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Michael Giffin
Anglican Authority in a Postcolonial World

GIVEN Anglicanism is the third largest Christian polity in the world behind Catholicism and Orthodoxy, many are wondering why the reception of Dame Sarah Mullally as the first female Archbishop of Canterbury has been muted. Her gender is part of the reason, of course, but even Rome did not break off ecumenical dialogue with Canterbury over women’s ordination. The deal breaker for Rome was the consecration to the historic episcopate of a practising homosexual in 2003, Gene Robinson, whose “marriage” to his “husband” in 2008 was followed by a “divorce” in 2014. In what can only be called tragic irony, ECUSA (The Episcopal Church in the United States) chose to exhaust its moral capital on the hill of feminism and homosexual rights, wilfully, with open eyes.
	In moral terms, progressive Anglicans have abandoned natural law for positive law. In natural law there is a concern for final causes—Aristotle’s “that for the sake of which”; a goal, purpose, or final cause guiding an action, a telos—to explain the nature and structure of reality. In positive law there is a belief that the nature and structure of reality can be legislated, established by legal precedent (and positive law has been legislating against natural law since the sexual revolution). Hence progressive Anglicans in the Global North have followed the zeitgeist in abolishing distinctions between male and female, homosexuality and heterosexuality, reproductive system and digestive tract, treating them all as functionally equivalent. One consequence of this zeitgeist has been “gynofascism”, the “Great Feminization” of the Church, elevating women to its highest offices while adopting a managerial model of ministry where the primary goal is not preaching the Gospel but creating nesting opportunities for self-actualising women and practising homosexuals.
Regarding the latter, the English House of Bishops and General Synod have recently moved to conclude the “Living in Love and Faith” consultation process over same-sex marriage and blessings. General Synod has voted to end plans for creating separate “stand-alone” blessings for same-sex couples. The consultation process which ran from 2017 to 2025 has formally ended. While human rights activists have vowed to fight until this “injustice” is remedied, General Synod has bowed to the inevitable. The numbers do not support the consultation, God’s mills grind slow, Nature abhors a Vacuum, and a Christian anthropology of personhood is not easily gainsaid.
Regarding the former—creating nesting opportunities for self-actualising women instead of preaching the Gospel—Dame Sarah’s appointment as Archbishop of Canterbury was entirely predictable. She has obviously been appointed to be the face of a progressive hierarchy—the spiritual façade of the nanny state—which protects itself by hiding behind bureaucratic, managerial processes. That the English House of Bishops declined to comment on the morality or theology of blessing same-sex relationships and recognising civil same-sex marriages among the clergy, by simply noting what percentages of votes in Synod were required to legislate it, is proof of its moral and theological dereliction.

THE political calculus behind Mullally’s appointment is that a woman should represent the “Great Feminization” of the Church to the world. One concern with this calculus, however, is that an Anglican polity should never be an arm of the secular State in a democracy where the separation of Church and State is upheld. The Church of England is established, of course, but only in England; elsewhere Anglicans belong to different national polities with no connection to the State.
	Another concern is that the Archbishop of Canterbury does not exist to represent the progressive zeitgeist; the office exists to serve the world’s third largest Christian polity, as senior bishop and principal leader of the Church of England and ceremonial head of the worldwide Anglican Communion. The office should remain at arm’s length from the State, it should not be seen to represent the interests of the State, particularly one where natural law has been abandoned for positive law, a State which believes the nature and structure of reality can be legislated. In many parts of the Anglosphere, there is an odd belief that Synods can legislate the Church’s faith, as if it is an artefact of positive law, but this is not true.
	Here the hard question of Mullally’s ability to fulfil the office must be asked, for she supports issues Archbishops of Canterbury should never support, whatever their conscience tells them interiorly. She supports same-sex relationships, because her understanding of tradition and scripture tells her an appropriate response is “inclusive love”. She supports the inclusion of LGBTQ+ people in the Church, because: “What we have to remember is this is about people, and the Church seeks to demonstrate love to all, because it reflects the God of love, who loves everybody.” But the theology of a winsome God who loves everyone, who is non-judgmental and makes no moral demands, is unbiblical; a travesty of what God’s love means.
Most serious, perhaps, is her support for abortion. “I would describe my approach to this issue as pro-choice rather than pro-life,” she has said, “although if it were a continuum, I would be somewhere along it moving towards pro-life when it relates to my choice and then enabling choice when it related to others.” In other words, she might not have an abortion, herself, but may empower others to.
Clearly, there is a symbiosis between Mullally’s theological convictions and the progressive politics currently dominating English society. This severely limits her ability to fulfil the role of Archbishop of Canterbury to the global Anglican Communion beyond England, where most Anglicans live (the majority of whom do not embrace progressive English values). Part of the political calculus of her appointment is that the Church of England has vast amounts of institutional wealth—property assets, financial resources, and social capital—and can exploit traditional loyalties to the Crown. In a postcolonial age, however, this becomes a form of neocolonial cultural imperialism, dressed up, packaged, and marketed in a progressive disguise, much like Mullally herself, a kind of winsome confidence trick.

PART of the tragic irony is that the Church of England chose to follow ECUSA, exhausting its moral capital on the hill of feminism and homosexual rights. The implications of this are obvious, the Great Feminization has ensured that women now dominate the institutions, where they manoeuvre the semiotic levers of cultural meaning, and the human rights claims of homosexuals now extend beyond equality to equivalence, the idea that homosexuality and heterosexuality are the same, biologically and morally. Since these implications are indefensible under natural law, the only response the progressive elites who promote them in the Church can make is to accuse those who challenge them of being misogynists and homophobes. The clichéd God is Love defence no longer works.
	In other words, as Archbishop of Canterbury, Mullally does not have the theological grammar required to share the essentials of the Christian faith with global Anglicans, or with conservative Anglicans in England, including those in General Synod who killed off the “Living in Love and Faith” consultation process. This is why many Anglicans in the Global Communion cannot accept her as a Bishop, and why the Communion has been forced to reorder itself in a postcolonial world.
	The prelude to the reordering began in 1998, with Resolution 1.10 of the Lambeth Conference, which upholds the Bible’s teaching on marriage between a man and a woman, and abstinence before marriage, while urging pastoral care of those of same-sex attraction. The subsequent failure of the Instruments of Communion to find a way of honouring Resolution 1.10 revealed the fundamental fractures in global Anglican governance. In 2002, the Diocese of New Westminster, Anglican Church of Canada, authorised a liturgy to bless same-sex unions, whereupon eight parishes within the Diocese sought alternative episcopal oversight. In 2003, ECUSA’s consecration of a practising homosexual to the historic episcopate put an immediate stop to ecumenical dialogue with Rome and revealed a fundamental unwillingness to honour Resolution 1.10. In 2008, Gafcon was created to guard and proclaim biblical truth globally and provide fellowship for orthodox Anglicans.
	Since the 1998 resolution, the Archbishops of Canterbury have been unable to hold the fractured Communion together. There are many reasons for this. In the Anglosphere, expressive individualism is now hegemonic, Christianity is no longer tolerated in the public square, and following and obeying Christ is anathema to the secular multicultural zeitgeist. This has left a religion shaped hole the liberal democracies seek to fill with an incoherent hybrid of green eco-paganism, indigenous spirituality, white guilt, and a sexual revolution driven primarily by advances in medicine and the welfare state.
	Until British colonialism ended, the Church of England heroically defended its claim to be part of One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Church. Under postcolonialism, it has separated itself from the Universal Church over feminism and homosexual rights. Each national Anglican polity must now guard and defend the faith of the Universal Church through its creeds and constitutions, its canonical structures of parishes, dioceses, and provinces, and its apostolic ministries of bishops, priests, and deacons.
 
IN Australia, Anglicanism’s governing structures and those of Federation evolved in parallel. Before Federation, the Church was a collection of independent dioceses, each with a synod under a bishop, with two houses clerical and lay. Differences in churchmanship between dioceses prevented the Church from modelling its national structure on the new federal structure, but this did not undermine its determination to shape the nation. The Church’s vision of nationhood reflected imperial sentiment and a belief that Australia had an important role to play in the Empire. There was widespread support for the constitutional monarchy within the Westminster system. The Church was structured around the historic episcopate, without which it could not function (even in Evangelical dioceses). While it did not object to party politics in the parliamentary sphere, political parties were thought secular and divisive. There was broad agreement that making the Church a political force would weaken its prophetic role.
In England the churchmanship spectrum was found in nearly every diocese, which diffused tensions within it; however, for historical and geographical reasons, Australian dioceses were isolated, monochrome, and inward looking. The most noticeable differences were between Evangelicals and Anglo-Catholics. Evangelicals focused on lay as well as clerical authority, believing it was vital for each diocese to remain autonomous as a safeguard against outside interference. Anglo-Catholics focused on episcopal authority, promoting a national Church with provincial authority over dioceses. While the Church presented a united front to the idea of Federation, parochialism was hard to overcome.
During the 1930s, Anglo-Catholics became increasingly self-confident, crediting themselves with the major advances in theology, worship, biblical scholarship, and social reform since the 1830s. While liberal Evangelicals were willing to concede this, conservative Evangelicals were not and sought to bolster their cause, particularly in Sydney where they had gained control of the decision-making processes of that large, influential diocese. A committee of General Synod drafted a national constitution which favoured Sydney. The draft was accepted at a Constitutional Convention in 1932, but the final say belonged to diocesan synods. Eighteen dioceses had to approve the draft before it could progress further, but only fourteen did so, while others withheld approvals until future drafts safeguarded episcopal authority. The committee amended the draft, to moderate concessions to Evangelicals, who still feared the Church could become too Catholic. A new draft, which contained concessions to Evangelicals, was not produced until July 1939. A few weeks later the nation entered a new world war with the autonomy issue unresolved.
	Paradoxically, the Diocese of Sydney—bête noir in the Anglo-Catholic mind—has turned out to be a powerful protector of Catholic authority. More liberal dioceses in Australia have been unable to resist the laity’s demand to syncretise progressive trends in modern culture. While Anglo-Catholics think they know more about episcopal authority than Evangelicals, Sydney demonstrates what that authority really looks like. While many find this pill bitter to swallow, the crisis of authority in global Anglicanism suggests the medicine is needed.

TO be fair, Mullally inherited a poisoned chalice. Her predecessor Justin Welby’s desire to divest his office of fifteen hundred years of spiritual authority took practical shape in 2024 with release of the Nairobi-Cairo Proposals. The first proposal was the Communion’s Instruments of Communion adopt a revised description of the Communion, replacing “in communion with the See of Canterbury” with inter alia “historic connection with the See of Canterbury”.
	The authors insist the description needs updating to serve “a decentred, polycentric understanding” of the Church’s mission while admitting that traditional calls “to catholicity and apostolicity … remain inspiring and worthy of God’s calling … to holy agreement”. This means the authors view Anglicanism’s mission through a post-colonial, post-structural lens (while noting the old lens remains an ideal). While the authors framed the crisis of authority as a failure to agree, it was really about the Global North abdicating responsibility for its DEI agenda—washing its hands like Pontius Pilate—by asking the Global South to sort out the mess it made for itself.
Terms like “decentred, polycentric understanding” may apply to the mission of an Edward Said or a Michel Foucault, but they do not apply to the mission of the Orthodox and Roman Catholic Churches, or the mainstream Protestant Churches (despite progressive tentacles firming their grip in the Global North). To insist calls to catholicity and apostolicity be put aside to serve anything is to promote the rhetoric—disguised as empathy and compassion—which has been undermining the Christian worldview since the sexual revolution.
The calculations behind the Nairobi-Cairo Proposals should be noticed. First is that the unity of orthodox Christian belief—or any ecclesiology under the authority of God’s Word—is not as important as the diversity of expressive individualism. Second is that the Anglican system of synodical governance can eventually be gamed to syncretise the progressive worldview on a global scale. Third is that biblical anthropology and natural law are irrelevant in the postmodern world.
The Nairobi-Cairo Proposals do not address the imbalance of power between provinces. For example, ECUSA is top-heavy with bishops presiding over few adherents, giving it an unwarranted, disproportionate influence in the Instruments of Communion. Also, the Proposals do not provide a mechanism for disciplining teaching judged to be contrary to Scripture.
	The authors of the Proposals adopt a methodology that suggests biblical teachings on matters of human sexuality and human nature are unclear, so any areas of disagreement are morally neutral (adiaphora) and thus become the subject of unending dialogue until the Lord sorts it out when he comes again in glory. Nevertheless, biblical anthropology and natural law are not so easily put aside.

ON 6 March 2026, Chair of the Gafcon Primates’ Council, Archbishop Laurent Mbanda, announced the inauguration of the Global Anglican Communion, which replaces the failed Canterbury Communion. To summarise the announcement:
· For more than two decades, orthodox Anglicans have in prayerful humility called for the repentance of senior leaders of the Anglican Communion who have denied the orthodox faith in word and deed.
· Reordering the Anglican Communion is now necessary, because a significant number of provinces who claim to be Anglican have abandoned the authority of Scripture and failed to follow Christ faithfully.
· The leadership of the Canterbury Instruments of Communion have failed to exercise discipline, maintain biblical witness, and uphold fundamental Anglican doctrine expressed in its Reformation Formularies (the Thirty-nine Articles and the 1662 Book of Common Prayer including the Ordinal). Instead, these Instruments seek to hold together a confused communion of institutional co-existence, based on the fiction of “walking together” with those who are walking away from the truth of the gospel and the teaching of Jesus.
· The Church’s one foundation is Jesus Christ her Lord. The communion is a fellowship of churches who submit to the Lordship of Jesus Christ, whose life and teaching is revealed in the Scriptures. We understand the Bible is to be ‘translated, read, preached, taught and obeyed in its plain and canonical sense, respectful of the church’s historic and consensual reading’ (Jerusalem Declaration, Article II), which reflects Article VI of the Thirty-nine Articles of Religion.
· The Bible is God’s Word written (Article XX). It was breathed out by him and written for us by faithful messengers. It carries God’s own authority and is its own interpreter – it is clear, sufficient and true for all times. God’s Word is the final authority in the church and in the life of discipleship.
· The Canterbury Instruments have compromised the authority of the Scriptures by normalising hermeneutical pluralism, elevating cultural capitulation, and reframing the rejection of Scripture’s authority and clarity as “good disagreement”, and not what it really is – false teaching.
· The Global Anglican Communion is neither a breakaway Communion nor an alternative Communion. The Jerusalem Statement clearly says that “We cherish our Anglican heritage and the Anglican Communion and have no intention of departing from it”. What has occurred instead is a shift of the stewardship of the Anglican Communion from the Canterbury Instruments to the Global Anglican Communion. We are returning the Anglican Communion to its roots. The Global Anglican Communion is not a new Communion, but the historic Anglican Communion reordered from within.
· The theme of the 2026 Abuja conference has been “Choose this day whom you will serve” (Joshua 24:15). While some of Israel’s forefathers had chosen to serve other gods, Joshua and his household chose to serve the Lord. Our Abuja Affirmation is that we and our global household of faithful Anglicans will also serve the Lord.
   
THE END
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