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DISCUSSION GROUP 3: 
Engaging Actively in Public Life While Eschewing Dominion 

 
We seek a vibrant, public, influencing faith without seeking Christian dominion, yet not disengaging 
or going passive and private because we don’t know how to position ourselves in society. 
 
Calling any country “Christian” is seen as foreign to character of Christianity taught in the New 
Testament and is unhelpful. We hold that Jesus’ formulation of the kingdom of God was a spiritual 
and relational one, not one rooted in human government or power seeking. We agree with Lord 
Acton that power has a strong corrupting influence. 1  And so, we also agree with the Apostle Peter 
in the New Testament that followers of Jesus should consider themselves foreigners and exiles (1 
Peter 2:11).2 
 
The identity of a nation is not considered as to whether it is Christian, nor whether its laws conform 
to Biblical morality. The primary concern of Christian individuals, groups, and institutions should be 
in living out the good news of Jesus and his values, striving to align one’s life and relationships with 
God’s Spirit and his values, and inviting others to agree that God’s ways result in human flourishing 
and the common good. Lobbying government for laws which promote such a common good is a 
valid expression and may result in legislation, but clarity is needed in one’s motivation and care in 
one’s argument. National identity, triumphalism, or ownership of a country or its laws is foreign to 
this thinking.  
 
Muslims sometimes see Christianity as privileged in comparison to their own religious expression, 
and other times see the opposite. People of faith often feel that in secular society and its institutions 
there is a bias against faith and its expression. Is it possible that Christianity is still considered 
privileged due to the existence of a state church, even while Christians feel their personal faith 
expressions are under attack? Perhaps the often-anti-Christian political climate is tied to the idea 
that “Christians had their day and loused things up for the rest of us.” 
 
Passivity is not called for, nor disengagement from society, nor retreat from Biblical morality. 
Christians are called to live out their faith and express it actively in both private and public spheres. 
Yet, this is seen fundamentally as an exercise, not of power, government, or laws, but of influence 
through engaging witness. Christians believe that God’s ways are best and should actively 
communicate this in a way that it receives approbation as good news by those of other or no faith. 
This involves active engagement in social contexts and lobbying in legal contexts, whilst always 
upholding God’s ways as wise and better.  This needs to be in a context where Christianity is not 
seeking to rule, own, or coerce, but rather protecting or seeking accommodation for expressions of 
all faith, Christian or not. 
 
In lobbying for social or legal change, it may not be helpful to assert that we are or should be a 
“Christian nation”, nor that we expect others to conform to Biblical morality. Such appeals to God’s 
commands are unlikely to influence others positively. Values-based positions are more likely to have 

                                                           
1 Letter to Bishop Mandell Creighton, April 5, 1887 
2 1 Peter 2:11 “Dear friends, I urge you, as foreigners and exiles, to abstain from sinful desires, which wage war 
against your soul.” 

https://history.hanover.edu/courses/excerpts/165acton.html
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+Peter+2&version=NIV


influence, as Christians are appealing to the public good. Passionate arguments can be made, 
reasoning how God’s ways are wise and contribute to the public good, but the appeal is based on 
public appreciation not coercion. 
 
Have our churches and Christian institutions done well in helping people know how to talk about 
their faith in public life, let alone equipping those going into public services? Have we moved toward 
a general disengagement from society’s institutions, because we haven’t thought through or 
discussed these issues well? There are subjects some of our churches have learned how to talk about 
well, and there are still subjects that are ignored or even seem taboo (e.g. suffering, suicide). 
 
A public conversation might be had, asking “what do we want for our children, for society, for their 
best?” Given that there is an increasing loss of trust in society’s institutions, another public 
conversation might be had, asking how we should order society for the greater health and good of 
society and its members.  
 
One member of this discussion group reported repeated conversations with Muslims who say that 
their starting point is not God’s laws but rather a recognition of our humanness and common 
humanity, in other words an exercise of seeking common ground. Whereas, western society tends to 
pursue a radical individualism, where individual decisions are far more sacred than finding what 
does or might connect us and tends to prevent any actual discussion of common ground. 
 
Example: One might lobby nationally for greater equalities of wealth, to facilitate greater equality of 
health, appealing to the Biblical value that God calls his followers to value, care for, and protect the 
vulnerable. It is recognised that some Christians might pursue a different line to achieve this Biblical 
value. 
 
Example: A common desire of Muslim parents is for their children be healthy and successful, but 
also, they want a way to teach Islam well to their children in their home and want to feel that the 
legal system is friendly to these values rather than antagonistic. Significant conversations would be 
needed to define whether or how this is currently undermined and how to accommodate this faith 
expression properly. 
 
If this, or another nation, were to achieve a democratic majority of Biblically-referencing Christians, 
extreme caution is still called for regarding the use of power. Instead of using the tyranny of the 
majority to achieve the common good, the operative values should be love for one’s neighbour and 
respect for their individual choices and faith expressions. This may effectively result in a pluralistic 
stance, even if a country had a significant Christian majority. 
 
As far as how this relates to Sharia, requires a nuanced understanding of what Sharia is, the 
variations in its interpretation, and how social relationships and influences function in more 
homogenous communities. 
 
 


