ourselves. Clues may lie in the language of reconciliation, of healing, of self-emptying, of hospitality. 

4.11
Because it will always point to the purpose beyond itself, a mutual covenant commitment will be neither self-righteous nor inward-looking. If our purpose is too narrowly focused on ourselves and on the future of our two Churches, our journey will not lead to a deeper unity in Christ but only to a self-conscious defensiveness, a fractiousness which will make us less serviceable within God’s reconciling purposes in this land. Only by looking to God and beyond ourselves can we hope that our covenant commitment will bring about what God wants it to achieve.
* The Joint Implementation Commission, set up by the two Churches following the signing of the Covenant, published an interim report in 205, entitled “In the Spirit of the Covenant”. The full text is downloadable from the web site – see below

Web Site: www.anglican-methodist.org.uk

Through their Covenant, the Church of England and the Methodist Church of Great Britain have committed themselves to learn again together how to live God’s Covenant in response to God’s mission agenda of healing and reconciliation in God’s world. 

An Anglican-Methodist Covenant

Living God’s Covenant

A GUIDE TO GOOD COVENANTING

(Chapter Four of the JIC Interim Report 2005*)

4.1
In the light of the biblical and theological principles that we have sketched and in the context of the initiatives and opportunities outlined above, we offer here a brief check list of some of the spiritual qualities that effective and faithful covenanting with our partners calls for.

4.2
Vows are for living. Making a covenant is similar to taking religious vows. But vows, whether taken at a wedding or by a novice in a religious community, mark the beginning of a journey, of a life within a committed relationship. We are not called simply to ‘implement’ an Anglican-Methodist Covenant, but to learn what it means to live it.

4.3
Covenanting is deeply rewarding – but costly! Partners in a covenant must never allow themselves to act or to take decisions as though the other partner or partners did not exist. Too much decision-making – at all levels and in all denominations – still exhibits a blindness (in other contexts it would be called racism!), a total absence of awareness of other brothers and sisters in Christ. We are members of one Body in Christ, despite our brokenness.

4.3.1
All partners in a covenant will gain from it, just as they will all find it costly and full of risk. The final gain, however, will lie beyond them all. The obverse is then also true: if there is no cost involved, questions must be asked about the integrity of the covenant commitment.

4.4
Covenant living involves dynamic tension. Joy at what already is will be balanced by love-longing for what is yet to be. This ‘now but not yet’ provisionality is at the heart of what it means to be living in the ‘between times’ – between Pentecost and the consummation of all God’s purposes at the end of time. In St Paul’s language, throughout his epistles, we already are ‘in Christ’ (now and eternally) that which ‘through Christ’ we have yet to become. All our Christian life is lived within this tension.

4.5
We are in it for the long term. Clever human plans to create a ‘quick fix’ merger between our two Churches are not what our Covenant is about. The Welsh experience, where five Churches have been in covenant for thirty years, is that change is slow, but there is no going back.

4.6
Patience is essential. The more deeply we get to know each other, the more we will need to be honest both about the spiritual riches with which we have been entrusted and the faults and flaws in ourselves from which we need to be delivered. Feelings of frustration will need to be matched by penitence.

4.7
Change is inevitable: Covenants may or may not have immediate structural implications – whether with regard to buildings, finance or the way in which decisions are taken. The precise implications will depend on the specific way the partners feel called to respond to God’s purpose. But it is hard to imagine any significant mutual giving and receiving in a covenant relationship if none of the partners notices any change in the way they order their affairs. If structural change is ruled out in advance, that covenant will fail. The Methodist notion of Covenant points to an all-consuming transformation as God works through God’s people.

4.8
We must cherish an appropriate diversity. Convergence of understanding may not, and perhaps should not, always lead to a greater uniformity of practice. It may lead us instead to cherish a necessary and enriching diversity. A variety of practices may allow us to capture a range of glimpses of the same truth, when the truth itself is beyond our full knowledge or perceiving – always provided that these things are never allowed to become matters of indifference. 

4.9
Successful covenants recognise that diversity (or significant ‘otherness’) can be God-given. This diversity may reflect cultural context, missionary vocation, inherited memory of significant stories from the past, etc, but will not include indiscipline, irresponsibility, self-indulgence or heresy. The Anglican-Methodist Common Statement defines its aim as ‘to harvest our diversity, to share our treasures and to remedy our shortcomings …’ (paragraph 42).

4.10
Our covenant will be shaped by a purpose beyond itself. Only God can make a covenant with an ultimate or ‘eschatological’ purpose. Without a sense of purposefulness, rooted in God’s purpose of the unity of all creation in Christ, our relationship will just drift. Insights from scripture may yet challenge our two Churches to express more clearly how our covenant commitment serves God’s kingdom purpose beyond

