. He is no longer asking, “What saith the Scripture?” He is asking, 
“How much of this side can I keep while still sounding acceptable to the other side?” That 
is not the language of prophets or apostles. That is the language of settlements, 
conferences, and institutions trying to survive their own contradictions. 

3. The Broad Tent and the Confused Soul 

One of the most dangerous features of Anglicanism is that its breadth is often advertised as 
a virtue. The system can house high churchmen, low churchmen, evangelicals, 
sacramentalists, ceremonialists, traditionalists, and broad church thinkers, all while 



speaking of that diversity as though it were proof of spiritual richness. The ordinary 
observer sees a great cathedral with many chambers and assumes that such roominess 
must be a sign of generosity. But a broad tent can also mean that the walls are too weak to 
keep out confusion. It is possible for a house to be so committed to hosting everybody that 
it stops being a house with a clear voice. 

That breadth may be manageable for scholars and clergy who know how to qualify every 
sentence. It is not manageable for the average man in the pew. He hears one minister 
preach in a way that sounds thoroughly evangelical, another speak of the sacraments in a 
way that sounds almost Roman, and a third use language so guarded and nuanced that the 
plain force of the gospel is lost in a cloud of ecclesiastical courtesy. He is told these 
tensions are part of the richness of the tradition. He is told Anglicanism is a family that 
makes room for different emphases. Yet his soul is left to sort through competing ideas on 
baptism, assurance, priesthood, church authority, and the Supper. That is not discipleship. 
That is abandonment with stained glass. 

The Holy Ghost did not inspire the New Testament to leave believers suspended in a 
permanent atmosphere of unresolved ecclesiastical tension. The apostles wrote to 
establish, to warn, to correct, to settle, and to ground. They did not congratulate churches 
for their ability to preserve contradictory doctrinal instincts under one roof. They told Titus 
to speak the things which become sound doctrine. They told Timothy to hold fast the form 
of sound words. They told local assemblies to mark them which cause divisions contrary to 
the doctrine they had learned. That means doctrine has boundaries. And when a system 
becomes proud of its elasticity, the sheep will pay for it, because sheep do not need 
elasticity. They need a shepherd’s voice. 

4. Reverence Can Hide Instability 

Much of Anglicanism’s power lies in its atmosphere. That must be faced honestly. Human 
beings are not brains floating in jars. They are creatures moved by setting, cadence, sound, 
language, rhythm, and beauty. Anglicanism knows how to create an atmosphere of 
seriousness. The service communicates that something weighty is happening. The words 
are measured. The prayers feel inherited rather than improvised. The architecture often 
says, without speaking, that worship is not casual business. In an age of irreverence, that 
alone carries enormous persuasive force. A man may enter with all his guard up 
intellectually and find his heart disarmed by beauty before his discernment has even had 
time to engage. 

There is nothing wrong with beauty in worship. There is nothing wrong with reverence. There 
is nothing wrong with ordered prayer, grave language, and a sense that one has stepped out 



of the marketplace and into holy business. The problem comes when atmosphere begins 
to do theological work it has no right to do. A thing begins to feel true because it feels 
ancient. It begins to feel trustworthy because it feels solemn. Men assume doctrinal 
stability because the liturgical motion is stable. But a system can have stable forms and 
unstable doctrine. A man can kneel in the right place, recite the right prayer, and still 
remain deeply unclear about what saves a sinner, what constitutes new birth, what 
authority the church really has, and where final certainty rests. 

That is one reason why Anglican drift can be hard for many to recognize. It does not always 
appear as a jarring rupture. It often appears as a smooth mechanism still running 
beautifully. The machine sounds refined. The ceremonies are executed with dignity. The 
language is restrained. Nothing looks wild or lawless. Yet beneath that polish there may be 
a continual uncertainty about first principles. If the middle way leaves the believer unsure 
whether he is standing on Scripture alone or on Scripture as filtered through prayer book 
tradition, episcopal structure, and sacramental instinct, then the stability is partly 
theatrical. It is the stability of a set form that keeps moving while its theological center 
slowly shifts underfoot. 

5. The Problem of Institutional Peace 

Institutions love peace, even when peace must be purchased at the expense of clarity. That 
is not unique to Anglicanism, but Anglicanism has made an art form of preserving room for 
multiple parties through careful language, historic appeal, and liturgical cohesion. When 
you can keep men together through common forms, common prayers, and common 
symbols, you can postpone doctrinal reckoning for a long time. The institution survives. The 
structure continues. The public face appears calm. But if the peace is maintained by 
refusing to press disputed matters to their biblical conclusion, then the peace is a false 
peace. 

Jeremiah spoke of those who healed the hurt of the daughter of God’s people slightly, 
saying, Peace, peace; when there is no peace. That principle applies in the church as surely 
as it did in Israel. There is a kind of religious peace that is achieved by sanding down sharp 
truths until no one is too offended. The doctrine of justification is softened so it will not 
offend sacramental instincts. Church authority is phrased broadly so it can comfort both 
the man who wants biblical boundaries and the man who wants historical deference. The 
Lord’s Supper is spoken of in sufficiently rich and mysterious terms so that Protestants and 
Romanizers can both nod along. This is called wisdom, patience, and balance. But if the 
result is that plain biblical distinctions become harder to hear, then it is not wisdom. It is 
organized hesitation. 



The apostles were not institutional men in that sense. They were guardians of revealed 
truth. When peace required ambiguity, they chose conflict. When unity required 
surrendering clarity, they chose division. That is why modern churchmen often find 
apostolic language so embarrassing. The apostles were not trying to preserve large, 
dignified umbrellas under which multiple instincts could comfortably coexist. They were 
trying to keep the gospel uncorrupted. That is the dividing line. If institutional peace 
becomes more precious than doctrinal precision, drift is inevitable. It may take decades. It 
may wear vestments. It may quote fathers and councils. But it will come. 

6. Why the Moving Target Keeps Moving 

The title of this essay speaks of a middle way becoming a moving target, and that is 
precisely the trouble. A thing positioned between other things does not have a fixed center 
of its own unless it is anchored somewhere deeper than the surrounding debate. But 
Anglicanism often defines itself relationally. It is not Rome, but it is not merely Protestant. It 
is not sectarian, but it is not lawless. It is not radically confessional, but it is not indifferent. 
It is not evangelical in the revivalist sense, but it is not sacramental in the full Roman sense. 
The problem is that a system defined so heavily by what it is between will always be 
susceptible to movement as the things around it move. It has a comparative identity rather 
than a simply declared one. 

That means the middle way of one century is not the middle way of another. What counted 
as moderate yesterday may count as reactionary today. What was once treated as broad 
and generous may now be denounced as rigid. Because the center is partly maintained 
through institutional balancing, it must constantly be recalculated. New controversies 
arise. New moral revolutions sweep across society. New pressures from modernity, 
ecumenism, scholarship, and politics appear. If the system’s strength lies in being broad 
enough to hold tensions together, then the center must keep shifting to preserve that 
breadth. The moving target moves because it was never planted firmly enough in simple 
biblical finality to stop moving. 

The local believer often does not see this at first. He just senses that language he once 
trusted no longer means exactly what it used to mean. Words remain, but definitions slide. 
Creeds are recited, but confidence in them changes. Articles are honored, but their binding 
force softens. Prayer book language remains, but interpretive habits bend. The old forms 
continue giving the impression of permanence while the theological content carried 
through those forms is slowly renegotiated. That is one of the most subtle powers of drift. It 
does not always announce itself with new architecture. Sometimes it inherits the old 
building and rearranges the furniture while assuring everyone that nothing essential has 
changed. 



7. The Only Safe Ground 

At the end of the matter, the issue is not whether Anglicanism has beauty, history, learning, 
and occasional strengths. It plainly does. The issue is whether any church tradition that 
treats a middle position between rival systems as part of its genius can keep souls from 
confusion over the long haul. Scripture suggests otherwise. The Lord’s sheep are not 
ultimately preserved by historical elegance, liturgical inheritance, or ecclesiastical 
moderation. They are preserved by truth. “Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is 
truth.” The church is not called to be an exquisite balancing act. It is called to be the pillar 
and ground of the truth. The moment the balance becomes more celebrated than the truth 
being balanced, the church has begun to admire its own poise more than its own 
commission. 

That is why the only safe ground is not the middle way, but the written Word. Not Scripture 
plus the right atmosphere. Not Scripture interpreted through a tradition so broad that 
opposite conclusions can keep feeding at the same trough. Not Scripture honored formally 
while liturgy, ceremony, and institutional instinct quietly steer the conscience. The safe 
ground is the naked authority of what God said. That kind of ground will make a man look 
narrow at times. It will separate him from respectable ambiguities. It will force him to 
choose where institutions would rather he remain suspended. But that is precisely what 
truth does. It is a sword before it is ever a settlement. 

If a man must choose between a tradition that feels deep and a Bible that speaks plainly, 
he had better choose the Bible every time. If he must choose between ecclesiastical 
breadth and gospel clarity, he had better choose clarity every time. If he must choose 
between inherited beauty and revealed certainty, he had better choose certainty every 
time. That does not mean he must become crude, shallow, or anti-historical. It means he 
must never let those secondary goods sit where only the Word of God belongs. A moving 
target is no place for a soul to build a house. The house must be built on the Rock. 

Conclusion 

The reason this first essay matters so much is because everything else in the series grows 
out of it. If Anglicanism’s middle way were merely a harmless historical phrase, there would 
be no real need to press the matter. But it is far more than a phrase. It is a habit of mind. It is 
a theological instinct. It is an ecclesiastical strategy. It trains people to think that the safest 
place is somewhere between strong claims rather than squarely on the one claim God has 
made in His Book. That instinct does not remain confined to abstract discussions. It 
shapes how people think about salvation, sacraments, church order, moral truth, and even 



personal assurance. Once the soul becomes accustomed to reverent uncertainty, it may 
begin to mistake uncertainty itself for depth. 

There are many sincere people in Anglican circles. Some are there because they love Christ 
and want seriousness. Some are there because they are fleeing the nonsense of modern 
church culture. Some are there because they have inherited it. Some are there because the 
beauty of it all touched a hunger nothing else had addressed. This series is not written to 
mock those people. It is written because sincere souls can still be misled. The devil does 
not only work through vulgarity and obvious error. He also works through respectable 
confusion, through elegant ambiguity, through institutions that become proud of how many 
tensions they can preserve without ever resolving them by Scripture. A fog bank wrapped in 
cathedral music is still a fog bank. 

So the trumpet must sound clearly from the outset. The middle way becomes a moving 
target because it was never meant to bear the weight of final authority. Only the Word of 
God can do that. If a church tradition makes you hesitate where the Bible speaks, back 
away from that tradition. If it teaches you to admire balance more than certainty, distrust 
that admiration. If it offers you history and beauty at the price of doctrinal clarity, refuse the 
bargain. The soul does not need a moving target. It needs a fixed foundation. “For other 
foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus Christ.” And you will only know 
that Christ rightly, safely, and savingly as He is revealed in the words God gave. 

 

 

2 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – What Anglicanism Says It Is 

Introduction 

Before a man can expose drift, he ought to define the river. Before he can warn about 
movement, he ought to show what is moving. That is why this essay has to come early in 
the series. There is no profit in knocking down a straw man. There is no value in attacking a 
caricature. If Anglicanism is to be examined honestly, then Anglicanism must first be 
allowed to describe itself. And when it does, it does not usually describe itself in the blunt, 
narrow, easy categories that many systems prefer. Anglicanism has long spoken of itself as 
a church standing in historical continuity with the ancient church, shaped by the English 
Reformation, grounded in Holy Scripture, ordered by bishops, instructed by creeds, formed 
through liturgy, and guided by its historic formularies. It wants to say that it is not merely a 
reaction, not merely a sect, not merely a national experiment, and not merely a splinter 
body with a private interpretation of Christianity. It sees itself as old, rooted, ordered, and 
balanced. 



That is part of the reason so many people find it appealing. A great many believers are 
weary of churches that seem to have fallen out of the sky last Thursday. They are tired of 
improvisation masquerading as spirituality. They are tired of men preaching as though 
church history began with their podcast. They are tired of churches that seem suspicious of 
form, hostile to tradition, and frightened of theological depth. Then they encounter 
Anglicanism, and Anglicanism speaks in a different tone. It points to the creeds. It points to 
the Reformation. It points to the Book of Common Prayer. It points to the Thirty-Nine 
Articles. It points to bishops, ordination, catholicity, and continuity. It says, in effect, “We 
are not inventing Christianity; we are receiving it, preserving it, and handing it on.” That 
claim carries enormous persuasive force in a chaotic age, especially for men who know 
enough to be dissatisfied with shallow religion but have not yet learned that historic 
language can still cover unresolved contradictions. 

So this essay is not written to sneer at Anglican self-understanding. It is written to lay it out 
plainly. Anglicanism says it is reformed, but not merely Protestant. It says it is catholic, but 
not Roman. It says it is historic, but not rigidly confined to one confessional structure the 
way some other traditions are. It says it honors Scripture as supreme, yet speaks with 
affection and gravity of creeds, prayer book worship, episcopal order, and church tradition. 
And right there, in that very self-description, the seed of the problem begins to appear. The 
instability does not first arise because Anglicanism has no identity. The instability arises 
because its identity is partly built on being difficult to reduce to one thing. It is a tradition 
that often prides itself on being more than one simple label can contain. That may sound 
rich. It may even sound mature. But sometimes being hard to pin down is not a sign of 
fullness. Sometimes it is the first sign of doctrinal looseness waiting for the right century to 
exploit it. 

1. Anglicanism and the English Reformation 

If Anglicanism is going to define itself, it nearly always starts with the English Reformation. 
That is not surprising, because Anglicanism did not simply descend untouched from the 
apostles in the tidy way some romantic minds imagine. It took shape in the upheavals of 
England’s break with Rome, in a period where politics, monarchy, national identity, 
ecclesiastical order, and theology all pressed upon one another at once. That alone should 
already make a man cautious. Any church body that comes to self-conscious form in the 
middle of political and ecclesiastical realignment is going to bear marks of that process. It 
will not be a clean laboratory specimen. It will be a historical settlement with tensions built 
into its bones. 

Anglicanism, however, does not describe that Reformation merely as a rebellion against 
Rome. It presents it as a recovery, a purification, a reforming of the church in England 



according to Scripture while maintaining continuity with the historic church. That is a 
crucial point. Anglicanism does not want to be seen as inventing a new religion in the 
sixteenth century. It wants to say that the church in England was being reformed, not 
replaced. It wants to claim that it cast off Roman corruptions while keeping the deeper 
substance of catholic order and historic worship. This lets Anglicanism stand before the 
world and say, “We are Protestant in reform, but we are not sectarian in spirit. We are 
ancient, but we are not Roman. We are biblical, but we are not rootless.” 

That self-understanding explains a great deal about why Anglicanism is so attractive and so 
unstable at the same time. If a system was formed in part by reforming impulses and in part 
by continuity claims, then it will always be tempted to speak in two directions at once. It 
will want the moral authority of reform and the gravitas of antiquity. It will want the Bible-
language of Protestantism and the historical dignity of catholic order. It will want to say 
“back to Scripture” without sounding as though it cut itself loose from centuries of church 
life. And that is the tension that never stops following it. The Reformation gave Anglicanism 
a backbone, but the kind of Reformation out of which Anglicanism emerged also left it with 
a habit of balancing claims that do not always sit comfortably together. 

2. Anglicanism’s Claim to Be Part of the Historic Church 

Anglicanism does not speak of itself merely as a denomination among denominations. It 
often speaks as a branch of the historic church, part of the one, holy, catholic, and 
apostolic church confessed in the creeds. That language matters, because it shows the 
way Anglicanism wants to be perceived. It does not want to sound like a free church 
movement, a revivalist stream, or a loose evangelical association held together by 
temporary agreements. It wants to stand in visible continuity with the historic Christian 
past. It wants cathedrals, creeds, bishops, prayers, and sacramental life to testify that 
Christianity did not begin with modern individualism and private judgment. That instinct is 
one reason many people step toward Anglicanism after becoming sickened by the 
historical amnesia of modern church culture. 

Now there is something right in that instinct. Christianity is historical. The faith once 
delivered to the saints is not reinvented every generation. There were Christians before the 
latest conference speaker, before the latest internet preacher, and before the latest 
celebrity apologist found his microphone. The church has a history, and any body that 
treats history as irrelevant is already in trouble. But Anglicanism often goes beyond merely 
honoring history. It frames itself as a guardian of continuity, as though it holds together 
Scripture, ancient creeds, apostolic ministry, and historic worship in a way that is uniquely 
stable and balanced. That is where caution becomes necessary. A church can appeal to 



continuity so constantly that continuity begins to carry more emotional authority in the 
believer’s mind than scriptural clarity. 

The danger is subtle because the language is noble. Men hear talk of the historic church 
and assume they are stepping into something tested, something safe, something anchored 
against novelty. But a claim to historicity must always be judged by truth, not by tone. The 
Pharisees had continuity. Rome has continuity. The Eastern churches have continuity. 
Continuity alone proves nothing unless what continues is apostolic doctrine. The word 
“historic” is not a substitute for the word “biblical.” The church is not true because it is old. 
It is true when it submits to the Book God gave. If Anglicanism’s claim to belong to the 
historic church begins to function as a shield against biblical scrutiny, then history has 
ceased to be a servant and has become a lord. 

3. What Anglicanism Says About Scripture 

Anglicanism has often said some remarkably strong things about Scripture, and fairness 
requires that this be stated plainly. Historically, Anglican formularies speak of Holy 
Scripture as containing all things necessary to salvation. That is not a weak statement. That 
is a deeply important one. It sounds Protestant because it is Protestant in force. It says that 
what cannot be read in Scripture or proved from Scripture ought not to be required as an 
article of faith or necessary to salvation. There is real value in that. There is real light in that. 
If a man only heard those words, he might assume he was dealing with a system 
determined to keep Scripture not only honored in theory but supreme in practice. 

But the question is not whether Anglicanism can say strong things about Scripture. The 
question is whether those strong things operate cleanly in the rest of the system. And that 
is where matters become less tidy. Anglicanism surrounds the believer with Scripture, yes, 
but it also surrounds him with a thick atmosphere of inherited forms, authorized prayers, 
creedal recitations, ordained ministries, ceremonial habits, and ecclesiastical structures 
that do not merely accompany interpretation but often shape it. In theory the Bible remains 
final. In practice the churchly framework can become so influential that the average man 
does not really approach Scripture nakedly under God. He approaches it already clothed in 
a system’s instincts, emphases, and assumptions. That does not eliminate Scripture. It 
complicates how Scripture is heard. 

This is one of the reasons Anglicanism is hard to pin down. It can sound gloriously biblical 
when it states its formal principles, and yet the lived experience of Anglicanism can make 
the believer feel that Scripture is not operating alone but through a carefully managed 
inherited lens. That is not always stated bluntly. Often it is simply assumed. Men do not 
come out and say, “The church will tell you what the Bible can mean.” They say it more 



gracefully. They say Scripture is read in the life of the church, under the witness of the 
creeds, through the order of common prayer, with respect for the wisdom of the fathers, 
and under lawful pastoral oversight. That all sounds responsible until one asks whether 
Scripture is truly allowed to cut across the inherited structure when necessary. If not, then 
“Scripture supreme” becomes a noble statement floating above a complicated reality. 

4. The Place of the Creeds 

Anglicanism places tremendous value on the ancient creeds, and in one sense rightly so. 
The Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the Athanasian formulations are treasured as 
summaries of the Christian faith and witnesses to the church’s historic confession. In a 
religious age where many churches cannot even define the Trinity clearly, a body that still 
recites creeds publicly looks like a body with memory, spine, and doctrinal substance. 
There is something refreshing about hearing a church confess objective truth in common 
speech rather than living off whatever feelings happen to pass through the room on a given 
Sunday morning. 

The creeds, however, occupy a delicate place. In their best use, they summarize what 
Scripture teaches. They do not add to revelation; they witness to it. They are not a second 
Bible. They are not inspired. They are useful insofar as they echo the Word of God. 
Anglicanism often says exactly that in effect, and many Anglicans would insist that the 
creeds are received because they are agreeable to Scripture. But the very prominence of 
the creeds in Anglican life can create a subtle transfer of confidence in the minds of 
ordinary people. Instead of seeing the creeds as subordinate witnesses, they begin to feel 
like stabilizing pillars in their own right. The church’s public life is built around them. The 
rhythm of worship leans on them. Identity becomes tied to their recitation. 

There is danger there if the distinction is not guarded carefully. A creed can be a faithful 
summary and still become a practical substitute for searching the Scriptures. Men begin to 
think orthodoxy consists in recitation rather than revelation received in faith. They begin to 
feel safe because they stand in a creed-bearing tradition, while the harder issues of gospel 
clarity, assurance, sacramental confusion, and ecclesiastical authority remain only 
partially examined. In that sense, the creeds can contribute to Anglicanism’s aura of 
solidity while not resolving the deeper tensions in the system. The presence of the creeds 
says, “We are rooted.” It does not by itself answer whether the system built around them 
consistently lets the Bible govern every contested point. 

5. The Book of Common Prayer and the Power of Liturgy 

No honest description of Anglicanism can ignore the Book of Common Prayer. In many 
ways it is the beating cultural and devotional heart of the tradition. Anglicanism does not 



simply define itself by a list of doctrines on paper. It defines itself through prayer, through 
worship, through repeated forms, through the cadence of confession, absolution, 
thanksgiving, and petition. It is a prayed tradition as much as a taught one. The Prayer Book 
has shaped language, spirituality, devotion, memory, and public worship for generations. To 
many, it is one of the great treasures of Christian liturgical history. And whether a man 
agrees or disagrees with Anglicanism, he would have to be blind not to see the literary 
power and formative influence of that book. 

That is exactly why it must be discussed carefully. Liturgy is never neutral. Repeated prayer 
is never just repeated prayer. What a church teaches people to say, it teaches them to feel. 
What it teaches them to repeat, it teaches them to internalize. The Book of Common Prayer 
does not merely give structure to worship. It gives atmosphere to doctrine. It teaches what 
themes to dwell on, what language to use, what posture to take before God, what place the 
sacraments occupy, what sort of ministry seems normal, and what kind of church life feels 
proper. A man can be catechized by rhythm as surely as by a classroom. That is why the 
Prayer Book is so powerful. It is not just a manual. It is a spiritual climate. 

The question, then, is not whether the Prayer Book has dignity or beauty. It plainly does. The 
question is whether its power to shape conscience and instinct sometimes outruns biblical 
clarity. A beautifully ordered liturgy can make a mixed system feel more coherent than it 
really is. It can smooth over tensions that would feel jarring if stated in naked prose. Men 
can live inside the poetry of a tradition without realizing how much their theology is being 
carried by atmosphere rather than settled by Scripture. That is not an argument against all 
form. It is a warning that form can become a vehicle for ambiguity. A church can pray nobly 
and still leave the believer uncertain where final authority rests, how grace is received, and 
how sharply the line between sign and reality is meant to be drawn. 

6. Episcopal Polity and the Question of Order 

Anglicanism also describes itself through episcopal polity. It is a church of bishops, priests, 
and deacons, of ordered ministry, ordination, and ecclesiastical oversight. It does not 
present church life as a spiritual free-for-all where any man who feels enthusiastic may 
seize the pulpit and declare himself God’s messenger. In a day of religious anarchy, that 
ordered vision has obvious appeal. Many people are exhausted by churches where 
authority is either abusive at the top or absent altogether, where structures are improvised, 
and where ministry seems to rest on charisma rather than calling. Anglicanism offers 
visible order. It says ministry is received lawfully. It says the church is governed, not 
invented each week. 



Again, there is something right in resisting chaos. The New Testament does not endorse 
spiritual anarchy. Pastors, elders, teachers, discipline, doctrine, and order all matter. But 
Anglicanism does not merely say order matters. It places great significance on the 
episcopal structure itself and often presents that structure as part of continuity with the 
historic church. The office of bishop is not just functional in Anglican thought. It becomes 
symbolic, visible, and sometimes almost sacramental in its relation to unity, continuity, 
and governance. That gives Anglicanism one more layer of historical seriousness and one 
more reason people feel they are stepping into a church rather than a meeting. 

Yet here, too, the question has to be pressed. Does ordered ministry serve truth, or can 
truth begin to seem dependent on the order itself? The apostles did not teach that a chain 
of office could preserve the church apart from sound doctrine. They constantly placed the 
weight on the content of truth, the faith once delivered, the form of sound words, and the 
testing of teaching by revealed doctrine. Structure matters, but structure without doctrinal 
clarity becomes an impressive skeleton carrying a compromised body. Anglicanism often 
wants to say that episcopal polity reflects apostolic order without claiming the more 
inflated Roman doctrine of papal supremacy. That sounds modest, but even a modest 
sacralizing of structure can incline the believer to trust continuity of office more than 
continuity of truth. Once that happens, church order becomes something more than order. 
It becomes part of the emotional authority system that keeps Anglicanism difficult to 
challenge from the outside. 

7. The Thirty-Nine Articles and the Problem of Definition 

If Anglicanism had to point to one major doctrinal touchstone from its formative era, it 
would have to point to the Thirty-Nine Articles. These Articles are one of the clearest ways 
Anglicanism has tried to define itself theologically. They speak to Scripture, sin, 
justification, the church, sacraments, councils, ceremonies, and other major points of 
doctrine. In them one finds a distinctly reformed and Protestant thrust in many places. The 
Articles are not shy about affirming the sufficiency of Scripture, the fallibility of councils, 
and the limits of the church’s authority. They are among the strongest evidences that 
Anglicanism did not originally intend to drift into pure ceremonial vagueness. There is real 
doctrinal steel in them. 

And yet the very role of the Articles in Anglican life has often revealed the problem. They are 
honored, cited, and appealed to, but not always with the same force by all Anglicans. Some 
treat them as binding doctrinal standards. Others treat them as historical markers, 
important but not determinative in the way a narrower confession might be elsewhere. 
Others read them through prayer book tradition, through later developments, or through an 
elastic spirit that allows the old words to remain while the felt obligations of those words 



soften. So even here, where Anglicanism seems most definable, the old difficulty returns. It 
has a formulary, yes, but its culture has often resisted being reduced to that formulary 
alone. 

That is a crucial piece of the entire puzzle. The Articles show that Anglicanism can speak 
sharply. The later use of the Articles shows that Anglicanism often prefers not to be pinned 
down too sharply by its own sharpness. That tension is revealing. It means Anglicanism 
likes having a Protestant backbone available when needed, but it also likes preserving 
enough breadth that the backbone does not always govern every muscle and movement of 
the body. In practical terms, that leaves Anglicanism able to sound reformed in one 
context, catholic in another, evangelical in another, and broadly traditional in another, all 
while insisting that this flexibility is part of its genius. But a thing that can be stretched in 
every direction eventually raises the question whether anyone still knows where its center 
truly lies. 

Conclusion 

So what does Anglicanism say it is? It says it is a reformed catholic tradition shaped by the 
English Reformation, standing within the historic church, honoring Holy Scripture, 
cherishing the ancient creeds, worshiping through the Book of Common Prayer, 
maintaining episcopal order, and guided by the Thirty-Nine Articles and related formularies. 
It says it is not Rome, but not rootless Protestantism either. It says it is biblical, but not anti-
historical. It says it is historic, but not imprisoned by one narrow confessional mold. It says 
it is orderly, sacramental, liturgical, scriptural, and catholic all at once. On paper, that 
sounds like a very rich identity. 

But that richness is exactly where the instability begins. Each of those claims carries a 
certain gravity, and each can be defended in a sentence or paragraph. The trouble starts 
when they are all held together in lived practice without allowing one final principle to cut 
decisively through the others. Scripture is affirmed, but the tradition around Scripture is 
weighty. The Articles are honored, but not always with equal force. The creeds are recited, 
but their use can become more ecclesial than scriptural in the ordinary mind. The Prayer 
Book forms devotion, but can also carry atmosphere beyond clarity. Bishops preserve 
order, but can also add a layer of inherited authority that complicates plain biblical 
reckoning. Everything sounds substantial, but the very abundance of elements makes the 
system hard to define cleanly. 

That is why this essay had to come before the sharper blows in the series. A man must first 
understand the attraction and the self-description before he can see the drift. Anglicanism 
does not usually present itself as confusion. It presents itself as fullness. It does not 



advertise itself as uncertain. It advertises itself as balanced. It does not lead with 
contradiction. It leads with continuity. But a system can sound full because it has never 
fully resolved what ought to be settled by the Word of God. And a system can appear 
balanced because it has learned how to keep its tensions dressed in historical dignity. The 
next step, then, is not to deny that Anglicanism says meaningful and serious things about 
itself. The next step is to ask whether the very way it defines itself has sown the seeds of the 
drift now visible in its life. 

 

 

3 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The Problem with the Via Media 

Introduction 

One of the most celebrated ideas in Anglican self-understanding is the via media, the so-
called middle way. It is spoken of as though it were a mark of balance, sobriety, historical 
maturity, and theological good sense. To hear some tell it, Anglicanism escaped the 
excesses of Rome without falling into the supposed chaos of Protestant fragmentation. It 
kept reverence without superstition, order without tyranny, liturgy without idolatry, catholic 
memory without papal bondage, and reform without revolution. That sales pitch has drawn 
many sincere souls, especially in an age disgusted with shallow evangelical performance 
religion on one side and dead institutionalism on the other. Men hear “middle way” and 
imagine wisdom. They imagine a path that avoids fanaticism, a church that has learned 
how to keep its footing while others fell into ditches. It sounds noble. It sounds civilized. It 
sounds safe. 

But the question is not whether it sounds safe. The question is whether God ever told His 
people to locate truth by standing between two rival systems. Scripture never says the right 
position is halfway between Jerusalem and Samaria, halfway between Moses and Pharaoh, 
halfway between Elijah and the prophets of Baal, halfway between Christ and the 
Pharisees, or halfway between Paul and the Judaizers. Truth is not discovered by drawing a 
line between errors and setting up camp in the center. Truth is discovered by revelation. 
God speaks, and man believes or rebels. Once that basic principle is lost, “balance” 
becomes a substitute for obedience. Men begin to think spiritual maturity consists in never 
sounding too certain, never pushing a doctrine too sharply, and never allowing Scripture to 
drive them to a conclusion that might offend one side of the institutional coalition. 

That is where the via media becomes dangerous. It does not merely function as a 
descriptive label for a historical tradition. It becomes an instinct, a reflex, a habit of mind. It 
trains men to prefer tension over resolution, breadth over precision, atmosphere over 



clarity, and institutional peace over doctrinal finality. It makes indecision look gracious. It 
makes ambiguity look deep. It makes men think they are being wiser than the “extremists” 
when in fact they are simply refusing to let the Word of God settle what God already 
settled. The problem with the via media is not that it sounds moderate. The problem is that 
it can become a theological holding pattern, a suspended state where clear biblical 
distinctions are softened so that nobody has to press a question to its scriptural end. And 
that is not wisdom. That is a fog bank with good manners. 

1. Why the Middle Way Sounds So Attractive 

The via media sounds attractive because human beings are naturally suspicious of 
extremes. That suspicion is not always wrong. Some extremes are genuinely destructive. 
There is such a thing as wild fanaticism. There is such a thing as lawless subjectivism. 
There is such a thing as ritualistic superstition. There is such a thing as ecclesiastical 
tyranny. So when a tradition comes along saying, “We have found a wiser path between the 
ditches,” people listen. They especially listen when they have been bruised by the ditches 
themselves. A man burned by empty modern evangelicalism starts longing for gravity, form, 
and continuity. Another man suffocated by sacerdotal religion starts longing for the Bible, 
liberty, and direct access to Christ. Then Anglicanism steps forward and says, “You do not 
have to choose the harshness of one side or the excesses of the other. Here is a middle 
road.” Naturally, that sounds like relief. 

There is also a social and emotional appeal to moderation. It makes a man feel larger, 
calmer, and more cultured than the fellows still fighting over doctrine in plain terms. He can 
rise above the noise. He can speak of nuance, complexity, balance, and tension. He can 
avoid the embarrassment of simple assertions. In many religious settings, especially 
among educated or historically minded churchmen, certainty is treated as crude unless it 
comes wrapped in layers of qualification. The via media offers an elegant identity for 
people who want to feel they have escaped the roughness of controversy without having to 
renounce Christianity altogether. It gives them a way to sound serious without sounding 
sharp. 

But there is the trap. Something can be psychologically attractive and spiritually deadly at 
the same time. The very things that make the middle way feel mature can make it 
dangerous. It relieves pressure. It slows down decision. It postpones reckoning. It allows 
men to retain elements from opposite sides without fully surrendering to the biblical claims 
that would force a clean break with one or the other. In other words, it can become less a 
road of truth and more a protected zone of hesitation. A middle way is very comforting to 
the flesh because the flesh always prefers a manageable tension over a divine command 
that cuts straight through it. 



2. Truth Is Not Found Between Errors 

The most basic problem with the via media is simple: truth is not determined by arithmetic. 
If Rome says too much about church authority and some radical sect says too little, that 
does not mean the truth is mathematically halfway between them. If one group leans 
toward sacramental machinery and another leans toward disorder, that does not mean 
God is honored by splitting the difference. Divine truth is not a compromise formula. It is 
not produced by blending competing systems until they seem mutually tolerable. It comes 
from the mouth of God. The believer’s duty is not to calculate a midpoint. His duty is to 
hear and obey. 

All through Scripture, the Lord forces decisive contrasts. Cain and Abel do not represent 
two excesses needing mediation. One is accepted and one is rejected. Moses and Pharaoh 
are not two poles requiring a settlement. One speaks for God and the other resists Him. 
Elijah did not call Israel to develop a refined middle position between Baalism and the 
worship of Jehovah. He said, “How long halt ye between two opinions?” The very image is 
devastating to the via media instinct. Halting between two opinions is not wisdom. It is 
instability. It is hesitation at the point where obedience ought to be immediate. It is a limp 
in the soul. And that limp gets dressed up as maturity when men are more afraid of being 
“extreme” than they are of disobeying revelation. 

The same pattern holds in the New Testament. Paul did not congratulate the Galatians for 
trying to maintain peace between faith and works. He cursed the corruption of the gospel. 
He did not praise a broad middle path between Jewish ceremonial confidence and gospel 
liberty. He drew a sword and divided the matter. Christ did not congratulate the Pharisees 
for preserving ancient forms while keeping some orthodox language alive. He exposed 
them as blind guides. The biblical method is not, “How can we make opposite emphases 
coexist respectably?” The biblical method is, “What saith the Scripture?” Once that 
question is replaced by the question, “How much of both sides can we preserve?” the 
ground of authority has already shifted. 

3. The Via Media Between Rome and Protestantism 

The via media is often described historically as a position between Rome and the 
continental Reformation. Anglicanism wanted to say, in effect, “We are reformed, but not 
radically reformed; catholic, but not papal; ancient, but not enslaved to Roman 
corruption.” That sounds clever. It sounds like the church in England kept the best and 
discarded the worst. And in some respects, one can understand why that self-description 
took hold. The English Reformation did not unfold in exactly the same way as Geneva, 
Wittenberg, or Zurich. There were political realities, national realities, liturgical 



inheritances, and institutional continuities that made the whole thing more layered than a 
simple revolution. 

But once again, historical complexity does not automatically produce theological wisdom. 
Rome and Protestantism were not merely two exaggerated temperaments needing 
mediation. They were in collision over authority, justification, sacraments, priesthood, the 
Mass, merit, tradition, and the church’s power. Those are not secondary matters. Those are 
not decorative differences. Those are truths that strike at the nerve center of how a sinner 
comes to God and how the church speaks in His name. To say, then, that one’s genius lies 
in standing “between” those worlds is already suspicious. Between them where? On what 
issues? With what authority deciding which Roman element remains and which Protestant 
protest stands? Once you make “between-ness” part of your identity, you have not solved 
the conflict. You have institutionalized an unresolved posture toward it. 

That is why the via media can function like a permanent waiting room. Rome is rejected 
enough to preserve some Protestant conscience, but not so thoroughly in instinct and 
atmosphere that its habits lose all attraction. Protestantism is embraced enough to speak 
the language of Scripture and reform, but not so plainly that its sharper conclusions 
become governing. The result is a body that can keep looking both directions. It can use 
Protestant statements when challenged by Rome and use catholic tones when challenged 
by Protestants. That does not mean every Anglican does this consciously, but the structure 
itself permits it. And a structure built to permit that kind of two-sided appeal is not a 
structure likely to produce decisive clarity over time. 

4. The Middle Way Between Liturgy and Liberty 

The via media also gets sold as a middle road between liturgical formalism and 
unstructured liberty. On the one hand are the allegedly rigid and over-ceremonial 
traditions. On the other hand are the allegedly chaotic and formless churches that reduce 
worship to personal spontaneity and performance. Anglicanism then offers itself as the 
ideal synthesis: enough liturgy to preserve reverence, enough liberty to avoid superstition. 
Once more, that sounds very attractive, especially in a generation exhausted with shallow 
services that feel like concerts with a Bible verse attached. 

Now there is no question that many churches have disgraced themselves by treating the 
worship of God as a stage production. There is no virtue in sloppiness, flippancy, and self-
display. But the answer to abuse is not always a crafted midpoint. The answer is scriptural 
worship. The issue is not whether a service feels traditional enough or free enough. The 
issue is whether God is worshiped according to truth. A church can have exquisite liturgical 
order and still obscure the freeness of the gospel. It can have beautiful prayers and still 



place psychological or theological weight on forms that Scripture never intended to bear. 
The danger of the middle-way instinct is that it makes “not too formal” and “not too free” 
sound like the same thing as “biblical.” They are not the same thing. 

In practice, the via media in worship often becomes a way of preserving forms without ever 
fully resolving what those forms communicate. The liturgy remains weighty enough to 
create reverence and continuity, but broad enough to allow multiple doctrinal instincts to 
survive within it. Men can participate together while privately attaching different meanings 
to what is happening. One hears strong sacramental overtones, another hears only 
symbolism, and a third enjoys the atmosphere without asking too many questions. The 
church tells itself that this shared liturgical space is a mark of spiritual maturity. But when 
worship form becomes a common shelter for unresolved doctrinal contradictions, liberty 
and liturgy have not been reconciled. They have merely been placed in the same room and 
told to behave. 

5. The Via Media Between Sacramentalism and Evangelicalism 

This is where the problem becomes especially sharp. Anglicanism has long tried to 
preserve a place where strong sacramental language and evangelical language can coexist. 
It can speak warmly of grace, conversion, faith, and the centrality of Christ, while also 
maintaining inherited structures and liturgical formulations that seem to attribute profound 
spiritual significance to baptism, Eucharist, ordained ministry, and ecclesiastical life. For 
some people, this is the beauty of the tradition. They think it keeps evangelical fervor from 
becoming thin and keeps sacramental life from becoming mechanical. They think the 
middle way gives the church both heart and structure. 

But the gospel is not helped by sacramental ambiguity. A sinner does not need a system 
clever enough to speak of grace in two registers at once. He needs to know plainly how a 
holy God justifies the ungodly. He needs to know whether his confidence rests in Christ 
received by faith or in a churchly environment where grace is constantly mediated through 
sacred action, sacred office, and sacred rhythm. The via media makes this harder because 
it resists forcing a clean answer. It keeps sacramental language sufficiently rich to satisfy 
one party and evangelical language sufficiently clear to satisfy another. The result is not 
synthesis. It is overlap without resolution. 

That overlap has real pastoral consequences. Men begin to live in a church where they hear 
about saving grace but also absorb an atmosphere in which grace seems tethered to 
ordained channels, baptismal identity, Eucharistic presence, and ecclesiastical belonging. 
Their assurance becomes blurred. Their understanding of conversion becomes hazy. Their 
instinct is not simply to flee to Christ by faith, but to remain under the church’s system of 



holy things. This is precisely what the middle-way instinct does at its worst. It keeps people 
from pressing a question to its biblical conclusion because the institution itself has made a 
home out of not fully concluding it. 

6. Institutional Peace at the Expense of Doctrinal Clarity 

One reason the via media survives is that institutions love it. It allows a body to preserve 
internal peace without demanding that every contested issue be settled with apostolic 
sharpness. If a church tradition can say, “We make room for different emphases,” it can 
retain more parties under one roof. That means more continuity, more stability, more public 
dignity, more historical prestige. The system keeps moving. Its liturgy continues. Its offices 
remain occupied. Its inherited machinery stays intact. Meanwhile, doctrinal tensions are 
managed rather than resolved. Everybody is asked to speak charitably, use inherited 
language, and respect the tradition’s breadth. The price of staying in the room is often 
refusing to push the issue too far. 

That may sound charitable, but it is often just organized indecision. Peace is a good thing 
only when it rests on truth. “First pure, then peaceable.” That order matters. The wisdom 
from above is not peaceable first and pure later if possible. It is pure first. Once purity is 
subordinated to institutional calm, the church begins to call fog “maturity.” Men become 
proud of how long they can preserve a coalition of conflicting instincts. They say this 
breadth reflects the generosity of the Spirit. In reality it may reflect the cowardice of men 
unwilling to let Scripture drive them to a clean conclusion that would disrupt the 
arrangement. 

The New Testament church was not built on that sort of peace. Paul tore through false 
mixtures with shocking force. John drew hard lines between truth and error. Jude did not tell 
believers to celebrate the church’s capacity to contain different soteriologies under one 
roof. He told them to contend earnestly for the faith once delivered. The apostolic instinct 
is always sharper than the via media instinct because the apostles were not maintaining an 
ecclesiastical settlement. They were guarding a revealed gospel. The church does not exist 
to prove how much ambiguity it can absorb while remaining socially intact. It exists to be 
the pillar and ground of the truth. 

7. The Via Media as a Habit of Soul 

By the time the via media has shaped a man long enough, it becomes more than a doctrine 
of church identity. It becomes a habit of soul. He starts instinctively distrusting finality. He 
feels uneasy around plain biblical assertions if they seem too stark, too dividing, too 
unqualified. He grows comfortable living in tension. He mistakes suspension for depth. He 
assumes the best answer is probably the answer that leaves the most room for all the 



respectable parties to keep recognizing themselves in the tradition. Even when Scripture 
begins to press him toward clarity, he hesitates, because the middle-way instinct has 
taught him to fear decisive language more than unresolved confusion. 

That habit affects everything. It affects how he reads the Bible. It affects how he thinks 
about conversion, baptism, assurance, church government, the Lord’s Supper, and moral 
issues. Instead of asking, “What must I believe because God has spoken?” he begins to 
ask, “How have wise churchmen held these tensions together over time?” Instead of letting 
the written Word cut him free from inherited complexity, he keeps returning complexity to 
the throne. The result is a subtle bondage. He is not necessarily denying Scripture. He is 
simply never letting Scripture finish its work. The Word begins to expose a contradiction, 
and the via media steps in to soften the blow. 

That is why the problem with the via media is deeper than historical formulation. It trains 
the conscience to live in a padded room. It keeps the believer from the sort of sharp, 
cleansing, uncomfortable clarity that produces conviction and obedience. It is a 
theological waiting room where men can remain respectable while avoiding the full 
consequences of biblical truth. And sooner or later, a soul must decide whether it will live 
there forever or step out into the daylight. The middle way may feel safer than the 
battlefield, but if the battlefield is where God’s truth is being fought over, then refusing to 
step onto it is not peace. It is retreat. 

Conclusion 

The famous Anglican via media has long been praised as though it were proof of balance, 
restraint, and wisdom. But when you hold it up to the light of Scripture, its brilliance fades 
quickly. Truth is not found by standing halfway between Rome and Geneva. It is not found 
halfway between liturgy and liberty. It is not found halfway between sacramentalism and 
evangelicalism. It is not found by institutional compromise, inherited nuance, or carefully 
crafted tension. It is found where God put it: in the words He breathed. The church’s duty is 
not to admire the midpoint. The church’s duty is to obey the Book. 

That does not mean every person drawn to the via media is dishonest. Many are simply 
weary of obvious errors and hungry for depth. They have seen the wreckage of modern 
church foolishness and gone looking for something more rooted. In many cases, that 
longing is understandable. But understandable longings can still lead a soul into a fog. A 
man can flee the shallowness of one ditch and end up in a beautifully landscaped marsh. 
The danger of the middle way is that it offers relief without resolution. It offers atmosphere 
without finality. It offers shelter from crude extremes while quietly keeping people from the 
plainness of biblical conclusions. 



So the issue must be stated plainly. The via media is not spiritual wisdom when it becomes 
a refuge for doctrinal indecision. It is not maturity when it teaches men to prize tension over 
truth. It is not depth when it keeps the church from pressing questions to their scriptural 
end. At that point it is not a road at all. It is a holding pattern. And souls were not made to 
live forever in holding patterns. They were made to stand on a Rock. If the middle way keeps 
a believer from saying a full yes to what God said and a full no to what God rejected, then 
the middle way is not helping him. It is hindering him. And anything that hinders the soul 
from the full clarity of the Word of God is not a path to safety. It is drift. 

 

 

4 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Scripture Is Supreme, but Is It Really? 

Introduction 

One of the strongest things Anglicanism has historically said about itself is also one of the 
most biblical things it has ever said: that Holy Scripture contains all things necessary to 
salvation, and that nothing may be required as necessary to salvation unless it can be read 
in Scripture or proved from Scripture. Now that is not some weak little statement tucked 
away in the margin. That is a thunderclap. That is language with backbone. That is language 
that sounds like the Reformation, sounds like conviction, sounds like men who still feared 
God more than councils, customs, and religious machinery. When a man first hears that 
claim, especially if he has come out of Rome or out of some tradition-heavy environment, 
he breathes a sigh of relief. He thinks, “Good. The Bible still has the final say here. Good. 
They have not put tradition above revelation. Good. They have not made the church the 
master of the Book.” On paper, that claim sounds wonderfully Protestant, wonderfully 
biblical, and wonderfully clean. 

And fairness demands that we admit that plainly. Anglicanism has not always spoken like a 
body hostile to Scripture. In fact, one of the reasons it has drawn so many serious-minded 
people is because it has used strong language about Scripture’s sufficiency, Scripture’s 
authority, and Scripture’s role in governing what must be believed. That matters. It matters 
because we are not dealing with a system that says up front, “The Bible is not enough.” No, 
the danger is more subtle than that. The danger is not usually that Anglicanism openly 
denies Scripture’s supremacy. The danger is that it often surrounds Scripture with so many 
layers of tradition, liturgy, historic usage, episcopal oversight, inherited prayers, ceremonial 
assumptions, and formularies that the average believer does not really experience 
Scripture as functionally supreme. He hears that the Bible is final, but then he lives in a 
system that constantly tells him how to hear the Bible, where to hear the Bible, through 



what atmosphere to hear the Bible, and what range of conclusions are respectable within 
the house. 

That is where the real question begins to bite. If Scripture is truly final, why does the system 
so often leave men leaning on forms to tell them what Scripture means? If Scripture is truly 
sufficient, why does the churchly environment feel so thick with inherited interpretive 
controls? If the Bible is the supreme standard, why does the ordinary man so often feel that 
he cannot simply open the Book and let it speak without first running into the Prayer Book, 
the Articles, the Creeds, the bishops, the fathers, the liturgical tradition, and the 
accumulated dignity of Anglican continuity? This essay is not attacking the idea that 
Scripture is supreme. It is pressing the more uncomfortable question: in Anglican practice, 
is Scripture supreme in reality, or is it supreme in principle while tradition quietly governs 
the atmosphere in which Scripture is allowed to speak? 

1. The Beauty of the Claim 

Let it be said without hesitation: the Anglican claim about Scripture is a beautiful claim. 
Any church body that says nothing is to be required as necessary to salvation unless it can 
be proved from Scripture is saying something profoundly important. That statement sets a 
boundary. It refuses to let councils, customs, teachers, or institutions invent saving 
necessities beyond what God revealed. It says the church is not free to manufacture its 
own gospel package. It says the conscience cannot be bound by pious inventions, 
historical preferences, or the accumulated prestige of ecclesiastical habit. That is a 
precious thing to say in any age, and especially in a religious world where men are always 
tempted to smuggle extra burdens into the way of salvation. 

That is one reason why many believers, especially those with some doctrinal discernment, 
find Anglicanism initially attractive. They hear that strong statement about Scripture, and it 
disarms suspicion. It sounds like a promise that the Bible remains the final court of appeal. 
It sounds like the church is saying, “We respect history, we use liturgy, we honor the creeds, 
but when all is said and done, the Word of God rules.” Now if that principle were not only 
stated but consistently practiced in a clean, rigorous, uncompromising way, many of the 
later problems would lose their force. But that is exactly where the tension comes in. The 
beauty of the claim stands in contrast with the complexity of the practice. 

A statement can be glorious and still be undermined by the environment in which it is 
placed. A church can recite a principle and then build a culture around that principle which 
keeps the principle from ever operating with full naked force. A man can say, “The Bible is 
supreme,” and then construct such a dense world of inherited assumptions around the 
Bible that ordinary believers are never quite sure whether the Bible is speaking freely or 



being escorted every step of the way by the church’s preferred tone, structure, and 
interpretive boundaries. So yes, the claim is beautiful. That is part of the tragedy. The 
greater the claim, the more serious the disappointment when the practical reality begins to 
soften it. 

2. Scripture in Principle, Tradition in Atmosphere 

Here is where the problem gets real. There is a difference between what a system says 
doctrinally on paper and what that system teaches people to feel instinctively in practice. 
On paper, Anglicanism can make very strong statements about Scripture’s authority. In 
atmosphere, however, it often trains the believer to live inside a web of inherited forms that 
quietly govern how Scripture is heard. The church calendar, the Prayer Book, the rhythm of 
the liturgy, the use of the creeds, the tone of the clergy, the appeal to the fathers, the dignity 
of episcopal order, the weight of historic continuity, all of these things may not formally 
outrank Scripture, but they can form the climate in which Scripture is interpreted. And 
climate is powerful. Climate can do theological work while pretending merely to provide 
context. 

The ordinary man in the pew does not live in abstract doctrinal propositions. He lives in a 
worshiping community. He lives under habits. He lives under repeated phrases, repeated 
gestures, repeated assumptions, repeated emphases, repeated reverences. He may hear 
that Scripture is supreme, but if every step of church life subtly teaches him that the safe, 
respectable, spiritually mature way to read Scripture is through the settled instincts of the 
tradition, then tradition has already become an interpretive governor whether anyone 
admits it or not. He is unlikely to approach the Bible with the boldness of a Berean if the 
whole environment suggests that historical Anglican instincts must always cushion the 
blow of any sharp conclusion he might draw. 

That is how tradition often rules without announcing itself as ruler. It does not need to say, 
“I am above Scripture.” It simply arranges the room in such a way that Scripture rarely gets 
to speak without an escort. It sits nearby as an adviser, a guide, a stabilizer, a tone-setter, a 
protector against extremism. And because all of this is wrapped in reverence, history, and 
cultured theological language, the believer may not even notice that his confidence is 
being trained less by the plain force of the biblical text and more by the boundaries of the 
Anglican atmosphere. Scripture in principle can remain untouched while Scripture in 
practice is domesticated. 

3. The Problem of Interpretive Controls 

Every tradition has interpretive habits, and no reader comes to the Bible as a blank sheet of 
paper. That is obvious. But there is a difference between acknowledging that people read 



with lenses and building a churchly system that continually reinforces certain lenses while 
still insisting the text itself is supreme. In Anglicanism, those lenses often include the 
historic formularies, the Prayer Book, the creeds, the fathers, episcopal order, and the 
instinct of continuity with the broader catholic tradition. Again, these are not always 
presented as authorities rivaling Scripture. Often they are presented as helps. But “helps” 
can become controls if they narrow what the text is allowed to mean before the believer 
even realizes the narrowing is taking place. 

Suppose a man reads the New Testament and starts asking plain questions. What is 
baptism? What saves a sinner? What is the Lord’s Supper? What is a bishop? What 
authority does the church have? What belongs to all believers, and what belongs to 
ordained office? If Scripture is truly final, then those questions must be allowed to run 
wherever the text takes them. But in practice, Anglicanism often provides enough inherited 
answers in tone, structure, and devotional life that the believer feels pressure not to ask too 
bluntly or conclude too quickly. He is taught to move carefully, historically, reverently, 
communally. That sounds responsible until one realizes that these “responsible” filters can 
become a mechanism for preventing Scripture from cutting as directly as it otherwise 
would. 

That is one of the deepest dangers of interpretive control. It rarely feels like censorship. It 
feels like maturity. It feels like balance. It feels like respect for the wisdom of the church. A 
man who simply reads the text and draws a hard line may be made to feel crude, sectarian, 
or ahistorical. The system does not have to forbid biblical clarity. It only has to stigmatize 
the kind of reading that reaches it too quickly. Once that happens, Scripture’s supremacy 
remains verbally honored, but actual interpretive power has already shifted. The Bible is 
still quoted. It is still read. It is still preached. But it is not always allowed to land with full 
unmediated force. 

4. The Prayer Book as a Quiet Teacher 

The Book of Common Prayer is not merely a resource for worship. It is one of the most 
powerful shaping instruments in Anglican life. It forms vocabulary, posture, expectation, 
emotion, and doctrinal instinct. Through repeated use, it teaches believers how to pray, 
how to confess, how to think about the church year, how to approach the sacraments, how 
to hear absolution, how to structure public devotion, and how to inhabit the church’s life. In 
that sense, the Prayer Book is a catechist disguised as a companion. It is teaching all the 
time. And because it teaches by rhythm and repetition as much as by proposition, its 
influence sinks deep. 



Now that influence can be beautiful and profound in certain respects. No one needs to 
deny the literary quality, devotional gravity, or historical reach of the Prayer Book tradition. 
But that same strength is what makes it so potent as an interpretive atmosphere. A believer 
may be told that Scripture is supreme, while at the same time his inner religious world is 
being shaped every week by forms that carry assumptions about ministry, sacrament, 
absolution, church order, and liturgical continuity. Over time, the Prayer Book does not 
merely help him worship. It teaches him what kind of Christian world feels normal. And 
what feels normal exerts tremendous pressure on how Scripture is heard. 

That means the Prayer Book can function as a quiet teacher sitting beside the Bible. Not an 
open rival. Something more subtle. It can make certain biblical readings feel natural and 
other readings feel alien or vulgar. It can give sacramental language a felt plausibility even 
where a plain biblical reading might raise harder questions. It can make the believer less 
likely to challenge inherited assumptions because those assumptions are no longer merely 
arguments to him. They are home. That is one reason the question in this essay is so 
necessary. If Scripture is truly final, then no devotional environment, however beautiful, 
must be allowed to become a soft authority that shapes the believer more deeply than the 
naked words of God. 

5. Bishops, Tradition, and the Psychology of Deference 

One of the ways Anglicanism reinforces the sense of order and continuity is through 
episcopal structure. Bishops, lawful ordination, apostolic continuity language, and the 
visible machinery of church order create an atmosphere in which authority feels embodied, 
historical, and stable. To many weary believers, that is deeply attractive. They are tired of 
self-appointed ministers, entrepreneurial pastors, and churches built on charisma instead 
of calling. Anglican order seems to offer a protection against individualistic chaos. And 
again, the desire for order is not wrong. The problem comes when order begins to generate 
a psychology of deference that makes ordinary believers less likely to let Scripture confront 
the inherited system. 

A man may tell himself that he believes the Bible is the final authority, but if he has been 
trained to regard historic office, episcopal continuity, and ecclesiastical dignity with a kind 
of holy caution, he may hesitate to press biblical questions too far. He may start to assume 
that whatever looks this settled, this ancient, and this ceremonially weighty must surely 
have strong biblical warrant even before he has examined it carefully. The authority of the 
structure begins to do work in his conscience before the authority of the text has fully been 
tested. He does not exactly say, “The bishops decide what is true.” He simply grows 
reluctant to entertain conclusions that would put him at odds with the inherited authority 
system. 



That is a powerful force, and it operates mostly below the surface. The clergy do not need to 
command submission in crude terms for this to happen. The combination of office, tone, 
continuity, and ceremonial legitimacy already creates the effect. The believer begins to 
read Scripture not as a member of the priesthood of all believers standing immediately 
before God’s Word, but as a respectful inhabitant of a carefully ordered house in which 
challenging the settled arrangements feels almost indecent. That is why Scripture can 
remain officially supreme while practically losing ground. Deference to structure does not 
have to be announced as a doctrinal principle to become a working reality in the soul. 

6. Formularies: Guardrails or Functional Authorities? 

Anglicanism has formularies. It has Articles, catechisms, prayer books, and historic 
standards. In one sense, that can be seen as a strength. Better to have some doctrinal 
memory than none at all. Better to preserve serious statements about Scripture, sin, 
salvation, the church, and the sacraments than to let every congregation invent Christianity 
from scratch. But here again, the question is not whether formularies exist. The question is 
how they function. Do they merely witness to Scripture and submit to Scripture, or do they 
begin to operate as the practical means by which the believer learns what Scripture may 
safely be taken to mean inside the tradition? 

That distinction matters because a form can be formally subordinate and practically 
decisive at the same time. A man may say, “Of course the Articles are under Scripture,” 
while still living in such a way that the Articles and the wider Anglican interpretive tradition 
become the real boundaries of acceptable reading. In that case, the form is not simply a 
servant of Scripture. It becomes the house rule that tells the believer where he may walk 
without embarrassment. This is especially potent when a system simultaneously wants to 
honor its formularies and preserve enough breadth not to be pinned down too tightly by 
them. The result is a strange combination: the formularies are present enough to shape the 
atmosphere, but often elastic enough that opposing instincts can still survive under them. 

That is one reason Anglicanism can be so difficult to deal with. It has enough confessional 
structure to sound definite and enough practical breadth to remain slippery. The 
formularies can be invoked when the tradition wants to sound Protestant and historical, 
then softened in tone or emphasis when the tradition wants to preserve broader 
sacramental or catholic instincts. So the ordinary believer is left living under forms that 
both guide and blur. He senses that the tradition has standards, yet he also senses that 
those standards do not always land with the same force on every issue. That does not 
create clarity. It creates a managed atmosphere in which Scripture’s finality is always 
affirmed, yet often never permitted to sweep the room clean. 



7. If Scripture Is Final, Let It Be Final 

At some point the polite evasions have to stop. If Scripture is final, let it be final. Let it 
speak where it speaks. Let it rebuke what it rebukes. Let it define what it defines. Let it cut 
through tradition when tradition clouds the matter. Let it expose ceremony when ceremony 
pretends to carry weight God never gave it. Let it humble bishops, liturgies, prayer books, 
Articles, fathers, customs, and devotional instincts alike. If the Bible truly contains all 
things necessary to salvation, then no man, no church, and no tradition has the right to 
wrap the believer in so many inherited interpretive cushions that the plain force of the text 
is continually softened. 

This is the issue. Not whether Anglicanism says noble things about Scripture. It does. Not 
whether Anglicans read Scripture publicly. They do. Not whether the tradition contains 
genuine biblical truth in many places. It certainly does. The issue is whether the system 
actually trains people to live under the naked authority of the Word or under the authority of 
the Word as safely housed within an Anglican ecosystem that quietly pre-decides tone, 
range, and respectability. Those are not the same thing. A church can honor the Bible the 
way a museum honors a sword: beautifully displayed, carefully preserved, solemnly 
admired, and never allowed to swing too freely in the room. 

If Scripture is final, then it must be allowed to make people uncomfortable. It must be 
allowed to embarrass cherished forms. It must be allowed to overturn beloved 
assumptions. It must be allowed to force a choice where institutions would rather maintain 
a tension. It must be allowed to separate what tradition blended, simplify what history 
complicated, and expose what liturgical beauty helped hide. That is what Scripture does 
when it is really final. And if a system consistently leaves men feeling that they need its 
forms, its climate, and its inherited boundaries to know what Scripture may mean, then 
Scripture may be supreme in slogan while something else has become supreme in 
operation. 

Conclusion 

This essay does not deny the Anglican claim that Scripture contains all things necessary for 
salvation. It acknowledges the strength and beauty of that claim, and it does so gladly. That 
statement is one of the healthiest things Anglicanism ever said. But the whole point of this 
chapter has been to ask whether the practice of Anglicanism consistently matches the 
force of its principle. And that is where the trouble lies. Scripture may be honored with the 
lips while tradition, liturgy, episcopal order, inherited usage, and formularies quietly shape 
the actual doctrinal atmosphere in which Scripture is heard. The result is not open 



rebellion against the Bible. It is something more subtle and therefore more dangerous: 
verbal submission with practical domestication. 

Many sincere souls never notice this at first because the system appears so reverent, so 
historical, and so serious. They are told the Bible is final, and they believe it. But then they 
begin to live in an environment where the Bible is never quite encountered alone. It is 
always encountered in the church’s atmosphere, through the tradition’s cadence, inside 
the inherited structures of Anglican respectability. Over time, their confidence may shift. 
They still say Scripture is supreme, but they begin to feel that the church’s forms are 
necessary to keep Scripture from being mishandled. That instinct sounds humble, yet it 
can easily become the means by which the believer stops expecting the Word of God to 
stand in judgment over the very system that taught him how to use it. 

So the question must remain sharp: Scripture is supreme, but is it really? If it is, then let it 
speak above every prayer book, every bishop, every formulary, every inherited ceremony, 
every historical prestige, and every ecclesiastical instinct. Let it say the last word. Let it 
mean what it says without asking permission from the tradition’s atmosphere. Let it govern 
the conscience directly. Anything less is a compromise dressed in reverence. And any 
church that teaches the supremacy of Scripture while quietly training men to lean on its 
own forms to interpret Scripture is already drifting, no matter how beautiful the language 
sounds on the page. 

 

 

5 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The Thirty-Nine Articles and the Forgotten 
Protestant Backbone 

Introduction 

If a man wants to understand one of the great tensions inside Anglicanism, he has to spend 
time with the Thirty-Nine Articles. He cannot just listen to the mood of later Anglicanism. 
He cannot just watch the liturgy, admire the architecture, or hear the soothing language 
about balance, comprehensiveness, and historic continuity. He has to go back and look at 
what the Articles actually say. And when he does, he finds something that many modern 
Anglicans seem rather uneasy around: a far stronger Protestant backbone than the later 
atmosphere of Anglicanism would lead you to expect. Those Articles are not the product of 
men trying to preserve a fog. They were forged in a climate where biblical authority, 
doctrinal correction, and the rejection of Roman corruption were not treated as 
embarrassing relics of a younger, rougher age. They were written by men who still believed 



that truth has hard edges, that Scripture can judge the church, and that historical 
continuity means nothing if the church has wandered from the written Word. 

Now that does not mean the Articles solve every Anglican problem by themselves. They do 
not. They are not an exhaustive confession in the same way some other Protestant bodies 
later produced. They do not answer every theological question a reader might raise. They 
leave room for later disputes and later evasions. But that is not the point of this essay. The 
point is that when you read them honestly, you find that some of the strongest correctives 
to Anglican drift were sitting inside historic Anglicanism from the start. The Articles speak 
with far more clarity on the sufficiency of Scripture, the fallibility of councils, justification by 
faith, the limits of ceremonial authority, and the rejection of unscriptural doctrine than 
many modern Anglican presentations seem comfortable letting them do. In other words, 
some of the very bones that could have kept Anglicanism standing straight were there all 
along. 

And that is what makes the whole thing so tragic. The Protestant bones were present, but 
they were never allowed to govern the body as fully as they should have. Later Anglican 
moods often preferred breadth to sharpness, atmosphere to definition, continuity to 
correction, and reverence to reckoning. The Articles remained in the furniture. They were 
honored as historic standards, cited when convenient, admired at a distance, and often 
softened in practical force by the broader culture of Anglican comprehensiveness. So this 
essay becomes a key bridge in the series. It shows that Anglican drift did not happen 
because Anglicanism had no Protestant witness in its roots. It drifted partly because it 
refused to let that witness rule decisively enough over everything else that grew up around 
it. The backbone was there. The will to use it consistently was not. 

1. The Articles Still Speak More Sharply Than the Mood 

One of the first things a man notices when he reads the Thirty-Nine Articles with open eyes 
is that the tone is much sharper than the later Anglican mood many people have come to 
associate with the tradition. Modern Anglicanism, at least in much of its public 
presentation, often sounds careful, balanced, broad, and deliberately hard to pin down. It 
prefers the language of nuance, historical depth, comprehensiveness, and measured 
continuity. The Articles, by contrast, sound like men who believed there are things the 
church must say plainly. They do not read like a document composed to keep all 
respectable parties comfortable forever. They read like a Reformation-era statement that 
still believes the written Word of God has the right to overrule cherished customs, 
ecclesiastical habits, and doctrinal innovations. 



That alone matters because it explodes one of the myths often surrounding Anglican 
identity. The myth says Anglicanism has always essentially been a carefully managed 
middle space where nothing too Protestant or too anti-Roman should ever be said with 
excessive force. The Articles ruin that myth. They do not sound like men flirting with Rome 
while asking Geneva not to take offense. They sound like men convinced that Scripture 
must set the boundaries, that the church may err, and that doctrine not grounded in the 
written Word is not to be imposed as necessary to salvation. That is not the voice of 
theological fog. That is the voice of a body that still remembers what happens when the 
church starts acting as though its traditions are untouchable. 

And that is why later Anglicanism has often seemed more comfortable revering the Articles 
historically than obeying them doctrinally. The Articles are too direct for a system that 
wants to preserve a broad tent without continual doctrinal confrontation. They are too 
Protestant in nerve, too reformational in instinct, and too willing to let Scripture expose the 
church itself. So rather than denying them outright, later Anglican moods often learned to 
leave them standing in the room while politely reducing their practical authority. They 
became part of the heritage rather than the governing blade. The sharpened steel remained 
on the wall, but the house learned not to swing it very often. 

2. The Sufficiency of Scripture in the Articles 

If you want to know whether the Articles contain a real Protestant backbone, one of the 
clearest places to start is with their doctrine of Scripture. The statement that Holy Scripture 
contains all things necessary to salvation is not a decorative phrase. It is a declaration of 
war against every churchly instinct that wants to bind the conscience with religious 
requirements God did not reveal. It says that if a doctrine cannot be read in Scripture or 
proved from Scripture, it is not to be demanded as an article of faith or treated as 
necessary for salvation. That is not merely anti-Roman in one limited historical sense. It is 
anti-tyranny in every age. It puts the church under the Book and does not allow the church 
to sit above it wearing the clothes of piety. 

Now let that sink in. That statement means the church has no right to create spiritual 
necessities beyond revelation. It means no council, bishop, liturgy, custom, ceremony, or 
devotional atmosphere may bind the believer’s conscience where God has not bound it. It 
means the church is a witness and keeper of Holy Writ, not the author of saving truth. That 
is exactly the sort of principle that could have guarded Anglicanism from later drift if it had 
been pressed consistently and fearlessly. If later Anglican practice had always let that 
principle govern everything else, many of the ambiguities surrounding sacramental 
language, ceremonial weight, ecclesiastical authority, and inherited tradition would have 
been forced into far clearer relation to Scripture. 



But that is exactly what so often did not happen. The Articles said Scripture was sufficient, 
while later Anglican culture often made tradition, liturgical atmosphere, and inherited 
structures feel practically necessary for the believer to understand how Scripture should 
be heard. And there lies the tension. The doctrine was there. The principle was strong. The 
corrective existed. But the body did not always live with the sort of plain Protestant 
confidence that would let that principle cut through every layer of accumulated ambiguity. 
So the Protestant backbone remained present in theory while the broader Anglican 
organism learned to move more softly around it. 

3. The Articles on Councils and Church Authority 

Another major proof of the Protestant backbone in the Articles is their handling of church 
authority and councils. The Articles do not present the church as an infallible mother 
whose pronouncements settle doctrine by virtue of office. They do not flatter councils as 
though old assemblies become incapable of error simply because they are old or solemn 
or numerically impressive. Instead, the Articles acknowledge that councils may err, and 
have erred, even in matters pertaining unto God. That is devastating to every form of 
churchmanship that wants to make antiquity itself function as a substitute for biblical 
proof. It says, in plain effect, that councils are not the final court. Scripture is. 

That point has immense importance because once a church starts treating its collective 
historical machinery as practically beyond correction, drift becomes inevitable. A church 
may keep its forms, its offices, its continuity, and its prestige while slowly wandering from 
the Word. The Articles know that. They do not assume that age guarantees truth. They do 
not assume that ecclesiastical process sanctifies every conclusion. They place the whole 
weight back on revelation. If councils ordain something as necessary to salvation, such a 
thing has no true authority unless it can be shown to be taken out of Holy Scripture. That is 
a magnificent check on clerical arrogance and institutional overreach. 

And yet how often has later Anglicanism truly lived in the full force of that principle? In 
public language, yes, the church may admit that councils are fallible. But in atmosphere, in 
tone, in historic deference, in the appeal to continuity, fathers, bishops, and inherited 
usage, the ordinary believer may still be made to feel that historic consensus carries a kind 
of holy gravity that few dare press against with sharp biblical challenge. So here again the 
Articles provide the corrective, but the wider Anglican mood often softens its effect. The 
church confesses the fallibility of councils in proposition while often behaving as though 
settled historical patterns deserve a gentler kind of immunity in practice. 

4. Justification by Faith and the Reformation Edge 



If a man wants to hear the Protestant heartbeat in the Articles, he must listen to their 
treatment of justification. The Reformation was not a quarrel over decorative 
churchmanship. It was not simply a clash of personalities, political interests, or liturgical 
preferences. It struck at the matter of how a sinner is accounted righteous before God. The 
Articles clearly bear the imprint of that conflict. Their handling of justification has real 
Reformation edge to it. They do not leave the matter floating in sacramental haze. They 
point in the direction of the evangelical truth that a sinner is justified by faith and not by the 
merit of his own works or ecclesiastical performance. That is not a side note. That is the 
nerve center of the gospel. 

And that is why later Anglican discomfort around this point is so revealing. When a church’s 
historic standards speak more clearly about justification than much of its later mood 
seems pleased to repeat, something has happened. The old Protestant backbone is still in 
the skeleton, but the body has begun to develop habits that sit uneasily with it. Some later 
Anglican streams preferred to speak in tones that softened the sharp line between faith 
and works, or wrapped assurance in such careful qualifications that the clean Pauline force 
of justification by faith alone began to feel almost impolite. Men started sounding 
embarrassed by the very clarity that gave the Reformation its power. They preferred a more 
cultivated atmosphere, one in which the offense of gospel simplicity might be muffled by 
sacramental richness or moral seriousness. 

That is not growth. That is drift by refinement. The Articles stand there as witnesses against 
it. They remind Anglicanism that one of its historic strengths was not merely its liturgy or 
episcopal order, but its participation in the Protestant recovery of the gospel against 
Roman confusion. If that line weakens, the whole system becomes vulnerable to every kind 
of ecclesiastical mist. Sinners do not need cultured hesitation on justification. They need 
certainty grounded in the finished work of Christ. The tragedy is not that the Articles failed 
to say this. The tragedy is that later Anglican instincts so often preferred not to let those 
words dominate the spiritual atmosphere as thoroughly as they should have. 

5. Ceremony in Its Place 

Another way the Protestant backbone of the Articles shows itself is in their treatment of 
rites and ceremonies. The Articles do not deny that the church has authority concerning 
rites and ceremonies. That much is true. But they also place clear limits on that authority. 
Ceremonies may not be ordained against God’s Word, and the church may not enforce as 
necessary to salvation what God has not revealed. Traditions and ceremonies may vary 
according to times, countries, and manners, so long as all things are done to edifying. That 
is a very important balance. It acknowledges that order and ceremony can serve the 
church, while refusing to let them harden into untouchable channels of sanctity. 



That is profoundly Protestant in instinct because it refuses to let external form become self-
justifying. It says the church can order its life, but it cannot absolutize its own order. It says 
ceremonies may exist, but they are not gods. They are not revealed as saving necessities. 
They are not above examination. They are not immune from change. The Article’s approach 
leaves room for decency and order without granting ceremony a mystical permanence. If 
later Anglicanism had kept that principle burning brightly, much confusion could have been 
avoided. Beauty and liturgy could have remained servants rather than becoming quiet 
authorities shaping the conscience beyond their rightful place. 

But as the centuries passed, Anglicanism often developed a stronger emotional 
attachment to forms than the plain logic of the Articles would warrant. Ceremony, liturgical 
continuity, and inherited habit could begin to carry weight far beyond mere orderliness. The 
forms themselves began to feel spiritually charged, not merely useful. The average believer 
might not say this in doctrine-class language, but he felt it. The atmosphere taught him that 
these inherited structures were not just helpful arrangements. They were part of the sacred 
texture of the faith. That is precisely the sort of drift the Articles were positioned to check, 
but only if their principle about ceremony’s limits had been applied with real courage. Too 
often it was acknowledged and then politely overshadowed by the church’s affection for its 
own atmosphere. 

6. Rejecting Doctrines Without Written Warrant 

A real Protestant backbone does not merely affirm the Bible in a glowing general sense. It 
actually rejects doctrines that cannot be grounded in the written Word. That is where the 
Articles show their teeth. They do not merely praise Scripture abstractly and then leave 
every cherished religious tradition standing untouched. They confront doctrines and 
practices that lack biblical warrant and refuse to let their antiquity or devotional popularity 
save them. That is a crucial mark of reformational seriousness. It means the test is not 
whether a thing feels ancient, looks holy, sounds reverent, or has long been woven into 
church life. The test is whether it stands under the authority of Scripture. 

That is the sort of principle that offends religious flesh in every century. Men love their 
inheritances. They love sacred objects, familiar gestures, devotional habits, inherited 
terms, and historical atmosphere. Once a practice becomes wrapped in memory, beauty, 
and ecclesiastical dignity, it becomes much harder to challenge. That is why a merely 
verbal commitment to Scripture is never enough. The church must be willing to apply 
Scripture in ways that actually cost something. The Articles show signs of that willingness. 
They are not content simply to preserve continuity while quietly adding a little biblical 
language. They are willing, at least in important places, to let the Bible expose and reject 
what the church had tolerated without warrant. 



And yet the later Anglican mood so often appears to recoil from that kind of sharpness. It 
may admire the Articles historically while operating temperamentally in another direction. 
It may retain the text while losing the nerve. It may honor the Protestant bones while 
preferring a broader churchly body that does not have to feel those bones pressing too 
sharply against every doctrine and devotion. That is why this essay matters so much in the 
series. It proves that Anglican drift did not come because no historic corrective existed. The 
corrective existed in the very standards Anglicanism continued to honor. The problem was 
that honoring a standard is not the same thing as letting it govern the house. 

7. The Backbone Was Never Allowed to Govern the Whole Body 

This is the great tragedy and the great lesson. The Thirty-Nine Articles provided Anglicanism 
with a Protestant backbone. They gave it a structure capable of resisting Roman excess, 
guarding scriptural sufficiency, checking churchly arrogance, limiting ceremony, and 
clarifying the gospel. In many ways, they were the sort of skeleton that could have helped 
the body stand straight through later centuries of pressure and confusion. But bones alone 
do not determine motion if the body around them learns to move in ways that avoid their 
full force. A tradition can preserve a confession and still build a culture that continually 
softens, qualifies, or sidesteps the confession’s sharpest implications. 

That is what happened in so much of Anglican life. The Articles remained, but other 
instincts grew stronger in the practical atmosphere: the love of comprehensiveness, the 
attraction of liturgical beauty, the reverence for continuity, the emotional pull of 
sacramental seriousness, the cultivated distaste for harsh doctrinal lines, the institutional 
desire to preserve room for multiple parties. Over time, those habits could make 
Anglicanism sound far less Protestant in mood than its own historic standards would 
suggest. The backbone was still there, but the body had learned to carry itself with a bend 
that the backbone itself never authorized. 

And there is a warning in that for every church body, not just Anglicanism. It is possible to 
possess strong doctrinal standards and still drift, because standards do not govern 
automatically. Men govern. Habits govern. Atmospheres govern. Institutions learn how to 
honor words while quietly reducing their operational authority. That is why the presence of 
the Articles is both an encouragement and an indictment. It is an encouragement because 
it shows that Anglicanism once articulated truths capable of correcting its drift. It is an 
indictment because the continued existence of those truths did not stop the drift from 
advancing where the will to enforce them was lacking. 

Conclusion 



The Thirty-Nine Articles stand as one of the clearest proofs that historic Anglicanism 
possessed a much stronger Protestant witness than many later Anglican expressions seem 
comfortable admitting. They speak boldly of the sufficiency of Scripture. They confess the 
fallibility of councils. They preserve the evangelical line on justification. They limit 
ceremonies. They reject doctrines that cannot be grounded in the written Word. Those are 
not small matters. Those are pillars. Those are the sort of truths that can keep a church 
from drowning in the fog of institutional ambiguity if they are actually allowed to function 
with full force. 

And that is why this essay forms such an important bridge in the series. It prevents anyone 
from saying that Anglicanism drifted only because it never had a Protestant corrective in its 
own roots. It had one. It had it in writing. It had it in language sharp enough to challenge 
Romanism, sharp enough to bind the church to Scripture, and sharp enough to remind 
believers that historic continuity means nothing if the church refuses correction by the 
Word of God. The problem was not the absence of those bones. The problem was the 
reluctance to let those bones govern the whole body with enough firmness to keep later 
moods, habits, and churchly instincts from bending the frame. 

So the Articles remain both a witness and a rebuke. They witness to a moment when 
Anglicanism still spoke with reformational conviction and biblical nerve. They rebuke every 
later tendency to muffle that nerve beneath liturgical atmosphere, historical deference, 
and institutional breadth. In that sense, the forgotten Protestant backbone is not merely an 
artifact from Anglican history. It is a standing testimony against Anglican drift itself. The 
tragedy is not that the bones were missing. The tragedy is that they were never allowed to 
rule the body as thoroughly as they should have. 

 

 

6 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Why Anglicanism Never Fully Left Rome Behind 

Introduction 

One of the great mistakes people make when discussing Anglicanism is to speak as though 
only two positions are possible. Either Anglicanism is just Rome in English dress, or it is a 
fully settled Protestant body that cleanly severed itself from Rome in all the places that 
mattered. Both of those are too simple. The first is unfair, and the second is naïve. 
Anglicanism is not merely Roman Catholicism in disguise. It did reject Rome in serious and 
important ways. It broke politically and institutionally from papal control. It produced 
strong Protestant statements on Scripture, justification, councils, and the limits of church 
authority. It rejected the Pope’s jurisdiction. It carried real Reformation blood in its veins. 



That much must be admitted if a man is going to speak honestly. But that is not the whole 
story, and if he stops there he will miss the deeper reason Anglicanism has remained so 
unstable for so long. 

The deeper issue is that a church may reject Rome doctrinally in key places and still keep 
enough of Rome’s framework, instincts, habits, and atmosphere to make Roman ideas feel 
spiritually plausible again. A body may break from papal supremacy and still retain a 
liturgical imagination shaped by centuries of sacerdotal religion. It may denounce certain 
Roman dogmas while keeping a strong sacramental tone, a high view of ordained office, an 
inherited reverence for ceremony, and a deep deference to historical continuity. It may say, 
“We are not Roman,” while still living in a house whose architecture makes Roman instincts 
feel familiar, dignified, and emotionally safe. That is exactly where Anglicanism so often 
stands. It stepped away from Rome without fully purging all the assumptions that made 
Rome feel natural in the first place. 

And that is why Anglicanism has remained such fertile ground for Romanizing drift. It 
appeals strongly to people burned by modern evangelical foolishness because it offers 
gravity, continuity, liturgy, and a sense of sacred order. Those are real attractions. They do 
answer genuine hungers. But when those attractions are housed in a structure that never 
fully stripped out Rome’s old furniture, the result is dangerous. Romanizing instincts can 
keep resurfacing because the atmosphere still knows how to host them. Men can reject 
Rome on paper, yet still preserve enough of Rome’s emotional and theological framework 
that the old assumptions come creeping back through the side door. This essay is about 
that lingering inheritance. Anglicanism did leave Rome behind in certain official ways. But it 
never left Rome behind so completely that Rome ceased to feel spiritually imaginable 
inside the tradition. 

1. The Break with Rome Was Real, but It Was Not Total 

The first thing to say clearly is that the break with Rome was real. Anglicanism did not 
remain under papal jurisdiction and merely pretend otherwise. The English Reformation 
was not an imaginary quarrel. There was an actual severing of institutional ties. There was a 
rejection of Roman claims over the church in England. There were doctrinal statements 
that bore clear Protestant force. The Pope was not treated as the final earthly head of the 
church. Roman doctrines without scriptural warrant were challenged. Councils were 
acknowledged as fallible. Scripture was placed above ecclesiastical invention. A man who 
denies those things is not being careful. He is simply refusing to reckon with history 
honestly. 



But it is equally true that the break was not total in spirit, form, and inherited ecclesiastical 
instinct. England did not wake up one morning, read Paul’s epistles in full daylight, and 
build a church from the ground up with every Roman leftover swept out the door. The break 
occurred inside a long-existing church culture, one already shaped by centuries of 
medieval religion, episcopal order, sacramental assumptions, priestly habit, liturgical 
pattern, and deference to visible continuity. That meant Anglicanism emerged not from a 
vacuum but from a house already furnished. Some furniture was removed. Some was 
rearranged. Some was reinterpreted. Some was left standing. And that matters, because 
what remains in a house after a separation often shapes the life of those who continue 
living there. 

This is why Anglicanism often feels so unlike free-church Protestantism and yet so unlike 
full Romanism at the same time. It is not simply halfway in doctrine on every point. It is 
living with an inherited structure that was never fully demolished. That structure affects 
how people imagine the church, how they hear sacramental language, how they regard 
ordained ministry, how they feel about ceremony, and how they relate to historical 
continuity. The official rejection of Rome was real, but the imaginative and atmospheric 
break was incomplete. And an incomplete break leaves open the possibility that old 
loyalties, old instincts, and old patterns of thought will reassert themselves later under 
more polished names. 

2. Liturgical Instinct and the Memory of Rome 

One of the chief ways Anglicanism never fully left Rome behind is through liturgical instinct. 
Now liturgy itself is not Roman property. Orderly worship did not begin in the Vatican, and 
reverence is not a papist invention. A man should not be foolish enough to think that every 
structured service, every set prayer, every historic rhythm of worship is automatically 
Roman. But liturgical instinct is about more than the mere existence of structure. It is about 
what kind of Christian imagination is formed by the worshiping life of the church. And 
Anglicanism retained a great deal of that instinctive sense that worship is carried through 
inherited forms, sacred rhythms, priestly actions, holy seasons, and ecclesiastically 
mediated order. 

That retention has obvious appeal in an age disgusted with modern evangelical 
shallowness. Men get tired of churches that look like school assemblies, talk shows, or 
music events with a short devotional speech in the middle. They crave gravity. They crave 
holiness. They crave the sense that worship is not being invented by a staff meeting every 
Thursday afternoon. Anglican liturgy offers them language, cadence, continuity, solemnity, 
and the feeling that the church is participating in something much older and larger than 
local personality. That attraction is not fake. It answers a real hunger. But the hunger itself 



can make a man vulnerable, because once liturgical instinct becomes spiritually precious 
to him, he may begin to absorb assumptions that go beyond reverence into a more 
sacerdotal imagination. 

That is where Rome’s memory lingers in the walls. The worshiping atmosphere does not 
need to teach full Roman doctrine to make Roman instincts feel plausible. It only needs to 
train the believer to feel that sacred continuity, holy action, ordered ritual, and priestly 
handling belong at the very center of church life. Once that emotional and devotional 
architecture is in place, Rome’s claims stop feeling absurd. They may still be rejected 
officially, but they no longer feel spiritually alien. The house has enough of the old lighting 
and furniture that Romanism seems less like a false system and more like a severe elder 
cousin with whom one has a complicated family resemblance. That is already dangerous 
ground. 

3. Sacramental Emphasis and the Return of Old Assumptions 

Another reason Anglicanism never fully left Rome behind is its sacramental emphasis. 
Again, care is required. Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are biblical ordinances. The church 
should not act as though the answer to Roman sacramental excess is bare memorialism 
emptied of weight, beauty, and seriousness. The problem is not that Anglicanism takes the 
sacraments seriously. The problem is that it often retains enough sacramental density in 
language and atmosphere to keep older Roman assumptions emotionally alive even where 
certain Roman dogmas are denied. A church may reject transubstantiation, deny papal 
supremacy, and oppose some medieval abuses, yet still speak and act in ways that make 
grace feel strongly tethered to sacred rites handled by a sacred ministry in a sacred setting. 

This creates a climate in which the believer may say with his mouth that salvation is by 
grace through faith, while his instincts are trained to look for spiritual reality through 
ecclesiastically administered channels. Baptism becomes not merely a sign of faith or 
covenant testimony but a heavily charged moment around which identity, regeneration-
language, and church belonging swirl. The Supper becomes not merely obedience to Christ 
in remembrance of His death but a zone thick with reverent ambiguity, where the language 
of participation and presence can be heard in widely different directions without ever being 
fully resolved. That does not have to become Romanism immediately. It only has to keep 
the older sacramental imagination alive enough that Roman categories never feel 
impossibly distant. 

And that is exactly what drift feeds on. Drift does not always require explicit denial of 
Protestant truth. It often works by preserving enough of the old framework that rejected 
errors continue to feel spiritually plausible. Men who live in a church where sacred rites are 



loaded with solemn mystery, clerical handling, and inherited weight may find themselves 
increasingly sympathetic to more Roman ways of speaking, even if they would once have 
rejected them. Why? Because the emotional and devotional groundwork was never fully 
removed. The old assumptions were not dead. They were sleeping. Anglican sacramental 
emphasis, when not governed by hard biblical clarity, becomes one of the chief places 
where Rome’s ghost keeps finding familiar shelter. 

4. Ecclesiastical Structure and the Prestige of Office 

Anglicanism also retained enough of Rome’s structural imagination to keep old 
assumptions about office and church order alive. It kept bishops. It preserved an ordered 
ministry of bishops, priests, and deacons. It maintained a visible hierarchy, ordination, and 
a strong sense that the church’s ministry is not a casual or merely functional affair. There is 
much in that which, at first glance, looks like a healthy correction to the chaos of 
independent church culture. In an age of self-appointed prophets, microphone cowboys, 
and celebrity pastors with no real accountability, a church with visible order and lawful 
calling can appear wonderfully sane. That is one reason so many people move toward 
Anglicanism after becoming exhausted with ecclesiastical disorder elsewhere. 

But structure never remains merely structural in the human heart. It generates reverence, 
imagination, and deference. A visible hierarchy does not simply organize church life; it 
teaches people where spiritual weight seems to reside. Over time, the ordered ministry can 
begin to feel not merely useful but specially sacred. The office acquires aura. The historical 
chain of ordination, the dignity of the bishop, the continuity of the priesthood, and the 
visible architecture of the institution all begin to shape how the believer thinks about 
authority. Now again, that does not instantly equal Rome. But it does preserve enough of 
Rome’s sensibility that the difference between faithful order and sacerdotal prestige can 
become blurred in practice. 

Once that blurring begins, Romanizing instincts do not seem like total strangers anymore. 
The idea that ordained ministry carries more than functional weight, that bishops embody 
continuity in a specially charged sense, that the visible church order bears sacred 
significance beyond simple biblical oversight, all of that prepares the soil for later drift. 
People begin to trust office more than doctrine, continuity more than truth, structure more 
than Scripture. Even when Anglicanism verbally denies Roman overreach, it can still retain 
enough of Rome’s structure-loving instinct that many of Rome’s deeper habits of deference 
remain emotionally compelling. The papacy may be gone, but the appetite for sacralized 
office can still be very much alive. 

5. Historical Deference and the Power of Continuity 



Another lingering Roman feature within Anglicanism is its powerful deference to history and 
continuity. Now let no fool misunderstand this point. Church history matters. Christians 
are not called to live as though the Holy Ghost took a nineteen-century vacation and 
returned only when their favorite preacher arrived. The faith once delivered to the saints 
has a history of confession, defense, suffering, and transmission. To honor history is not 
Roman. It is Christian sanity. But to lean on continuity with such emotional force that 
history starts functioning as a soft authority alongside Scripture is another matter. And this 
is where Anglicanism has often preserved a deeply Roman habit of mind even while 
denying Roman claims in detail. 

Anglicanism loves to speak of itself as part of the historic church, guardian of the creeds, 
steward of apostolic order, heir of ancient worship, and participant in visible continuity. 
Those things give it immense attraction among people disgusted with religious 
rootlessness. The problem is not the vocabulary itself. The problem is that continuity can 
start doing theological work that only truth should do. A man begins to trust a church 
because it feels old, because it sounds historic, because it carries visible links with the 
past, because its worship echoes centuries of usage. In his soul, the question subtly shifts 
from “Is this biblical?” to “Can all of this continuity really be wrong?” That is one of the 
oldest Roman tricks in the book, whether used consciously or not. 

When continuity carries that kind of emotional authority, doctrines once rejected on 
scriptural grounds can slowly become conceivable again. Why? Because the believer no 
longer experiences them first as false teaching that must stand or fall by the Book. He 
experiences them as ancient possibilities carried by the broad stream of the church’s 
historical memory. That is dangerous. The Articles might say councils may err, and the 
Bible might remain verbally supreme, but if the whole atmosphere encourages reverent 
caution toward the accumulated witness of the historic church, the conscience can 
become sluggish where it ought to be sharp. History becomes not merely a witness to truth 
but a kind of pressure against reform. That is exactly how Roman assumptions survive long 
after formal separation. 

6. Why Romanizing Instincts Keep Resurfacing 

This helps explain why Romanizing movements and tendencies keep resurfacing in 
Anglican life. They do not come out of nowhere. They are not always the result of secret 
disloyalty or open betrayal. They often arise because Anglicanism preserved enough of 
Rome’s old framework that certain instincts never fully died. The church may reject Rome 
doctrinally at one level while continuing to feel deeply at home with Rome’s liturgical 
seriousness, sacramental atmosphere, clerical structure, and historical self-
understanding. Under those conditions, all it takes is one new generation weary of 



evangelical shallowness, hungry for transcendence, and suspicious of plain Protestant 
speech, and the old Romanizing current begins to move again. 

That is why Romanizing drift so often presents itself as a recovery rather than an innovation. 
Men do not say, “Let us deny the Reformation and return to bondage.” They say, “Let us 
reclaim mystery, continuity, beauty, holy order, and sacramental depth.” The language 
sounds noble because the needs being addressed are real. The modern church is often 
shallow. Worship often is cheapened. Ministry often is degraded. But when the answer to 
those abuses is sought inside a structure that never fully cleansed itself of Rome’s old 
instincts, the recovery quickly begins to shade into regression. What starts as a protest 
against modern thinness becomes an attraction to pre-Reformation sensibilities, because 
the house still contains enough of that older world to make the move feel natural. 

This is why Anglican drift can be so deceptive. It does not always look like a clean 
renunciation of biblical truth. It often looks like an aesthetic, devotional, and ecclesiastical 
deepening. Men become more serious, more reverent, more historically minded, more 
liturgical, more sacramental, and more churchly. To the untrained eye, that can look like 
obvious spiritual growth. But if the direction of movement is carrying them toward 
assumptions the Reformation rightly rejected, then the seriousness itself becomes a 
vehicle of drift. The road back to Rome is rarely advertised as apostasy. More often it is 
advertised as maturity, mystery, and fullness. And Anglicanism, because it never fully left 
Rome’s framework behind, remains especially vulnerable to that kind of seduction. 

7. A Church Can Renounce Errors and Still Keep Their Habitat 

This may be the most important lesson in the essay: a church can renounce certain errors 
doctrinally and still preserve the habitat in which those errors thrive. That is exactly what 
happened here. Anglicanism renounced important Roman claims. It denied papal 
supremacy. It rejected doctrines without scriptural warrant. It spoke strongly of Scripture’s 
sufficiency and the fallibility of councils. But in many places it also preserved the 
devotional, structural, and imaginative habitat in which Roman assumptions feel 
comfortable. It kept a liturgical world where sacred action carries heavy emotional force. It 
kept sacramental density. It kept clerical prestige. It kept historical deference. It kept the 
sort of churchly atmosphere in which Roman ideas do not feel like intruders, even when 
they are not formally endorsed. 

That is why doctrinal statements alone do not tell the whole story. A church may confess 
truth in its standards and still train people emotionally toward something else through 
atmosphere, habit, and structure. That does not mean standards are useless. It means 
they do not govern automatically. People live in worlds of worship, tone, memory, and 



instinct. If those worlds are never fully reformed by the Word of God, then old errors will 
continue to find their way back into the bloodstream. A system can say “Rome is wrong” 
and still arrange the room in such a way that Rome always feels one candlelight service 
away from becoming persuasive again. 

This is the warning that must be heard not just about Anglicanism but about every church 
body with historical baggage. It is not enough to reject errors propositionally. The church 
must also ask whether it is preserving the emotional architecture that keeps those errors 
alive. Where the old framework remains standing, the old theology can always come home 
for the holidays. And in Anglicanism, that framework remained standing in enough places 
that Romanizing drift was never merely a foreign invasion. It was more like an old family 
resemblance emerging again under favorable conditions. 

Conclusion 

So the issue is not that Anglicanism is simply Roman Catholicism in disguise. That would 
be cheap and careless. The issue is that Anglicanism never fully left Rome behind in the 
deeper imaginative, liturgical, sacramental, structural, and historical senses that shape 
how a church feels and thinks over time. It rejected Rome in major institutional and 
doctrinal ways, yes. But it retained enough of Rome’s old framework that Romanizing 
assumptions could never be treated as utterly alien to the environment. They remained 
emotionally plausible. They remained atmospherically at home. They remained waiting in 
the walls. 

That is one reason Anglicanism can feel so deeply satisfying to people fleeing modern 
evangelical emptiness. It offers sacred order, beauty, gravity, continuity, and seriousness. 
Those are not small things. They answer genuine wounds. But because that healing often 
takes place inside a churchly world that never fully stripped out Rome’s deeper 
assumptions, it can also become a pathway to new confusion. Men can think they are 
simply recovering reverence when in fact they are stepping back into an atmosphere where 
sacramentalism, clericalism, and historical deference start carrying more weight than 
Scripture alone should permit. The old Roman instincts begin to breathe again, not 
because Rome conquered from the outside, but because the house still knew how to host 
them. 

That is why drift must be understood at the level of framework, not just formal doctrine. A 
church may reject falsehood in words and still preserve the habitat where falsehood feels 
beautiful, ancient, and spiritually safe. Anglicanism did not fully leave Rome behind 
because it left too much of Rome’s framework intact. And as long as that remains true, 
Romanizing drift will always remain a recurring possibility. The answer is not to run to the 



opposite extreme of irreverent chaos. The answer is to let the Word of God reform not only 
doctrine on paper, but the whole churchly atmosphere in which people live, worship, and 
learn what feels true. 

 

 

7 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Justification by Faith and the Anglican 
Embarrassment 

Introduction 

If there is one place where the whole Anglican tension becomes painfully visible, it is right 
here in the doctrine of justification. This is not some side issue for theologians with too 
much time on their hands. This is not an optional debate for men who enjoy splitting hairs 
in libraries while ordinary people try to live their lives. This is the nerve center of the gospel 
itself. How is a guilty sinner made right with a holy God? How is a man counted righteous in 
the sight of the Judge of all the earth? Is he justified by faith in Jesus Christ apart from 
works, merit, sacramental performance, moral improvement, and ecclesiastical 
mediation, or is he placed on some more complex road where grace must be filtered 
through churchly machinery and balanced by the language of inward transformation, 
covenant standing, sacramental participation, and lifelong holy seriousness? That is the 
issue. And whenever that issue is blurred, the whole spiritual sky darkens. 

Now this is where many people make a major mistake about Anglicanism. They talk as 
though justification by faith alone were some strange Baptist importation forced onto 
Anglican soil from the outside, as though it belonged to revivalists, dissenters, or low-
church evangelicals who embarrassed the more respectable portions of the tradition. But 
that is false. Justification by faith is not a foreign slogan nailed awkwardly onto Anglicanism 
by outsiders. It is written into the classic Anglican formularies. It is there in the doctrinal 
backbone. It is there in the Protestant blood of the Reformation settlement. It is there 
because the men who framed those standards were not merely tinkering with liturgy. They 
were dealing with the great Pauline question of how a sinner stands accepted before God. 
So the doctrine itself is not alien to historic Anglicanism. What became alien, over time, 
was the willingness of many Anglican voices to let that doctrine speak with full apostolic 
sharpness and simplicity. 

And that is why this essay must strike hard. Over time, many Anglican voices treated 
justification by faith as though it were somehow an embarrassment, something a little too 
sharp, a little too Protestant, a little too crude, a little too unrefined to sit comfortably in 
cultivated church society. Instead of rejoicing in its blazing certainty, they softened it, 



qualified it, balanced it, surrounded it, or wrapped it in enough sacramental and moral 
atmosphere that its clean Pauline force was lost. That instinct is deadly. Once justification 
by faith is no longer cherished as the beating heart of the gospel, everything begins to blur. 
Sacramental language grows heavier. Moralism creeps back in. Assurance becomes 
uncertain. Churchly systems begin to feel more necessary than Christ Himself. And 
sinners, instead of being driven straight to the crucified and risen Savior in naked faith, are 
gently pushed back toward a church-shaped hope that leaves them looking sideways at 
rites, structures, and performances instead of upward to the finished work of the Son of 
God. 

1. Justification by Faith Is Not a Baptist Invention 

Let us settle something right at the outset. Justification by faith alone did not arrive in 
Christianity when some camp-meeting preacher got loud enough to repeat Romans out 
under a tent. It did not begin with Baptists, revivalists, or modern evangelical slogans. It is 
apostolic truth. It is Pauline truth. It is biblical truth. Abraham believed God, and it was 
counted unto him for righteousness. David described the blessedness of the man unto 
whom God imputeth righteousness without works. Paul made the matter plain enough that 
a blind mule could find the road if he wanted it. “Therefore we conclude that a man is 
justified by faith without the deeds of the law.” “Being justified by faith, we have peace with 
God through our Lord Jesus Christ.” “Not having mine own righteousness, which is of the 
law, but that which is through the faith of Christ.” That is not denominational property. That 
is the gospel. 

And it is not absent from historic Anglicanism either. The classic formularies bear witness 
to it. The Protestant backbone of the Reformation settlement did not leave this matter 
vague. Whatever later churchmen may have wished, the old standards did not treat 
justification as an impolite opinion one might keep in private while speaking more elegantly 
in public. The doctrine was embedded in the historic witness of Anglicanism because the 
early reforming impulse knew exactly how central it was. Men who had seen what Rome 
had done to the conscience knew that if justification is lost, everything else will soon go 
crooked. A church may still keep beautiful liturgy, noble architecture, clerical order, ancient 
prayers, and moral seriousness, but if it loses the clean doctrine of how a sinner is 
accounted righteous before God, it has lost the sun while admiring the stained glass. 

That is why the later Anglican embarrassment over this doctrine is so revealing. The 
embarrassment is not with a sectarian hobbyhorse. It is with the apostolic gospel itself as 
historically received in Anglican standards. The problem is not that justification by faith was 
never there. The problem is that some men later wished it were quieter, softer, more 
refined, and less dominating than it really is. They wanted it not denied perhaps, but 



domesticated. They wanted it present without being blazing. They wanted it on the books 
without ruling the atmosphere. And that is always the first stage of decay. The devil does 
not always begin by getting men to deny the truth. Often he begins by getting them to blush 
at it. 

2. Why Cultured Religion Gets Nervous Around Paul 

There is something about plain Pauline justification that cultured religion has always found 
offensive. It offends Rome because it strips the church of the right to mediate acceptance 
before God through a system of sacramental dependence and meritorious cooperation. It 
offends moralists because it tells them their best behavior cannot furnish a stitch of 
justifying righteousness. It offends the religiously refined because it sounds too simple, too 
legal, too decisive, too final, too unmanageable. It does not flatter the institution. It does 
not flatter the clergy. It does not flatter the religious man trying to build a ladder out of his 
own seriousness. It takes the whole case of a damned sinner and lays it on Jesus Christ 
alone. 

That is exactly why more cultivated churchly environments often become uneasy with it. 
They do not always deny it outright. Sometimes they simply begin to treat it as though it 
were a slightly awkward truth that must be carefully balanced by more respectable themes. 
They begin to speak endlessly of transformation, covenant inclusion, sacramental 
participation, holy living, ecclesial belonging, and the process of becoming righteous, all of 
which have their proper place in theology when kept in their biblical order. But when those 
themes begin to crowd justification itself, the center of gravity shifts. Instead of hearing first 
and loudest what God does for the ungodly through faith in Christ, the sinner begins 
hearing what the church does, what grace does in him, what the sacraments signify, what 
discipleship requires, what holiness produces, and what the community guards. Again, 
none of those things are false in the right place. The problem is that they begin to crowd the 
throne. 

That is what happened in much later Anglican instinct. Justification by faith began to sound 
too sharp for a system that liked complexity, nuance, and broad churchmanship. Men 
started treating it not as the great thunder of gospel certainty but as one emphasis among 
others, and often an emphasis that needed qualifying lest someone become too 
“Protestant” in tone. That is the cultivated embarrassment. It is the embarrassment of men 
who want to sound deeper than Paul. They do not say Paul was wrong. They simply act as 
though his clarity needs ecclesiastical refinement before it becomes safe for decent 
company. 

3. The Danger of Softening the Doctrine 



The softening of justification by faith is never harmless. It is not one of those changes a 
church can survive by telling itself that all the important pieces are still technically on the 
table. Once the doctrine loses its sharpness, the whole gospel machine begins to throw 
sparks. A sinner who is not taught plainly that he is counted righteous before God by faith in 
Christ apart from works will always begin looking somewhere else for stability. He will look 
to his moral record, his church participation, his spiritual seriousness, his sacramental 
standing, his repentance, his inward transformation, his doctrinal sophistication, or his 
place within the visible church. In other words, he will begin to build assurance out of 
ingredients that were never meant to bear that weight. 

That is why Rome hates justification by faith alone. It tears down every church-shaped 
hope that competes with Christ. It says the sinner’s confidence is not in the altar, the 
priest, the rite, the tradition, the process, the discipline, or the institution, but in the 
finished work of Jesus Christ credited to him by faith. So when Anglican voices begin to 
soften that doctrine, even politely, they are not just becoming more balanced. They are 
making room for the very cloud the doctrine was meant to blast away. The cloud returns in 
refined form. It returns under the language of mystery, sacrament, holiness, continuity, and 
ecclesial fullness. But it is still a cloud, and the conscience knows it. 

The tragedy is that this softening often sounds holy. Men speak of avoiding crude slogans. 
They speak of recovering fuller theology. They speak of balancing legal categories with 
transformational realities. They speak as though justification by faith had been 
overemphasized by simple Protestants who lacked sacramental depth and ecclesial 
maturity. But this is exactly backwards. The doctrine is not a crude reduction of 
Christianity. It is the blazing center that keeps every other truth in its place. Once you 
diminish it, you have not made theology richer. You have made the sinner’s road darker. 

4. How Sacramental Language Begins to Grow Heavier 

As soon as justification by faith starts being treated like an embarrassment, sacramental 
language starts gaining weight. This is not accidental. If a church no longer keeps the 
sinner’s confidence cleanly anchored in Christ received by faith, then it begins looking for 
other ways to speak about how grace reaches man. Baptism starts carrying more 
psychological and theological freight. The Lord’s Supper begins to feel more central as a 
continuing means of security. Church membership, confirmation, absolution, liturgical 
participation, and faithful attendance inside the sacramental life of the church begin to 
form part of the believer’s felt sense of standing. He may still say Christ saves. But the road 
to resting in Christ begins passing through a much thicker churchly atmosphere. 



That is one of the most dangerous things about Anglican embarrassment over justification. 
It is not only a doctrinal weakness on paper. It has massive practical consequences. When 
the church no longer delights to say with trumpet clarity that the sinner is justified by faith 
apart from works, it becomes much easier for people to drift into a system where grace 
feels mediated through rites and structures in a more controlling way. The sacraments, 
which ought to confirm and display gospel truth, begin to swell in the conscience until they 
almost seem to hold the sinner up by themselves. The eye is subtly drawn from Christ’s 
finished work to the church’s ongoing ministry of holy things. 

And because Anglicanism retained a strong sacramental atmosphere while often muting 
justification’s sharp edge, this drift became especially easy. Men did not have to become 
Roman overnight. They only had to keep living in a setting where sacramental language 
stayed rich while justificatory language became increasingly cautious and restrained. That 
is enough. Once the Lord’s Table, baptism, and liturgical belonging begin to feel more 
spiritually concrete than the clean declaration that God justifies the ungodly through faith, 
the Romanizing instinct has already found fertile ground. The sinner starts leaning toward a 
church-shaped hope because the church is always there, visible, touchable, repeatable, 
administered, and solemn. Faith in Christ looks too bare to him because the doctrine that 
should have made it glorious has been softened into embarrassment. 

5. Moralism Creeps in Quietly 

Where justification by faith loses its throne, moralism always creeps in. It may not arrive 
wearing the ugly face of open works-salvation at first. It often arrives with polished shoes 
and holy language. It comes speaking of seriousness, obedience, formation, discipleship, 
holiness, and maturity. Again, none of those words are wrong. The Christian life absolutely 
includes sanctification, obedience, and growth in holiness. But the order matters. The 
order always matters. If those realities begin to stand too near the sinner’s standing before 
God, moralism has entered the room, even if no one has the honesty to call it by name. 

This is one of the great Anglican dangers when justification by faith becomes muted. The 
tradition’s love of seriousness, order, liturgical discipline, and cultivated moral tone can 
create a setting where the believer increasingly reads his standing through his churchly 
fidelity and spiritual gravity. He starts thinking in terms of the kind of Christian he is 
becoming, the kind of life he is living, the sacramental world he inhabits, the pattern of 
obedience he is maintaining. None of that brings peace if justification is not blazing clearly 
above it all. Instead, it breeds uncertainty. The soul begins to oscillate between pride and 
fear. Pride, because it sees its seriousness. Fear, because it also sees how incomplete 
everything remains. 



The old Reformation line on justification was meant to destroy that oscillation. It was 
meant to put the sinner on Christ alone before sanctification ever began to produce its 
fruits. Once Anglicanism became shy about that clarity, moral earnestness naturally began 
filling the space. After all, if the church does not want to sound “crude” in speaking of free 
justification, it will almost certainly sound more dignified by stressing a fuller life of virtue, 
sacramental fidelity, and holy formation. But the sinner’s conscience does not need more 
dignified fog. It needs a verdict. “Who shall lay any thing to the charge of God’s elect? It is 
God that justifieth.” When that verdict fades, moralism always finds a chair. 

6. Assurance Becomes Uncertain 

Once justification by faith is treated as something to be qualified, assurance becomes 
uncertain almost automatically. This is one of the clearest practical tests of a church’s 
gospel health. Does the church leave the believer looking directly at Christ with peace, or 
does it train him to examine his churchly standing, sacramental participation, and spiritual 
seriousness in order to determine whether he may truly rest? The New Testament’s 
doctrine of justification gives the sinner ground to stand on immediately outside himself. 
He is not justified because his transformation is complete, his holiness is consistent, or his 
churchly life is impressive. He is justified because the righteousness of Christ is reckoned 
to him by faith. 

But when Anglican embarrassment over justification sets in, that certainty begins to 
dissolve. The doctrine remains perhaps in historical formula, but the atmosphere does not 
encourage believers to rest in it boldly. They are taught to be reverent, serious, and careful. 
They are trained by liturgy, sacrament, and ecclesial belonging. They hear rich language 
about grace, but often in such a way that their confidence becomes distributed across a 
whole system rather than concentrated on Christ crucified and risen. They start asking 
whether they are living faithfully in the church, receiving rightly, repenting deeply enough, 
continuing steadfastly enough, growing properly enough. Assurance becomes a weather 
pattern instead of a verdict. 

That is spiritual cruelty, even when administered politely. The sinner does not need more 
refined uncertainty. He needs peace with God. He needs to know that his acceptance 
before God is not rising and falling with his inward condition or with his nearness to 
ecclesiastical structures. Once the church grows embarrassed by justification’s plainness, 
it will almost always become more comfortable with a chastened, modest, hesitant kind of 
assurance. Men will call that humble. In truth it often reflects a church that no longer wants 
the believer to sound too certain because certainty would expose how little room remains 
for the church-shaped scaffolding surrounding him. 



7. Christ-Centered Confidence or Church-Shaped Hope 

In the end, this whole issue comes down to one brutal contrast. Will the sinner be driven to 
Christ-centered confidence, or will he be left with a church-shaped hope? Christ-centered 
confidence says, “My righteousness before God is Jesus Christ. My acceptance before God 
is grounded in His blood and righteousness alone. I am justified by faith, and therefore I 
have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ.” Church-shaped hope says, “Yes, 
Christ matters, but my confidence is also formed and stabilized through the sacramental 
life, the ordered ministry, the liturgical world, the historical continuity, and the visible 
churchly environment in which grace meets me.” The second one may sound richer. In 
practice it is fatal to clarity. 

Now the visible church matters. No sane Christian denies that. The ordinances matter. 
Preaching matters. fellowship matters. Discipline matters. Pastors matter. But none of 
those things may be allowed to become the sinner’s resting place in the matter of 
justification. The moment the church becomes more than a witness to Christ and a servant 
of His gospel, the sinner begins to lean wrong. He starts looking to the church not merely as 
the appointed sphere of Christian life, but as a shaping source of his very hope before God. 
Once that happens, Christ may still be named, but the church has stepped too close to the 
center. And that is exactly what justification by faith alone was given to prevent. 

This is why the Anglican embarrassment is so serious. It is not a matter of tone. It is not a 
matter of denominational preference. It is not a little doctrinal footnote for argumentative 
men. It is the difference between a sinner resting in Christ and a sinner slowly being trained 
to feel safer inside the church’s world than inside Christ’s finished work. The church 
becomes spiritually thick, emotionally reassuring, sacramentally rich, morally serious, and 
historically dignified. Christ is still present in the language. But the conscience is no longer 
resting nakedly on Him. It is resting on Him plus the atmosphere in which He is being 
offered. And that is exactly where the gospel begins to suffocate. 

Conclusion 

Justification by faith alone is not some foreign Baptist slogan that historic Anglicanism 
reluctantly tolerated for a season. It is woven into the classic formularies. It belongs to the 
Protestant backbone of Anglicanism’s own Reformation witness. The embarrassment 
came later. It came when men began acting as though the plain Pauline clarity of the 
doctrine were somehow too sharp, too simple, too legal, too uncultivated to dominate 
mature church life. They did not always deny it openly. Often they simply surrounded it, 
balanced it, softened it, or lowered its voice beneath sacramental richness, moral 



seriousness, and ecclesiastical dignity. But a truth can be strangled by polite handling just 
as surely as by open rejection. 

And once that happens, the whole system begins to blur. Sacramental language grows 
heavier because the sinner’s confidence is no longer kept cleanly on Christ alone. 
Moralism creeps in because men instinctively start reading their standing through 
obedience, seriousness, and churchly faithfulness. Assurance becomes uncertain 
because the conscience no longer hears a clear verdict but a mixed atmosphere of grace, 
process, discipline, and sacramental participation. In place of bold Christ-centered 
confidence, the believer is gently steered toward a more cultivated, more church-shaped 
hope. He still talks about Jesus, but his rest is no longer simple. It is ecclesiastically 
padded. 

That is why this doctrine must be recovered with apostolic bluntness. The sinner is justified 
by faith in Jesus Christ apart from works. Not by ecclesiastical nearness. Not by 
sacramental seriousness. Not by liturgical beauty. Not by moral dignity. Not by historical 
continuity. Christ alone. Faith alone. Grace alone. Anything that makes a church blush at 
that clarity is already sick. And any tradition that keeps the words on paper while treating 
their force like an embarrassment is drifting into the very darkness those words were given 
to dispel. 

 

 

8 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Baptismal Regeneration and the Infant Assurance 
Problem 

Introduction 

There are few places where Anglicanism confuses ordinary people more deeply than right 
here. A great many church systems have ways of clouding the gospel, but Anglicanism has 
a particularly dangerous way of doing it because it often wraps the confusion in beautiful 
language, historic forms, and solemn ceremony. It speaks of baptism with words like union 
with Christ, new birth, incorporation into the church, covenant blessing, remission, 
adoption, washing, and grace. Now a man can find biblical words connected to baptism, 
and no honest Bible believer needs to pretend baptism is a light or empty thing. Baptism 
matters. It is commanded. It is precious. It is a public testimony. It is tied to discipleship 
and obedience. But the trouble begins when a church talks in such a way that the ordinary 
hearer comes away thinking the ceremony itself has conveyed spiritual life. Then the sign 
has started to creep into the place of the thing signified, and the rite has begun to cast a 
shadow over the new birth itself. 



This becomes especially dangerous when infants are involved. A grown man can at least 
hear an explanation, however confused, and try to sort through what is being claimed. But 
an infant cannot repent, cannot believe, cannot understand, cannot call upon the name of 
the Lord, and cannot exercise personal faith in the crucified and risen Christ. So when a 
system baptizes infants and then surrounds that act with language of regeneration, 
covenant inclusion, grace, or incorporation into Christ’s body, it plants something in the 
conscience of families, congregations, and eventually the baptized child himself. It plants 
the idea that something spiritually decisive has happened by virtue of church action before 
faith ever entered the picture. That is no small error. That is the sort of thing that can shape 
an entire life. 

And this is where the matter becomes deeply pastoral. We are not discussing an abstract 
formula in a dusty library. We are talking about generations of religious people who have 
been taught, directly or indirectly, to assume they belong to Christ because they passed 
through a ceremony before they could even believe. They grow up in church. They learn 
prayers. They hear Bible stories. They may become moral, respectful, churchly, and 
sincere. Yet underneath all of that may lie a fatal assumption: “I was made part of this from 
infancy. I have always belonged. The church received me. The water marked me. The 
covenant included me. Therefore my relationship to Christ is settled.” That is exactly the 
sort of religious illusion that keeps souls from the new birth. It makes church action a 
substitute for conversion. It gives men and women a memory of ceremony in the place of 
saving faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. 

1. Why Baptismal Language Becomes So Confusing 

One of the reasons this issue becomes so tangled is because the New Testament does use 
rich and serious language around baptism. Baptism is not nothing. It is connected with 
discipleship, confession, identification with Christ, public obedience, and entrance into 
visible Christian profession. The problem is not that baptism is spoken of highly. The 
problem is what fallen religious systems do with that language. They begin speaking as 
though every lofty thing said in connection with baptism must be mechanically conveyed 
by the administration of the rite itself. Instead of understanding Scripture in the light of the 
gospel as a whole, they start letting ceremonial language bear a weight it was never 
intended to carry apart from personal faith. 

Anglicanism often intensifies this confusion because it retains sacramental seriousness 
while speaking in ways that can sound wonderfully elevated to trained churchmen but 
dangerously misleading to ordinary people. A theologian may tell you there are nuances, 
distinctions, covenant categories, ecclesial dimensions, and careful qualifications built 
into the wording. But the average mother, father, and child in the pew is not living inside all 



those theological footnotes. They hear strong words connected to a solemn act 
administered by the church. They hear about grace, incorporation, covenant standing, and 
perhaps even regeneration. To them, the message is not subtle. The message is that 
something spiritual has been done to the child. 

That is the first great danger. A doctrine may be hedged around with qualifications in the 
study, yet function very differently in the parish. Men will insist they do not mean baptism 
works automatically in a crude magical sense. Fine. But if the practical effect on ordinary 
hearers is still to make them think the baptized child has been spiritually altered in a 
decisive saving way before personal faith ever appears, then the qualifications have not 
solved the problem. They have simply given educated men a cleaner way to defend a dirty 
result. Theology is judged not only by how carefully it is explained to scholars, but by what it 
teaches the flock to trust. 

2. The Sign and the Thing Signified 

At the heart of the confusion lies a failure to distinguish properly between the sign and the 
thing signified. God has always used signs. Circumcision was a sign. The Passover was a 
sign. Baptism is a sign. The Lord’s Supper is a sign. But the sign is not the saving reality 
itself. The sign points. The sign witnesses. The sign declares. The sign testifies. Trouble 
starts when men begin treating the sign as though the saving grace were housed inside the 
sign in such a way that receiving the outward act places the recipient in possession of the 
inward reality. Once that line blurs, the church becomes a distributor of signs that people 
trust as realities. 

This is exactly why baptismal regeneration is so spiritually destructive. It puts pressure on 
the ceremony to do what only the Holy Ghost can do through the Word received by faith. 
New birth is not a ritual effect. Regeneration is not the automatic result of ecclesiastical 
handling. A man must be born again. Not cleaned up religiously. Not enrolled ceremonially. 
Not incorporated institutionally. Born again. That is the language of Christ. The Spirit of God 
gives life. The sinner believes on the Lord Jesus Christ. The word of the gospel is received. 
The new birth is a divine act, not a priestly management of water. 

And yet once a church system keeps repeating strong baptismal language without 
preserving this distinction with iron clarity, the sign starts swallowing the thing signified in 
the minds of the people. They no longer ask, “Has this child ever believed on Christ?” They 
ask, “Was he baptized?” They no longer ask, “Has she been born again by faith in the Son of 
God?” They ask, “Was she received into the church?” They no longer look for repentance 
and faith as the evidence of spiritual life. They look for ceremonial status. That is what 



happens when the sign is allowed to drift too close to the throne that belongs to the saving 
work of God alone. 

3. The Infant Problem Cannot Be Escaped 

This is where the issue becomes impossible to ignore. An infant cannot believe the gospel. 
An infant cannot repent toward God and place faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. An infant 
cannot examine himself. An infant cannot confess Christ from the heart. An infant cannot 
understand the death, burial, and resurrection of the Son of God. Whatever else a man 
wants to say, he cannot honestly say an infant exercises saving faith at the time of baptism. 
That means any theology that speaks of baptism in regenerative or spiritually decisive 
terms when applied to infants is already standing on very dangerous ground. 

Now some will try to soften the matter by speaking of covenant membership, covenant 
nurture, covenant privilege, or ecclesial inclusion. They will say they are not claiming the 
child is saved in a simplistic sense, only that he has been brought into the church’s 
covenant life and marked out for the promises of God. But ordinary people do not live on 
these layered distinctions forever. The emotional effect is the same. The child is treated as 
spiritually inside. The parents are comforted with churchly language. The congregation 
learns to think of the baptized child as already belonging in some decisive way. The burden 
of conversion gets displaced by the assumption of inclusion. 

This is why the infant problem cannot be escaped by better terminology. The problem is not 
merely the word regeneration. The problem is the whole churchly instinct that wants to 
attach spiritual status to a child through baptism before that child has ever personally 
trusted Christ. Once you do that, you have created the perfect conditions for false 
assurance. The person grows up not asking, “When was I converted?” but “Have I always 
belonged?” He may never have a real encounter with the gospel because the system told 
him, from his earliest days, that the church had already done something decisive to place 
him within the sphere of grace. That is not a small pastoral issue. That is a machine for 
producing religiously inoculated unbelievers. 

4. Covenant Language Can Become a Smokescreen 

One of the most common ways this confusion survives is through the use of covenant 
language. Now covenant is a biblical word, and no Bible believer should be frightened of it. 
God deals with men covenantally in Scripture. But covenant language becomes dangerous 
when it is used as a smokescreen to blur the necessity of personal faith and the new birth. 
Men begin speaking as though being placed into a covenantal environment by infant 
baptism is spiritually close enough to regeneration that the ordinary soul need not trouble 
itself with sharp distinctions. The child belongs. The child is in the covenant community. 



The child is marked out. The child is under blessing. Before long, covenant standing starts 
functioning as a soft replacement for conversion. 

That is exactly how generations of churchgoing people end up lost while believing 
themselves safe. They are told they are not pagans out in the world. They were baptized. 
They are in the church. They are covenant children. They belong to the household of faith in 
some meaningful sense. Fine, but does that language drive them to personal trust in Jesus 
Christ, or does it teach them to think they already possess a relationship to Christ by virtue 
of churchly placement? That is the test. If covenant language becomes a cushion that 
keeps a sinner from ever feeling the full force of his need to be born again, then that 
language is not helping him. It is hardening him. 

The great danger of religious systems is that they know how to keep people near the 
vocabulary of salvation without ever bringing them into salvation itself. Covenant becomes 
one of the favorite words in that process because it sounds biblical while functioning as a 
fog machine. Men can say many true-sounding things about nurture, promise, and identity 
while leaving the decisive issue untouched. Has this soul repented and believed on Jesus 
Christ? Has this person received the gospel personally? Has the Spirit of God brought new 
life? If those questions are buried under a mountain of covenantal church language, then 
the church has built a beautiful screen in front of the cross. 

5. Generations Raised to Trust Church Action 

The real fruit of this confusion is not hard to see. It creates generations of religious people 
who trust church action instead of new birth by faith. They may be decent people. They may 
love Christian culture. They may cherish the church calendar, the liturgy, the beauty, the 
solemnity, the prayers, and the family traditions. They may never have lived like pagans in 
the obvious sense. Some may even become defenders of orthodoxy in a historical or moral 
sense. But underneath all of that, what are they trusting? When pressed about why they 
belong to Christ, are they driven back to the moment when they fled to the Savior in 
repentance and faith, or are they simply resting in the fact that the church marked them 
from infancy and raised them inside her walls? 

That kind of religious inheritance is one of the hardest things in the world to break through, 
because the people caught in it do not feel lost. The openly wicked man sometimes knows 
he is far from God. The baptized churchman often thinks he has always been near. He has 
memory, reverence, family identity, sacramental participation, and institutional belonging. 
He may have no clear testimony of conversion, yet he does not feel the lack because the 
church has supplied him with another story to live inside. He was received. He was 
washed. He was included. He was raised in the fold. The language of personal salvation by 



faith alone begins to sound almost intrusive to him, because it threatens the whole 
framework by which he has understood himself. 

This is why the issue must be addressed sharply and pastorally at the same time. It is not 
an attack on children. It is not a denial that families should raise their children in the 
nurture and admonition of the Lord. It is not a rejection of reverence, seriousness, or 
ecclesiastical order. It is a protest against any system that conditions children and adults 
alike to trust what the church did to them instead of what Christ did for them. No infant 
baptism liturgy, however beautiful, can take the place of the gospel received by faith. No 
memory of being brought to a font can replace the necessity of coming to Calvary as a 
guilty sinner. 

6. New Birth Cannot Be Inherited 

One of the most destructive lies embedded in this whole system is the suggestion, whether 
spoken or merely implied, that spiritual life can in some meaningful sense be inherited 
through churchly belonging. Not inherited biologically, perhaps, but inherited covenantally, 
sacramentally, or ecclesially. A child is born into a Christian home, brought to baptism, 
placed under the church’s care, and from that point forward is treated as though his 
relationship to Christ is of a different basic kind than that of the outsider. Again, that can be 
framed with all sorts of careful qualifications. But the spiritual message remains potent: 
this child starts life inside in a way that reduces the sharpness of the conversion question. 

But the new birth cannot be inherited. A man may inherit a Bible. He may inherit a Christian 
name. He may inherit a church family, good teaching, godly examples, sound doctrine, 
reverent worship, and a thousand spiritual advantages. Praise God for every one of them. 
But he cannot inherit regeneration. He cannot inherit saving faith. He cannot inherit union 
with Christ by coming from Christian parents or passing through a church ceremony. “Ye 
must be born again” levels every family tree, every liturgy, every tradition, every 
sacramental claim, and every ecclesiastical advantage. The soul must deal with Christ 
personally. 

This is where Anglican confusion becomes especially cruel. It often leaves people with all 
the language of Christian belonging while never forcing them to reckon with the absolute 
necessity of individual conversion. The new birth is treated as something perhaps 
mysteriously present, covenantally assumed, or sacramentally connected from infancy 
onward. But the Lord Jesus Christ never spoke that way. He did not tell Nicodemus to take 
comfort in covenant standing, religious privilege, or ecclesiastical nearness. He told him 
that unless a man is born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God. That is still the issue. 



Not “Were you baptized as a baby?” Not “Were you raised in the church?” Not “Did the 
covenant include you?” Were you born again? 

7. The Pastoral Damage of False Assurance 

The pastoral damage done by false assurance is enormous. A church that teaches or even 
suggests that infant baptism places a child in a spiritually safe condition will almost 
inevitably produce adults who are difficult to reach with the gospel. They have just enough 
religion to resist conviction. They know the language. They know the customs. They know 
the stories. They may even know doctrine in a formal sense. But when the preacher begins 
pressing the necessity of faith in Christ, they do not hear it as a life-and-death summons. 
They hear it as a call to deepen something they already suppose they possess. The edge of 
the gospel never fully reaches them because the church has already padded their 
conscience with sacramental identity. 

That kind of false assurance is often harder to break than open worldliness. The drunkard, 
the adulterer, the blasphemer, and the street sinner may be brought low more quickly by 
the preaching of the cross because he feels the weight of guilt more plainly. But the 
baptized religious man often hides behind a churchly past. He has a font, a ceremony, a 
parish, a moral upbringing, and a long memory of belonging. The preacher tells him he 
must be saved, and he quietly answers in his heart, “I always was.” That is one of the 
deadliest lies a soul can believe. 

And this is why pastoral clarity matters more than ecclesiastical elegance. A church can 
have beautiful forms and still damn souls if those forms are allowed to nourish false 
confidence. It can surround infants with prayer, godly care, and reverent blessing without 
ever confusing that with regeneration. It can love children fiercely without assigning to 
baptism what belongs only to faith in Christ and the life-giving work of the Holy Ghost. The 
church’s duty is not to make families feel spiritually secure through ceremony. Its duty is to 
tell the truth. Every child born into the church must still be pointed to the necessity of 
personal repentance, personal faith, and personal new birth in the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Conclusion 

Baptismal regeneration and the infant assurance problem strike at one of the most 
dangerous confusions in Anglicanism. The issue is not whether baptism is important. It is. 
The issue is not whether children should be loved, taught, prayed for, and raised under the 
Word of God. They should. The issue is whether a church has the right to surround infant 
baptism with such spiritually charged language that ordinary people are led to believe the 
rite itself has conveyed what only the new birth through faith in Christ can bring. And the 
answer is no. The church has no right to put a ceremony in the place of conversion. 



This is why the matter must be spoken of with both tenderness and force. Tenderness, 
because many sincere people have been raised inside this confusion and did not create it. 
Force, because the confusion itself is deadly. It creates generations who trust church 
action instead of Christ. It teaches people to rest in baptismal memory instead of gospel 
faith. It gives religious identity to the unconverted and spiritual vocabulary to those who 
may never have known the Lord at all. The result is a church full of people who have passed 
through sacred forms without ever passing from death unto life. 

So the line must be drawn plainly. Baptism is not the new birth. Covenant language is not 
conversion. Church inclusion is not justification. Infant ceremony is not saving faith. A child 
may be brought to a font and still need to be born again years later by the Spirit of God 
through the preaching of the gospel. That is not harsh. That is mercy. Better a church tell 
the truth and drive souls to Christ than soothe consciences with sacramental language 
while leaving them unconverted. The only safe assurance is not “The church acted on me,” 
but “I have believed on the Lord Jesus Christ.” 

 

 

8 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Baptismal Regeneration and the Infant Assurance 
Problem 

Introduction 

There are few places where Anglicanism confuses ordinary people more deeply than right 
here. A great many church systems have ways of clouding the gospel, but Anglicanism has 
a particularly dangerous way of doing it because it often wraps the confusion in beautiful 
language, historic forms, and solemn ceremony. It speaks of baptism with words like union 
with Christ, new birth, incorporation into the church, covenant blessing, remission, 
adoption, washing, and grace. Now a man can find biblical words connected to baptism, 
and no honest Bible believer needs to pretend baptism is a light or empty thing. Baptism 
matters. It is commanded. It is precious. It is a public testimony. It is tied to discipleship 
and obedience. But the trouble begins when a church talks in such a way that the ordinary 
hearer comes away thinking the ceremony itself has conveyed spiritual life. Then the sign 
has started to creep into the place of the thing signified, and the rite has begun to cast a 
shadow over the new birth itself. 

This becomes especially dangerous when infants are involved. A grown man can at least 
hear an explanation, however confused, and try to sort through what is being claimed. But 
an infant cannot repent, cannot believe, cannot understand, cannot call upon the name of 
the Lord, and cannot exercise personal faith in the crucified and risen Christ. So when a 



system baptizes infants and then surrounds that act with language of regeneration, 
covenant inclusion, grace, or incorporation into Christ’s body, it plants something in the 
conscience of families, congregations, and eventually the baptized child himself. It plants 
the idea that something spiritually decisive has happened by virtue of church action before 
faith ever entered the picture. That is no small error. That is the sort of thing that can shape 
an entire life. 

And this is where the matter becomes deeply pastoral. We are not discussing an abstract 
formula in a dusty library. We are talking about generations of religious people who have 
been taught, directly or indirectly, to assume they belong to Christ because they passed 
through a ceremony before they could even believe. They grow up in church. They learn 
prayers. They hear Bible stories. They may become moral, respectful, churchly, and 
sincere. Yet underneath all of that may lie a fatal assumption: “I was made part of this from 
infancy. I have always belonged. The church received me. The water marked me. The 
covenant included me. Therefore my relationship to Christ is settled.” That is exactly the 
sort of religious illusion that keeps souls from the new birth. It makes church action a 
substitute for conversion. It gives men and women a memory of ceremony in the place of 
saving faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. 

1. Why Baptismal Language Becomes So Confusing 

One of the reasons this issue becomes so tangled is because the New Testament does use 
rich and serious language around baptism. Baptism is not nothing. It is connected with 
discipleship, confession, identification with Christ, public obedience, and entrance into 
visible Christian profession. The problem is not that baptism is spoken of highly. The 
problem is what fallen religious systems do with that language. They begin speaking as 
though every lofty thing said in connection with baptism must be mechanically conveyed 
by the administration of the rite itself. Instead of understanding Scripture in the light of the 
gospel as a whole, they start letting ceremonial language bear a weight it was never 
intended to carry apart from personal faith. 

Anglicanism often intensifies this confusion because it retains sacramental seriousness 
while speaking in ways that can sound wonderfully elevated to trained churchmen but 
dangerously misleading to ordinary people. A theologian may tell you there are nuances, 
distinctions, covenant categories, ecclesial dimensions, and careful qualifications built 
into the wording. But the average mother, father, and child in the pew is not living inside all 
those theological footnotes. They hear strong words connected to a solemn act 
administered by the church. They hear about grace, incorporation, covenant standing, and 
perhaps even regeneration. To them, the message is not subtle. The message is that 
something spiritual has been done to the child. 



That is the first great danger. A doctrine may be hedged around with qualifications in the 
study, yet function very differently in the parish. Men will insist they do not mean baptism 
works automatically in a crude magical sense. Fine. But if the practical effect on ordinary 
hearers is still to make them think the baptized child has been spiritually altered in a 
decisive saving way before personal faith ever appears, then the qualifications have not 
solved the problem. They have simply given educated men a cleaner way to defend a dirty 
result. Theology is judged not only by how carefully it is explained to scholars, but by what it 
teaches the flock to trust. 

2. The Sign and the Thing Signified 

At the heart of the confusion lies a failure to distinguish properly between the sign and the 
thing signified. God has always used signs. Circumcision was a sign. The Passover was a 
sign. Baptism is a sign. The Lord’s Supper is a sign. But the sign is not the saving reality 
itself. The sign points. The sign witnesses. The sign declares. The sign testifies. Trouble 
starts when men begin treating the sign as though the saving grace were housed inside the 
sign in such a way that receiving the outward act places the recipient in possession of the 
inward reality. Once that line blurs, the church becomes a distributor of signs that people 
trust as realities. 

This is exactly why baptismal regeneration is so spiritually destructive. It puts pressure on 
the ceremony to do what only the Holy Ghost can do through the Word received by faith. 
New birth is not a ritual effect. Regeneration is not the automatic result of ecclesiastical 
handling. A man must be born again. Not cleaned up religiously. Not enrolled ceremonially. 
Not incorporated institutionally. Born again. That is the language of Christ. The Spirit of God 
gives life. The sinner believes on the Lord Jesus Christ. The word of the gospel is received. 
The new birth is a divine act, not a priestly management of water. 

And yet once a church system keeps repeating strong baptismal language without 
preserving this distinction with iron clarity, the sign starts swallowing the thing signified in 
the minds of the people. They no longer ask, “Has this child ever believed on Christ?” They 
ask, “Was he baptized?” They no longer ask, “Has she been born again by faith in the Son of 
God?” They ask, “Was she received into the church?” They no longer look for repentance 
and faith as the evidence of spiritual life. They look for ceremonial status. That is what 
happens when the sign is allowed to drift too close to the throne that belongs to the saving 
work of God alone. 

3. The Infant Problem Cannot Be Escaped 

This is where the issue becomes impossible to ignore. An infant cannot believe the gospel. 
An infant cannot repent toward God and place faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. An infant 



cannot examine himself. An infant cannot confess Christ from the heart. An infant cannot 
understand the death, burial, and resurrection of the Son of God. Whatever else a man 
wants to say, he cannot honestly say an infant exercises saving faith at the time of baptism. 
That means any theology that speaks of baptism in regenerative or spiritually decisive 
terms when applied to infants is already standing on very dangerous ground. 

Now some will try to soften the matter by speaking of covenant membership, covenant 
nurture, covenant privilege, or ecclesial inclusion. They will say they are not claiming the 
child is saved in a simplistic sense, only that he has been brought into the church’s 
covenant life and marked out for the promises of God. But ordinary people do not live on 
these layered distinctions forever. The emotional effect is the same. The child is treated as 
spiritually inside. The parents are comforted with churchly language. The congregation 
learns to think of the baptized child as already belonging in some decisive way. The burden 
of conversion gets displaced by the assumption of inclusion. 

This is why the infant problem cannot be escaped by better terminology. The problem is not 
merely the word regeneration. The problem is the whole churchly instinct that wants to 
attach spiritual status to a child through baptism before that child has ever personally 
trusted Christ. Once you do that, you have created the perfect conditions for false 
assurance. The person grows up not asking, “When was I converted?” but “Have I always 
belonged?” He may never have a real encounter with the gospel because the system told 
him, from his earliest days, that the church had already done something decisive to place 
him within the sphere of grace. That is not a small pastoral issue. That is a machine for 
producing religiously inoculated unbelievers. 

4. Covenant Language Can Become a Smokescreen 

One of the most common ways this confusion survives is through the use of covenant 
language. Now covenant is a biblical word, and no Bible believer should be frightened of it. 
God deals with men covenantally in Scripture. But covenant language becomes dangerous 
when it is used as a smokescreen to blur the necessity of personal faith and the new birth. 
Men begin speaking as though being placed into a covenantal environment by infant 
baptism is spiritually close enough to regeneration that the ordinary soul need not trouble 
itself with sharp distinctions. The child belongs. The child is in the covenant community. 
The child is marked out. The child is under blessing. Before long, covenant standing starts 
functioning as a soft replacement for conversion. 

That is exactly how generations of churchgoing people end up lost while believing 
themselves safe. They are told they are not pagans out in the world. They were baptized. 
They are in the church. They are covenant children. They belong to the household of faith in 



some meaningful sense. Fine, but does that language drive them to personal trust in Jesus 
Christ, or does it teach them to think they already possess a relationship to Christ by virtue 
of churchly placement? That is the test. If covenant language becomes a cushion that 
keeps a sinner from ever feeling the full force of his need to be born again, then that 
language is not helping him. It is hardening him. 

The great danger of religious systems is that they know how to keep people near the 
vocabulary of salvation without ever bringing them into salvation itself. Covenant becomes 
one of the favorite words in that process because it sounds biblical while functioning as a 
fog machine. Men can say many true-sounding things about nurture, promise, and identity 
while leaving the decisive issue untouched. Has this soul repented and believed on Jesus 
Christ? Has this person received the gospel personally? Has the Spirit of God brought new 
life? If those questions are buried under a mountain of covenantal church language, then 
the church has built a beautiful screen in front of the cross. 

5. Generations Raised to Trust Church Action 

The real fruit of this confusion is not hard to see. It creates generations of religious people 
who trust church action instead of new birth by faith. They may be decent people. They may 
love Christian culture. They may cherish the church calendar, the liturgy, the beauty, the 
solemnity, the prayers, and the family traditions. They may never have lived like pagans in 
the obvious sense. Some may even become defenders of orthodoxy in a historical or moral 
sense. But underneath all of that, what are they trusting? When pressed about why they 
belong to Christ, are they driven back to the moment when they fled to the Savior in 
repentance and faith, or are they simply resting in the fact that the church marked them 
from infancy and raised them inside her walls? 

That kind of religious inheritance is one of the hardest things in the world to break through, 
because the people caught in it do not feel lost. The openly wicked man sometimes knows 
he is far from God. The baptized churchman often thinks he has always been near. He has 
memory, reverence, family identity, sacramental participation, and institutional belonging. 
He may have no clear testimony of conversion, yet he does not feel the lack because the 
church has supplied him with another story to live inside. He was received. He was 
washed. He was included. He was raised in the fold. The language of personal salvation by 
faith alone begins to sound almost intrusive to him, because it threatens the whole 
framework by which he has understood himself. 

This is why the issue must be addressed sharply and pastorally at the same time. It is not 
an attack on children. It is not a denial that families should raise their children in the 
nurture and admonition of the Lord. It is not a rejection of reverence, seriousness, or 



ecclesiastical order. It is a protest against any system that conditions children and adults 
alike to trust what the church did to them instead of what Christ did for them. No infant 
baptism liturgy, however beautiful, can take the place of the gospel received by faith. No 
memory of being brought to a font can replace the necessity of coming to Calvary as a 
guilty sinner. 

6. New Birth Cannot Be Inherited 

One of the most destructive lies embedded in this whole system is the suggestion, whether 
spoken or merely implied, that spiritual life can in some meaningful sense be inherited 
through churchly belonging. Not inherited biologically, perhaps, but inherited covenantally, 
sacramentally, or ecclesially. A child is born into a Christian home, brought to baptism, 
placed under the church’s care, and from that point forward is treated as though his 
relationship to Christ is of a different basic kind than that of the outsider. Again, that can be 
framed with all sorts of careful qualifications. But the spiritual message remains potent: 
this child starts life inside in a way that reduces the sharpness of the conversion question. 

But the new birth cannot be inherited. A man may inherit a Bible. He may inherit a Christian 
name. He may inherit a church family, good teaching, godly examples, sound doctrine, 
reverent worship, and a thousand spiritual advantages. Praise God for every one of them. 
But he cannot inherit regeneration. He cannot inherit saving faith. He cannot inherit union 
with Christ by coming from Christian parents or passing through a church ceremony. “Ye 
must be born again” levels every family tree, every liturgy, every tradition, every 
sacramental claim, and every ecclesiastical advantage. The soul must deal with Christ 
personally. 

This is where Anglican confusion becomes especially cruel. It often leaves people with all 
the language of Christian belonging while never forcing them to reckon with the absolute 
necessity of individual conversion. The new birth is treated as something perhaps 
mysteriously present, covenantally assumed, or sacramentally connected from infancy 
onward. But the Lord Jesus Christ never spoke that way. He did not tell Nicodemus to take 
comfort in covenant standing, religious privilege, or ecclesiastical nearness. He told him 
that unless a man is born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God. That is still the issue. 
Not “Were you baptized as a baby?” Not “Were you raised in the church?” Not “Did the 
covenant include you?” Were you born again? 

7. The Pastoral Damage of False Assurance 

The pastoral damage done by false assurance is enormous. A church that teaches or even 
suggests that infant baptism places a child in a spiritually safe condition will almost 
inevitably produce adults who are difficult to reach with the gospel. They have just enough 



religion to resist conviction. They know the language. They know the customs. They know 
the stories. They may even know doctrine in a formal sense. But when the preacher begins 
pressing the necessity of faith in Christ, they do not hear it as a life-and-death summons. 
They hear it as a call to deepen something they already suppose they possess. The edge of 
the gospel never fully reaches them because the church has already padded their 
conscience with sacramental identity. 

That kind of false assurance is often harder to break than open worldliness. The drunkard, 
the adulterer, the blasphemer, and the street sinner may be brought low more quickly by 
the preaching of the cross because he feels the weight of guilt more plainly. But the 
baptized religious man often hides behind a churchly past. He has a font, a ceremony, a 
parish, a moral upbringing, and a long memory of belonging. The preacher tells him he 
must be saved, and he quietly answers in his heart, “I always was.” That is one of the 
deadliest lies a soul can believe. 

And this is why pastoral clarity matters more than ecclesiastical elegance. A church can 
have beautiful forms and still damn souls if those forms are allowed to nourish false 
confidence. It can surround infants with prayer, godly care, and reverent blessing without 
ever confusing that with regeneration. It can love children fiercely without assigning to 
baptism what belongs only to faith in Christ and the life-giving work of the Holy Ghost. The 
church’s duty is not to make families feel spiritually secure through ceremony. Its duty is to 
tell the truth. Every child born into the church must still be pointed to the necessity of 
personal repentance, personal faith, and personal new birth in the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Conclusion 

Baptismal regeneration and the infant assurance problem strike at one of the most 
dangerous confusions in Anglicanism. The issue is not whether baptism is important. It is. 
The issue is not whether children should be loved, taught, prayed for, and raised under the 
Word of God. They should. The issue is whether a church has the right to surround infant 
baptism with such spiritually charged language that ordinary people are led to believe the 
rite itself has conveyed what only the new birth through faith in Christ can bring. And the 
answer is no. The church has no right to put a ceremony in the place of conversion. 

This is why the matter must be spoken of with both tenderness and force. Tenderness, 
because many sincere people have been raised inside this confusion and did not create it. 
Force, because the confusion itself is deadly. It creates generations who trust church 
action instead of Christ. It teaches people to rest in baptismal memory instead of gospel 
faith. It gives religious identity to the unconverted and spiritual vocabulary to those who 



may never have known the Lord at all. The result is a church full of people who have passed 
through sacred forms without ever passing from death unto life. 

So the line must be drawn plainly. Baptism is not the new birth. Covenant language is not 
conversion. Church inclusion is not justification. Infant ceremony is not saving faith. A child 
may be brought to a font and still need to be born again years later by the Spirit of God 
through the preaching of the gospel. That is not harsh. That is mercy. Better a church tell 
the truth and drive souls to Christ than soothe consciences with sacramental language 
while leaving them unconverted. The only safe assurance is not “The church acted on me,” 
but “I have believed on the Lord Jesus Christ.” 

 

 

9 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The Eucharist, Real Presence, and Sacred 
Ambiguity 

Introduction 

There are few places where Anglicanism’s gift for ambiguity becomes more obvious, and 
more dangerous, than at the Lord’s Table. The Supper of the Lord Jesus Christ is one of the 
most precious ordinances ever given to the church. It is not trivial. It is not disposable. It is 
not a decorative add-on for churches that have a taste for ceremony. It is deeply significant, 
profoundly moving, and spiritually rich. At that table the believer remembers the broken 
body and shed blood of the Son of God. He proclaims the Lord’s death till He come. He 
looks back to Calvary, up to Christ, around to the body of believers, and forward to the 
marriage supper yet to come. There is no need to empty the ordinance of meaning in order 
to oppose Romanism or sacramental confusion. The Table is already glorious when left in 
the hands of Scripture. 

But that is not where the danger lies. The danger lies in what Anglicanism has so often done 
with the language surrounding the Supper. It has preserved forms and phrases broad 
enough to be heard in more than one direction. Men of a plainly spiritual and memorial 
understanding can use the language, and men leaning toward quasi-Catholic sacramental 
realism can use the same language without blushing. One man hears solemn 
remembrance and spiritual communion by faith. Another hears sacred mystery 
administered through consecrated elements by a priestly ministry in a holy setting. Both 
remain in the same room. Both use the same formulas. Both speak respectfully. And the 
institution congratulates itself on preserving a rich middle space. But what is called 
richness is often just managed vagueness. 



That vagueness is no harmless luxury. It does something to souls. It leaves ordinary 
believers with mystery where there should be clarity. It teaches them to treat the Lord’s 
Supper not simply as Christ’s appointed ordinance of remembrance, proclamation, self-
examination, and fellowship, but as a kind of holy zone where grace seems attached to 
ritual handling, liturgical solemnity, clerical administration, and consecrated atmosphere. 
Instead of the ordinance feeding faith through the plain remembrance of Christ crucified, 
the system can train people to associate spiritual help with the rite itself in ways that blur 
the line between biblical depth and sacramental haze. That is what this essay must expose. 
The issue is not whether the Supper is holy. It is whether Anglican ambiguity has allowed 
men to turn that holiness into a fog. 

1. The Supper Is Precious Enough Without Mystification 

The first thing that must be said is that no Bible believer needs to thin out the Lord’s Supper 
in order to keep it safe. Some reactionary Protestants, frightened by sacramental 
confusion, have sometimes spoken of the Supper in ways so flat and bloodless that it 
sounds like little more than a symbolic reminder tacked onto church life. That sort of 
reduction is unnecessary and unworthy. The New Testament does not treat the ordinance 
lightly. It connects the Supper with remembrance, proclamation, fellowship, self-
examination, discernment, thanksgiving, and real spiritual seriousness. The Lord Himself 
instituted it in the shadow of His death. Paul rebuked Corinth with terrifying force over their 
abuse of it. This is not a casual thing. 

But there is a massive difference between biblical seriousness and theological 
mystification. The Supper is precious because of what it points to, proclaims, and calls 
forth in the believer. It is precious because Christ commanded it. It is precious because it 
gathers the church around His death. It is precious because faith is stirred when the gospel 
is visibly displayed. It is precious because the people of God remember together that their 
life is in the body and blood of the Lamb. All of that is already there in Scripture without the 
need to load the ordinance with sacramental ambiguity or sacred elasticity. 

That distinction matters because Anglicanism often behaves as though the Table must 
remain verbally broad and suggestively mysterious in order to preserve depth. But depth 
does not require vagueness. Holiness does not require elastic language. Spiritual gravity 
does not require phrases that one man hears as remembrance by faith and another hears 
as nearly sacramental realism. Scripture does not deepen the ordinance by making it 
impossible to state plainly. It deepens it by rooting everything in Christ crucified. The 
moment a church thinks mystery itself is the mark of depth, it becomes vulnerable to 
turning plain ordinances into fog banks. 



2. The Problem of Broad Eucharistic Language 

This is where Anglicanism’s habit becomes especially dangerous. Broad Eucharistic 
language sounds noble because it appears to allow room for reverence, spiritual 
seriousness, and historical continuity without descending into outright Roman dogma. Men 
can speak of feeding on Christ, receiving grace, participating in holy mysteries, or 
approaching the Table with sacramental awe, all while assuring themselves they have not 
gone fully Roman. The language remains wide enough to satisfy those who want to keep 
the Supper centered on faith and remembrance, and wide enough to reassure those who 
hunger for something heavier, more objective, more ritualized, and more mystically 
charged. 

But broad language does not stay broad in the mind of the ordinary believer. It starts to 
lean. It starts to collect force in one direction or another, and where the atmosphere is 
liturgical, clerical, and sacramentally reverent, it will almost always lean toward ritual 
weight. The people may not be able to define transubstantiation or write a paper on 
eucharistic theology, but they know how the thing feels. They know it feels holier than mere 
remembrance. They know it feels as though something more than faith’s recollection is 
taking place. They know the clergy’s handling, the consecrated setting, and the language 
surrounding the elements all carry signals. Those signals teach long before formal doctrine 
is ever nailed down. 

That is why broad Eucharistic language is not a mark of wisdom. It is often a mark of 
institutional convenience. It lets opposite instincts coexist without open war. It preserves 
the table fellowship of contradictory parties. It keeps the Protestant in the room and the 
Romanizing churchman in the room at the same time. But what is the sheep supposed to 
do with that? He is left with a haze. He hears mystery where Scripture gave an ordinance. 
He feels pressure to be more sacramentally minded than the text itself requires. Broadness 
becomes a tool of confusion because the church refuses to say clearly what the Supper is 
and what it is not. 

3. Real Presence and the Power of Suggestion 

The phrase “real presence” is one of the favorite examples of this ambiguity. It sounds 
serious. It sounds devout. It sounds like a useful correction to bare memorialism. And 
because Christ is truly present with His people, because He is spiritually present, because 
He meets His church, because faith truly feeds on Him, the phrase can seem initially 
harmless. But language is never harmless when it is left deliberately undefined in a 
sacramental atmosphere. “Real presence” can mean one thing in the mouth of a careful 



evangelical and something very different in the imagination of a quasi-Catholic churchman 
kneeling at a liturgically charged altar. 

That is the power of suggestion. A phrase need not be formally Roman to create 
Romanizing instincts. It only needs to sound like more is happening in the elements than 
Scripture plainly states. It only needs to nudge the conscience away from simple 
remembrance and faith toward a sense that sacred reality is somehow attached to the 
consecrated bread and wine themselves in a more localized or ritualized way. Once that 
move happens, clerical handling grows in significance, consecration begins to feel 
spiritually decisive, and the whole event starts to carry the emotional weight of a sacred 
transaction rather than an ordinance of remembrance, proclamation, and faith. 

This is where the Anglican middle habit once again reveals itself. It does not always want to 
say the Roman thing directly, because it knows the Protestant standards still stand in the 
room. But neither does it want to speak with blunt Protestant clarity that would sweep 
away the fog. So it keeps phrases that can be honored in more than one way. It preserves 
suggestive language that can sound deep to the spiritual man and nourishing to the 
ritualist. The result is not holy balance. It is theological suggestion working on the nerves of 
the congregation week after week. 

4. Deliberate Vagueness at the Table 

One of the great sins of ecclesiastical systems is deliberate vagueness at exactly the points 
where clarity would inconvenience the institution. The Lord’s Table is one of those points in 
Anglicanism. If the church were to state with plain force that the Supper is a remembrance 
ordinance through which believers, by faith, commune spiritually with Christ and proclaim 
His death, then certain sacramental instincts would feel starved. But if the church were to 
state with Roman force that grace is specially tied to the consecrated elements and their 
ritual administration, then its Protestant credentials would collapse. So broadness 
becomes useful. Elasticity becomes valuable. Ambiguity becomes a method of 
peacekeeping. 

But the Table is no place for institutional peacekeeping through vagueness. This is where 
Christ’s death is proclaimed. This is where the church gathers around the central event of 
redemption. If ever there should be light and not fog, it is here. Deliberate vagueness at the 
Table does not produce depth in the flock. It produces instinctive superstition. The people 
begin to behave as though saying too plainly what the ordinance means would somehow 
profane it. They become suspicious of clear statements and increasingly comfortable with 
evocative but undefined sacramental language. Mystery itself becomes a virtue, not 



because Scripture left the matter unclear, but because the system needs the matter to 
remain elastic. 

This is poisonous to the conscience. God did not give the Supper to train men in 
ecclesiastical uncertainty. He gave it to set Christ before them. The broken bread and 
poured cup preach the gospel in visible form. They call the believer to remembrance, self-
examination, unity, thanksgiving, and hope. They do not require a cloud bank of liturgical 
suggestion to do their work. When a church deliberately keeps the language broad so 
opposite parties may continue coexisting, it is not protecting holiness. It is protecting 
ambiguity. And ambiguity at the Lord’s Table is a slow poison because it teaches the people 
to associate spiritual reality with what is left undefined. 

5. Grace and the Consecrated Ritual 

This is where the pastoral damage starts showing itself plainly. Instead of feeding faith 
through the plain remembrance of Christ crucified, the system begins training people to 
associate grace with consecrated ritual and clerical handling. The believer may still talk 
about the cross, but what begins to steady him emotionally is not so much Christ 
apprehended by faith as the experience of coming to the Table in the right liturgical 
atmosphere, under the right forms, through the right administration, receiving the right 
elements in the right way. The rite itself begins to take on a gravity that exceeds its biblical 
office. 

Now again, the Supper is not empty. God uses ordinances. The believer truly receives help, 
comfort, strengthening, and spiritual blessing in obeying Christ at the Table. But the 
blessing comes through faith resting in Christ as the ordinance points to Him. The grace is 
not housed in the ceremonial process like electricity in a wire. The danger in Anglican 
ambiguity is that the whole setup starts teaching people to feel as though grace is 
somehow nearer, thicker, or more available because of the consecrated quality of the ritual 
environment. The movement of the clergy, the words of administration, the altar-like 
setting, the kneeling posture, the reverent silence, all of it begins to suggest that something 
sacramental is being dispensed in a more direct and objective sense than Scripture 
warrants. 

And once that happens, the believer may begin trusting the experience of the rite more than 
the promise of the gospel. He feels nourished because he received. He feels near because 
he knelt. He feels grace because the atmosphere was holy. But those feelings can coexist 
with doctrinal confusion. The soul is no longer being fed most plainly by the declaration 
that Christ died for sinners and is received by faith. It is being fed by a churchly event. That 
is the shift. It is subtle. It is dignified. It is often beautiful. But it is dangerous, because it 



moves the center of gravity from the plain gospel toward an experience of consecrated 
religion. 

6. The Ordinary Believer Gets Mystery Instead of Clarity 

What happens to the ordinary believer in all this? He gets mystery where he needed clarity. 
He is told the Table is profound, sacred, weighty, and spiritually rich. True enough. But 
when he asks what exactly is happening, he often receives language broad enough to 
preserve the institution’s internal balance rather than answers sharp enough to ground his 
faith. One teacher emphasizes remembrance. Another emphasizes real presence. Another 
emphasizes communion with Christ in more suggestive sacramental terms. Another 
assures him the mystery should not be pressed too far into definitions. Meanwhile the 
believer is left trying to feel his way through holy language without a clean doctrinal map. 

This is spiritually unfair. Sheep are not fed by riddles. They are fed by truth. The Bible does 
not leave the believer suspended between memorialism and sacramental realism as 
though the right Christian posture were to keep both instincts alive in a disciplined tension. 
The Lord’s Supper was given in the context of Christ’s imminent sacrifice. “This do in 
remembrance of me.” Paul places the emphasis on proclaiming the Lord’s death till He 
come. Self-examination and discernment are tied to treating the body rightly in the 
gathered church, not to discovering some hidden ontological transformation in the bread. 
The main lines are plain enough unless a church has reason for wanting them less plain. 

But ambiguity has a strange glamour in sacramental traditions. It makes people feel 
reverent to avoid decisive definitions. They begin to think clarity is reductionistic, almost 
disrespectful. Yet the result is that the plain believer is never fully sure what to expect from 
the ordinance. He learns to approach it with awe, but not always with understanding. He 
learns to cherish it, but not always to interpret it biblically. He learns to participate in 
mystery rather than to rest in clearly declared truth. That is not a small problem. It is one 
more way Anglican drift trains people to prefer atmosphere over apostolic plainness. 

7. The Table Must Serve the Gospel, Not Obscure It 

At the end of the matter, the Lord’s Table must serve the gospel, not obscure it. That is the 
test. Every ordinance, every practice, every liturgical form, every churchly habit stands or 
falls by whether it makes Christ clearer or more difficult to behold. The Supper was never 
meant to become a cloud between the sinner and the Savior. It was meant to be one more 
window through which the church sees the crucified Son of God and proclaims His death. 
If the church’s language about the ordinance becomes so elastic that men start associating 
grace more with the rite than with the Redeemer, then the ordinance has not been honored. 
It has been misused. 



That is why the broad Anglican habit must be challenged here with all necessary force. It is 
not enough to say the church rejects Rome in theory while continuing to preserve 
eucharistic language that keeps quasi-Catholic instincts alive. It is not enough to say 
different interpretations can coexist around the Table as long as everyone remains 
reverent. The Lord did not institute His Supper as a theological holding pattern. He 
instituted it as a gospel ordinance. Where the meaning of the ordinance is left vague 
enough to support opposite sacramental instincts, the table stops serving the truth with 
full clarity. 

The answer is not irreverence. The answer is not flattening the Supper into a lifeless ritual of 
bare symbolism. The answer is not to strip the Table of its emotional, spiritual, and 
communal richness. The answer is to speak of it as Scripture speaks of it. The church 
remembers Christ. The church proclaims His death. The church communes with Him by 
faith. The church examines itself. The church gathers as one body under the shadow of the 
cross. That is more than enough. When that plain richness is not considered sufficient, 
churches start adding clouds. And clouds, however beautiful they look in cathedral light, 
still obscure the sun. 

Conclusion 

The danger in Anglican eucharistic ambiguity is not that it makes the Supper feel too 
important. The danger is that it makes the Supper feel important in ways Scripture does not 
require and often does not define. Broad Eucharistic language, talk of real presence left 
intentionally elastic, and a cultivated reluctance to speak with Protestant clarity all create 
an environment where opposite instincts can coexist under the same roof. The institution 
finds this useful. The ordinary believer pays for it. He is left with mystery where there 
should be clarity, suggestion where there should be definition, and sacred atmosphere 
where there should be plain gospel light. 

That ambiguity does not remain an academic inconvenience. It shapes how souls 
approach the Table. It can train them to associate grace with consecrated ritual and clerical 
handling rather than with Christ received by faith. It can make the ordinance feel like a zone 
of holy transaction rather than a commanded remembrance of the once-for-all sacrifice of 
the Son of God. It can make reverence drift toward superstition and depth drift toward 
haze. That is what happens whenever a church values institutional breadth more than 
doctrinal plainness at the very place where Christ’s death ought to be proclaimed most 
clearly. 

So the line must be drawn again. The Lord’s Supper is precious, holy, and spiritually rich. 
But it does not need deliberate vagueness to be profound. It does not need sacramental 



elasticity to be powerful. It does not need language broad enough to comfort both the 
evangelical and the Romanizing instinct at the same time. It needs Scripture. It needs 
Christ crucified set plainly before the people. It needs faith fed by remembrance, 
proclamation, and obedience. Anything that turns the Table into a sanctuary for sacred 
ambiguity is not protecting its holiness. It is helping obscure the gospel the Table was 
meant to display. 

 

 

10 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The Book of Common Prayer as a Theology 
Machine 

Introduction 

One of the greatest mistakes a man can make when studying Anglicanism is to treat the 
Book of Common Prayer as if it were merely a worship manual, a handy collection of 
services, prayers, readings, and ceremonial directions that help people move through 
church life with decency and order. That is far too small a view. The Book of Common 
Prayer is not just a manual. It is a machine. It is a theology machine. It does not merely 
organize worship; it manufactures instinct. It trains reflexes. It shapes vocabulary. It 
teaches people what Christianity feels like, what church sounds like, what reverence looks 
like, what authority smells like, and what sort of spiritual world they are living in. That is why 
a great many people feel Anglicanism before they can define it. They do not arrive first at a 
system of doctrine worked out in proposition and proof. They arrive at a climate. They arrive 
at a rhythm. They arrive at a language-world that begins forming them long before they can 
explain what exactly is forming them. 

Now none of that requires us to deny the beauty, literary power, or historical influence of 
the Prayer Book. It would be foolish to pretend that it has not moved hearts, shaped 
devotion, disciplined language, and lifted the tone of worship in many places where other 
churches descended into sloppiness and triviality. The Book of Common Prayer has gravity. 
It has cadence. It has a memorable and often noble use of language. It has the power to 
slow a room down, to make men kneel, to remind them that they are not in a theater, and to 
place holy things in grave and dignified speech. Those are not small matters. In a 
generation that has turned worship into branding, performance, mood-setting, and 
emotional improvisation, it is not difficult to understand why many sincere believers find 
the Prayer Book world appealing. It feels like church. It sounds like church. It appears 
weighty and inherited, and that appearance alone carries immense persuasive power. 



But this is exactly where the danger lies. Beautiful words can catechize souls into 
confusion just as effectively as ugly words can catechize them into shallowness. A noble 
form can carry mixed theology. A moving prayer can normalize ambiguity. A repeated 
phrase can sink a doctrinal assumption into the conscience so deeply that the hearer never 
pauses to ask whether the assumption was biblical in the first place. Drift does not always 
begin with a seminary professor denying the resurrection or a bishop announcing open 
rebellion against Scripture. Often drift begins much earlier and much lower. It begins in 
what people are taught to say every week. It begins in what they are taught to feel every 
week. It begins in repeated language, repeated responses, repeated prayers, repeated 
sacramental associations, repeated atmospheres of reverence tied to mixed theological 
signals. Repetition shapes conscience, and liturgy can preserve error just as effectively as 
it can preserve truth. 

1. The Prayer Book Teaches Before the Sermon Begins 

One of the first things that must be understood is that the Book of Common Prayer is 
already teaching people before the sermon ever starts. By the time the preacher opens his 
mouth, the congregation has already been moved through an order, a sequence, a set of 
responses, confessions, declarations, petitions, and ritual expectations that have 
communicated what kind of spiritual world this church inhabits. They have learned 
whether worship is casual or solemn, whether it is priestly or congregational, whether 
grace feels immediate or mediated, whether Christian devotion is spontaneous or 
inherited, and whether the church sees itself primarily as a gathered people under the 
Word or as participants in a historic liturgical stream that carries them through sacred 
action. 

That prior shaping is enormously powerful. Most people do not enter worship as neutral 
observers ready to weigh every phrase with theological precision. They are creatures of 
rhythm, sound, beauty, memory, repetition, and emotional association. What is repeated 
forms expectation. What is ordered shapes instinct. If every week a believer is carried 
through language that strongly links grace, holiness, church identity, absolution, 
sacramental seriousness, and inherited forms, that believer will begin to feel Christianity in 
those terms whether or not he could defend those feelings chapter and verse. The Prayer 
Book is already doing doctrinal work simply by arranging the emotional and linguistic 
furniture of the room. 

That means the Prayer Book cannot be treated as secondary decoration. It is not wallpaper. 
It is not a neutral vessel into which anyone may pour any theology he likes. It has formative 
power. It gives the congregation habits of thought and response. It does not merely reflect 
doctrine; it helps produce doctrinal atmosphere. And once atmosphere is in place, later 



doctrine is often received through it. Men begin interpreting sermons, sacraments, 
ministry, and even Scripture itself through the devotional world the liturgy has already built 
inside them. That is why the Prayer Book is a theology machine. It is manufacturing 
assumptions before many people even realize they have been taught. 

2. Repeated Phrases Become Interior Theology 

A phrase heard once may be interesting. A phrase heard weekly becomes part of the 
bloodstream. This is one of the deepest powers of liturgy in general and the Prayer Book in 
particular. Repeated phrases become interior theology. People may not remember the 
outline of last month’s sermon, but they can often recall the language they have prayed, 
recited, and answered over and over again for years. What is repeated with solemnity gains 
authority in the soul. What is repeated in sacred space begins to feel self-authenticating. 
And when those repeated phrases are literary, elevated, and emotionally resonant, they 
sink even deeper. 

That is exactly why the theological content of liturgical language matters so much. If the 
phrases are clear, biblical, and ordered rightly around the gospel, they can help preserve 
truth against the stupidity of the age. But if the phrases are broad, sacramental, mixed, or 
suggestive in ways that allow opposite doctrinal instincts to coexist, then that same 
repetition can catechize confusion into the people with astonishing effectiveness. The 
hearer may never consciously adopt a false theology in the form of a proposition. He may 
simply learn to feel that certain churchly assumptions are normal because he has said 
them for years with reverence and affection. 

This is one reason liturgical drift is so hard to challenge once established. You are not 
simply confronting an argument. You are confronting a beloved vocabulary that has 
become part of people’s devotional memory. The Prayer Book world becomes a home to 
them. Its phrases are not merely statements. They are emotional anchors, identity markers, 
and pathways back into the feeling of holy things. That makes it all the more dangerous 
when the theology carried by those phrases is not consistently governed by biblical clarity. 
Men will defend confusion fiercely when confusion has been wrapped for years in language 
that feels like home. 

3. The Prayer Book Creates a Religious Climate 

The Book of Common Prayer does more than teach sentences. It creates climate. It 
teaches people what sort of religion they are participating in. It creates a sense of ordered 
sacredness, inherited reverence, disciplined confession, and churchly continuity. That 
climate can be immensely attractive to people who are tired of the cheapness of modern 
evangelical culture. They walk into a Prayer Book environment and feel immediately that 



they have left the shopping mall and entered a sanctuary. The language is weightier. The 
movement is slower. The emotional tone is more grave. The whole service seems to say, 
“These things matter, and they are not being improvised by a worship team and a 
communications director.” 

That climate is powerful because human beings are shaped as much by environments as 
by arguments. A man does not need to understand every line of theology to know that one 
atmosphere feels holy and another feels cheap. The trouble is that climate itself can 
become a vehicle for error when it lends emotional force to mixed theology. A church can 
create a profoundly sacred feeling around structures, rites, and formulas that are not being 
kept in proper biblical proportion. The congregation can learn to trust the feel of the climate 
long before they ever ask whether the climate is training them to lean too heavily on church 
action, sacramental tone, clerical mediation, or inherited form. 

This is one of the quiet triumphs of the Prayer Book as a theology machine. It does not 
simply say things. It surrounds people with a spiritual weather pattern. That weather 
pattern tells them what kind of Christianity is normal. If that climate is governed by a broad, 
sacramental, and historically deferential theology, then the people will begin breathing that 
theology like air. They may never articulate it neatly, but they will live inside it. And because 
it feels reverent, ancient, and beautiful, they will often assume it must also be right. That is 
how atmosphere can become a doctrinal prison while still feeling like a refuge. 

4. Beauty Does Not Guarantee Clarity 

One of the great temptations for serious-minded Christians is to confuse beauty with truth. 
A thing that sounds elevated, ancient, stately, and emotionally weighty can seem more 
trustworthy than something plain, sharp, and simple. But beauty does not guarantee 
clarity. Literary power does not guarantee doctrinal purity. A beautiful prayer can still 
smuggle in a mixed ecclesiology, a sacramental overemphasis, or a churchly instinct that 
crowds the freeness of the gospel. The devil has never been afraid of beautiful forms if 
those forms help keep people from the naked plainness of God’s Word. 

This is why the Prayer Book must be handled with more caution than admirers often show. 
Its beauty is real. Its influence is real. Its power to dignify worship is real. But those very 
strengths can make it more dangerous when the theology behind certain expressions is 
broad or mixed. A crude error is often easier to detect because it jars the conscience. A 
beautiful ambiguity is much harder to challenge because it carries emotional prestige. Men 
feel almost irreverent questioning it. They think they are attacking beauty when in fact they 
are trying to separate beauty from confusion. 



That confusion often survives precisely because the language is lovely. The people are not 
easily persuaded that something so stately could mislead them. Yet history proves 
repeatedly that aesthetic power can preserve theological error just as effectively as 
intellectual argument can produce it. A people taught to pray in noble but theologically 
elastic language may become harder to rescue than a people taught badly in ugly forms, 
because at least ugliness does not charm them while it misleads them. The Prayer Book 
can make mixed theology sound majestic, and that is exactly why it must be examined with 
biblical rigor instead of sentimental gratitude alone. 

5. Drift Happens Through Weekly Devotion 

One of the strongest points that must be made here is that drift is often not caused first by 
a seminary lecture. Men imagine theological decline beginning in obscure academic rooms 
where scholars play games with Greek verbs until churches collapse fifty years later. 
Sometimes that is true. But often drift happens much closer to the ground. It happens 
through weekly devotion. It happens through what the people are trained to confess, 
repeat, expect, and associate with holy things week after week, month after month, year 
after year. The doctrinal machinery may be operating quietly long before a formal 
controversy ever breaks out. 

The Prayer Book excels at this kind of long-term shaping because it normalizes theological 
instincts through habit. You do not need a heretic in the pulpit if the liturgical structure 
itself keeps reinforcing a sacramental atmosphere, a broad ecclesial imagination, or a 
reverent deference to inherited forms that softens the sharpness of biblical distinctions. By 
the time a more overt doctrinal drift appears, the people may already be half-prepared to 
accept it because the devotional world that formed them made it feel natural. They have 
already learned to connect holiness with liturgical handling, grace with churchly rhythm, 
and doctrinal safety with the inherited language of the tradition. 

This is why liturgical drift can be so much more potent than many Bible believers realize. It 
does not have to argue loudly. It just has to repeat. Repeat long enough, and conscience 
bends. Repeat beautifully enough, and confusion becomes beloved. Repeat solemnly 
enough, and people assume the theology must be sound because the whole thing feels too 
sacred to be wrong. Thus the drift becomes embedded not merely in what people think 
about once in a while, but in what they say before God every single week. That is why the 
Prayer Book is not a side issue. It is part of the engine. 

6. Liturgy Can Preserve Error as Easily as Truth 

Some people speak as though liturgy itself is a kind of safeguard against drift. That is 
nonsense. Liturgy is a tool, and tools can be used for truth or error. A repeated form can 



preserve biblical reality across generations, but it can also preserve false assumptions 
across generations with terrifying efficiency. In some ways, error preserved liturgically is 
more powerful than error preserved in private books, because it is sung, spoken, prayed, 
and felt communally. It becomes part of the worshiping reflex of a people. It gets into the 
bones. 

That is exactly why a church cannot afford to admire liturgy in the abstract. The question is 
never simply, “Do we have a liturgy?” The question is, “What theology is the liturgy 
preserving?” Is it preserving the freeness of justification by faith? Is it preserving the 
priesthood of all believers under the one Mediator? Is it preserving the ordinances in their 
biblical proportion? Is it preserving the direct authority of Scripture over all churchly forms? 
Or is it preserving a mixed atmosphere in which sacramental overtones, clerical 
assumptions, and broad ecclesiastical instincts keep resurfacing because the forms 
themselves quietly nourish them? 

The Prayer Book is especially important here because it has often been praised as though 
its liturgical beauty somehow guaranteed theological safety. But beautiful machinery can 
still manufacture error. The very stability of the form can give false impressions of doctrinal 
soundness even when the content being stabilized is mixed. That is the sinister side of 
liturgical continuity. Once a form is established, people begin trusting it simply because it 
is enduring. Yet a repeated mistake remains a mistake, and a centuries-old ambiguity 
remains an ambiguity. Time does not sanctify confusion. Repetition does not turn a mixed 
signal into a clear trumpet. 

7. People Often Feel Anglicanism Before They Define It 

This is perhaps one of the most revealing things about Anglicanism: people often feel it 
before they define it. They do not first become persuaded by a neat system laid out 
proposition by proposition. They first feel drawn into a world. They encounter the liturgical 
rhythm, the solemn language, the confessional forms, the historic tone, the sacramental 
seriousness, and the gentle weight of inherited devotion. They begin to love the feel of it. 
Only later do they start trying to explain what they have entered. By then, the explanation is 
often shaped by the attraction. 

That matters because men rarely analyze clearly what has already won their affections. 
Once the Prayer Book world has become emotionally compelling, it is harder for them to 
ask cold questions about the theology it is carrying. They begin with love and move 
backward toward doctrine instead of beginning with doctrine and testing the forms by it. 
That is backwards, but it is common. They say, “This feels holy. This feels stable. This feels 
serious. Therefore it must be spiritually safer than the churches I came from.” Perhaps in 



some ways it is. But the spiritual life is not ultimately judged by felt seriousness. It is judged 
by truth. 

And that is why the Prayer Book as a theology machine must be exposed. It explains why 
Anglicanism can win people before they can defend it. It teaches them to inhabit a 
doctrinal mood before they can name the doctrines. It makes mixed theology feel like 
home before they can identify the mixture. Once they are settled into the house, they are 
more inclined to protect the house than to ask whether all its rooms are sound. That is how 
drift survives for generations. It survives not only by arguments but by affections trained 
through repeated devotion. 

Conclusion 

The Book of Common Prayer is far more than a worship manual. It is a theology machine. It 
shapes instinct, language, expectation, emotional tone, and doctrinal imagination through 
repeated phrases and ordered devotion. That is why its influence runs so deep and why it 
must never be treated as a neutral aid. It does not merely help people say prayers. It 
teaches them what Christianity sounds like, feels like, and increasingly means. If the 
theology riding inside that machine is broad, sacramental, or mixed, then the machine will 
catechize that mixture into the people with enormous power. 

None of this requires denying the literary beauty or historical significance of the Prayer 
Book. In some respects, its strength is exactly what makes it so potent. Beautiful words are 
easier to trust. Noble language is easier to love. Historic forms are easier to defend. But 
beauty does not sanctify ambiguity, and historical power does not excuse theological 
mixture. A phrase repeated every week can shape conscience more deeply than a lecture 
heard once a year. Drift is often not caused first by a professor in a seminary classroom but 
by what the church teaches ordinary people to say and feel every Lord’s Day. 

So the issue is not whether liturgy exists. The issue is what the liturgy is doing. Is it 
preserving truth, or is it preserving confusion? Is it strengthening faith in Christ crucified, or 
is it creating a churchly atmosphere where sacramental and institutional assumptions 
quietly displace gospel clarity? The Prayer Book has often functioned as a theology 
machine powerful enough to make Anglicanism felt before it is defined. That alone should 
make every serious believer cautious. For when repetition shapes conscience, liturgy can 
preserve error just as effectively as it can preserve truth, and sometimes far more quietly. 

 

 



11 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Bishops, Orders, and the Seduction of Apostolic 
Succession 

Introduction 

One of the strongest attractions Anglicanism holds out to weary believers is the promise of 
order. In a time when churches often look like personality cults with fog machines, folding 
chairs, and self-appointed visionaries calling themselves apostles after three podcasts and 
one logo redesign, the Anglican world can look sane by comparison. It has bishops. It has 
ordination. It has forms. It has visible continuity. It has the language of lawful calling and 
historic ministry. It does not present church life as a religious free-for-all where anyone with 
charisma and a microphone may suddenly declare himself God’s anointed spokesman. 
That appeal is real. It lands hard on serious Christians who have seen the damage done by 
rootless ministry, unaccountable leaders, and churches built more on personal brand than 
biblical office. So let it be said plainly: church order matters. Pastors should be lawfully 
called. Ministry is not chaos. The work of shepherding souls is not a hobby for religious 
entrepreneurs. 

But once that has been admitted, the deeper issue comes into view. The New Testament 
does not place the authority of ministry in a romantic chain of hands stretching backward 
through history. It does not teach that the power of a minister rests in tracing his office 
through a visible line of succession while ignoring whether he still preaches apostolic truth. 
The apostles did not tell the church to trust office detached from doctrine. They told the 
church to test doctrine. They did not glorify lineage above fidelity. They glorified Christ, the 
gospel, the Word, and the faith once delivered to the saints. The real question, then, is not 
whether order matters. The question is what makes church order truly Christian. Is it 
continuity of office, or continuity of truth? Is it the historical shape of the hand laid on a 
man’s head, or the biblical substance of the message coming out of his mouth? 

That is where Anglicanism becomes especially vulnerable. Its love for episcopacy, 
ordination, and historic succession can easily drift from lawful order into sacramentalized 
office. Men begin trusting lineage more than faithfulness. They begin speaking as though 
continuity with the apostles is primarily a matter of institutional descent instead of 
doctrinal loyalty. And once that happens, apostolic succession becomes a substitute for 
apostolic doctrine. The bishop’s chair starts carrying more emotional weight than the 
apostle’s words. The priestly office begins to feel safer than the plain authority of Scripture. 
Clerical pride grows at the top because men imagine themselves as guardians of historic 
continuity by virtue of office itself, and passive dependence grows in the pew because 
ordinary believers begin assuming that spiritual safety lies in staying near the right chain of 
succession rather than in hearing and obeying the Word of God. 



1. The Appeal of Order in a Chaotic Age 

It is not hard to understand why ordered ministry feels attractive. We live in an age where 
“call to ministry” often means little more than strong self-confidence and a social media 
following. Men plant churches with no real testing, no depth, no gravity, and no sense that 
handling souls is holy work. Women and men alike step into roles Scripture never gave 
them because nobody fears God enough to care what the Book says. Churches appear and 
disappear around personalities, preferences, and branding. Under those conditions, a 
tradition that still talks about ordination, examination, office, and accountability sounds 
refreshingly serious. It looks like it remembers that the church belongs to Christ and not to 
religious improvisers. 

And there is a biblical instinct behind that attraction. The New Testament does not treat 
ministry as random. Elders are appointed. Qualifications are given. Men are tested. False 
teachers are warned against. The church is not told to submit to raw charisma but to 
recognize lawful shepherds who labor in the Word and doctrine. So there is something 
deeply healthy in resisting ministry chaos. Any church culture that has thrown away 
examination, calling, discipline, and order has already opened its gates to wolves, fools, 
and performers. In that sense, Anglican emphasis on order can seem like a welcome 
correction to modern evangelical disorder. 

But the danger of a needed correction is that men often overcorrect in the direction of 
visible structure and begin trusting the structure itself. That is where Anglicanism becomes 
seductive. It does not merely offer order; it offers order clothed in historical dignity. It does 
not merely say ministers should be called; it says they stand in a visible succession. It does 
not merely say bishops exist; it surrounds the episcopate with the aura of historic 
continuity. Under those conditions, order can stop being servant and start becoming 
symbol, then identity, then emotional authority. And once that progression takes hold, men 
begin to trust the architecture of the ministry more than the truth the ministry was 
supposed to guard. 

2. What the New Testament Actually Emphasizes 

The New Testament places ministerial authority where many church traditions do not want 
it placed. It places it in truth, calling, doctrine, holiness, and obedience to Christ. The 
apostles never told churches that the great safety of the flock would lie in tracing a formal 
line of ordination back through history. They told churches to continue in apostolic 
teaching. They told pastors to hold fast the faithful Word. They told believers to test the 
spirits, mark false teachers, reject heresy, and contend for the faith once delivered. The 



burden of the apostolic writings is not, “Make sure the chain remains visible.” The burden 
is, “Make sure the truth remains intact.” 

Now that does not mean office is irrelevant. It means office is accountable to doctrine. A 
bishop in the New Testament is not a magical figure who inherits authority through a line of 
hands. He is an overseer who must be blameless, apt to teach, sound in the faith, and able 
to stop the mouths of gainsayers. The authority of his ministry is inseparable from the truth 
he preaches and the life he lives. Remove that, and the office becomes a shell. The 
apostles would not have been impressed by a perfectly preserved hierarchy preaching 
corrupt doctrine. They would have denounced it as a fraud precisely because apostolic 
continuity means continuity with apostolic truth. 

That is why succession language becomes dangerous so quickly. It subtly relocates the 
center of trust. Men stop asking first, “Does this man teach what the apostles taught?” and 
begin asking, “Was this man ordained in the right line?” But the first question is the 
apostolic one. The second can only ever be secondary. If the first is lost, the second 
becomes a religious distraction. A man may sit in an ancient chair, wear lawful robes, carry 
official credentials, and still be a traitor to the apostles if he does not preach their doctrine. 
The chain is worthless if the message has rotted. 

3. Apostolic Succession and the Romance of Lineage 

Part of the seduction of apostolic succession is psychological. Human beings are drawn to 
lineage. They like continuity they can see. They like the feeling that they are linked to 
something ancient, tangible, and orderly. A church that can say, “Our bishops stand in 
historic succession from the apostles,” offers more than a technical claim. It offers 
romance. It offers the emotional satisfaction of visible continuity. It says, “We are not 
inventing ministry. We are carrying forward an unbroken stream.” To many people, that 
sounds safer than a church whose authority rests more simply and nakedly on faithfulness 
to Scripture. 

But romance is not revelation. There is nothing in the New Testament that suggests the 
church’s great confidence should rest in a visible chain of ordination detached from 
ongoing doctrinal scrutiny. The Pharisees had lineage. The Jews could say, “We have 
Abraham to our father.” That did not save them from blindness. Rome has lineage claims. 
Eastern Orthodoxy has lineage claims. Ancient structures all over the religious world can 
point backward. But backward visibility is not the same thing as present faithfulness. A 
man is not apostolic because a bishop touched him in the right sequence. He is apostolic 
when he stands in the doctrine of the apostles under the authority of Jesus Christ. 



This is why Anglican fascination with succession often creates a false sense of security. It 
allows men to feel rooted without asking whether the root is still feeding biblical truth. It 
lets them admire the continuity of office while neglecting the continuity of doctrine. Once 
that happens, lineage becomes a sacrament of its own. Men are spiritually reassured by 
historical descent even when the sharper issue of truth has grown muddy. That is not 
Christian safety. It is churchly nostalgia dressed in ecclesiastical garments. 

4. When Succession Becomes a Substitute for Doctrine 

This is the real heart of the problem. Apostolic succession becomes most dangerous when 
it starts functioning as a substitute for apostolic doctrine. Men begin talking as though 
ministry is validated primarily by institutional descent rather than by fidelity to the Word of 
God. The office itself begins to carry theological weight independently of the message. 
Under that system, a bishop may be treated as a trustworthy guardian because he stands 
in succession, even while his teaching grows broad, compromised, or mixed. The 
continuity of the hands laid on him becomes more psychologically compelling than the 
continuity of the truth he proclaims. 

That shift is catastrophic. The entire purpose of office in the church is to preserve, preach, 
defend, and apply revealed truth. The office was never meant to become a self-
authenticating sign of spiritual legitimacy. But once a tradition begins surrounding 
ordination and succession with enough reverence, the office can start floating above the 
doctrine it was meant to serve. Men may say all the orthodox things about Scripture still 
being supreme, yet in practice they defer to office because the office feels holy, old, and 
safe. The minister’s location in the chain begins to matter more than his conformity to the 
apostolic message. 

This is one of the reasons doctrinal drift can persist so long in traditions that prize 
succession. The structure gives people emotional cover. They assume the visible continuity 
of the office guarantees the invisible continuity of truth. But it does not. It never has. 
History is full of bishops with succession and no gospel, priests with orders and no clarity, 
clergy with lineage and no light. The apostles would have judged them by doctrine, not 
pedigree. The moment the church reverses that order, it has already begun to decay. 

5. Clerical Pride at the Top 

Whenever office begins to carry too much independent authority, clerical pride is never far 
behind. This does not always come in vulgar or theatrical form. Often it appears in 
polished, restrained, ecclesiastically respectable ways. A man begins thinking of himself 
not merely as a servant of Christ and steward of the mysteries of God, but as a participant 
in a historic line whose dignity itself commands special deference. He may not say this 



crudely, but the atmosphere around episcopacy and priesthood teaches it. He becomes 
conscious of belonging to a continuity larger than himself, and unless he is deeply humbled 
by Scripture, that consciousness can harden into spiritual hauteur. 

This is especially dangerous because it can masquerade as reverence. A bishop who thinks 
too much of his office may present it as faithfulness to history, to order, to catholicity, to the 
church’s visible unity. A priest who leans too heavily on his ordination may speak in the 
language of holy calling and ecclesial service. But beneath it there can be a quiet 
assumption that office itself places him in a superior zone of legitimacy. That assumption 
will affect how he handles correction, how he hears criticism, how he speaks to the people, 
and how he thinks about those outside his structure. Once lineage begins carrying 
theological prestige, humility tends to leak out slowly. 

And that is exactly opposite to the spirit of the New Testament ministry. The apostles did 
not use office to create sacred distance between themselves and the flock. They used 
authority to serve truth and suffer for the church. The minister is not a spiritual aristocrat. 
He is a steward under orders. He is not safe because he stands in a line of bishops. He is 
safe only if he stands under the authority of Christ speaking in Scripture. Where succession 
talk feeds clerical ego instead of clerical trembling, the system has become corrupted. 
Men start feeling important because of their place in the chain rather than fearful because 
of their responsibility before God. 

6. Passive Dependence in the Pew 

The other side of clerical pride is passive dependence in the pew. When a church culture 
teaches people to place too much confidence in bishops, orders, and succession, ordinary 
believers begin assuming that spiritual safety lies in staying near the right office-holders 
rather than in personally knowing the truth. They defer too quickly. They stop examining. 
They become less like Bereans and more like dependents. The office feels ancient, solemn, 
and authorized, so they imagine their duty is primarily to receive rather than to test. That 
may produce outward order, but it also produces spiritual weakness. 

This passivity is exactly what unhealthy systems prefer. It is easier to manage a people who 
feel that their role is to trust the chain of command. But the New Testament never asks 
believers to become inert because their leaders possess office. It commands them to know 
the truth, search the Scriptures, discern false teaching, and remain in Christ. The 
priesthood of all believers does not abolish pastoral authority, but it does mean no 
Christian is excused from hearing the Word of God directly and weighing all things by it. 
Succession-heavy church culture often works against that instinct. It teaches the people to 
admire office more than to master truth. 



And once that dependence sets in, drift can advance with less resistance. The people have 
been trained to assume the chain is the guarantee. If the bishop says it, if the priest 
administers it, if the structure received it, the sheep feel pressure to accept it. The whole 
atmosphere discourages hard questioning because questioning office feels like 
questioning the church itself. That is spiritually disastrous. Christ did not die to create a 
congregation of passive recipients leaning on clerical lineage. He gave shepherds to equip 
saints in the truth. When the saints stop testing everything by Scripture because the office 
feels too sacred to challenge, they are already in danger. 

7. Continuity of Truth, Not Just Continuity of Office 

The right question is not whether office continues. The right question is what continues 
through the office. Continuity of office without continuity of truth is an empty shell. A 
church can preserve bishops for centuries and still drift into darkness. It can guard 
ordination rites carefully while losing gospel clarity. It can maintain visible succession 
while no longer sounding like the apostles in doctrine, tone, or conviction. The real 
apostolic succession the New Testament emphasizes is succession in truth. The church 
continues apostolically when it teaches what the apostles taught, guards what they 
delivered, and obeys the Christ they served. 

That is the standard by which all office must be judged. If a bishop teaches apostolic 
doctrine, guards the flock, rebukes falsehood, and submits to the Word of God, then praise 
God for faithful oversight. If a minister is lawfully called, morally qualified, and doctrinally 
sound, then honor the office because it is serving Christ’s truth. But none of that requires 
romanticizing a chain of ordinations as though the chain itself were the source of 
legitimacy. The source is Christ. The standard is Scripture. The test is faithfulness. Office 
matters because it serves those realities, not because it floats above them. 

This is the great correction Anglicanism needs here. It must stop speaking as though 
historical succession can bear the emotional and theological weight it has been asked to 
bear. It cannot. It never could. The church is not safest when it has the oldest visible chain. 
It is safest when it is under the clearest biblical truth. The apostles themselves would 
sooner recognize a humble preacher opening the Scriptures faithfully than a grand bishop 
boasting of lineage while muting the gospel. Truth is the living nerve of apostolicity. 
Everything else is secondary. 

Conclusion 

Church order matters. Pastors should be lawfully called. Ministry is not a free-for-all. In a 
world full of self-appointed voices and religious anarchy, those truths deserve to be said 
plainly. Anglicanism is not wrong for resisting chaos. It is not wrong for caring about office, 



ordination, and visible oversight. But it goes wrong when the love of order turns into the 
seduction of apostolic succession, when a historical chain of hands begins carrying more 
emotional authority than the apostolic truth those hands were supposed to preserve. That 
is where the drift begins. 

The New Testament never locates the church’s confidence in a romantic lineage. It locates 
confidence in Christ, His Word, and the doctrine handed down by His apostles. Succession 
in office can be useful only when it remains strictly servant to succession in truth. The 
moment office becomes a substitute for doctrine, the church starts trusting the wrong 
thing. Clerical pride grows because men imagine their place in the chain gives them a kind 
of inherited spiritual prestige. Passive dependence grows in the pew because ordinary 
believers begin trusting lineage more than biblical fidelity. Both are corruptions. 

So the matter must be settled where Scripture settles it. Continuity of office is never 
enough. Continuity of truth is the issue. A bishop is not apostolic because he stands in a 
line. He is apostolic if he stands in the apostles’ doctrine under the authority of Jesus 
Christ. A church is not safe because it can point backward through ordinations. It is safe if 
it remains under the written Word of God. Anything less turns succession into a seduction, 
office into an idol, and order into a substitute for faithfulness. 

 

 

12 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Ceremony, Beauty, and the Power of Religious 
Atmosphere 

Introduction 

There is a reason Anglicanism exerts such a strong pull on serious-minded people, and any 
honest man ought to admit it before he critiques it. We live in a church age filled with noise, 
gimmicks, shallow platforms, stage lighting, personality cults, sermonettes, skinny jeans 
spirituality, and a kind of casual irreverence that would make a man wonder whether 
anybody in the room still believes God is holy. Many churches no longer look like 
sanctuaries. They look like event spaces. The music feels manufactured. The language 
feels improvised. The preaching often sounds like therapy with a Bible verse taped to the 
side of it. So when a weary believer walks into an Anglican setting and sees robes, kneeling, 
prayers, ordered readings, liturgical cadence, reverent silence, holy seasons, and 
architecture that seems to whisper instead of shout, he feels relief. He feels like he has 
stepped out of the shopping mall and into something sacred. 



And that feeling is real. Anglicanism often does offer something many churches have 
abandoned: gravity. It offers the sense that worship is not entertainment, that language 
matters, that posture matters, that history matters, that reverence matters. The candles, 
the vestments, the processions, the prayer book rhythms, the church calendar, the sober 
handling of sacred things, all of it combines to produce an environment that tells the soul, 
“These things are weighty.” In a world of careless religion, that can feel like a rescue. A man 
bruised by casual Christianity may step into that atmosphere and think he has found depth 
at last. He may confuse relief with discernment. He may assume that because the room 
feels holy, the doctrine must be clear. 

But that is exactly why this essay matters. Religious atmosphere can intoxicate people. 
Beauty can disarm discernment. A church can feel ancient, ordered, reverent, and holy 
while still clouding the freeness of the gospel. A room can be full of dignity and still leave a 
sinner unsure how he is born again, how he can have peace with God, and where his 
confidence is supposed to rest. One of the most dangerous forms of drift is not open 
rebellion. It is aesthetic drift, where ceremonial depth is mistaken for doctrinal depth, 
where emotional reverence is mistaken for biblical clarity, and where people begin trusting 
the feel of holiness more than the truth that makes men free. A man can be moved by 
candles, prayers, and processions while remaining badly confused about the new birth, 
assurance, and the finished work of Jesus Christ. 

1. Why Serious People Are Drawn to It 

The appeal of Anglican ceremony is not hard to understand because it answers a real 
wound. Many believers are exhausted with churches that have abandoned all visible signs 
of reverence. They are tired of pastors who perform instead of preach. They are tired of 
worship leaders who behave like entertainers. They are tired of sanctuaries redesigned to 
look like theaters and sermons designed not to offend anybody with too much Bible. They 
are tired of Christian culture that has become so casual it can no longer blush in the 
presence of God. In that setting, Anglicanism appears like a corrective. It says, in effect, 
that worship is serious business, that holy things should be handled with care, and that the 
church ought not look like a youth rally with a coffee bar. 

That attraction is not fake. There is something in man that knows the worship of God ought 
to carry weight. Even a weak or confused believer may sense that something has been lost 
in modern church life. So when he sees kneeling, vestments, architecture with vertical 
aspiration, written prayers that sound older than yesterday morning, and the whole room 
arranged around solemnity instead of spectacle, he feels like he has found a place where 
Christianity still remembers God. The disorder of modern evangelicalism can make ordered 
ceremony seem like wisdom itself. 



But hunger for seriousness can make a man vulnerable. The flesh is not only tempted by 
vulgarity. It is also tempted by grandeur. It can be seduced by solemnity as easily as by 
entertainment if solemnity allows it to feel close to God without demanding full clarity 
about the gospel. That is why the attraction itself must be examined. A serious person can 
run from shallow churches straight into sacramental fog because he mistakes external 
gravity for internal truth. He sees depth of form and assumes there must be depth of 
doctrine. Sometimes there is. Sometimes there is only a better-decorated confusion. 

2. Atmosphere Has Power 

Religious atmosphere is not a small thing. It shapes perception long before doctrine is 
tested. A man walks into a church and before a word is preached he already knows whether 
the room feels casual or sacred, modern or historic, thin or weighty. Candles, vestments, 
architecture, posture, silence, and liturgical order all preach without words. They tell 
people what kind of world they have entered. That is why atmosphere has so much power. 
It does not merely decorate belief. It prepares the heart to trust, fear, relax, submit, and 
interpret what follows. 

This power can serve truth, but it can also shelter error. A church that feels holy is often 
given the benefit of the doubt by people who would challenge the same theology more 
quickly if it were delivered in a cheap room with bad lighting and clumsy language. Beauty 
earns a hearing. Ceremony earns patience. Reverence earns trust. That makes atmosphere 
spiritually dangerous whenever the doctrine inside it is broad, sacramental, or mixed. The 
room itself begins doing apologetic work for ideas that might look much weaker in plain 
daylight. 

And that is why Anglicanism must be handled carefully. It often does atmosphere very well. 
It creates a climate of seriousness that many churches have lost. But atmosphere is not 
the gospel. It is not justification. It is not regeneration. It is not assurance. It is not the 
finished work of Christ. A beautiful room may help a man feel small before God, but it 
cannot tell him plainly how a sinner is made right with God. If atmosphere becomes 
persuasive enough to keep people from asking those sharper questions, then the 
atmosphere is no longer serving truth. It is protecting ambiguity. 

3. Beauty Can Disarm Discernment 

Beauty has a disarming effect. A lovely hymn, a stately prayer, a sunbeam through stained 
glass, a solemn procession, the sound of corporate responses rising in ordered rhythm, all 
of these things can make a soul feel that it has entered something higher and cleaner than 
the noise of modern life. That feeling is powerful. It can even be spiritually useful when 
truth governs the experience. But beauty can also lower the guard of discernment. Men 



become reluctant to challenge what moves them. They feel as though questioning the 
theology would somehow profane the beauty. 

That is one reason religious error so often survives inside high forms. It does not have to be 
argued crudely. It can be sung, recited, enacted, and admired. People begin to associate 
their moments of deepest religious feeling with the environment itself. They remember the 
hush, the kneeling, the collect, the procession, the candles, the sense of timelessness. 
Once those experiences become precious, it becomes harder for them to ask whether the 
theology shaping those experiences is actually biblical. The heart starts defending the thing 
that stirred it before the mind has properly tested the thing that instructed it. 

This is one of the devil’s oldest tricks in religion. He does not only use ugliness. He uses 
beauty detached from doctrinal clarity. He is content to let men be moved, impressed, 
hushed, and aesthetically overwhelmed if he can keep them from the plainness of the 
gospel. A person can come away saying, “That felt so holy,” while remaining uncertain 
whether he is saved by grace through faith alone, whether he has been born again, and 
whether Christ’s work is finished apart from churchly mediation. When beauty disarms 
discernment like that, it has become dangerous. 

4. Aesthetic Depth Is Not Doctrinal Depth 

One of the central errors this essay must attack is the confusion between aesthetic depth 
and doctrinal depth. These are not the same thing. A church may possess rich language, 
ancient forms, noble music, and visible reverence, yet still be theologically muddy at 
crucial points. Another church may look plain, even unimpressive, and still preach the 
gospel with blazing clarity. Men often reverse these categories because they assume that if 
a church has worked hard to preserve beauty and seriousness in worship, it must also be 
serious about doctrine in the right way. But history laughs at that assumption. 

Aesthetic depth deals with form, tone, atmosphere, rhythm, and the sensory shape of 
worship. Doctrinal depth deals with the content of truth. It asks what the church teaches 
about God, Christ, Scripture, justification, regeneration, assurance, sanctification, the 
ordinances, and the church itself. These things may travel together, but they do not 
automatically do so. A church can have gorgeous forms and confused doctrine. A church 
can have plain forms and clear doctrine. Once that distinction is forgotten, believers 
become vulnerable to being impressed by the wrong thing. 

This is where Anglican drift becomes especially subtle. It often offers aesthetic depth in 
abundance. The person entering that world feels he has discovered seriousness after years 
of fluff. That emotional discovery makes him assume the doctrine must be equally 
substantial. But if the doctrinal core remains broad, sacramental, and hard to pin down, 



then what he has found is not necessarily depth. He may have found refinement, 
continuity, and beauty. Those are not worthless. But none of them can take the place of the 
sharp biblical clarity that tells a sinner exactly how he comes to Christ and exactly why he 
may rest there. 

5. The Freeness of the Gospel Can Be Clouded 

This is where the issue turns from aesthetic analysis to spiritual danger. A church can look 
holy while still clouding the freeness of the gospel. That is the real burden here. The gospel 
says that the sinner comes to God through Jesus Christ by faith, apart from works, merit, 
ritual performance, ecclesiastical standing, or sacramental mediation. He comes because 
Christ has died, risen, and finished the work. He comes empty-handed. He comes as a 
guilty man trusting a perfect Savior. That freeness is the glory of the gospel. It strips man 
and exalts Christ. 

But religious atmosphere can make that freeness harder to feel. In a highly ceremonial 
world, the soul may begin to associate nearness to God with sacred settings, sacred 
actions, sacred seasons, sacred language, and sacred administrators. Grace starts feeling 
less free and more located. It seems closer in a certain room, under certain gestures, 
through certain rhythms, inside certain traditions. Now even if nobody formally denies 
salvation by grace, the psychological effect can still be powerful. The person begins to feel 
that spiritual life is thickest where the ritual atmosphere is thickest, and slowly the gospel 
ceases to feel like open sky and starts feeling like entry into a church-shaped environment. 

That is a dangerous exchange. The sinner who ought to be looking directly to Christ 
crucified starts finding reassurance in an atmosphere. He feels near to God in the building, 
in the ceremony, in the rhythm, in the calendar, in the beauty. But feeling near is not the 
same thing as being justified. Being moved is not the same thing as being born again. 
Reverence is not regeneration. A man can be deeply stirred by beauty while still never 
having come to the Lord Jesus Christ in simple faith. The freeness of the gospel gets 
clouded whenever aesthetic mediation begins to replace direct confidence in the finished 
work of Christ. 

6. The New Birth Can Get Lost in the Atmosphere 

One of the saddest things about churchly beauty divorced from gospel clarity is the way it 
can bury the new birth under layers of devotion. The language of liturgy, ceremony, and 
historic worship can make Christian identity feel inherited, inhabited, and absorbed long 
before it is personally possessed. A person may grow up surrounded by prayers, seasons, 
reverence, and sacramental seriousness and yet never once face the issue in the naked 



terms of Christ: “Ye must be born again.” He is so close to the furniture of religion that he 
mistakes it for life itself. 

This is especially dangerous because religious atmosphere can make the absence of the 
new birth difficult to diagnose. The person is not an obvious pagan. He loves Christian 
forms. He may know the language of the church. He may feel more reverent than many 
evangelicals. He may have aesthetic disgust toward shallow churches and strong affection 
for historic Christianity. But has he ever been converted? Has he ever personally trusted 
Christ? Has the Spirit of God ever given him life? Has he come as a lost sinner to the only 
Savior? Those questions can remain strangely buried in ceremonial settings because 
churchly belonging feels so close to spiritual reality. 

That is why aesthetic drift is so dangerous. It can produce people who are religiously 
serious but spiritually uncertain. They are moved by holy things, but not necessarily made 
new. They love reverence, but may not know assurance. They admire Christ, but may not 
rest in Him. They inhabit Christianity as atmosphere rather than possess it as life through 
faith. The room feels ancient and holy, but the soul is still a stranger to the new birth. And 
the more beautiful the atmosphere, the easier it is for everyone involved to mistake 
spiritual tone for spiritual transformation. 

7. Candles, Prayers, and Processions Cannot Replace Christ 

There is nothing inherently wrong with candles, prayers, or processions in themselves. The 
problem arises when they begin to carry emotional and spiritual weight that belongs only to 
Christ and His gospel. Once the believer starts drawing his deepest sense of religious 
certainty from ceremonial experience rather than from the promises of God in Christ, the 
whole thing has gone crooked. He may not deny Christ with his lips, but he has begun to 
depend on a mood, an atmosphere, a beauty, and a rhythm that make him feel anchored. 
That anchor will not hold in judgment. 

The truth is plain and must remain plain. No amount of ceremony can save a sinner. No 
beauty can justify a soul. No liturgical seriousness can regenerate a dead heart. No church 
calendar can substitute for repentance. No kneeling posture can replace faith. No 
procession can make the blood of Christ any more finished than it already is. These things 
may adorn worship or deepen a sense of reverence, but they cannot do the work of the 
gospel. The moment a church allows them to become emotional substitutes for the direct 
simplicity of coming to Christ, it has crossed into dangerous territory. 

And that is exactly why this essay must be sharp. The danger is not simply that Anglican 
beauty exists. The danger is that beauty can become persuasive enough to keep people 
from realizing what they still lack. A man can say he has found something ancient, ordered, 



and holy, while still remaining confused about the new birth, assurance, and the finished 
work of Christ. That is not a minor oversight. That is a soul near religion and far from peace. 
Candles may flicker, prayers may rise, and processions may move with dignity, but none of 
it can replace the one thing needful: Christ received by faith. 

Conclusion 

The appeal of Anglican ceremony and beauty is real because the poverty of modern casual 
Christianity is real. Many churches have abandoned reverence, gravity, and ordered 
worship, and serious believers feel that loss. Anglicanism often answers that wound with 
robes, liturgy, architecture, kneeling, calendars, prayers, and rhythms that restore a sense 
of sacred weight. That is why it attracts thoughtful people. It gives them something the 
modern church often threw away. But that is also why the danger is so great. What feels like 
recovery can still conceal confusion if the beauty is not governed by doctrinal clarity. 

Religious atmosphere can intoxicate people. Beauty can disarm discernment. A church 
can feel ancient, ordered, and holy while still clouding the freeness of the gospel. One of 
the most dangerous forms of drift is not open unbelief but aesthetic deception, where 
people mistake ceremonial depth for doctrinal depth and liturgical seriousness for spiritual 
certainty. They become moved by holy things while remaining unclear about the new birth, 
assurance, and the finished work of Christ. The atmosphere tells them they are near to 
God, but only the gospel can actually bring a sinner near. 

So the test must remain where God put it. Does the church make Christ clearer, or does it 
make the atmosphere more impressive? Does it drive souls to the new birth and the 
finished work of Jesus Christ, or does it train them to find comfort in sacred surroundings? 
Beauty has its place. Reverence has its place. Order has its place. But none of those things 
may be allowed to sit where only the gospel belongs. The soul must not be taught merely to 
admire holiness. It must be brought to the Savior. And any church atmosphere, however 
lovely, that leaves that matter clouded is not helping the soul. It is drifting. 

 

 

13 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The National Church Idea and the Blurring of 
Conversion 

Introduction 

One of the deepest problems in Anglican history is not merely found in vestments, 
sacraments, bishops, or liturgy. It is found in the national-church idea itself. That idea has 
shaped Anglican identity from the beginning in ways many people do not fully reckon with. 



When a church is historically tied to a nation, a crown, a people, a public culture, or an 
inherited social order, the line between being part of that people and being part of Jesus 
Christ can become dangerously thin. That is where confusion begins to multiply. Men start 
talking about the church as though it were the spiritual expression of a civilization rather 
than the blood-bought body of regenerated believers. Religion becomes woven into public 
identity, family history, cultural memory, and national continuity. The result is that 
belonging starts sounding a lot like believing, even when the soul has never once been 
brought under conviction by the gospel. 

Now this must be said fairly. There is something appealing in the thought of a nation 
shaped by Christian influence, Christian morality, Christian worship, Christian law, 
Christian language, and Christian memory. It sounds better than pagan chaos. It sounds 
better than a culture openly at war with God. A land where church bells ring, biblical 
phrases survive, prayers are familiar, and public life still remembers Christian forms can 
appear far healthier than a land wholly given over to unbelief. But cultural Christianity is not 
conversion, and a Christianized nation is not the same thing as a church of born-again 
saints. That distinction is everything. Once the church becomes too identified with the life 
of a people as a people, repentance and faith begin to fade into the background. The 
institution becomes broad enough to hold everybody under the same umbrella, and 
because it is broad enough to hold everybody, it is no longer sharp enough to confront 
anybody clearly. 

That is why this essay matters so much. The national-church instinct blurs the line between 
outward membership and inward life. It creates a world where people are christened into a 
tradition, confirmed into a structure, married by a church, buried by a church, and treated 
as part of a Christian body without ever being brought face to face with the necessity of 
personal repentance and faith in Jesus Christ. The result is a religious civilization full of 
church memory but thin on conversion power. It produces moral familiarity without 
spiritual life, institutional continuity without gospel clarity, and public Christianity without 
new birth. Drift always multiplies wherever belonging replaces believing, because once 
men assume they are inside by inheritance, culture, or ceremony, they stop hearing the 
gospel as a summons to come in. 

1. The National Church Instinct Is Bigger Than England 

When people hear “national church,” they often think only of the Church of England in a 
narrow historical sense. But the instinct behind it is larger than one institution or one 
country. It is the idea that the church in some visible way embodies, sanctifies, or 
represents the spiritual identity of a people as a people. It is the idea that the faith of Christ 
can become interwoven with the structures of national life so tightly that church 



membership and social belonging begin to overlap. Anglicanism carried this instinct in a 
powerful way because its roots were not formed in a free-church environment where 
church membership had to be carefully distinguished from citizenship, heritage, or cultural 
inheritance. It grew in a world where crown, country, and church were historically 
entangled. 

That entanglement changes how people think about Christianity. Instead of asking first 
whether a man has repented and believed the gospel, they begin asking whether he 
belongs to the right people, the right tradition, the right churchly stream. Christian identity 
becomes broad and civilizational. It is not merely the confession of the converted; it is the 
religious atmosphere of the nation itself. This means the church starts functioning less like 
an assembly of the regenerate and more like a sacred canopy stretched over a public 
people. Under such conditions, the boundaries of the church become wide enough to 
include multitudes who have never experienced saving grace but who are nonetheless 
treated as part of the Christian order. 

That is why the national-church instinct is spiritually dangerous even when it appears 
dignified and historically successful. It creates a framework in which the church becomes a 
cultural home before it becomes a spiritual household. Men are taught how to belong 
before they are ever told how to be born again. The categories of public identity become so 
strong that gospel categories lose their urgency. Instead of seeing the church as a gathered 
people called out of darkness through personal faith in Christ, society begins seeing the 
church as the religious form of the nation itself. Once that happens, the line between 
Christendom and Christianity begins to disappear. 

2. The Church of England Background Matters 

The Church of England background matters because it did not arise in a vacuum. It was 
bound up with monarchy, national governance, public religious life, and the legal and 
cultural ordering of English society. That meant from the very beginning Anglican identity 
carried a political and social dimension that free churches did not carry in the same way. 
The church was not simply a congregation of voluntary believers assembling under the 
authority of Scripture. It was also part of the nation’s public life, connected to crown and 
realm, woven into the fabric of the people. Whether one admires that history or criticizes it, 
one thing cannot be denied: it made Anglicanism far more vulnerable to confusing outward 
social belonging with inward spiritual reality. 

When church and national life stand that close together, membership in the church begins 
to feel normal, inherited, expected, almost civic. The church is not merely where converted 
sinners gather. It is where the people of the land are baptized, instructed, married, and 



buried. It becomes the keeper of public rites of passage. The whole nation passes through 
its forms to one degree or another. And because the church stands so broadly over the life 
of the people, the question of whether those people are truly converted becomes much 
easier to neglect. They are part of the church because they are part of the people. That is 
the hidden assumption. And once that assumption settles in, nominalism blooms like 
weeds after rain. 

This is one reason the Anglican problem cannot be solved merely by quoting orthodox 
statements from old formularies. The problem is not only what the church said on paper. 
The problem is how the church functioned socially. A church may confess truth in theory 
while still operating historically in a way that blurs the difference between conversion and 
cultural belonging. The Church of England setting intensified that blur because the church 
was not just a doctrinal body. It was a national institution. And institutions that broad do 
not naturally keep the new birth at the center. They naturally drift toward managing 
populations rather than confronting souls. 

3. Christened Into a Tradition 

One of the saddest fruits of this whole system is the way people are christened into a 
tradition and then left to assume that the tradition itself is carrying them spiritually. A child 
is born, brought to the church, baptized into the public life of the community, surrounded 
by Christian language, and treated as belonging in some meaningful churchly sense from 
that point onward. The family may feel reassured. The parish feels continuity. The child 
grows up under the impression that he has always been inside the religious world of Christ. 
And if no sharp gospel preaching cuts through that assumption, it can remain largely 
untouched for years. 

This is exactly where the line between church inclusion and conversion becomes fatally 
blurred. The child is not asked whether he has believed because he cannot believe at that 
stage. The issue is shifted from personal faith to institutional belonging. Then, as he grows, 
that belonging hardens into identity. He is not someone who must move from death unto 
life by conscious trust in the Lord Jesus Christ. He is someone who has always been part of 
the churchly people and is now expected to mature into the faith that has already been 
placed around him. The difference is massive. In one case, the gospel is a summons to be 
saved. In the other, it becomes an invitation to deepen a standing he assumes he already 
possesses. 

That is why the christening model is so dangerous in national-church systems. It creates a 
starting point that is ecclesiastical rather than evangelical. The child begins life not as a 
sinner who must one day be told plainly he must be born again, but as a church child 



moving inside the forms of an inherited faith. Unless there is a deliberate, sharp, repeated 
insistence on repentance and faith, this easily becomes a substitute religion. It trains 
people to see Christianity as the tradition into which they were received rather than the 
Savior to whom they must personally come. 

4. Confirmed Into a Structure 

If christening starts the process, confirmation often reinforces it. The person grows up 
inside the church, learns its forms, absorbs its atmosphere, and at some point is formally 
confirmed into the structure. Again, the process can be surrounded by instruction, 
seriousness, and churchly sincerity. But under the national-church instinct, confirmation 
can easily function less as the fruit of conversion and more as the natural next step of 
belonging. It becomes the moment when the child raised within the institution is publicly 
acknowledged as owning the faith of the institution, whether or not he has truly 
experienced the converting power of the gospel. 

This is where the machinery of nominalism works so effectively. Every stage appears 
religious, solemn, and orderly. No wild rebellion is necessary. No overt denial of Christian 
truth is needed. A person simply moves from christening to catechesis to confirmation to 
full participation while all the while remaining fundamentally unconverted. He is being 
processed by a church structure that treats him as inside. The pressure is not to be saved 
from wrath through faith in Christ, but to grow into the responsibilities and privileges of the 
body to which he already belongs. That sort of process can produce well-mannered 
churchmen and utterly lost souls at the same time. 

And because confirmation is public, solemn, and often deeply meaningful emotionally, it 
can become another anchor of false assurance. The person looks back and says, “I was 
confirmed. I took my place. I owned the faith.” But owning the church’s forms is not the 
same thing as receiving Christ. Public religious maturity is not the same as spiritual life. A 
man may stand before bishop and parish with reverence and still never have come to God 
as a guilty sinner resting only in the blood and righteousness of Jesus Christ. Confirmation 
into a structure is no substitute for conversion into Christ. 

5. Buried by a Church, Never Born Again 

Perhaps one of the clearest signs of this whole tragic pattern is the way national-church 
systems can carry men from cradle to grave without ever forcing the conversion question 
clearly enough. They are baptized as infants, instructed as children, confirmed as youths, 
married under the church’s forms, and finally buried with Christian rites. The institution 
accompanies the whole life. It stands at the major turning points. It surrounds the person 



with memory, ritual, public recognition, and religious legitimacy. From the outside, it looks 
like a thoroughly Christian life. But beneath it all there may have been no new birth at all. 

This is one of the most terrible things religion can do. It can give a man Christian 
ceremonies at every stage while never giving him the plain gospel in a way that ruins his 
false confidence. He dies with church memory, church language, church respectability, 
and perhaps even church service behind him, yet without ever having passed from death 
unto life. The church buries him as one of its own because the church has treated him as 
one of its own for decades. But if he was never born again, all those rites were only a more 
orderly path to judgment. That is a horrifying thought, but it is exactly what happens when 
belonging replaces believing. 

This is why the national-church idea breeds spiritual disaster even while appearing socially 
stable. It can generate a whole population of people who are familiar with Christian forms 
but strangers to Christ Himself. They are not atheists. They are not open infidels. They are 
religiously civilized. But they have never been cut to the heart by the gospel. They have 
never fled to the cross as guilty sinners. They have never seen themselves outside until 
grace brought them in. They simply moved through the life-cycle of an ecclesiastical 
civilization, and the church helped them do it. 

6. Religious Civilization Without Conversion Power 

One of the great illusions of national Christianity is that a civilization thick with church 
memory must therefore be spiritually healthy. But a land can have prayers, cathedrals, 
ceremonies, bishops, seasons, and Christian vocabulary while being desperately thin on 
conversion power. It can remember Christianity publicly while scarcely experiencing it 
savingly. This is exactly the sort of environment the national-church instinct tends to 
produce. The society remains flavored by Christian tradition, but the church no longer 
sounds like a trumpet calling sinners to repentance and faith. It sounds like the chaplain of 
a culture. 

That is why religious civilization can become one of the most effective enemies of the new 
birth. It dulls urgency. It normalizes Christian association. It makes people feel close to the 
faith because the faith surrounds them socially. The church is there at weddings, funerals, 
holidays, and civic memory. Christian words remain in the air. Biblical echoes linger in 
literature and public language. Yet the very familiarity of it all can become deadly, because 
people begin confusing proximity with possession. They know the vocabulary, so they 
assume they know the Savior. They know the custom, so they assume they know grace. 
They know the church, so they assume they know Christ. 



This is what makes the whole setup so spiritually exhausting. It is hard to awaken people 
who already think they are awake. The outright pagan at least knows he is outside the 
churchly world. The nominal churchman often imagines he has always been inside 
because the civilization around him taught him that Christianity was his inheritance. Thus 
the gospel becomes strangely hard to hear. It no longer sounds like a summons from death 
to life. It sounds like a call to appreciate more fully what he has supposedly had all along. 

7. Belonging Must Never Replace Believing 

At the end of the matter, everything comes down to this. Belonging must never replace 
believing. A man may belong to a nation, a tradition, a parish, a family, a culture, or a 
churchly stream. None of that saves him. He must believe on the Lord Jesus Christ. He 
must repent. He must be born again. He must come to Christ personally, consciously, and 
savingly. The New Testament church is not simply a social body carrying a people through 
life’s public milestones. It is the assembly of those who have heard the gospel, believed it, 
and been joined to Christ by the Spirit of God. 

That does not mean churches should despise history, family, or Christian influence in 
society. It means those things must never be allowed to blur the necessity of conversion. A 
child raised in a godly environment has privileges. A nation shaped by Christian truth has 
blessings. A church woven into public memory may preserve many good things. But none of 
those things can be allowed to become substitutes for personal faith in the crucified and 
risen Savior. The gospel does not ask whether you were born inside a Christian civilization. 
It asks whether you have believed on the Son. 

This is where Anglican drift becomes so visible again. The national-church instinct made it 
far too easy to treat whole populations as churchly people without ever pressing them hard 
enough on the necessity of the new birth. The result was a broad religious body with 
memory, continuity, and public presence, but often with diluted evangelical urgency. Once 
belonging begins to do the work that only believing should do, drift does not just enter the 
system. It becomes built into the way the system sees people in the first place. 

Conclusion 

The national-church idea has shaped Anglican identity in profound ways, and one of its 
darkest effects has been the blurring of conversion. When a church is tied historically to a 
nation, a crown, or a public religious culture, the difference between being part of a people 
and being part of Christ becomes dangerously easy to confuse. People are christened into 
a tradition, confirmed into a structure, carried through life by churchly forms, and finally 
buried by a church that treated them as members all along. Yet through all of it they may 
never once be clearly confronted with the demand of the gospel to repent and believe. 



That is why nominalism thrives in this setting. It thrives because the system is broad 
enough to include masses of people without demanding the sharp evidence of 
regeneration. It thrives because Christian memory replaces Christian life. It thrives 
because the institution can accompany a whole civilization while neglecting the one thing 
needful: the new birth. The result is a religious culture full of church language, church 
ceremony, church nostalgia, and church identity, yet thin on conversion power. Men know 
the church but do not know Christ. They know the tradition but not the truth as it is in Jesus. 

So the line must be drawn with force. A man is not saved because he belongs to a Christian 
people. He is not safe because a church processed him through its rites. He is not part of 
Christ because he stands in the memory of a Christian civilization. He must believe. He 
must repent. He must be born again. Wherever belonging replaces believing, drift will 
multiply, because the church will stop sounding like a gospel witness and start functioning 
like a religious homeland. And no homeland, however Christian its memory, can take the 
place of the Savior. 

 

 

14 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Comprehensiveness: When Contradiction 
Becomes a Virtue 

Introduction 

One of the great boasts of Anglicanism has long been its so-called comprehensiveness. On 
paper, that sounds noble. It sounds charitable, patient, and mature. It gives the impression 
of a church broad enough to avoid petty sectarianism, calm enough to live with tension, 
and wise enough not to divide over every disagreement. To hear its defenders tell it, 
comprehensiveness is the mark of a tradition secure enough in itself to contain varying 
emphases without collapsing into chaos. It is supposed to signal generosity, balance, and 
breadth. It sounds like the sort of thing only spiritually deep people could appreciate. And 
in an age disgusted with shallow tribalism, that pitch has real emotional power. Men are 
tired of constant fragmentation. They are tired of every disagreement ending in a split. They 
are tired of religious camps drawing swords over everything from secondary issues to 
personal style. So when a church says, “We are comprehensive enough to hold diverse 
voices together,” many hear that as wisdom. 

But the issue is not how the boast sounds. The issue is what it produces. And in practice, 
Anglican comprehensiveness often means something much less noble than its defenders 
pretend. It means that men with sharply opposing doctrines are expected to dwell under 
one roof as though contradiction were a sign of health rather than a symptom of disorder. 



One man says baptism regenerates, another says it does not. One speaks like a Protestant 
reformer, another like a Romanizing sacerdotalist. One treats the Thirty-Nine Articles as 
doctrinal guardrails, another treats them like museum furniture that may be admired but 
not obeyed too closely. One preaches justification with Pauline clarity, another wraps it in 
sacramental haze and moral caution. Yet all are invited to remain together under the same 
ecclesiastical umbrella, and the arrangement itself is celebrated as a virtue. At that point 
comprehensiveness is not charity. It is contradiction institutionalized. 

That is why this essay must go hard after the whole idea. Comprehensiveness can become 
a sanctified word for doctrinal looseness. It can become a polished church word that hides 
the fact that the institution no longer knows how to tell the difference between breadth and 
confusion. Once a church begins celebrating its capacity to contain opposites, the believer 
in the pew is left wondering whether truth itself is expected to stay unresolved. He is told 
this is maturity, but what he often experiences is uncertainty. He does not know which 
voice truly represents the church because the church prides itself on keeping all the voices 
in the room. He hears opposite doctrines preached under one banner and is expected to 
admire the banner for being so roomy. That is not spiritual health. That is a church that has 
made peace with ambiguity and then started calling the peace a gift of the Holy Ghost. 

1. Why Comprehensiveness Sounds So Attractive 

There is a reason this idea sells. People are weary of sectarian smallness. They are weary of 
watching Christians bite and devour one another over every dispute. They are weary of 
churches exploding over personality, style, and secondary emphasis. They have seen 
enough foolishness to know that not every disagreement deserves a funeral. So when 
Anglicanism presents comprehensiveness as a kind of mature spaciousness, it strikes a 
nerve. It sounds like a church that has grown past childish division. It sounds like an 
institution capable of containing complexity. It sounds humane, seasoned, and peaceable. 
In a world where everybody is at war, the broad church promise of peaceful coexistence 
looks refreshing. 

And in one limited sense, the instinct behind that reaction is understandable. Not every 
disagreement is equally weighty. Christians must know the difference between first-order 
doctrines and lesser matters. They must know how to be patient, how to bear with one 
another, and how not to divide over every opinion. The church is not helped by a spirit that 
looks for reasons to separate at every turn. So when people first hear the language of 
comprehensiveness, they often assume this is all that is meant. They think the church is 
simply making room for legitimate variation within orthodox boundaries. 



But that is precisely where the bait and switch happens. In Anglican practice, 
comprehensiveness often moves far beyond patience in secondary matters. It becomes 
the sheltering principle for contradictions at the doctrinal core. It does not simply allow 
room for different temperaments or lesser emphases. It often allows opposite teachings to 
coexist in the same house while the house congratulates itself for being large enough to 
host them. That is not charity. That is a refusal to bring things to a biblical conclusion. The 
attraction of comprehensiveness lies in the appearance of peace, but the peace is often 
purchased by leaving the hardest issues unresolved. 

2. When a Church Starts Housing Opposites 

A church is not healthy because it can house opposites. A church is healthy when it houses 
truth. That distinction is everything. Once a body begins to think its greatness lies in its 
ability to shelter opposing doctrines under one roof, it has already shifted from guarding 
truth to managing tensions. The focus is no longer, “What has God said?” The focus 
becomes, “How can we keep the parties together?” And once that becomes the operating 
instinct, contradiction slowly stops feeling like a problem. It starts feeling like part of the 
tradition’s genius. 

That is exactly what happens in Anglican comprehensiveness. One teacher says the 
sacraments are means of grace in language so strong it approaches sacramental realism. 
Another says the ordinances are precious but must never be confused with regenerative 
machinery. One emphasizes the Articles as a real Protestant standard. Another smiles at 
them as an honorable historical memory. One speaks of the church with sharp evangelical 
clarity. Another sounds like he is forever leaning toward Rome with one foot still on 
Protestant ground. Yet all of this is expected to live together, and the arrangement itself is 
marketed as proof of depth. 

But contradiction is not sanctified because it wears clerical robes. If two men teach 
opposite things about what baptism does, both cannot be right in the same sense. If one 
man preaches justification with Pauline precision and another continually muddies it with 
churchly qualifications, those are not two equally healthy “emphases.” They are opposing 
doctrinal instincts. Once the church becomes proud of containing them both, it is no 
longer standing guard over the truth. It is curating a theological museum where opposing 
exhibits are displayed side by side and the visitors are told to admire the variety. 

3. Contradiction Is Not Maturity 

One of the chief lies behind comprehensiveness is the suggestion that refusing to resolve 
doctrinal contradiction is a sign of spiritual maturity. Men are taught that sharp lines are 
childish, while tension is profound. They begin to think that certainty is crude and that real 



depth lies in keeping questions open. The churchly atmosphere rewards the man who can 
speak reverently about paradox, complexity, and nuance while quietly distrusting the man 
who simply opens the Book and says, “This is what it says.” Over time, contradiction itself 
begins to wear the mask of sophistication. 

That spirit is profoundly dangerous because it dulls the believer’s confidence that God has 
actually spoken clearly. The Scriptures were not given so the church could admire 
unresolved tensions forever. They were given to instruct, rebuke, correct, and settle the 
people of God in truth. The apostles did not treat contradiction as an enrichment strategy. 
They treated it as a problem requiring clarity. When false brethren came in, Paul did not 
praise the church for being comprehensive enough to contain multiple gospels. He 
anathematized the corruption. When error entered, the apostolic instinct was not to 
celebrate the institution’s breadth but to preserve the faith once delivered. 

The church that calls contradiction maturity eventually breeds a people who are afraid of 
biblical finality. They start feeling more reverent when they hesitate than when they 
conclude. They begin to imagine that uncertainty is somehow holier than precision. But 
uncertainty is no virtue when God has spoken. It is only a vice with good manners. And 
once contradiction is baptized as maturity, the church has already lost the nerve needed to 
say plainly what is true and what is false. 

4. Broad Enough to Include Romanizers and Protestants 

This is one of the strongest indictments of Anglican comprehensiveness: it is broad enough 
to let Romanizing instincts and Protestant instincts coexist in the same body without 
forcing a clean reckoning. One man speaks as though the Reformation recovered the 
gospel against Rome’s darkness. Another speaks as though Rome merely preserved certain 
instincts Anglicanism ought to recover more fully. One preaches the freeness of 
justification and the sufficiency of Scripture. Another fills the room with sacramental 
density, ecclesiastical deference, and a tone that makes Protestant clarity sound like a 
regrettable overreaction. Both remain in the same church, and the church points to their 
coexistence as proof of comprehensiveness. 

But what is the ordinary believer supposed to do with that? He is told the church is both 
reformed and catholic, Protestant and historic, scriptural and liturgical, evangelical and 
sacramental. Those words can be useful in the right order. But under comprehensiveness 
they often become a shield behind which contradictory instincts hide. The believer hears 
Protestant truth one week and Romanizing atmosphere the next. He reads one article 
praising the Articles and another treating them as historical furniture. He is expected to 



dwell peacefully in a theological no-man’s-land while the church assures him this is what 
rich tradition looks like. 

This does not produce maturity in the pew. It produces uncertainty. The broadness that 
protects the institution confuses the sheep. It lets trained churchmen keep speaking in two 
directions while ordinary souls are left wondering whether the church itself ever intends to 
settle anything. If one voice sounds like Paul and another like a softened version of Trent, 
and the institution keeps both under the same roof, then the institution is not being deep. It 
is being evasive. 

5. The Articles as Guardrails or Furniture 

Nothing exposes this problem more clearly than the way different Anglicans treat the 
Thirty-Nine Articles. Some handle them as real doctrinal guardrails, a Protestant backbone, 
a standard meant to define and restrain the tradition. Others treat them as historical 
furniture, part of the décor, interesting and honorable but not something that ought to 
govern the house too sharply. They remain visible enough to reassure conservative 
instincts, but soft enough in practical force that broader church impulses can keep moving 
freely around them. And the church’s comprehensiveness allows both attitudes to coexist 
without decisive conflict. 

That is profoundly revealing. A church that cannot decide whether its own historic 
standards are binding doctrinal rails or merely venerable furnishings has already turned 
contradiction into policy. The Articles are there to say something. They are there to mark 
lines. They are there to say that Scripture is sufficient, councils can err, justification 
matters, ceremony has limits, and doctrines without written warrant are not to be imposed. 
But comprehensiveness makes it possible for one party to treat these things as living truths 
and another to treat them as antiques, all while the institution calls the arrangement 
healthy. 

This is how doctrinal looseness survives behind ceremonial order. The standards remain in 
place just enough to keep the appearance of definition, but the culture around them trains 
people not to insist too strongly on what they actually mean. In effect, the church says, 
“Yes, we have doctrinal guardrails, but please do not drive as though they are really there.” 
That is absurd. A guardrail that exists only to be admired is not a guardrail. It is scenery. And 
a church that allows its standards to become scenery has already surrendered its right to 
talk as though contradiction under one roof were somehow a sign of balance. 

6. What This Does to the Believer in the Pew 

The greatest victims of ecclesiastical comprehensiveness are not usually the clergy. The 
clergy know how to navigate it. They know the language. They know how to speak broadly 



enough to remain respectable with opposing camps. They know how to qualify, nuance, 
soften, and signal. The ordinary believer does not live in that world. He just wants to know 
what is true. He wants to know what baptism means, what the Lord’s Supper is, how a 
sinner is justified, what the church is, and why he should trust Christ. But in a 
comprehensive system, he keeps hearing opposite answers under the same umbrella. 

That breeds either confusion or numbness. Some believers become bewildered. They do 
not know which voice truly represents the church. Others become conditioned to think 
unresolved contradiction is just the way serious religion works. They stop expecting clarity. 
They learn to live with fog. They assume the point is not to know too sharply, but to remain 
reverent within the broad atmosphere of the tradition. This is devastating because it 
teaches the sheep to distrust clear biblical categories in favor of churchly elasticity. 

The believer in the pew should never be put in the position of wondering whether truth itself 
is expected to stay unresolved. Yet that is exactly what Anglican comprehensiveness often 
does. It makes the church’s breadth feel more certain than the doctrines the church is 
supposedly holding. The institution becomes the one stable thing, while truth remains 
suspended in tension. That is the opposite of what a church is supposed to do. The church 
should be the pillar and ground of the truth, not the curator of unresolved opposites. 

7. Comprehensiveness as Sanctified Looseness 

This is where the matter must be stated plainly. Comprehensiveness can become a 
sanctified word for doctrinal looseness. It sounds holier than looseness, of course. It 
sounds generous, patient, and sophisticated. But when it is used to keep conflicting 
teachings alive under one roof without forcing a biblical conclusion, that is exactly what it 
is. It is looseness with an Anglican accent. It is indecision wearing a surplice. It is 
contradiction with good posture and beautiful liturgy. 

The church begins celebrating its capacity to contain opposites instead of trembling at the 
fact that opposites are being contained. That is the shift. Once containment becomes a 
virtue, resolution becomes a threat. Men who want clear doctrine are made to seem harsh 
or narrow because their clarity would disturb the broad peace of the institution. Thus the 
institution’s self-image as comprehensive becomes more precious than the apostolic duty 
to guard truth. This is not wisdom. It is the organized postponement of obedience. 

And this is why comprehensiveness is so spiritually dangerous. It conditions the church to 
tolerate what ought to be resolved. It teaches believers to admire roominess instead of 
clarity. It rewards men who can keep contradiction alive without embarrassment. At that 
point the church is no longer broad in a healthy sense. It is simply doctrinally weak. And 
weakness wrapped in historical dignity is still weakness. 



Conclusion 

The Anglican boast of comprehensiveness sounds noble on paper because it borrows the 
language of charity, patience, and maturity. But in practice it often means that men with 
sharply opposing doctrines are expected to dwell under one roof while the church calls the 
arrangement healthy. One says baptism regenerates, another says it does not. One speaks 
with Protestant clarity, another with Romanizing softness. One honors the Articles as 
doctrinal guardrails, another treats them like historical furniture. The contradiction is real, 
yet the institution celebrates its ability to contain it. 

That is not a mark of strength. It is a sign that contradiction has been normalized. 
Comprehensiveness becomes a sanctified word for doctrinal looseness, and the believer 
in the pew pays the price. He is left wondering whether truth itself is supposed to remain 
unresolved. He hears opposing doctrines preached under the same banner and is told to 
admire the banner’s breadth. But no church is made glorious by its ability to house 
opposites. A church is made faithful by its obedience to the truth God has spoken. 

So the line must be drawn here as well. Patience in secondary matters is one thing. 
Institutionalizing contradiction in primary matters is another. The church must not 
celebrate its capacity to contain what Scripture requires it to judge. Where 
comprehensiveness becomes the excuse for leaving opposite doctrines alive in the same 
house, it is no longer charity. It is confusion canonized. And confusion, no matter how 
reverently managed, is still drift. 

 

 

15 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Why Moral Drift Follows Doctrinal Drift 

Introduction 

One of the most dishonest ways people talk about church collapse is to act as though 
moral drift appears out of nowhere, as though one morning a church simply wakes up and 
decides to become confused about marriage, gender, holiness, discipline, and sexual 
ethics for no deeper reason than that the age became wicked. Now the age is wicked, and 
no Bible believer should deny that for one second. But churches do not usually collapse 
morally in a vacuum. They collapse morally after they have already been weakening 
doctrinally for years. They soften truth in the sanctuary long before they celebrate 
confusion in the streets. They learn to tolerate ambiguity in the gospel before they begin 
tolerating ambiguity in ethics. They start by blurring what God says about salvation, 
sacraments, Scripture, and authority, and then later act shocked when the same blurring 



spirit enters marriage, sexuality, identity, and discipline. The root problem was already 
there. The fruit simply took longer to ripen. 

That is why this essay matters so much in the series. The Anglican crisis in morals is not 
some unrelated side issue that sprang up beside an otherwise healthy theological system. 
It is the visible fruit of deeper doctrinal elasticity. Once a church becomes accustomed to 
contradiction in the things of God, it has already trained itself to survive without clear lines. 
Once it has learned to keep opposing voices under one roof on baptism, justification, 
church authority, sacramental meaning, and biblical finality, it has already learned the 
method by which it will later handle moral issues. It will call contradiction breadth. It will 
call hesitation maturity. It will call refusal to judge charity. It will call doctrinal uncertainty 
depth. And once a church has baptized that reflex, there is almost no area of life it cannot 
eventually make negotiable. 

This is why moral drift must be treated as a theological issue before it is treated as a 
cultural one. A church that has lost the nerve to say what is true about the gospel will not 
long retain the nerve to say what is true about holiness. A church that celebrates 
comprehensiveness in doctrine will soon try to celebrate comprehensiveness in ethics. A 
church that can keep Romanizers and Protestants in the same room by refusing finality will 
one day try to keep moral opposites in the same room by the same method. That is not an 
accident. It is the same disease moving from one organ to another. The moral crisis is 
simply easier for ordinary people to see because it is uglier and more public. But the 
collapse began earlier, when truth itself stopped being treated as fixed, sharp, binding, and 
divine. 

1. Moral Collapse Rarely Begins at the Moral Level 

When people look at a church body falling apart morally, they often focus only on the final 
stage because that is the stage that makes headlines. Public controversy erupts over 
marriage, sexual ethics, ordination standards, divorce, discipline, gender confusion, or 
some other visible matter, and everyone begins talking as though the church is only now 
entering dangerous territory. But that is almost never the true beginning. By the time a 
church is openly confused on morality, it has usually already spent decades weakening its 
muscles in other areas. It has already learned how to speak in broad terms where God 
spoke plainly. It has already grown fond of ambiguity. It has already taught itself how to 
survive while contradictions remain unresolved. 

That is the pattern. First the church becomes fuzzy where many people are too 
theologically tired to notice. It gets softer on the authority of Scripture. It grows more elastic 
in its handling of doctrine. It becomes more comfortable with conflicting emphases around 



salvation and the church. It prizes liturgical continuity, institutional peace, and 
comprehensiveness over sharp biblical reckoning. None of this seems as immediately 
scandalous as moral collapse, so it gets a longer leash. Men tell themselves that these are 
subtle matters, complex matters, deep matters, matters requiring patience. And all the 
while the church is teaching itself not to conclude decisively. 

Then when moral questions become unavoidable, the church reaches for the exact same 
habit it developed earlier. It does not suddenly invent doctrinal softness in the moral realm. 
It transfers an already existing softness into a new arena. It has practiced for years how to 
keep opposites under one roof. It has learned to distrust finality. It has learned how to call 
uncertainty a virtue. So the moral collapse does not come as a bolt from heaven. It comes 
as the natural next step for a church that already broke its own spine in doctrine and then 
tried to walk upright by force of liturgy, history, and institutional prestige. 

2. Doctrine and Ethics Cannot Be Separated 

The modern religious mind loves to separate doctrine and ethics, but Scripture never does. 
What a church believes about God, man, sin, grace, authority, and salvation will always 
shape what it believes about the body, marriage, sex, holiness, obedience, and discipline. 
You cannot permanently keep a confused gospel and a clear moral code in the same 
house. Eventually one will infect the other. That is because ethics are not floating rules 
disconnected from theology. Ethics are applied doctrine. They are theology lived out in the 
body. If the theological root is softened, the ethical fruit will eventually soften too. 

Take the gospel itself. If a church is no longer clear that God speaks with final authority in 
Scripture, why should that church remain clear about what God says concerning marriage? 
If a church has become uncertain about whether salvation rests on faith alone in Christ 
alone, why should it long remain certain about holiness and obedience? If a church treats 
contradiction in doctrine as a sign of breadth, why should it not later treat contradiction in 
moral teaching as the same kind of breadth? The underlying principle is identical. Once 
fixed truth has been softened, every application of truth becomes vulnerable. 

That is why churches cannot afford to act as though moral fidelity can be maintained on 
fumes after doctrinal certainty is gone. It cannot. A church may retain some conservative 
instincts for a time out of inertia, memory, cultural habit, or emotional revulsion. But if the 
church has already accepted elasticity as a principle in the realm of doctrine, those ethical 
instincts are living on borrowed time. Sooner or later the church will ask why rigid certainty 
should be required in morality if mature comprehensiveness has already been embraced in 
theology. The logic will not remain confined. It will spread. 

3. Broadness in Doctrine Produces Broadness in Ethics 



One of the great deceptions in broad-church religion is the idea that one can be flexible in 
doctrine while remaining firm in ethics. Men imagine they can keep a wide umbrella over 
conflicting views of baptism, sacrament, justification, ecclesiology, and authority, and then 
somehow draw a hard line when the question turns to sexual morality or marriage. But 
human institutions do not work that way. A habit of broadness becomes a governing 
instinct. Once a church learns to celebrate its capacity to contain contradiction in one 
area, it will eventually want to prove the same generosity in others. It becomes part of the 
institution’s self-image. Broadness stops being a temporary compromise and becomes a 
virtue in itself. 

That is exactly why Anglican moral drift should surprise no one who has watched Anglican 
doctrinal drift. If a communion can say, “One speaks like a Protestant and another like a 
Romanizer, but we are broad enough to hold them both,” then why should it not later say, 
“One holds the old moral line and another holds a newer pastoral reading, but we are broad 
enough to hold them both”? Once that mechanism is in place, the moral collapse is not an 
exception. It is the extension of a method. The church has already taught itself how to 
preserve institutional unity by leaving hard truths unresolved. 

And because moral issues are culturally explosive, the temptation becomes even stronger. 
The church already possesses a language for managing contradiction: 
comprehensiveness, dialogue, listening, humility, complexity, pastoral sensitivity, historical 
development, and refusal to oversimplify. It simply redeploys the same language against 
biblical morality. What used to be called apostolic command now becomes “one voice in 
the conversation.” What used to be treated as settled by Scripture now becomes one 
perspective among several. The doctrinal broadness has finally reached the body, the 
home, the marriage bed, and the discipline of the church. 

4. Once Truth Is Elastic, Holiness Becomes Negotiable 

There is a straight line between elastic truth and negotiable holiness. When a church no 
longer believes that truth is fixed, revealed, and binding, holiness starts looking less like 
obedience and more like a range of valid responses. The old certainty begins to feel harsh. 
The new softness begins to feel humane. Men stop asking, “What has God commanded?” 
and begin asking, “How can we make room for differing experiences?” That sounds 
compassionate, but it is often just rebellion dressed in pastoral language. 

Holiness depends on divine authority. It depends on the conviction that God has spoken 
and that the creature does not possess the right to renegotiate what the Creator has 
declared. But if a church has already weakened that conviction in doctrine, then holiness 
loses its foundation. The commands of God begin to feel less absolute because the voice 



of God has already been treated less absolutely elsewhere. Once Scripture is no longer a 
sword but a conversation partner, every moral command becomes vulnerable to 
reinterpretation. 

This is why moral collapse rarely feels, inside the drifting church, like collapse at all. It feels 
like development. It feels like sensitivity. It feels like a mature refusal to weaponize old 
certainties. But underneath all of that language is the same fatal premise: truth is elastic 
enough to bend around modern pressure. Once that premise is accepted, holiness is only a 
matter of time. A church that cannot say “Thus saith the Lord” with force will not long say 
“Go, and sin no more” with force either. 

5. The Anglican Crisis in Morals Is Not Random 

Too many people speak about the Anglican crisis in morals as though it were an 
unfortunate outbreak that struck an otherwise healthy theological body. That is nonsense. 
It is not random. It is not a side issue. It is not the result of a few bad actors operating 
against the grain of a healthy instinct. It is the visible harvest of seeds planted much earlier. 
Those seeds were doctrinal breadth, sacramental ambiguity, institutional 
comprehensiveness, historical deference over biblical finality, and a chronic unwillingness 
to force disputed matters to their scriptural conclusion. 

Once you see that, the whole pattern becomes easier to understand. A church that long 
trained its people to admire mystery over clarity, contradiction over conclusion, and 
breadth over doctrinal boundary was already preparing itself for moral surrender. It had 
spent generations teaching itself how not to decide. It had taught itself that mature religion 
does not speak too sharply, that historical institutions must remain roomy, and that 
obvious opposites can coexist within one sacred body. Moral drift did not create this habit. 
Moral drift inherited it. 

That is why attempts to fix the Anglican moral crisis without dealing with the deeper 
doctrinal elasticity will never work. Men will produce statements, conferences, task forces, 
and realignment efforts, but unless the church recovers a much sharper conviction about 
the authority of Scripture, the nature of the gospel, and the necessity of doctrinal 
boundaries, the same disease will return under new names. The body may push the 
symptoms around for a while, but the infection remains in the bloodstream. Moral 
confusion is simply the stage where everyone can finally see the fever. 

6. Marriage, Gender, and Discipline Fall Next 

Once doctrinal truth has been softened, the next great casualties are usually marriage, 
gender, and discipline. This is not because these areas are somehow less important. It is 
because they are among the most visible places where a church must either bow to 



Scripture or bow to the spirit of the age. If the church no longer possesses the nerve to say 
hard things about salvation, sacraments, and authority, it will almost certainly falter when 
modern culture brings pressure on sexuality, identity, and family order. Those issues require 
a church willing to look old-fashioned, narrow, and even hateful in the eyes of the world. A 
doctrinally elastic church has already lost that nerve. 

Marriage begins to shift from covenant ordinance to flexible relational ideal. Gender begins 
to shift from divine design to a discussion shaped by psychology and self-perception. 
Holiness begins to shift from obedience to authenticity. Discipline begins to shift from 
loving correction to emotional intolerance. None of this happens by magic. It happens 
because the church has already lost the conviction that truth is fixed outside the self. Once 
that conviction weakens, personal experience and institutional accommodation rush in to 
fill the space. 

And this is why a church that still boasts of comprehensiveness while staggering morally is 
not suffering from two unrelated problems. It is suffering from one. Its doctrinal broadness 
has finally produced ethical broadness. Its refusal to resolve contradiction in theology has 
become its refusal to resolve contradiction in morals. It can no longer discipline because it 
can no longer define. It can no longer define because it no longer knows whether truth is 
something to be confessed or merely hosted. Marriage, gender, holiness, and discipline are 
simply where that collapse becomes visible enough that even casual observers start to 
notice. 

7. The Church Must Recover Fixed Truth or It Will Keep Sliding 

There is only one way out of this kind of moral drift, and it is not better messaging, stronger 
branding, kinder tones, or temporary institutional reforms. The church must recover fixed 
truth. It must recover the fear of God. It must recover the conviction that Scripture is not a 
witness to religious experience but the final authority of the living God. It must recover the 
gospel with sharpness. It must recover the idea that contradiction is not health, ambiguity 
is not maturity, and comprehensiveness is not holiness. Without that recovery, any 
apparent moral firmness will be temporary because the theological foundation beneath it 
remains cracked. 

This means the church must start again where the apostles started. What has God said? 
What did Christ command? What did the apostles deliver? What must be believed, and 
what must be rejected? Those questions are not signs of narrowness. They are signs that 
the church still believes revelation exists. Once a church begins with those questions and 
treats the answers as binding, moral clarity becomes possible again because ethics are no 
longer floating free of doctrine. Holiness becomes rooted in truth. Discipline becomes 



loving because it defends what God has said. Marriage and sexuality become clear again 
because the Creator’s voice stands above the culture. 

But if the church refuses this recovery and tries instead to manage the moral crisis while 
preserving the doctrinal habits that caused it, then the slide will continue. It may slow for a 
while. It may break into factions. It may produce temporary resistance in conservative 
pockets. But the deeper institutional instinct will keep pushing toward accommodation. 
Why? Because drift always follows the path of least resistance once truth is no longer 
treated as fixed. The only thing that can stop that slide is not nostalgia, not ceremony, and 
not institutional pride. It is the Word of God believed, obeyed, and enforced with holy fear. 

Conclusion 

Moral drift follows doctrinal drift because ethics are never independent of theology. Once a 
church grows accustomed to ambiguity in gospel truth, sacramental meaning, and church 
authority, it should surprise no one when moral issues begin to slide as well. The collapse 
rarely starts at the level of sex, marriage, gender, or discipline. It starts when the church 
loses the habit of treating truth as fixed, revealed, and binding. Once that habit is lost, 
every moral command of God eventually becomes vulnerable to softening, reframing, and 
cultural negotiation. 

That is why the Anglican crisis in morals is not an unrelated side issue. It is the visible fruit 
of deeper doctrinal elasticity. A communion that can hold contradictory views on salvation 
and the church while calling that breadth will eventually feel tempted to do the same with 
marriage, holiness, and identity. The method is the same. The language is the same. The 
pride in comprehensiveness is the same. The only difference is that the moral 
consequences are more obvious to the naked eye. But by the time the church is publicly 
collapsing there, the roots of the collapse have often been growing underground for 
generations. 

So the answer is not merely to condemn the final fruit. The answer is to cut down the 
diseased tree. The church must recover fixed truth, apostolic doctrine, biblical authority, 
and the courage to say that contradiction is not a virtue. If it will not do that, moral drift will 
continue no matter how much ceremony, history, or institutional dignity it still possesses. 
Because once a church learns to bend the truth, it will eventually bend holiness right along 
with it. 

 

 



16 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The Liberal Stream, the Broad Church, and the 
Death of Certainty 

Introduction 

If a man wants to understand how Anglicanism became such fertile ground for liberal 
theology, he must stop pretending liberalism arrived like lightning from a blue sky. It did not. 
It did not suddenly descend on a strong, sharply defined, doctrinally guarded church and 
overpower it by force. Liberalism almost never works that way. It prefers open windows to 
broken doors. It enters where a house has already learned to admire breadth more than 
boundary, atmosphere more than accuracy, and moderation more than finality. That is why 
Anglicanism proved so vulnerable. The broad-church tendency had already taught the 
system how to live with contradiction, how to soften hard edges, how to distrust 
confessional sharpness, and how to prize comprehensiveness as a virtue. Once those 
instincts were in place, liberalism did not need to invent a new method. It simply took the 
old Anglican habit of breadth and pushed it farther than many expected. 

That is also why liberal drift so often fools people in its early stages. It does not always 
begin with some bishop standing in a pulpit and declaring, “I deny the resurrection.” It often 
begins with a tone. The old certainty starts sounding rude. Dogma begins to feel primitive. 
Sharp lines begin to seem divisive. Men start speaking more about complexity, humility, 
listening, development, and conversation. They speak less like heralds and more like 
facilitators. They stop preaching revealed truth as something delivered from heaven and 
start discussing religion as something the church is still processing together. The words 
remain pious for a while. Christ is still named. Scripture is still quoted. The creeds may still 
be recited. But the spirit has shifted. Less certainty. More nuance. Less doctrine. More 
dialogue. Less proclamation. More conversation. 

And that shift is not harmless. It is spiritual death wearing a soft voice. Before long, the 
resurrection is no longer the mighty historic triumph of the Son of God over death, but a 
“theme” of hope and renewal. The atonement is no longer the once-for-all sacrifice by 
which God justifies the ungodly, but a “model” of self-giving love. Scripture is no longer the 
inspired and final authority of the living God, but a “witness” to humanity’s evolving 
experience of the divine. The church is no longer the pillar and ground of the truth, but an 
ongoing discussion, a sacred conversation, a community of discernment that never quite 
arrives because certainty itself has been placed under suspicion. That is the death this 
essay must expose. Liberalism rarely first appears as open rebellion. It often arrives as 
intellectual gentleness, cultured hesitation, and reverent uncertainty. But underneath that 
calm tone is a knife aimed at revelation itself. 



1. Broad Church Soil Produces Liberal Fruit 

The broad-church instinct did not create liberalism by itself, but it prepared the soil for it 
beautifully. Once a church learns to admire breadth for its own sake, it begins losing the 
instinct to guard doctrinal boundaries with holy jealousy. It becomes proud of being 
spacious. It starts measuring maturity by how much tension it can tolerate. The men most 
admired in that system are often not the ones who speak most clearly, but the ones who 
know how to keep difficult opposites in the room without forcing a collision. That sounds 
peaceable. In reality it is a training program in doctrinal indecision. 

This is why Anglicanism’s broad tendencies mattered so much. They taught the church to 
live with unresolved contradiction. They taught it to distrust narrowness and to prize 
comprehensiveness. They trained churchmen to think the institution’s greatness lay partly 
in its ability to keep multiple emphases alive beneath one roof. Once that reflex becomes 
part of the culture, liberal theology does not arrive as a foreign invader. It arrives as one 
more voice asking to be heard, one more development asking for room, one more 
perspective the broad church feels obligated to host. The broad system has already 
weakened its own immune system by learning to call contradiction a virtue. 

And that is why liberalism often spreads fastest in traditions that once seemed most 
stable. Stability of form can conceal instability of conviction. A church may still have liturgy, 
bishops, prayer books, vestments, architecture, and centuries of memory, yet if it has 
trained itself to avoid hard confessional edges, it has quietly made itself available for liberal 
reinterpretation. The old structure remains. The doctrinal spine softens. The institution 
keeps its dignity while losing its nerve. That is exactly the sort of house liberalism loves to 
inhabit. 

2. Liberalism Begins with a Tone 

Many believers expect liberalism to announce itself with a trumpet blast of unbelief. They 
imagine it always begins with explicit denials and scandalous slogans. Sometimes it does, 
once it has matured. But in the beginning it usually comes with a tone. The preacher 
becomes gentler in all the wrong ways. He sounds more thoughtful, more nuanced, more 
historically aware, more patient with uncertainty. He seems less interested in saying “Thus 
saith the Lord” and more interested in helping the congregation sit with complexity. He 
does not often attack orthodoxy directly at first. He simply makes certainty sound 
immature. 

That is why tone matters so much. A man may still recite the creed while speaking about it 
as though it were poetry rather than proclamation. He may still mention the resurrection 
while subtly treating literal belief as spiritually less important than the “meaning” of 



resurrection hope. He may still use biblical language, but with enough softness and 
elasticity that the old dogmatic force drains out of it. The church feels more reasonable, 
more dialogical, more humane. But the atmosphere has changed. It no longer sounds like a 
messenger who has heard from God. It sounds like a moderator of religious possibilities. 

And once that tone takes hold, the people are slowly retrained. They begin to feel 
embarrassed by strong assertions. They start equating conviction with fundamentalism, 
proclamation with aggression, and doctrinal clarity with intellectual shallowness. The 
liberal stream is flowing now, even if nobody has yet denied the virgin birth aloud in the 
parish newsletter. The spirit of the thing has arrived. It is the spirit that says truth should be 
discussed reverently but never pressed absolutely. It is the spirit that drains thunder out of 
revelation and replaces it with cultured drizzle. 

3. Less Dogma, More Dialogue 

One of the favorite tricks of liberal religion is to present dogma and dialogue as though they 
were opposites, as though a church can either be doctrinal or humane, either convicted or 
thoughtful, either certain or compassionate. This is a lie, but it is an effective one. Once 
people start believing that hard doctrine closes conversation while softer language keeps 
the church open and listening, the pressure builds to exchange proclamation for dialogue. 
Dogma starts sounding like a relic of less sophisticated ages. The church is urged to 
become a place of conversation rather than confession. 

Now there is certainly a place for discussion, teaching, patient instruction, and honest 
questions. No one needs to deny that. But the church is not built on ongoing uncertainty. It 
is built on revealed truth. The apostles did not found communities of perpetual dialogue. 
They delivered doctrine. They preached Christ. They commanded repentance and faith. 
They laid down truth that was to be believed, guarded, and obeyed. Dialogue can serve 
truth, but it cannot replace it. The moment dialogue becomes the higher virtue, dogma is 
already being pushed off the throne. 

This is where the liberal stream becomes lethal in Anglican settings. The broad-church 
mind is already suspicious of confessional sharpness, so “more dialogue” sounds like 
spiritual refinement rather than danger. Yet what actually happens is that dialogue 
becomes a solvent. Every doctrine starts dissolving into open-ended conversation. What 
used to be declared becomes debated. What used to be believed becomes explored. And 
the church that once possessed a gospel becomes a forum where the gospel is one voice 
among many, not the final word from God. 

4. The Resurrection Becomes a Theme 



One of the surest signs of liberal drift is what happens to the resurrection. In apostolic 
Christianity, the resurrection of Jesus Christ is not a symbol first. It is an event first. It is a 
fact in history, the bodily triumph of the Son of God over death, sin, and the grave. Because 
it happened, it carries meaning. Because the tomb was empty, hope is real. Because Christ 
rose indeed, the gospel stands. The apostles did not preach resurrection as a poetic 
metaphor for renewal. They preached it as reality that shattered the old world. 

But liberal religion has a habit of turning facts into themes. Once certainty weakens, the 
resurrection begins to be spoken of less as something that happened and more as 
something it means. It becomes the church’s way of talking about hope after despair, life 
after death, courage after trauma, continuity after loss. In one sense those ideas may 
sound uplifting, but they are parasites feeding off the corpse of a denied fact. The 
resurrection only has that kind of power because it is true. Sever it from history, and all that 
remains is religious sentiment decorated with Easter language. 

This is how spiritual death hides under intellectual gentleness. A clergyman may speak 
beautifully about resurrection hope while quietly making the historicity of the empty tomb 
seem optional, secondary, or too unsophisticated to press. The people are left with a 
warmed-over symbol in place of a risen Christ. They still hear the word “resurrection,” but 
what is being served is not apostolic Christianity. It is devotional metaphor. Once a church 
is satisfied with themes where God gave facts, it has already crossed a deadly line. 

5. The Atonement Becomes a Model 

The same drift occurs with the atonement. In biblical Christianity, the cross is not chiefly a 
model of love to inspire us. It certainly reveals love, but it is first the place where Christ died 
for our sins according to the Scriptures. It is substitution. It is propitiation. It is blood. It is 
satisfaction of divine justice. It is the Lamb of God bearing away the sin of the world. It is 
the ground of justification. It is the once-for-all finished work that gives the sinner peace 
with God. The apostles did not preach the cross merely to move men emotionally. They 
preached it to save them judicially. 

But liberal theology cannot live comfortably with a cross that actually satisfies wrath and 
secures redemption. That kind of atonement is too definite, too bloody, too legal, too final, 
too God-centered. So the cross gets softened into a model. Christ becomes the supreme 
example of self-giving love, moral courage, solidarity with suffering, and costly 
compassion. Men still talk about the cross, but not the way heaven talks about it. The blood 
loses its judicial sharpness. The sacrifice loses its substitutionary force. The sinner is not 
brought to a finished atonement. He is invited to admire an inspiring pattern. 



And here again the broad Anglican atmosphere makes the slide easier. A church already 
accustomed to rich but elastic language can continue sounding deeply devotional while 
the content shifts. The prayers remain solemn. The liturgy remains grave. The clergy sound 
compassionate. Yet the heart of the gospel is being hollowed out. Atonement becomes a 
model instead of a purchase. The cross becomes inspiration instead of reconciliation. Men 
weep at Good Friday services while remaining strangers to the one sacrifice that could 
actually save them. 

6. Scripture Becomes a Witness Instead of the Word of God 

No liberal drift can mature without eventually striking Scripture. At first the language may 
remain courteous. Men still speak highly of the Bible. They still read it publicly. They still 
refer to it as sacred. But slowly the way they talk changes. Scripture is no longer treated as 
the final written authority breathed out by God. It becomes a witness to God, a record of 
humanity’s encounter with the divine, a library of inspired reflections, a treasured 
testimony from the church’s past. Those phrases may sound reverent, but they are often a 
theological downgrade in disguise. 

The difference is massive. If Scripture is the Word of God written, then it stands over the 
church and judges every age. If Scripture is merely a witness, then the church may begin 
treating itself as the living interpretive center that moves beyond the text’s older limitations. 
Once that move happens, the Bible no longer has the last word. It becomes one cherished 
voice in a wider conversation. The church feels free to honor Scripture without being ruled 
by Scripture. That is the perfect setup for doctrinal and moral revision alike. 

And that is precisely why the death of certainty accelerates so quickly once liberalism 
reaches the doctrine of Scripture. A church cannot remain doctrinally clear while treating 
the Bible as anything less than the final authority of the living God. Once the Book becomes 
a witness instead of the standard, every doctrine turns soft at the edges. The resurrection 
can be reinterpreted. The atonement can be reframed. The miracles can be reduced. The 
moral commands can be historicized. The church can keep all the words while quietly 
changing the source of authority. That is spiritual treason concealed beneath courteous 
exegesis. 

7. The Church Becomes an Ongoing Discussion 

At the end of the liberal path, the church itself changes character. It is no longer the pillar 
and ground of the truth in any meaningful sense. It becomes an ongoing discussion. That 
phrase sounds harmless, even humble. It suggests a community still listening, still 
discerning, still journeying together. But in practice it means the church has forgotten that 
God has spoken. A church that sees itself mainly as an ongoing discussion will never arrive 



at settled conviction because arrival itself has begun to feel arrogant. The process 
becomes more sacred than the conclusion. 

This is one of the final fruits of Anglican broad-church liberalism. The institution keeps its 
ceremonies, offices, and public dignity, but the whole thing is hollowed out by a refusal to 
confess with finality. The church becomes an endless symposium. Bishops converse. 
commissions discern. clergy nuance. theologians revisit. Statements are revised. old 
doctrines are “re-read.” moral boundaries are “reconsidered.” And all of it is framed as 
thoughtful, compassionate, and mature. But what is really happening is that the church has 
ceased to be a herald and become a discussion club with candles. 

That is spiritual death. Not because discussion is always bad, but because endless 
discussion in the place of revealed certainty is rebellion against the nature of divine 
revelation. The church does not exist to keep all questions open. It exists to preach Christ, 
guard the faith, and make disciples in the truth. A church that has become addicted to 
discussion has usually lost the courage to declare. It may still have liturgy, architecture, 
and learned voices, but without certainty rooted in God’s Word it is only managing decay 
with very polished language. 

Conclusion 

The liberal stream in Anglicanism did not arrive by accident. It flowed naturally through 
channels the broad-church spirit had already dug. Once the system trained itself to avoid 
hard confessional edges and to prize breadth over clarity, liberal theology entered far more 
easily than many expected. It did not have to break the door down. The door had already 
been left open by a church culture suspicious of certainty and increasingly fond of 
ambiguity. What entered at first sounded civilized, nuanced, and intellectually gentle. But 
underneath that tone was the same old serpent hiss: “Yea, hath God said?” 

And that is the great danger. Liberal drift does not always begin with outright denial. It often 
begins with less certainty and more nuance, less dogma and more dialogue, less 
proclamation and more conversation. Then, because the church has already accepted the 
spirit of uncertainty, the content begins shifting as well. The resurrection becomes a 
theme. The atonement becomes a model. Scripture becomes a witness. The church 
becomes an ongoing discussion. All the while the system still sounds reverent enough to 
reassure the sentimental and cultured enough to impress the intellectual. But the life is 
gone. The certainty is gone. The gospel is being replaced by atmosphere and conversation. 

So this essay must end where it began: spiritual death can hide under intellectual 
gentleness. A soft voice does not guarantee a sound faith. A polite churchman may be 
more dangerous than an open scoffer if his gentleness is being used to dissolve the 



certainty of God’s revelation. The answer is not rudeness, anti-intellectualism, or shallow 
reaction. The answer is apostolic conviction. God has spoken. Christ has risen. The blood 
has atoned. Scripture is final. The church is not a discussion waiting to discover its 
message. It is a witness commanded to proclaim the message it has already received. 

 

 

17 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The Conservative Anglican Dilemma 

Introduction 

By this point in the series, it ought to be obvious that a man does not have to hate Anglican 
people in order to tell the truth about Anglican drift. In fact, one of the hardest parts of 
dealing with this subject honestly is that many conservative Anglicans are not the enemy in 
the vulgar sense. A great number of them sincerely love the Lord Jesus Christ. They defend 
biblical morality. They resist liberalism. They oppose the sexual madness of the age. They 
still care about the authority of Scripture, the deity of Christ, the bodily resurrection, and 
the old paths of historic Christianity. Some of them have stood in places where many 
evangelicals folded. Some of them have paid real costs to oppose compromise. So this 
essay cannot be written like a cheap hit piece. That would be dishonest. If a man is going to 
speak truthfully here, he must say plainly that many conservative Anglicans are fighting for 
things worth fighting for. 

But honesty cuts in both directions. It is not enough to say that conservative Anglicans are 
sincere and then stop there, because sincerity is not the whole issue. The deeper question 
is structural. These men are often trying to preserve clarity inside a structure that was built 
to tolerate breadth. They are trying to nail down doctrinal certainty inside a tradition that 
has long prided itself on comprehensiveness. They are trying to hold sacramental language 
to a biblical line inside a system that often prefers elastic formulations. They are trying to 
defend the authority of Scripture inside a world where historic atmosphere, liturgical 
instinct, and churchly continuity frequently soften the plain force of biblical finality. In other 
words, they are trying to keep the ship pointed north while remaining attached to a rudder 
that has been wobbling for a very long time. 

That is the dilemma, and it is a real one. Conservative Anglicans may write excellent 
statements. They may fight hard battles. They may expose liberal theology, rebuke moral 
compromise, and appeal to historic formularies with real courage. But they remain in a 
tradition whose built-in habits keep pulling the floor out from under them. The broad-
church instinct is still there. The temptation to sacramental ambiguity is still there. The love 
of historical continuity over sharp biblical resolution is still there. The habit of containing 



opposites under one roof is still there. So this essay is not written to dismiss conservative 
Anglicans. It is written to press them. Is it enough to resist drift verbally while remaining 
attached to the machinery that keeps producing it? At what point does heroic resistance 
inside a defective structure become an endless holding action instead of a faithful 
solution? 

1. Give Credit Where Credit Is Due 

The first thing that must be done is to give credit where credit is due. It is lazy and dishonest 
to talk as though every Anglican voice is liberal, soft, or spiritually compromised in the 
same way. That simply is not true. Many conservative Anglicans have defended the sanctity 
of marriage, the authority of Scripture, the uniqueness of Christ, the necessity of the new 
birth, and the reality of judgment in ways that put many broader evangelicals to shame. 
They have not bowed to every fashionable pressure. They have spoken against modern 
madness. They have tried to preserve historic Christian truth in settings where compromise 
often seemed easier. That matters, and it ought to be said without hesitation. 

There is also something admirable in men who do not surrender merely because the age is 
evil. Some conservative Anglicans have shown real courage. They have taken public 
stands. They have broken with corrupt leadership. They have formed new alignments. They 
have tried to hold the line in places where the line was under open attack. No fair-minded 
Christian should look at that and sneer. A man who stands for biblical truth, even 
imperfectly, in an age of cowardice is at least doing better than a vast number of 
churchmen who smile while everything burns. So let nobody pretend this essay is blind to 
that reality. 

But giving credit is not the same thing as ending the discussion. In some ways it makes the 
discussion more serious, because the question becomes sharper. If these men are sincere, 
if they do love truth, if they really do want to preserve biblical clarity, why do they remain 
attached to a system whose old habits keep sabotaging the very things they are trying to 
defend? If they are fighting real battles, why does it so often feel like they are fighting with 
one hand tied behind their backs by the structure itself? The stronger the men are, the 
more urgent the question becomes. Strong men inside a weak structure do not solve the 
problem merely by being strong. 

2. Fighting Liberalism Inside a Broad Tent 

This is the heart of the conservative Anglican dilemma: they are trying to defeat liberalism 
inside a tent that was designed to be broad. The broad-church instinct did not begin with 
modern progressivism, but modern progressivism thrives inside it because breadth, once 
enthroned as a virtue, never stays safely contained. A church trained to tolerate 



contradiction in doctrine will eventually be tempted to tolerate contradiction in morals. A 
system that prides itself on comprehensiveness will always struggle to explain why some 
breadth is mature and other breadth is apostasy. Once the basic instinct is to keep multiple 
parties under one roof, drawing hard lines later becomes far more difficult than 
conservatives often imagine. 

That is why conservative Anglican resistance always carries a strange strain within it. These 
men rightly oppose liberalism, but they often do so while remaining committed to the very 
framework that made liberal survival possible. They denounce contradiction while staying 
in a tradition that long celebrated comprehensiveness. They insist on doctrinal clarity while 
inhabiting a world famous for elasticity. They reject moral innovation while continuing to 
love a churchly structure that has often treated unresolved tensions as signs of richness. 
So their battle is real, but it is also deeply handicapped by the house they are trying to 
defend. 

This does not mean conservative Anglicans are hypocrites. It means they are often caught 
in a structure more unstable than they want to admit. They believe they can reclaim the 
house by returning to the old standards, appealing to the Articles, stressing biblical 
authority, and purging liberal corruption. In one sense that impulse is understandable. But 
it still leaves the deeper question unanswered: if the house was built with a tendency 
toward breadth, ambiguity, and historical deference that repeatedly opens the door to this 
very confusion, how many times must the same battle be fought before the structure itself 
is brought into judgment? 

3. The Problem of Comprehensiveness Never Goes Away 

One of the reasons conservative Anglicans remain under such pressure is that the problem 
of comprehensiveness never really goes away. They may oppose its most destructive 
manifestations, but the instinct itself remains embedded in the tradition. They may draw 
stronger boundaries for a season, but the old atmosphere continues whispering that 
mature churchmanship is broad, patient, and spacious enough to contain tensions without 
forcing every issue to a final biblical conclusion. The broad-church spirit is not merely a few 
bad bishops. It is a habit of the system. It is part of the way Anglicanism has long 
understood itself. 

That means conservative Anglicans are often trying to build a tighter doctrinal culture 
inside a framework that constantly wants to loosen again. The pressure does not only come 
from outside. It comes from the tradition’s own self-conception. The old claim to be 
reformed but catholic, historic but not narrow, liturgical but not Roman, broad yet 
orthodox, keeps inviting ambiguity back into the room. Every time conservatives try to 



sharpen the lines, the deeper Anglican instinct answers with appeals to 
comprehensiveness, historic breadth, and the dangers of over-definition. So even when 
conservatives win arguments, the atmosphere often remains against them. 

That is exhausting, and it should force serious reflection. A church can survive a hostile 
culture more easily than it can survive a built-in reflex that keeps reopening settled 
questions. Conservative Anglicans often sound like men trying to keep the windows shut 
while still insisting the draft is not really part of the house design. But the draft keeps 
coming back because it is part of the design. Until that is faced honestly, conservative 
resistance will remain admirable in effort while often inadequate in effect. 

4. Sacramental Elasticity Keeps Undermining Clarity 

Another part of the dilemma is sacramental elasticity. Many conservative Anglicans want to 
maintain a biblical gospel, stress justification by faith, oppose baptismal confusion, and 
resist Romanizing tendencies. But they remain in a tradition where the sacraments are 
often spoken of in a way broad enough to be heard in sharply different directions. The old 
ambiguity around baptism and the Eucharist never entirely disappears. One man speaks 
with evangelical caution. Another speaks with sacramental heft bordering on 
sacerdotalism. Both remain in the same churchly world, using overlapping language, and 
the institution often continues accommodating both. 

This creates enormous strain for conservative Anglicans because sacramental ambiguity 
does not stay politely contained in the study. It filters into worship, catechesis, instinct, and 
atmosphere. A conservative may write a strong doctrinal statement about faith and grace, 
but if the ordinary life of the church still trains people to feel that grace comes to them 
through consecrated handling, liturgical mood, and ecclesiastical mediation in ways that 
blur the gospel, then the statement and the system are working against one another. The 
conservative is trying to preach in one direction while the church’s old sacramental habits 
keep tugging the people in another. 

That is why the issue is not merely whether conservative Anglicans can personally define 
the sacraments in a more Protestant or biblically guarded way. The issue is whether the 
structure they remain attached to keeps producing sacramental fog faster than their 
clarifications can clear it. If the answer is yes, then the dilemma is severe. A man may 
personally resist Romanizing drift while still inhabiting a house that keeps making 
Romanizing instincts feel emotionally plausible. That is not a minor inconvenience. It is a 
structural weakness touching the very center of how the church teaches souls to think 
about grace. 

5. Historic Ambiguity Is Always Waiting in the Walls 



One of the reasons conservative Anglicans seem trapped in recurring cycles is that historic 
ambiguity is always waiting in the walls. The tradition’s long habit of speaking in broad, 
layered, and often deliberately elastic ways means that almost every conservative recovery 
has to fight on terrain already prepared for future softening. The old formulas may be 
appealed to with one tone in one generation and another tone in the next. The same 
liturgical world that comforts conservatives can also be inhabited by men leaning in very 
different theological directions. The same historical continuity that gives the tradition 
dignity also gives ambiguity shelter. 

That is why conservative Anglican efforts often feel heroic and fragile at the same time. 
They can produce strong moments, strong leaders, strong statements, even strong 
breakaway structures. But unless the deeper ambiguity is truly judged, it remains available 
for the next round of drift. The conservative may win today’s battle while still living inside a 
framework that leaves tomorrow’s compromise emotionally and structurally possible. He 
may clear the room of current liberals while keeping the old architecture that made 
liberalism feel at home in the first place. 

This should not produce cynicism, but it ought to produce sobriety. A man can only fight 
the same architectural weakness so many times before he has to ask whether his labor is 
preserving clarity or merely postponing the next collapse. The question is not whether 
conservative Anglicans can identify the drift. Many clearly can. The question is whether 
they are willing to judge the deeper historic ambiguity that keeps setting the stage for drift 
to return. If not, they may continue functioning as the fire brigade for a building wired for 
recurring disaster. 

6. Statements and Battles Are Not the Same as Structural Cure 

Conservative Anglicans often produce excellent statements. They draft declarations, write 
books, preach firm sermons, create realignment documents, and publish strong defenses 
of biblical morality and orthodox doctrine. That work is not worthless. In many cases it is 
deeply necessary. But there is a painful difference between issuing strong statements and 
curing a structural disease. A man may write the truth with courage while remaining 
attached to a system whose habits keep undermining the truth he wrote. At that point the 
statements become a kind of rear-guard action. They preserve witness, perhaps even help 
souls, but they do not necessarily solve the deeper problem. 

This is where the question becomes unavoidable. Is it enough to resist drift verbally while 
remaining attached to the machinery that keeps producing it? At first the answer may feel 
like yes. A church must stand somewhere, fight somewhere, and witness somewhere. But 
over time that answer grows harder to sustain if the machinery continues generating the 



same crises. If the structure repeatedly makes room for contradiction, softens hard lines, 
romanticizes continuity, and celebrates breadth, then the conservative may find himself 
forever issuing statements against effects while refusing to confront causes. 

That is a spiritually expensive place to live. It can breed fatigue, frustration, and even a 
strange institutional Stockholm syndrome where men start defending the very framework 
that keeps exhausting them. They know the problems. They preach against the drift. They 
warn the people. Yet they cannot quite bring themselves to say that the old Anglican 
machinery itself may be part of the disease. So they oscillate between resistance and 
attachment. That is the dilemma in its rawest form. They are trying to save a structure from 
outcomes the structure itself keeps helping to generate. 

7. The Question Conservative Anglicans Must Answer 

At some point conservative Anglicans must answer a hard question, and no amount of 
goodwill can remove it. Is the tradition they are defending merely occupied by dangerous 
tendencies, or is it built in such a way that those tendencies repeatedly emerge from 
within? That is the decisive issue. If the former, then perhaps reform, realignment, and 
doctrinal recovery inside the structure can finally stabilize it. But if the latter, then 
resistance alone is not enough. A man may love much that is beautiful and valuable in the 
tradition, but love must not keep him from judging what is structurally unsound. 

This is not a call for glib separation or cheap denunciation. It is a call for honesty. 
Conservative Anglicans are often too intelligent, too serious, and too biblically concerned 
not to see the repeated pattern. They know the broad-church habit is real. They know 
sacramental elasticity is real. They know historic ambiguity is real. They know 
comprehensiveness keeps reopening doors they worked hard to shut. So the question 
presses harder with every cycle: is this merely a battle to be fought again, or is this a system 
that keeps reproducing the battle because of the way it is built? 

If they answer too lightly, they will remain caught in perpetual emergency mode, always 
drafting the next statement, forming the next coalition, fighting the next doctrinal fire, and 
then acting surprised when the smoke returns. If they answer honestly, they may have to 
admit something painful: that verbal resistance to drift is not the same thing as liberation 
from the structures of drift. And once that admission is made, the path forward may 
become much sharper than many of them would prefer. 

Conclusion 

The conservative Anglican dilemma is real, and it deserves to be treated with fairness. 
Many conservative Anglicans sincerely love Christ, defend biblical morality, oppose 
liberalism, and hold fast to historic Christian truth. They are not all compromisers. They are 



not all Romanizers. They are not all blind. Some have shown far more courage than men in 
supposedly simpler traditions. That should be acknowledged without hesitation. But 
acknowledgment is not the end of the matter. The deeper issue remains: they are often 
trying to preserve clarity inside a structure that was built to tolerate breadth. 

That is the strain they cannot escape. They may write strong statements and fight hard 
battles, but they remain tied to a tradition whose built-in habits of comprehensiveness, 
sacramental elasticity, and historic ambiguity keep pulling the floor out from under them. 
The issue is not whether they can resist drift verbally. Many plainly can. The issue is 
whether verbal resistance is enough while the machinery that keeps producing the drift 
remains substantially unjudged. That is a much harder question, and it cannot be 
answered with sentimental attachment to liturgy, history, or institutional memory. 

So this essay does not dismiss conservative Anglicans. It presses them. How many times 
can the same structure produce the same crisis before the structure itself comes under 
serious indictment? How long can a man keep patching a roof while refusing to admit the 
beams are warped? At some point faithfulness requires more than brave resistance from 
within. It requires asking whether the thing being defended is actually capable of sustaining 
the clarity being fought for. And if it is not, then the dilemma remains unsolved no matter 
how many good statements are written in the meantime. 

 

 

18 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Why Tired Evangelicals Keep Swimming Toward 
Anglican Waters 

Introduction 

One of the most important things to understand in this whole discussion is that many of the 
people moving toward Anglicanism are not moving there because they hate Christ, hate the 
Bible, or want to become ritualists for the fun of it. A great many of them are wounded. They 
are tired. They are sick of the circus. They have spent years in churches where the worship 
felt like a concert, the pastor acted like a brand, the preaching was thin, the prayers were 
casual, the ordinances were treated like accessories, and the whole atmosphere felt 
disposable. They have sat under sermon series that sounded more like life coaching than 
proclamation. They have watched churches turn themselves into stages for charisma, 
humor, therapy, and emotional manipulation. So when they look toward Anglicanism and 
see reverence, liturgy, history, order, kneeling, creeds, and a sense that somebody still 
believes God is holy, it makes perfect sense why they feel drawn there. 



That instinct should not be mocked. In many cases, it is the cry of a soul starving for 
something the modern evangelical machine threw away. People are starving for reverence. 
They are starving for doctrinal seriousness. They are starving for rootedness, gravity, 
memory, beauty, order, and a church life that does not feel like it was invented in a 
marketing meeting last Tuesday afternoon. They want a faith that can survive suffering, not 
just entertain a crowd. They want a sanctuary, not a stage. They want preaching, not 
personality. They want worship that feels like it belongs to God and not to the brand 
strategy of a ministry team. So before anything else is said, that hunger must be honored. 
The hunger itself is not the problem. 

But reaction is a poor compass. That is where the warning must come in hard. Escaping 
evangelical fluff by running into sacramental confusion is not recovery. It is trading one 
danger for another. A man can be right about what he is leaving and still wrong about where 
he is going. He can correctly diagnose the sickness of shallow church culture and then 
choose the wrong cure because the cure feels weighty, ancient, and serious. The answer to 
empty modern church life is not automatically Anglicanism. The answer is a return to 
biblical preaching, regenerate church life, holy worship, and gospel clarity. If a man runs 
from casual Christianity into a system that clouds the new birth, blurs justification, and 
thickens sacramental atmosphere beyond the plain teaching of Scripture, he has not 
solved the problem. He has just exchanged one form of drift for another. 

1. The Collapse of Modern Evangelical Credibility 

It is impossible to understand the move toward Anglicanism without first understanding 
how badly modern evangelicalism has discredited itself in many places. Large sections of 
the evangelical world have become spiritually embarrassing. The worship is shallow, 
repetitive, and engineered more for mood than for truth. The preaching is often weak, 
topical, self-help driven, and terrified of doctrine. The pastors are too frequently 
performers, celebrities, or executives rather than shepherds. The churches feel temporary, 
stylized, and market-tested. Sacred things are handled lightly. The fear of God is thin. The 
language of holiness has been replaced with the language of relevance. 

And people notice. Serious believers notice. Young families notice. Men hungry for gravity 
notice. Women tired of shallow church theatrics notice. Even people without much 
theological vocabulary can sense that something is wrong when worship begins to feel 
cheap. They know instinctively that church is supposed to be weightier than this. They 
know the Lord’s Day should not feel like a dressed-up youth rally with expensive lighting. 
They know the preaching of the Word ought to carry authority and not merely friendliness. 
So when the evangelical world keeps handing them disposable church culture, it should 
surprise no one when they start looking elsewhere. 



That is why the Anglican pull has grown stronger for many. It appears to offer everything the 
modern evangelical landscape abandoned. It offers continuity where evangelicalism feels 
improvised. It offers reverence where evangelicalism feels casual. It offers liturgy where 
evangelicalism feels chaotic. It offers serious prayers where evangelicalism offers banter. It 
offers rootedness where evangelicalism offers trend-chasing. So the move makes 
emotional and spiritual sense. The problem is not that people are crazy for wanting out. The 
problem is that being right about what is broken does not automatically make them right 
about what will heal it. 

2. What People Are Really Looking For 

Many who swim toward Anglican waters are not actually looking for Anglicanism as such. 
They are looking for lost goods. They are looking for reverence, continuity, seriousness, 
stability, doctrinal substance, and a church that seems older than the latest platform 
strategy. They are looking for Christian worship that treats God as holy and the church as 
something more than an audience. They are looking for a faith that remembers history. They 
are looking for pastors who act like pastors and not influencers. They are looking for church 
life that has gravity, order, and theological memory. 

That means the attraction is often indirect. A man may say he is becoming more interested 
in Anglicanism, but what he often means is that he is desperate for weight. He is tired of 
church environments that feel spiritually anorexic. He wants something thicker, older, and 
more serious. He wants a people who know how to confess sin, pray carefully, read 
Scripture publicly, and sing without feeling like they are at a product launch. He wants his 
children to grow up in a place where the name of God is not handled casually and where 
worship does not look like a stage performance with Bible verses sprinkled into it. 

That desire is not something to scold. In fact, many evangelical churches should repent in 
sackcloth and ashes for creating the conditions that made Anglicanism seem like the only 
visible refuge for people hungry for reverence. But once that is admitted, another truth 
must be spoken. Lost goods are not the same thing as a whole system. A church may have 
reverence and still be confused on baptism. It may have order and still blur assurance. It 
may have history and still cloud justification. It may feel sacred and still leave the soul in 
doctrinal fog. So the search must not stop at finding the atmosphere one misses. It must 
continue until one asks whether the gospel itself is clear. 

3. Reaction Is a Poor Compass 

This is where the practical warning must come with force. Reaction is a poor compass. 
When people are hurt, disgusted, or burned out, they often choose by contrast rather than 
by truth. They run hard in the opposite direction of whatever wounded them. If a man has 



suffered under shallow worship, he may begin to assume that formal worship is 
automatically safer. If he has seen weak preaching, he may assume that liturgical gravity 
always carries doctrinal substance. If he has been harmed by celebrity pastors, he may 
begin to trust old structures simply because they are old. If he has watched evangelical 
churches cheapen holy things, he may start romanticizing any tradition that appears to 
honor holy things with seriousness. 

But overreaction is one of the devil’s easiest tools. He does not need to keep a man in a 
shallow church if he can push him into a sacramental haze. He does not care whether the 
soul drifts through casual irreverence or ceremonial confusion so long as the freeness of 
the gospel is obscured. A man can flee one error only to become vulnerable to another 
because he is navigating by pain rather than by Scripture. He begins making decisions out 
of exhaustion, and exhaustion makes atmosphere feel like truth. 

That is why reaction cannot be the guide. The question is not, “What is the opposite of what 
I hate?” The question is, “What does the New Testament church actually look like?” A 
wounded believer may correctly identify what is wrong with modern evangelical culture and 
still misread Anglicanism because it feels like the antidote. But not every antidote cures. 
Some simply replace one sickness with another. The answer is not whichever church looks 
least like the church you are leaving. The answer is the church most faithful to the Word of 
God. 

4. The Seduction of Weight and Rootedness 

One of the strongest temptations for tired evangelicals is the seduction of weight. 
Anglicanism feels heavy in the best sensory sense. The words sound old. The structure 
feels inherited. The room looks like worship belongs there. The calendar reaches backward. 
The service carries memory. The clergy seem to know they are handling holy things. The 
church feels rooted in history rather than improvised by charisma. All of that is immensely 
attractive to people who have spent years in churches that felt like religious startups with 
rotating logos and sermon series designed for audience retention. 

There is also a deep psychological comfort in rootedness. A person tired of volatility wants 
continuity. He wants to know that Christians before him prayed, confessed, sang, and 
worshiped in ways that did not depend on modern style. He wants to feel attached to 
something larger than the current evangelical ecosystem. Anglicanism gives him that 
feeling almost immediately. He senses that he has stepped into a stream rather than a 
puddle. That sensation is powerful, and often it is one of the first things people mistake for 
doctrinal safety. 



But weight is not clarity, and rootedness is not necessarily truth. A thing can be old and still 
confused. It can be serious and still sacramentally cloudy. It can be reverent and still 
obscure the new birth. That is the danger. Tired evangelicals often interpret the experience 
of weight as though it were proof that the system beneath it must be doctrinally safer than 
what they left. Sometimes parts of it may indeed be safer. But if the weight is accompanied 
by sacramental elasticity, baptismal confusion, eucharistic ambiguity, and broad-church 
habits of contradiction, then the rootedness may soothe the nerves while leaving the 
conscience unsure about the very truths that matter most. 

5. Trading One Danger for Another 

This is the sharp warning that has to be made without flinching: escaping evangelical fluff 
by running into sacramental confusion is not recovery. It is trading one danger for another. 
The shallow church may have weakened your sense of reverence, but the sacramental 
church may weaken your sense of gospel clarity. The casual church may have mishandled 
worship, but the broad church may mishandle justification. The celebrity-driven church 
may have taught you to trust personality, but the historic church may tempt you to trust 
atmosphere, liturgy, and ecclesiastical continuity in ways Scripture never intended. 

A man may leave a church where baptism is neglected only to join one where baptism is 
overloaded. He may leave a church where the Lord’s Supper is treated lightly only to join 
one where the Supper is wrapped in sacred ambiguity. He may leave a church where the 
pastor behaved like a performer only to join one where ordained office carries too much 
spiritual aura. In each case he has reacted to a real abuse. But if the reaction leads him into 
a system where grace becomes tied too closely to ritual handling, churchly identity, and 
sacramental tone, then he has not reached biblical balance. He has simply run from one 
ditch into another. 

This must be said with practical urgency because many hurting believers do not realize how 
vulnerable they are to this exchange. They know the first danger because it wounded them 
publicly. The second danger is harder to see because it comes wrapped in beauty, 
seriousness, and history. It does not feel dangerous. It feels healing. That is exactly why it 
must be named. One danger flatters the modern appetite for casual Christianity. The other 
flatters the exhausted appetite for holy atmosphere. Both can obscure the direct simplicity 
of a sinner coming to Christ by faith. 

6. What the New Testament Alternative Actually Is 

If the answer to shallow evangelicalism is not automatically Anglicanism, then what is it? 
The answer is not harder to find than the pages of the New Testament. The answer is 
biblical preaching, regenerate church life, holy worship, and gospel clarity. The church 



must recover preaching that sounds like it came from heaven and not from a leadership 
podcast. It must recover membership that actually distinguishes believers from the world 
instead of blending everyone into a religious audience. It must recover worship that is 
reverent without being mystical, ordered without being sacerdotal, serious without 
becoming sacramentally cloudy. It must recover the ordinances in their biblical dignity and 
proportion. And above all, it must recover the gospel in its sharpness. 

That means churches must not merely become more formal. They must become more 
faithful. They must not merely trade guitars for liturgies. They must repent of irreverence, 
weak doctrine, cheap churchmanship, and man-centered preaching. They must learn 
again how to fear God, preach Christ, call sinners to repentance, and shepherd saints into 
holiness. They must teach their people that the answer to modern shallowness is not a 
richer atmosphere alone, but a deeper submission to Scripture. A church may be plain and 
yet profoundly biblical. A church may be ordered and yet not Anglican. The question is not 
whether the church feels old. The question is whether it is true. 

That is the practical alternative tired evangelicals need to hear. They do not have to choose 
between evangelical fluff and Anglican ambiguity. That is a false binary. There is such a 
thing as a church that prizes reverence and clarity, seriousness and gospel freedom, order 
and biblical simplicity. The modern evangelical market may have hidden such churches 
from sight, but the New Testament has not. Men must stop letting exhaustion dictate their 
categories. The church Christ gave is not a stage show, and it is not a sacramental haze. It 
is a gathered people of the Word, born again by the gospel, worshiping in spirit and in truth. 

7. How to Examine the Attraction Honestly 

If a believer is feeling pulled toward Anglicanism, he should not begin by asking whether 
the aesthetics move him. They probably will. He should not begin by asking whether the 
liturgy feels weightier than what he has known. It likely does. He should begin with harder 
questions. Is the gospel clear here? Is justification by faith alone preached with plainness? 
Is the new birth central or merely assumed through churchly process? Are baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper kept in biblical proportion? Is assurance grounded in Christ’s finished work 
or blurred by sacramental atmosphere? Does the church treat Scripture as truly final, or 
does the tradition’s tone quietly govern how Scripture may speak? 

He should also ask whether he is moving because he has been biblically persuaded or 
because he is simply exhausted. Exhaustion can make almost any stable-looking structure 
appear wise. Wounded people often choose refuge before they choose truth. That does not 
make them foolish. It makes them vulnerable. The heart wants relief, and Anglicanism 
often offers relief from the ugliness of modern church life. But relief is not enough. The 



issue is whether the refuge points clearly to Christ or whether it trains the soul to settle into 
a churchly atmosphere that feels holy while leaving key doctrines broad and sacramentally 
thick. 

And finally he must ask whether the supposed cure is actually just another form of 
overcorrection. If his current church despises history, does that mean he must join a 
tradition where history carries too much practical authority? If his current church is 
careless with the ordinances, does that mean he should embrace a church where the 
ordinances are spoken of in elastic and spiritually overcharged language? If his current 
church is casual, does that mean the answer is a system where atmosphere may begin 
doing too much theological work? Hard questions like these do not make a man cynical. 
They make him careful. And careful is exactly what a tired evangelical must become before 
he jumps into deeper waters. 

Conclusion 

Many modern believers keep swimming toward Anglican waters for reasons that are easy to 
understand. They are burned out by shallow worship, celebrity pastors, weak preaching, 
and disposable church culture. They are starving for reverence, history, doctrinal 
seriousness, and ordered worship. They want weight. They want rootedness. They want a 
church that feels like it belongs to God and not to the marketing department. That hunger is 
real, and in many cases it is righteous. No honest man should mock it. 

But reaction is a poor compass. Escaping evangelical fluff by running into sacramental 
confusion is not recovery. It is trading one danger for another. A man may correctly 
diagnose the emptiness of modern church life and still choose the wrong answer if he lets 
atmosphere, beauty, and historical rootedness outweigh gospel clarity. The answer to 
casual Christianity is not automatically Anglicanism. The answer is a return to biblical 
preaching, regenerate church life, holy worship, and the sharp freeness of the gospel of 
Jesus Christ. 

So let the warning stand plainly. Do not let your disgust with one error drive you blindly into 
another. Do not let exhaustion make beauty seem infallible. Do not let reverence without 
clarity become your refuge. The church you need is not merely older, heavier, or more 
liturgical. It is truer. It preaches Christ plainly. It guards the ordinances biblically. It calls 
sinners to be born again. It worships God with reverence and truth. That is the real recovery, 
and anything less, however attractive, will only leave you trading one drift for another. 

 

 



19 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – The Soul Trapped Between Tradition and Truth 

Introduction 

There is a particular kind of soul this essay is written for, and if you are that person, you 
probably already know it before I ever describe you. You are not laughing at holy things. You 
are not chasing rebellion. You are not running from Christ. In fact, that is part of what 
makes your struggle so painful. You came toward Anglicanism because you were tired of 
foolishness. You were tired of church that felt cheap. You were tired of the stage, the brand, 
the weak sermons, the celebrity culture, the casual handling of God, and the whole 
disposable feeling of modern religious life. Then you found something older, weightier, 
quieter, more reverent. You found beauty. You found cadence. You found seriousness. You 
found prayers that sounded like worship instead of improvisation. You found a church that 
felt like it remembered God was holy. And for a while, your soul exhaled. 

But now something is bothering you, and it is bothering you more than you may want to 
admit. You hear the language of grace, but the system still feels cloudy. You hear Christ 
named, but not always Christ enough. You see reverence, but not always clarity. You find 
yourself loving the atmosphere while still wondering whether the gospel is being spoken 
with the plainness your conscience needs. You may not know how to express it cleanly yet, 
but you feel the tension. There are times when the whole thing feels almost like standing in 
a cathedral fog. It is beautiful fog. It is solemn fog. It is ancient-feeling fog. But it is still fog. 
And a soul cannot live forever on atmosphere when what it needs is certainty from the 
Word of God. 

That is what makes this chapter pastoral rather than merely polemical. This is not written to 
sneer at people caught in that tension. It is written because many stay there too long. They 
remain suspended between tradition and truth, between beauty and clarity, between 
heritage and conviction, between reverence and rest. They sense something is wrong, but 
they fear what it would cost to admit it. They fear losing community, losing identity, losing 
history, losing the emotional world that has become precious to them. But no tradition, 
however beautiful, has the right to hold a soul in doctrinal fog. No church atmosphere, 
however ancient, has the right to keep a conscience from the full light of the gospel. If you 
are beginning to see the problem, then this chapter is calling you, lovingly but firmly, not to 
stay in the tension forever. You must choose truth over inherited comfort. 

1. When Reverence Is Real but Rest Is Missing 

One of the strangest and saddest experiences in church life is to be surrounded by 
reverence and still lack rest. That is often the condition of the soul trapped in Anglican 
tension. You are not in a foolish place. Nobody is juggling sacred things. Nobody is turning 



worship into entertainment. Nobody is treating God like a mascot for personal branding. On 
the contrary, the room may feel more holy than any place you have attended in years. The 
prayers may be beautiful. The kneeling may be moving. The music may carry weight. The 
whole service may feel like a protest against the shallowness you escaped. Yet when all the 
beauty settles, something in your conscience still feels unresolved. 

That unresolved feeling matters. Do not dismiss it too quickly. A man can be emotionally 
moved and still spiritually uncertain. He can admire reverence and still lack gospel rest. He 
can leave the service impressed and yet not quite settled. He hears the words, but the 
words do not always land with the force of clear apostolic truth. He hears grace, but the 
atmosphere around grace feels thicker than Scripture alone. He hears of Christ, but not 
always with the directness that leaves him knowing exactly where his confidence must 
rest. So he begins living in a strange condition: grateful for the seriousness, yet troubled by 
the fog. 

You must not let yourself be talked out of that concern merely because the room feels 
holier than the places you came from. The conscience needs more than reverence. It 
needs certainty before God. It needs to know how a sinner is justified. It needs to know 
whether baptism regenerated him or merely marked him. It needs to know whether the 
Supper is remembrance or sacramental mystery. It needs to know whether Christ’s finished 
work is enough, not merely in theory but in the actual felt logic of the church’s life. 
Reverence without rest may be better than entertainment without truth, but it is still not 
enough. 

2. The Fear of Losing Something Precious 

One reason people stay trapped in this tension is because they know they will lose 
something if they act on what they are beginning to see. That loss is not imaginary. It may 
be very real. They may lose a community they have come to love. They may lose the beauty 
of the liturgy, the rhythm of the church year, the familiar prayers, the architecture, the 
solemnity, the old words that have carried them through difficult seasons. They may lose 
friendships. They may lose a sense of rootedness that once felt like rescue after years in 
shallow churches. They may even feel as though they are betraying something noble, 
something historic, something more serious than the church world they came out of. 

That fear should be acknowledged honestly. There is no virtue in pretending these losses 
are trivial. For some people, leaving doctrinal fog behind will feel like losing a home. They 
built spiritual memories there. They learned to breathe again there after chaos elsewhere. 
They discovered that church could be reverent there. So when they begin to realize that the 
system itself still clouds the gospel, their mind does not wrestle only with doctrine. It 



wrestles with grief. It wrestles with the thought of losing a whole emotional and spiritual 
world that became precious to them. 

But this is where the conscience must be strengthened. You may lose something precious 
and still gain something necessary. You may have to let go of atmosphere in order to cling 
more tightly to truth. You may have to walk away from a beautiful setting because the 
beauty is tied to confusion your soul can no longer ignore. Many people delay obedience 
because they keep measuring only what they will lose and not what continued fog will cost 
them. But a soul living in tension between tradition and truth is already paying a price. The 
cost is inward uncertainty. The cost is spiritual hesitation. The cost is never fully resting in 
the simplicity that is in Christ. 

3. When Christ Is Named but Not Enough 

This is one of the most painful aspects of the whole struggle: Christ is not absent. He is 
named. He is spoken of. He is praised in language that can sound elevated, reverent, and 
beautiful. That is what makes the problem harder to identify. If Christ were openly denied, 
the soul would know what to do more quickly. But in many Anglican settings, the issue is 
not that Christ is never mentioned. It is that He is not always enough in the felt structure of 
the system. He is surrounded. He is clothed in liturgy, sacramental tone, churchly 
atmosphere, and historical continuity in such a way that the soul does not always feel free 
to rest directly and simply in Him. 

This creates a deep spiritual ache. A person may say, “I hear Christ here, but I still do not 
feel clear.” That is not a shallow complaint. It is often the sound of a conscience realizing 
that Jesus is being named inside a system that does not always leave Him standing with 
sufficient plainness above all the surrounding machinery. The language of grace is present, 
but so is the pressure of sacramental atmosphere. The words of faith are present, but so is 
the thick feeling that churchly forms are doing more than merely serving the gospel. So the 
soul begins to hunger, not for a different Christ, but for Christ more clearly, Christ more 
directly, Christ without all the mist. 

And that hunger is not disloyalty. It is often the beginning of deliverance. If you are starting 
to feel that you hear Christ named but not always Christ enough, then your conscience 
may be waking up to the difference between doctrinal mention and spiritual sufficiency. 
Christ is not honored merely by being included in a beautiful religious system. He is 
honored when He is set forth as enough, enough to justify, enough to save, enough to give 
peace, enough to anchor assurance, enough to stand without the support of churchly fog. If 
your soul is craving that kind of Christ-centered clarity, do not silence the craving. 

4. How Heritage Can Hold a Soul Hostage 



There is a point where heritage stops being a blessing and starts functioning like a hostage-
taker. That sounds severe, but it must be said. Heritage is good in its place. Church history 
matters. Old prayers can help. Serious traditions can preserve real goods. But when a 
person knows he is remaining in doctrinal fog partly because the heritage feels too 
beautiful to leave, the heritage has begun to exercise power beyond its lawful place. It is no 
longer serving truth. It is restraining obedience. And whatever restrains obedience, even if 
ancient and lovely, has become dangerous. 

This is especially true for people who have come to define themselves partly through the 
Anglican world they inhabit. They no longer simply attend a church. They belong to a 
tradition. They have learned its language. They have absorbed its rhythms. They know its 
posture, its prayers, its seasons, its self-understanding. Their identity has become braided 
with it. So to question the system feels almost like questioning themselves. To leave would 
not feel like switching congregations. It would feel like losing part of their own story. That is 
why heritage can hold the soul so powerfully. It does not merely say, “Stay because this is 
lovely.” It whispers, “Stay because this is who you are.” 

But no tradition has the right to define you more deeply than the truth of God in Christ. If 
heritage is keeping you from acting on biblical conviction, then it has become a rival lord. 
That does not mean you must despise everything you learned there. It means you must 
refuse to let emotional continuity outrank truth. Heritage is a servant, not a master. It may 
be honored, but it must never become the thing that keeps a conscience from obeying 
what it now sees in the Word of God. The soul belongs to Christ, not to history. 

5. The Danger of Living Forever in Tension 

Some people imagine they can simply stay in the tension forever. They sense the problems. 
They read the Articles one way and hear the liturgy another way. They notice the ambiguity 
around baptism, the elasticity around the Supper, the breadth in doctrine, the fuzziness 
around assurance, and the pressure of sacramental tone. Yet they tell themselves they can 
remain there indefinitely, privately holding a clearer view while publicly inhabiting a 
cloudier system. That is a temptation many sincere people face. It sounds humble. It 
sounds patient. It sounds as though one is refusing rash decisions. But often it is just 
paralysis. 

Living forever in tension is not spiritually neutral. It trains the soul to accept unresolved 
contradiction as normal. It teaches the conscience to live with low-grade uncertainty. It 
slowly weakens boldness. A person begins to think, “Maybe this is just how serious 
Christianity feels. Maybe peace must always remain partly obscured. Maybe the best I can 
do is stay in a church I admire while quietly managing the areas that trouble me.” But that is 



not the life of faith. Faith rests in what God has said. It does not make its home in carefully 
managed fog. 

If the Lord is showing you that something is wrong, then the answer is not to build a 
permanent residence inside the uneasiness. The answer is to follow truth to its rightful 
conclusion. That does not mean you must move recklessly, harshly, or in a spirit of pride. 
But it does mean you must not call prolonged indecision wisdom when it is really fear. 
There is a difference between taking time to think and settling into permanent tension 
because the cost of obedience feels too high. The latter will slowly wither the soul. 

6. Truth Must Be Chosen Over Atmosphere 

At some point every serious believer must decide whether atmosphere will rule him or truth 
will rule him. That is the plain issue. Atmosphere has power. It affects memory, emotion, 
identity, and the sense of sacredness. It can make a person feel spiritually full even while 
doctrinally unsettled. It can keep him attached to a place he no longer fully trusts because 
the beauty feels too precious to abandon. But atmosphere cannot save, justify, regenerate, 
or assure. It can accompany truth, but it cannot replace it. The moment atmosphere begins 
to compete with clarity, it must be judged. 

This is the place where many struggle because the truth often looks plainer than the 
atmosphere. The gospel in its simplicity does not always feel as emotionally rich as the 
whole ceremonial world that has grown around it. But that is exactly the test. Will you 
choose what is clearer even if it feels less adorned? Will you choose the Christ of Scripture 
over the Christ wrapped in churchly haze? Will you choose peace with God through the 
finished work of Jesus Christ over a tradition that keeps speaking beautifully while leaving 
key matters unresolved? That decision often feels like stepping out of stained glass into 
hard daylight. But daylight is where men see clearly. 

You do not have to despise reverence to choose truth. You do not have to become shallow 
in order to leave fog. You do not have to mock beauty to say that beauty must never hold a 
soul hostage. You simply have to decide that no atmosphere, no matter how serious or 
moving, is worth the cost of doctrinal uncertainty. Truth must be chosen over atmosphere 
because truth is of God. Atmosphere may help or hinder, but truth saves, anchors, and 
frees. 

7. The Call to Come Fully Into the Light 

If this chapter is for you, then let the call be direct. Do not stay in the half-light forever. Do 
not keep telling yourself that the fog is manageable if you already know where you 
personally stand. Do not keep making private peace with public ambiguity. If the Lord is 
showing you that the system you inhabit keeps you from full rest in the clarity of the gospel, 



then thank Him for opening your eyes and follow the light He has given. This is not a call to 
be harsh. It is a call to be honest. Christ never asks a soul to remain in confusion because 
confusion is beautiful. 

Many people remain where they are because they fear what others will think. They fear 
seeming ungrateful. They fear being misunderstood. They fear losing face in a community 
that has become precious to them. But at the judgment seat of Christ, none of those fears 
will matter the way truth matters. You will not answer for whether you preserved everyone’s 
emotional comfort. You will answer for whether you obeyed what God showed you. If He 
has shown you that no tradition has the right to keep the conscience in doctrinal haze, then 
obeying Him is not betrayal. It is faithfulness. 

And remember this: choosing truth does not mean you are rejecting every good thing you 
found. It means you are refusing to let good things keep you from the best thing. You may 
carry with you a deeper love for reverence, seriousness, and holy worship. Good. Carry 
them. But let them be governed by Scripture and not by a system that clouds the freeness 
of the gospel. Let Christ be enough. Let the Word of God speak without mist. Let the soul 
come all the way into the light. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has been written for the soul trapped between tradition and truth, between 
reverence and rest, between beauty and biblical clarity. If that is where you are, then know 
this: you are not foolish for feeling the tension. You are not ungrateful for seeing what is 
wrong. You are not shallow for wanting Christ more clearly than the system seems willing to 
give Him. Many people remain in that place of inward conflict because they fear losing 
heritage, community, atmosphere, and identity. Those fears are real. But they are not final. 

No tradition, however beautiful, has the right to hold a soul in doctrinal fog. No liturgy, no 
cadence, no architecture, no inherited world of reverence can justify keeping a conscience 
suspended between attraction and uncertainty. The church may be ancient. The prayers 
may be lovely. The atmosphere may feel sacred. But if Christ is named without being 
enough, if grace is spoken of without giving clear rest, if truth is continually softened by the 
weight of the system, then the soul must not stay there forever. God does not ask His 
children to live permanently in confusion because confusion came wrapped in beauty. 

So the call is simple and firm. Choose truth over inherited comfort. Choose the clarity of 
the gospel over the security of atmosphere. Choose Christ enough over Christ surrounded. 
Choose the Word of God over the emotional power of tradition. If obedience costs you 
something, then let it cost. Better to lose a beautiful fog than to keep it and lose the full 
peace of walking in the light. Because in the end, the soul was not made for tradition as 



such. It was made for truth, and truth is never served by remaining where the conscience 
cannot fully rest. 

 

 

20 of 20: Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Come Out of the Fog and Stand on the Word 

Introduction 

This final essay must do more than review arguments. It must sound the trumpet. A series 
like this fails if it merely teaches people how to criticize Anglicanism while leaving them 
comfortable in the very fog that has already begun to trouble their conscience. The point 
has never been to create smarter spectators of doctrinal drift. The point has been to call 
souls into the light. God never intended His people to live in a haze between sacrament and 
faith, between tradition and Scripture, between churchly atmosphere and new birth reality. 
He never intended a believer to spend his life admiring holy forms while wondering whether 
the gospel itself is being preached with enough clarity for his soul to rest. The Christian life 
is not supposed to be a permanent exercise in reverent uncertainty. It is supposed to be life 
in the light of God’s revealed truth. 

That means the issue before us now is intensely personal. Not “What has Anglicanism 
historically done?” We have covered that. Not “How did the drift happen?” We have 
covered that too. The question now is this: what will you do if God has shown you the fog? 
What will you do if the beauty no longer blinds you the way it once did, if the solemnity no 
longer silences your questions, if the old atmosphere that once felt like rescue now feels 
like a veil? You cannot unknow what the Lord has shown you. You cannot go back to the 
innocence of never having noticed the contradiction. You have heard the language of grace 
and noticed the cloud around it. You have seen Christ named and realized He was not 
always being set forth clearly enough. You have felt reverence while lacking rest. Once that 
happens, the matter is no longer theoretical. It becomes a call to obey. 

And obedience here will require courage, because the human heart loves inherited religion. 
It loves atmosphere. It loves the dignity of old words and old forms. It loves to belong to 
something that feels weighty and historic. But the soul needs more than a beautiful service, 
more than a chain of bishops, more than a liturgy old enough to impress the mind and 
move the emotions. The soul needs the new birth. It needs the authority of the written 
Word. It needs the finished work of Christ. It needs settled assurance that comes by grace 
through faith. This final chapter is written to say, with all possible force, that if you have 
seen the fog, then come out of it. Come out of ambiguity. Come out of inherited religion. 
Come back to the simplicity that is in Christ. Stand on the Word of God. 



1. God Did Not Intend His People to Live in Fog 

There is a false spirituality that acts as though permanent uncertainty is a mark of depth. It 
tells people that the holiest souls are the ones who remain suspended between 
possibilities, who never speak too clearly, who live in the mist and call the mist mystery. 
That spirit has done enormous damage. It has trained believers to distrust clarity and to 
treat doctrinal confidence as though it were somehow less reverent than hesitation. But 
God is not the author of confusion. He does not reveal Himself in order to leave His people 
groping forever in sacramental twilight. He speaks that men may know. He gives light that 
men may walk in it. 

The Bible does not talk like a book trying to preserve ecclesiastical ambiguity. It talks like 
revelation. It tells sinners how they are saved. It tells believers why they may have peace 
with God. It tells churches what they are, how they are to worship, what the ordinances 
mean, who Christ is, what the gospel is, and where authority rests. The apostles did not act 
as though the church should remain in a balanced tension between multiple incompatible 
instincts. They preached as men who had heard from heaven. They did not congratulate 
churches for learning to live with fog. They rebuked confusion, corrected error, and pointed 
people back to what God had said. 

That matters now because some souls have almost resigned themselves to a church life of 
uncertainty. They have grown so used to broad language, sacramental atmosphere, and 
institutional contradiction that they assume this is simply how serious religion feels. But 
no. Serious religion is not supposed to be unclear religion. The fear of God does not require 
theological haze. The church is not glorified when it becomes a permanent mist. If your 
spiritual life has come to feel like standing in a beautiful cloud where the outlines of grace, 
faith, and assurance never quite sharpen, then something is wrong. God did not design His 
people to live there. 

2. Sacrament Cannot Replace Faith 

One of the great confusions this series has exposed is the tendency to let sacrament drift 
too close to the center. Baptism begins to carry more than Scripture gives it. The Supper 
begins to feel like more than Scripture defines it to be. Grace becomes associated with 
consecrated handling, liturgical rhythm, and sacred administration in a way that quietly 
competes with the directness of faith in Christ. The ordinances stop serving the gospel and 
begin standing too near it. They do not always deny faith. They simply crowd it. 

But sacrament cannot replace faith. Water cannot replace the new birth. Bread and wine 
cannot replace the finished work of Christ. Churchly handling cannot replace direct 
confidence in the Savior. The sign is not the thing signified. The ordinance is not the gospel 



itself. The whole reason the ordinances matter is because they point away from themselves 
to Christ. The moment a system conditions people to rest in the rite, the handling, the 
atmosphere, or the ecclesiastical setting, the ordinances are being misused. Their beauty 
then becomes part of the problem, because it makes the misuse feel holy. 

That is why the soul must be called back to faith in its naked simplicity. Not simplistic faith, 
but simple faith. Faith that says, “Christ died for me. Christ rose for me. Christ is enough. I 
rest in Him.” Not “I rest in my baptismal standing.” Not “I rest in my churchly inclusion.” Not 
“I rest in the mystery of the Eucharist.” Not “I rest in the dignity of the liturgy.” Faith does not 
despise the ordinances when they are biblical. It simply refuses to let them sit where only 
Christ belongs. If you have drifted into a church world where sacramental atmosphere has 
become emotionally more central than faith itself, then come out of the fog and return to 
the simplicity of trust in Jesus Christ. 

3. Tradition Must Bow to Scripture 

Tradition is not automatically evil. History is not your enemy. The church did not begin last 
week, and no wise believer should talk as though the only Christians who ever existed were 
the ones who attend his preferred conference. Old prayers, old confessions, old hymns, old 
patterns of reverence, and old examples of faithfulness can all be blessings in their place. 
But tradition must bow to Scripture. Always. Without exception. The moment tradition 
becomes an interpretive throne, a mood-setting fog, or an emotional authority that keeps a 
believer from following biblical clarity to its rightful conclusion, it has become a rival. 

This is where many trapped souls hesitate, because they do not want to dishonor history. 
They fear that stepping away from an inherited system means becoming rootless or 
arrogant. But submission to Scripture is not arrogance. It is the very thing the church is 
supposed to model. The church is a witness and keeper of Holy Writ, not a veil laid over it. 
No prayer book, no bishop, no churchly custom, no old ceremonial instinct has the right to 
soften what God has spoken plainly. The written Word is the standard. The written Word is 
the judge. The written Word is the final court. 

So if tradition is keeping you from full clarity, then tradition must be put in its place. You do 
not have to hate it to judge it. You do not have to mock every old thing to say that old things 
can still become obstacles. The issue is not whether a practice is ancient. The issue is 
whether it serves the truth of God or interferes with it. The soul must be ruled by Scripture 
and not by inherited atmosphere. That is what it means to stand on the Word. It means 
every tradition gets measured, every ceremony gets tested, every liturgical instinct gets 
judged, and every beloved custom is made to bow before the Bible. 

4. The Soul Needs the New Birth, Not Mere Churchliness 



There is a terrible danger in becoming highly churchly without becoming truly converted. A 
man may love reverence, appreciate beautiful worship, know the prayers, respect the 
clergy, cherish the church year, and feel moved in holy settings, and still never have been 
born again. He may know church life intimately while remaining a stranger to the life of God 
in the soul. This is one of the darkest tragedies in sacramental and traditional systems. 
They can surround a person with Christian civilization while leaving the issue of personal 
regeneration cloudy, delayed, or assumed. 

But the soul needs the new birth. Not cultural Christianity. Not inherited religion. Not 
church membership by atmosphere. Not ecclesiastical belonging. Not careful moral 
seriousness devoid of conversion. “Ye must be born again” is still the dividing line. A man 
must come to God as a lost sinner and be made alive by the Spirit through faith in Jesus 
Christ. That is not negotiable. It cannot be supplied by ceremony. It cannot be presumed by 
heritage. It cannot be absorbed from atmosphere. It is a divine work in the soul, and 
without it no amount of churchliness will carry a man one inch closer to heaven. 

So if you have been living in the fog of tradition while the question of new birth remains 
strangely blurred, then let that fog be shattered now. Ask yourself plainly: Have I been born 
again? Have I personally trusted the Lord Jesus Christ? Am I resting in His blood and 
righteousness alone? Or have I been leaning on church memory, church atmosphere, or 
churchly identity? Better a man face that question in painful honesty now than spend his 
life hidden behind reverent uncertainty. The soul does not need more refinement. It needs 
life. 

5. Assurance Must Rest in Christ Alone 

One of the greatest mercies of the gospel is settled assurance grounded in Christ. “Being 
justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ.” That is not 
arrogance. That is the fruit of grace rightly believed. Assurance is not presumption when it 
rests on the promise of God in the finished work of His Son. But sacramental, broad, and 
foggy systems make assurance hard to hold cleanly because they keep distributing 
confidence across multiple supports. Faith is mentioned, yes, but so are rite, structure, 
churchly continuity, sacramental participation, and holy atmosphere. The soul is never 
quite allowed to rest too simply. 

That is spiritual cruelty, no matter how reverent the delivery system may be. The sinner 
does not need a better-crafted uncertainty. He needs peace with God. He needs to know 
where to stand. He needs to know whether Christ’s work is enough. And the answer is yes. 
Christ is enough. His blood is enough. His righteousness is enough. His once-for-all 
sacrifice is enough. The one who believes on Him has everlasting life. The conscience does 



not need the church to keep thickening the room around that truth. It needs the church to 
preach it plainly and let the believer stand in it. 

This means the final call of this series is not merely to reject Anglican drift as a 
phenomenon. It is to reject any system that leaves your assurance perpetually suspended 
between Christ and churchliness. The Christian does not stand partly in Christ and partly in 
atmosphere. He stands wholly in grace through faith. If your peace has been clouded by 
traditions that keep you from resting simply in the Savior, then come out of that cloud. The 
ground beneath your feet must be Christ and Christ alone. 

6. The Finished Work of Christ Must Be Enough 

Every false religious system, in one way or another, resists the finality of Christ’s finished 
work. Sometimes it does so crudely through open works-righteousness. Sometimes it does 
so more subtly through sacramental thickening, ecclesiastical mediation, and a churchly 
atmosphere that makes the soul feel as though grace must be continually accessed 
through holy channels rather than possessed in Christ. The words of grace may still be 
spoken, but the practical logic of the system says, “Yes, Christ is enough in principle, but 
the way you live with that sufficiency is through us, our rites, our forms, our continuity, our 
atmosphere.” That is not apostolic Christianity. That is a refined form of bondage. 

The Lord Jesus Christ did not cry, “It is almost finished.” He did not leave the great work of 
atonement hanging so that the church could complete it with atmosphere and sacrament. 
He finished it. He put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself. He sat down. The sinner comes 
to God by Him. The church does not improve that finished work by adding ceremonial 
density. It serves that work best when it proclaims it clearly and gets out of the way. The 
ordinances point to it. The ministry announces it. The saints rejoice in it. But nothing in the 
church may obscure its sufficiency. 

So the final trumpet of this essay is this: the finished work of Christ must be enough for 
you. Not enough with a Prayer Book. Not enough with a bishop. Not enough with a 
sacramental haze. Enough. If you cannot rest there without leaning on a cloud of inherited 
religion around it, then you are not yet standing where God calls you to stand. Come out of 
the fog. Stand where the apostles stood. Stand where sinners are justified and saints have 
peace. Stand where the blood of Christ has done all the work and the conscience need not 
look elsewhere. 

7. Come Out and Stand on the Word 

This is the final appeal of the whole series. Come out of the fog and stand on the Word. Not 
on religious atmosphere. Not on churchly memory. Not on sacramental elasticity. Not on 
comprehensiveness. Not on broadness. Not on a chain of succession. Not on inherited 



identity. On the Word of God. God has spoken. The gospel is clear. Christ is enough. The 
soul may rest. The church is not called to manage ambiguity. It is called to proclaim the 
truth. If the place you are in keeps clouding what God has made clear, then your duty is not 
endless hesitation. Your duty is to obey the light God has given. 

This may cost you something. It may cost you friends, familiarity, and a beloved 
atmosphere. It may cost you the comfort of fitting neatly into a tradition that once felt like 
rescue. But whatever it costs, it cannot cost more than staying in spiritual uncertainty. 
Better to lose a beautiful fog than to keep it and remain clouded where God meant you to 
see. Better to walk in hard daylight with the Bible open than to live in cathedral twilight with 
your conscience never fully settled. Truth is worth the cost because truth comes from God. 

And remember, coming out of the fog does not mean becoming shallow, crude, or rootless. 
It means becoming clear. It means taking all the rightful desires that drove you toward 
seriousness in the first place—reverence, holiness, gravity, biblical worship, doctrinal 
conviction—and submitting them wholly to Scripture and the finished work of Christ. The 
answer was never to become less serious. The answer was to become serious enough to 
let the Word of God judge every tradition, every atmosphere, and every system. Stand 
there. Stand on the Word. 

Conclusion 

This series must end where all true spiritual recovery ends: not with Anglicanism as the 
center, but with Christ, the gospel, and the written Word of God. The issue has never been 
merely whether Anglicanism contains flaws. The issue is whether souls will continue living 
in a haze between sacrament and faith, between tradition and Scripture, between churchly 
atmosphere and new birth reality. God never intended His people to live there. He did not 
save men to keep them in beautiful uncertainty. He gave revelation so they could know, 
believe, and stand. 

The soul needs more than a lovely service, a historic liturgy, or a chain of bishops. It needs 
the new birth. It needs Christ crucified and risen. It needs the authority of Scripture above 
every tradition. It needs the finished work of Jesus Christ held forth with simplicity and 
power. It needs settled assurance that comes by grace through faith and not by churchly 
atmosphere. It needs truth clear enough to walk in. Any religious system that keeps a 
conscience from those things, no matter how dignified its forms, has become an obstacle 
rather than a help. 

So let this last word sound like a trumpet blast. Come out of the fog. Come out of 
ambiguity. Come out of inherited religion that clouds the gospel. Come back to the 
simplicity that is in Christ. Come back to the Bible open, the gospel plain, the blood 



sufficient, the new birth necessary, and the Savior enough. Stand there. Stay there. And do 
not let any tradition, however ancient or beautiful, move you off that ground again. 

 

 

Escaping Anglicanism Drift – Series Conclusion 

At the end of this series, the issue is not whether Anglicanism contains beautiful things. It 
does. The issue is not whether sincere Christians can be found in Anglican churches. They 
can. The issue is not whether modern evangelicalism has created the conditions that make 
Anglicanism look attractive. It absolutely has. The issue is whether a soul can safely live in 
doctrinal fog just because the fog is ancient, reverent, literary, and beautiful. And the 
answer to that question is no. God never intended His people to live suspended between 
sacrament and faith, between tradition and Scripture, between churchly atmosphere and 
the plain certainty of the gospel. If that is what this series has uncovered again and again, 
then it has uncovered something worth saying with force: religious beauty is not a 
substitute for biblical clarity. 

What we discovered across these essays is that Anglican drift is not usually one isolated 
error. It is a whole pattern. It is the middle-way instinct that keeps hard questions from 
reaching hard conclusions. It is the appeal to Scripture’s sufficiency while tradition, liturgy, 
history, and sacramental tone keep telling the ordinary believer how Scripture is supposed 
to feel. It is the Protestant backbone of the old standards being quietly muted by a broader 
church mood that prefers atmosphere to sharpness. It is baptism spoken of so heavily that 
people grow up trusting church action instead of new birth. It is the Lord’s Table left broad 
enough to feed opposite sacramental instincts at once. It is bishops, succession, and 
historic continuity carrying more emotional authority than apostolic doctrine. It is 
comprehensiveness turning contradiction into a virtue. It is liberalism entering through 
softened edges rather than open doors. It is moral collapse growing out of doctrinal 
elasticity. It is the tired believer reaching for weight and rootedness and accidentally 
stepping into a system that clouds the very truths his soul most needs. 

And what makes all of this so serious is that none of it stays in the study. It reaches into the 
conscience. It reaches into assurance. It reaches into the new birth. It reaches into how a 
sinner understands grace, how a believer approaches Christ, how a church defines 
holiness, and how an entire religious culture learns to live with unresolved contradiction. 
That is the true danger. Drift is never only about labels and historical analysis. Drift affects 
souls. It affects whether men know the difference between church membership and union 
with Christ, between sacramental atmosphere and saving faith, between reverence and 



regeneration, between tradition and truth. A person can spend years in a serious church 
and still remain unclear on the one thing that matters most if the system keeps the gospel 
clothed in too much haze. 

So what is the remedy? The remedy is not irreverence. The remedy is not shallow reaction. 
The remedy is not throwing away history, beauty, or ordered worship and rushing back into 
the same cheap evangelical culture that drove so many people toward liturgical traditions 
in the first place. The remedy is Bible Christianity. It is a return to the authority of the written 
Word of God over every tradition, every system, every prayer book, every bishop, every 
atmosphere, and every inherited religious instinct. It is a return to the gospel in its apostolic 
sharpness. It is a return to justification by faith without the deeds of the law. It is a return to 
the absolute necessity of the new birth. It is a return to ordinances that are biblical, 
precious, and clear, without being turned into sacramental machinery. It is a return to 
churches that preach Christ plainly, worship God reverently, and refuse to let atmosphere 
compete with truth. 

That means Bible Christianity must recover some things the modern church world has 
badly neglected. It must recover preaching that sounds like revelation and not therapy. It 
must recover pastors who act like shepherds and not influencers. It must recover worship 
that is holy without becoming mystical, orderly without becoming sacerdotal, serious 
without becoming cloudy, joyful without becoming casual. It must recover regenerate 
church life, where belonging does not replace believing and the body of Christ is not 
treated as a broad religious audience but as a people called out by the gospel. It must 
recover discipline, holiness, and courage. It must recover the fear of God. And it must 
recover confidence that the Bible is not an accessory to church life but the final voice over 
it. 

That also means some hard honesty is needed about what the modern church has done to 
the body of Christ. In many places, the church has been weakened from both directions at 
once. On one side, modern evangelicalism has cheapened worship, weakened preaching, 
blurred reverence, and turned church into a product. On the other side, the reaction 
against that shallowness has driven many souls toward liturgical and sacramental systems 
that offer seriousness without always offering clarity. So the body of Christ has been 
battered by spectacle on one side and fog on the other. Some have drifted into 
entertainment. Others have drifted into atmosphere. Some have lost gravity. Others have 
lost simplicity. Some have made church feel disposable. Others have made church feel 
heavy but uncertain. And in both cases the plain freeness of the gospel has often suffered. 

Where do we go from here? We go back to the old paths, but not merely the old paths of 
church tradition. We go back to the old paths of apostolic Christianity. We go back to the 



Book. We go back to a church that knows what it believes because God said it. We go back 
to the cross, the empty tomb, the new birth, the power of the Holy Ghost, the authority of 
Scripture, and the simplicity that is in Christ. We go back to churches where the ordinances 
are honored but not idolized, where reverence is cultivated but not used to hide ambiguity, 
where doctrine is loved, where holiness is expected, where the saints are fed, where 
sinners are called to repent, and where nobody is asked to rest in churchly atmosphere 
instead of Jesus Christ. 

And that is the encouragement this series should leave behind. If you have seen the fog, 
thank God you saw it. If you have felt the tension between beauty and truth, do not bury 
that tension. If you have grown weary of casual Christianity, do not let your weariness drive 
you into another form of confusion. Let it drive you to the Word of God. Let it drive you to 
churches that tremble at Scripture, preach Christ clearly, and refuse to make peace with 
doctrinal haze. Let it drive you to a faith that is not shallow and not sacramentally swollen, 
but biblical, clear, and spiritually alive. 

The answer is not a better brand of uncertainty. The answer is not a prettier form of religious 
tension. The answer is not to live forever between worlds. The answer is Christ, enough. 
Christ preached plainly. Christ trusted fully. Christ worshiped reverently. Christ obeyed in 
Scripture. Christ enough to save, enough to justify, enough to regenerate, enough to 
sanctify, enough to anchor assurance, and enough to build His church without the help of 
doctrinal fog. 

So let the final word of this series be a word of exhortation. Come back to Bible Christianity. 
Come back to the gospel without ceremony-clouded confusion. Come back to the written 
Word over every tradition. Come back to the new birth over churchly inheritance. Come 
back to justification by faith over sacramental atmosphere. Come back to holy worship 
over performance, and to doctrinal clarity over comprehensiveness. The body of Christ has 
been bruised by many kinds of drift in this generation, but the Lord has not lost His truth. 
His Word is still pure. His gospel is still clear. His Son is still enough. Stand there, and stay 
there. 

 

 



 


