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Here is the truth in a little creed.

Enough for all the road we go:

In love is all the law we need,

In Christ is all the God we know.

Nothing could better describe our particular brand of Christianity than our 
doctrine of the Law of Love. Forty years of publications and of communal living 
were permeated by its principles and overall perspective. The LL sat at the very
heart of our theology, of our interpretation of scripture and, consequently, of 
our practical applications of it.

In essence, the belief that freedom is only made possible in love and, 
conversely, that love is only made possible in freedom, was with us from the 
very start. That idea, with its various outgrowths, defined our Christianity and 
set it apart from the rest.

That was the case until, a few years ago, we underwent a radical restructuring, 
which practically ended our communal society. I am not blaming the 
restructuring for our demise, which was inevitable and already in sight, but I 
wish to explore the validity of what was once such a defining doctrine.

For a number of years, since our attempted reboot, the LL seems to have been 
quietly put aside, with no mention as to its past or present validity. There has 
been only silence, and I can imagine why. As we all know, not everything done 
in its name was always “loving”. Today, just the mention of it, evokes mixed 
feelings, and raises memories that range from very positive to traumatically 
negative. If, however, I was to judge by the people I know, I would say that 
most are somewhere in between. A typical response is that it’s a thing of the 
past, alright then, but no longer applicable or relevant to the present.

For the most part the issue of the LL is avoided, perhaps for fear that it might 
cause discomfort, embarrassment, or doubts. Being that it was such a central 
tenet of our faith, there could be reluctance to raise difficult questions about it. 
Doubting such a core belief, could cause a domino effect, touching all other 
aspect of our faith, so it's best not to go there. After all, what would the 
alternatives be?

I would like to challenge the veil of silence that surrounds the LL, share my 
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thinking and explore what it could still mean for us today. To do that I must 
touch on its history and development, but I will not cover it enough to make it 
intelligible for those who are unfamiliar with it. I’ll be speaking to those who, 
like me, are well acquainted with it, but aren’t quite sure what to make of it.

Theological foundation

On the theological argument for the LL, it's worth noting that we didn't invent 
it; it had been around for a long time and there are many accounts of others, 
who saw the same things and interpreted the same way. After all, the scriptures
have been there for a long time, and that’s where the premises for the LL are 
found.

Naturally, there were differences in its practical application, mainly due to 
differences in cultures and circumstances. Everyone is the fruit their time and 
ours was that of the youth counter-culture, of late sixties and early seventies. 
As such we carried many of the mindsets of that period and fused them with 
our understanding of the LL.

Some particular features, that got incorporated into our LL theology, were the 
sexually liberating ideas that we were accustomed to. That also was nothing 
new, as others had tried it before us, but in the context of current Christianity 
we were the only ones. That, more than anything else, drew us immense 
criticism from mainline denominations and put us at irreconcilable odds with 
them.

The LL is a broad all-encompassing principle. It is a whole different approach to 
life, religion, the bible, morality, ethics, and more. To define it only by its sexual
implications is a gross misrepresentation but, since sexuality does interact with
it, and always demands attention, I will need to address it extensively. This is 
not to neglect the broader spectrum of our LL theology, but simply to address 
some controversial aspects, which appear to be a cause of discomfort.

The sexual revolution

Just as the sexual revolution of the sixties and seventies permanently impacted
future generations, it also changed the environment in which Christianity 
existed. Institutionalized Christianity has never been noted for loving 
innovation and change, but rather for its reactionary posture and wanting to 
keep things as they are. To overcome this hardening tendency, it seems as if 
God does stir the pot, from time to time, with new waves of ideas, revivals, 
reformations or revolutions. For a while, we rode such a wave and even called 
ourselves “the revolution”.

The cultural revolution of the sixties, us included, had taken particular aim at 
the reactionary posture of religious institutions. Eventually, this had an effect 
and they also began to recognize a need for renewal. As they shed some of 
their dated mindsets, some of our “revolutionary” ideas became gradually 



accepted; for example, they adopted a more positive view of human sexuality, 
abandoned guilt-inducing doctrines equating sex to original sin, and all their 
negative offshoots.

Sex and the Law of Love

The sixties’ slogan “make love, not war” had paved the way to our sexual 
applications of the LL. In a way, we were already predisposed to it, as it would 
have been unthinkable to reverse our free, natural attitude towards sex, to 
traditionally religious ones, with all their taboos and negativity. Then, it was our
communal lifestyle that gradually shaped the practical aspects. Through 
various stages of development and experimentation, we saw what worked and 
what didn’t, at least for us, and a new set of mores and regulations came into 
being.

Though we always maintained a positive view of sex, we did also recognize the 
potential for it to be misused. Thus, the pendulum would often swing from one 
side to the other, increasing or decreasing liberty, as we tried to avoid abuse 
and find the correct balance,

Being very mission oriented, our LL impacted also some of our outreach 
methods. Flirty Fishing, for example, was based on the idea that God’s love 
could go to any length to reach a person, even leading someone to love them 
fully, even sexually, in order to supply a genuine need and demonstrate love. 
Practically speaking, the idea had a huge potential for misuse, so the method 
was soon abandoned, but not in principle.

A dividing factor

Needless to say, the sexual aspects of the LL, created a huge gap between us 
and the rest of Christianity. This didn’t bother us, as at the time we had no 
desire for inclusion. We preferred to work with the unchurched and even 
regarded the sex controversy as an extra bonus, as something preventing us 
from compromise. In fact, it kept us from getting caught into Churcianity’s 
gravitational pull and allowed us to develop separately.

Had we not been so “heretical”, and thus so separated, we wouldn’t have 
discovered what lay outside of traditional orthodoxy, but would have remained 
circumscribed within it. Our lives’ experience would have been no different 
from that of church going Christians worldwide. Nothing wrong with that, but I 
believe God meant us to do something different, and we did.

Another point of divergence was the liberal view of the Bible that our LL 
implied. In some aspects we were rather fundamentalists, but for the most part
we saw the Spirit as supreme and gave more emphasis to its present 
utterances than those of antiquity. We did not regard ancient chauvinistic 
ideas, Old Testament rules, Pauline injunctions on women, sex, marriage and 
slavery as “word of God”, at least not for today.



Love and Freedom

We understood the Bible, as well as Christian history, as a progressive 
revelation, in which God continually liberated people from man-made religious 
bondage.

“Each age or generation of the church has taken another step or some 
new step toward such freedom from the harsh restrictions of the law to 
the total freedom of love through the grace of god; from material 
symbolisms and mechanised ceremonialism to spiritual realities and total
spiritual liberty–“the spirits of just men set free!” (David - The Law of 
Love)

The LL was the principle which led us across the boundaries of religious 
traditions, and stipulated the terms of our newfound liberty. Without love, in 
fact, there could be no freedom, for “Love never does anything that is harmful 
to its neighbor. Therefore, love is the fulfillment of the law” and “he who loves 
another has fulfilled the law”.

The golden rule “Whatever you want people to do for you, do the same for 
them” was to be observed. Freedom used for personal advantage, but to the 
hurt of others, was sin and no true freedom.

Human nature, however, is what it is and recognizing something to be right in 
principles, doesn't necessarily mean that we are able to do it. When it comes to
religious matters, then the potential for misuse is even greater. Religion deals 
with many “spiritual” concepts that, when put into practice, don’t always play 
out as intended. That's because the final outcome is more often determined by 
personal motivation, than by the lofty ideals that are invoked. That's how, even
under the pretext of enacting the LL, there came problems and abuses.

Our founder's role

Unlike the youth he was reaching, our founder was
born decades earlier and came from the
conservative south. In his own words:

“We were redneck Texans & we thought all
hippies were Communist drug criminals who
ought to be lined up against the wall & mowed
down!–Ha! Can you imagine us, Texans, going
out to minister to the hippies?! I was a little
doubtful about it at first, but my Mother said,
“You just don’t understand. These are good
kids, a lot of them come from good homes
etc., they’re just down & out & on drugs &
whatnot, they just need the Lord.”



David did go, understood the situation and had a radical turn around. He later 
attributed his change to his encounter with us, the youth of the counter-culture,
as well as to some spiritual experiences which he began to undergo. It's from 
these that there came a series of “new wine” revelations, which had a profound
impact on us. As wild and unorthodox as they were, to us they made sense, 
and lead us into a remarkable journey, individually as well as in global 
expansion.

Since then, many questions have been raised about the nature of such 
revelations, about the sincerity of David, as well as about the character of his 
leadership. With time, perspectives change and it is natural to question 
previous mindsets. From conversations, comments and posts that I read, from 
people who’ve been there through most of our history, I see that there are 
doubts about some aspects of his leadership. In spite of this, I also see that 
most people, me included, believe that he was sincere and that, somehow, God
inspired him.

On the question as to whether David did succumb to personal weaknesses and 
to the temptation of power, it isn’t a matter that I can personally attest to. 
Those who’ve lived in direct contact with him might have more to offer on this. 
I can't say, but I believe that TFI members, like me, who lived further from him, 
partook more of the effects of David, of what God inspired through him, and 
less of his human frailties.

In any case, we can safely assume that David would have had a mixture of 
motivations and not all of the noblest nature. That is to be expected but, 
normal as it may be, it's obvious that negative traits would have been 
exacerbated by a monarchical structure. The lack of transparency and of a 
check and balance system, might have resulted in undue suffering for some.

While a prophetic style of leadership may have been necessary in the early 
stages, when most of our members were young and inexperienced, it was 
probably protracted too long. When David passed away, Maria and Peter 
naturally fell into the same role. Though a privileged position, it was also a 
most uncomfortable one, and at a most critical time.

I believe we’ve been spared from the details of the trials and difficulties that 
they had to face, most of which we couldn’t relate to anyway. All we can do is 
admire their sacrifice for the common good, but I can’t help but wonder if some
earlier form of liberalization would have helped. Prisoners, as they were of their
role, they probably did the best they could, but things were bound to change.

The inherent weakness of our old theocratic system was that it couldn't allow 
dissent, nor accommodate differences, or encourage open dialogue. In political 
jargon, you'd say that it lacked transparency and a free press. Without broader 
participation, by resting mainly on the benevolent trust of its people, personal 
awareness and development were stifled; eventually it caused resentment, and



this did us more damage than a bit of dissent would have.

Theocratic monarchies had their place in history, and might have had a role in 
ours as well. If God, however, was to always operate that way, then all 
directions and problem solving would also need to proceed in that same 
vertical, top-down, direction. This model can only be temporary, like that of a 
parent with a child, but if protracted too long it will result either in an immature
baby-like adult, or in a resentful and rebellious one, both of which happened to 
us.

Group dynamics

In a group, personal motivation is never the same for everyone, at least not all 
the time. Personal problems become ever more of a challenge, when living 
communally. Freedom, nice in theory, becomes really hard to manage when 
building a society, and that's what happened also with the LL; while at first it 
seemed simple and straight forward, eventually it ran into various 
misapplications. David, when explaining the simple premise of the LL, in 1974, 
had also foreseen this:

“For where the spirit of the lord is there is liberty”–total and complete 
freedom from the bondage of the law into total and complete freedom of 
life and liberty through love!–It’s the liberating law of love that gives life–
not the enslaving “letter of the law that killeth”.

Each age or generation of the church has taken another step or some 
new step toward such freedom from the harsh restrictions of the law to 
the total freedom of love through the grace of god; from material 
symbolisms and mechanised ceremonialism to spiritual realities and total
spiritual liberty–“the spirits of just men set free!

It’s like giving a growing child a little more liberty at each new stage of 
development, a little more complicated and possibly even more 
dangerous toy, ushering in a new stage of growth and responsibility to 
see if he can be trusted with it.

Can you be trusted with it, or will you abuse it and use your liberty as 
license to do wrongfully and lustfully instead of rightfully and lovingly? 
Will you use it to heal and help, or harm and hinder? The answer is up to 
you: Are you so ruled by His Love that He can liberate you from the rules,
or do you have to be kept under the law of works because you cannot be 
trusted with the liberty of His grace? The answer is up to you!

That question was actually harder to answer than we thought. As our group 
became bigger, more varied and complex, what seemed nice in principle 
became practically unmanageable. That's what usually happens to social 
theories that work well on paper, or in a small group; when you actually apply 
them on a larger scale, they don't. Such was our case, and though freedom and



love remained our theoretical goal, because of human nature, we had to 
eventually regulate everything, to the tiniest detail. Paradoxically, having 
theorized about the Grace of the LL, we where then forced to write its Law.

Because no two individuals are ever at the same level of maturity, or share the 
exact same motivations, there obviously need to be some common standards 
for all. The question is which, as what may be right for a person, at a certain 
stage of life, will hardly translate into a rule for everyone else. That, in fact, was
the next problem we ran into... legislating the LL in order to make it safe and 
applicable to all.

Just as the Old Testament laws could not force people to love God with all their 
hearts and minds, and New Testament doctrine could not produce perfect 
Christians, neither could the legislated LL produce the type of society we had 
envisioned.

Love and freedom are interdependent, mutually sustained, but neither can be 
legally imposed. Laws are default systems, safety nets under the trapeze, 
where love and freedom can fly. They are there to ensure the proper 
functioning of society, where love and freedom are not constant, but are 
personal matters and seldom apparent.

Laws have a shadow of the ideals that inspire them, but cannot contain the 
reality of it. The tendency, however, is to confuse the two and to think that the 
law will bring about the ideals it refers to. This was the mistake of many 
political systems, who thought that by forceful persuasion, rules and re-
education, they could bring about heaven on earth. It usually resulted in the 
opposite.

All societies, who tried to create uniformity of thought and behaviour, through 
legislation, found dissent intolerable, heretical, subversive and contrary to the 
“good of the people”; they banned, prosecuted, exiled, and excommunicate 
dissenters and, to a lesser degree, it happened also with us.

As we met problems, in our experimenting with the LL, we defaulted to creating
an ever increasing number of rules. Our motives were right, which were to 
prevent people from getting hurt, so we developed a legal safety net around 
the LL. The fact is that such measures existed already, in the legal systems of 
most countries we lived in, to which it might have been better to defer. By 
developing our own laws, instead, we solved some problems but created bigger
ones, because we further institutionalized that which should have remained a 
question of faith.

In our effort to create the perfect society, we had become very inward-looking. 
David’s writings had been very central, our main source of guidance and 
inspiration. Some were purely theoretical, spiritual and inspirational, others 
were detailed instruction on how to run almost anything. Since the idea of the 



LL had come from David, we naturally thought that any corrections should 
come in the same format.

Now, I think that it would have been best to lessen that institutional authority, 
and consider the LL a doctrine, an idea, a theology, a compass for life, a goal to
aim for, but letting love and freedom be matters of personal choice, to be 
applied with discretion and within the framework of existing legal systems.

Instead, we created a complex system of rules, aimed at making the LL socially
viable and safe for all and, by so doing, we actually embedded it into a 
constitution of sorts. The rules, plus the peer pressure associate to it, rendered 
it almost a compulsory practice, which denied its very essence.

It was that age-old endeavour to replicate the kingdom of God on earth, an old 
pitfall, in which many have fallen before us. It is that discovering of a brilliant 
idea and thinking that, of course, everyone must like it; it only takes the proper
indoctrination, a cultural revolution, a little legislation and then everyone will 
wish to do it right from the heart. Nothing further from it, “a man convinced 
against his will is of the same opinion still”, and that's exactly what we 
discovered with our own children. After all, if that’s how God wanted things to 
be done, he would have done it long ago, and the world would be different.

An imposed LL, by whatever means, becomes and unbearable duty, or a law of 
lust, an excuse to dispose of an unwanted mate, to abdicate responsibility 
towards others and so forth. When institutionalized, it becomes something else 
and is easily misunderstood. Strange ideas can suddenly appear legal, or 
allowed, if sanctioned by “authority”, and personal conscience becomes easily 
overridden.

Thus, the LL met its religious clone, an institutional rendition of it, and this is 
what brought its demise; not because it was wrong, as an ideal, as a compass 
for life, but simply because it could never be imposed, through persuasion, 
legislation or any other means. It was, it is and could only continue to be a 
belief and a vision for a better life, one more fit for the world to come, than for 
this one. It was something good, worth knowing, understanding and growing 
towards, even in this life, but nothing more.

Religiously speaking, that's what we do in so many ways, like loving God with 
all our hearts and minds and strength, or loving others as ourselves. You can't 
impose that, no matter how many commandments you write; it's simply 
something we aim for, those who want to, but which nobody ever reaches to 
completely. That's what many things are for, to be visions that propel us 
onward, towards being better people, but which would disappear at the very 
moment in which one tries to recreate them with their own tools.

Positive effects

There is a bright side, even to our failed experiments. If we believe that God 



has a plan for this world, it shouldn't be difficult to believe that He had one for 
us too. It is up to us, now, to understand it and realize it.

What is clear is that none could have foreseen all the effects and consequences
that we came across. We had a romanticized idea of ourselves, but success and
failure are part and parcel of any endeavour, and ours was a daring one. Yes, 
some might argue: “That's exactly the problem! We shouldn't have been so 
daring, but should have stuck to the Bible alone and to orthodox theology”. 
Well... if we did, we wouldn't have been at all.

Unless we had stepped out of the box, we wouldn't have known what's out 
there. Now we know that there is plenty more, and that the box it's not where 
it's at. Unless we had theorized and experimented with the LL, failures and all, 
we would have never known what it was. We would have never had the 
opportunity to see God work through it, to know that it was His idea, even if 
some only experienced the counterfeit part and got hurt.

IF we hadn't tried, we would have never gotten out of the ditch into which 
Christianity got stuck. We would have never recognized the absurdity of so 
much that is deemed “Christian”, but which is merely human tradition and 
binds people to unnecessary burdens. We would have never discovered the joy 
and freedom into which the love of God can lead; we would have never 
conceived it, much less begun to grow towards it.

Traditional religious schemes would have never allowed us to try that, not even 
theorize about it. In their order of ideas God is a book, a tradition, a system and
not really love. Love is listed as one of His attributes, but only way down the 
line, along with wrath, justice and a host of other traits. In their inflexible 
orthodoxy, one cannot even be a Christian unless he first subscribe to their 
schizophrenic image of God, an endorser of Jewish tribalism, religious 
genocides, Roman imperialism, as well as of the gospel. Orthodoxy, their form 
of it, is their God, and they can't even imagine that He could be different, that 
he could actually be Love, and that from that could flow His other attributes.

In their orthodoxy, love has limits. God’s love cannot win in the end, but sin 
and death will. Most of humanity will cry forever in eternal flames, without hope
of redemption, and only a few will experience God’s eternal (sic) love. That 
because the wrath of God is made out to be bigger than His love and His justice
is denied. I thank God that, in our particular experience, that monstrous 
religious box was broken, that Love regained its primacy and led us past the old
religious schemes.

Good or bad or a bit of both, it matters not. What matters is that God used 
David to free us from many negative by-products of religion, such as hypocrisy,
false humility, pretended spirituality, ritualism, literalism, legalism, and many 
others. It is true that we did also turn our new-found libeerty into a legalistic 
religious form, that we also began to develop our own version of these, but that



was to be expected. In any case, in spite of whatever new boxes we did also 
construct, the old one was broken for good and could no longer fool us.

Even our mistakes outside of that box allowed us to grow further. It is now up to
us to see which of our own boxes need breaking as well, and find the way to go.

Personal experience

Perhaps it would help if I told of my own experience, not because I like to talk 
about myself, but because it could make things clearer and more relatable. To 
start, I think it’s safe to assume that, at the time, we all agreed with the 
theological reasoning behind the LL. We liked how it removed the fear, 
constrains and guilt trips, usually associated with religion, and allowed us to 
simply follow Love. This opened a wonderful new road, one that we were 
already predisposed for, but for which none of us was fully prepared.

Liberation from pre-packaged morality and dutiful religious behaviour, lead us 
to learn by experience what worked and what didn’t, and it wasn’t a painless 
process. Where personal conscience remained intact, it was a valid compass for
when we didn't feel so loving, to keep us on track in spite of our human 
weakness. If we listened to it, conscience told us what the right and loving 
thing was.

I am ashamed to admit, however, that I often ignored that voice and did my 
own thing. I have been young, selfish and immature. I have had my fun and 
done things which I regret, thankfully, no sex with minors. Come to think of it, it
is not the sexual freedoms that caused my biggest regrets, but shutting myself 
off to others. I wish I could go back, apologize and make things right, but some 
of it might need to wait for the next life.

As liberating as the LL is, it does not erase guilt, but increases it, because it 
demands a higher ethical standard. For example, the LL does not allow us to 
hide behind religious legalism and shun “difficult” people, labelling them as 
sinners, apostates, heretics or whatever. The LL is indiscriminate in its love and
removes all excuses for not loving others as ourselves; therefore it causes us to
need God's forgiveness even more, as well as that of others.

So the LL had a double effect on me, it liberated me but also pointed me to 
higher standards for life. In the end, it isn’t so much the mistakes I made trying 
to apply it, that shame me most, but my failure to aim for it more fully. It's the 
realization that I have been a poor husband, a poor father and a poor 
missionary; that I sought my own comfort above that of others, that I acted 
selfishly and hurt others, in word and in deed, by my indifference; all this while 
hiding behind the pretense of a “greater good”, thinking I was following a 
higher code of love, permitted to me by the LL. Under such pretense, I did not 
so much seek sexual exploits, but worse, I distanced myself from others, I 
pushed them away, even those who had previously been by my side, and 



caused them grief.

In hindsight, I see that this would have most likely happened anyway, LL or no 
LL. I am what I am and, regardless of religious beliefs and expectations, it was 
still me. The problem, with religious institutions, is that one can hide behind a 
role, an image of sorts, advance his religious career and masqueraded his true 
self.

Role playing can be positive, if it helps to reach for better things, but it can also
be deceiving. I said earlier that the LL eliminated hypocrisy, but I was referring 
mainly to a specific type of it, that sanctimonious, ascetic-like pretense of the 
religious moralist. Our application of the LL, on the other hand, produced 
another type of hypocrisy.

Liberty can be faked, peer pressure and the tendency to model one’s behavior 
after that of “exalted” individuals, can cause pretense. With us, if most people 
did something, it became accepted, if a leader did it, it was as if 
“recommended”. True of every institution or group? Yes, indeed! – But good to 
recognize it nonetheless.

The down side of such group dynamics is that personal conscience and self-
determination are lessened, and sometimes overruled. That’s where and how 
the principles of the LL were unable to function as intended and, in some cases,
even resulted in sexual contact with minors.

Whether this might have originated with David I can’t say, but I know that in 
the mission field, where I was most of my adult life, I did not see it happen. Our
constant engagement in missionary work did keep us pretty focused, and even 
the LL was mostly seen in relation to our mission.

It is not that there weren’t moment of relax and simple humanness, in which 
mistakes could have happened relating to the LL, for they did. But in the thirty 
years that I lived in mission fields I never witnessed the kind of abuses that I 
was told happened elsewhere.

I have lived and worked with hundreds, if not thousands, of people during that 
period. They were first and foremost missionaries, parents and dedicated 
people who wouldn’t have thought of using their liberties in such a way. Of 
course I could have missed what happened behind closed doors, but in a 
communal setting it’s hard to.

I assume that such an environment was made possible by the fact that 
personal conscience remained intact. Though nobody is sinless, the voice of 
the LL within our hearts, didn't allow us to stray too far. We read the same 
things, believed the same things, but never saw within it a license to take 
advantage of others.

Was the Law of Love the problem?



Were we to examine the reasons and rationale for abuses, which occurred 
under the pretext of the LL, we might discover that the LL was not the real 
cause. Most likely there were other factors, and the LL was the excuse. In the 
case of paedophile priests, for example, the blame is often placed on the 
opposite condition, on their strict celibacy. The fact is that the real reasons go 
much deeper than what can be blamed on an overly permissive or overly 
rigorous environments.

Clearly there needs to be safety nets, and that’s why there are laws, both for 
the liberal and the conservative. In each country, it is the legal authorities who 
enforce these, employing deterrents, even fear of consequences, to curb abuse
and crime. Though religion is also concerned about human behavior, it takes a 
different approach.

Christian ideals and methods do not mix well with politics and legal systems. 
For example, being a Christian does liberate a person and does also restrain 
him from wrongdoing, but it's something that comes from within and not from 
without. The liberty and self-control of a Christian, do not derive from legal or 
political pressure. Undoubtedly, Christianity does impact politics and the 
formation of legal systems, but it can never substitute itself to them, and the 
reverse is also true. That's why so many favour the separation of state and 
religions, because when the two are joined you can no longer tell them apart.

The Christianity that Jesus taught, can never be a complete system in itself, but
must work within this world and its powers, as the apostle Paul also recognized 
(Romans 13). In fact, when Christianity imposed itself, through imperial laws 
and decrees, it stopped being what it was and turned into something else.

It is well understood, that imposing right behaviour through rules and 
consequences, does not change the inner disposition of a person, but merely 
controls it from without. Clearly, such impositions are necessary to the proper 
functioning of society, but we could never consider them the final aim of our 
existence, nor the way to attain to it. From a Christian standpoint, knowing that
God desires inward truth, it's obvious that rules and consequences are of a 
limited and temporary scope, like that of OT laws.

Contrary to some interpretations, the aim of Christianity is not to replace this 
present world with the Kingdom of God. That, if anything, is God's work but, 
from Constantine onward, many kings and bishops tried to steal His thunder 
and do it themselves. The results were anything but Christian. Christianity's 
aim is to simply bring the Kingdom of God, and His ways, into individual lives. 
God is first and foremost a personal God and his kingdom starts within each of 
us.

Within this context, the liberty of the LL is a forward-looking view into a 
kingdom in which Love rules, which may already be here, for a few, but not for 
all, and not even a majority. It's like a goal, a principle and a vision that some 



can aim for, grow towards and even apply, but to a degree and never fully. 
Because of human nature, it's something that can never be applied across the 
board, on any society. If it was, only some would find it mentally, emotionally 
and spiritually liberating, while most would find it abusive and disastrous.

Variety of perspectives

In our seeking to build the ideal society, we did try the LL across the board, as 
a guiding principle for all. Thought it first appeared as a revelation, a doctrine, 
a fundamental principle of New Testament Christianity, it soon became policy. 
As it impacted the sexual sphere, some took unfair advantage of it and the first
problems arose.

The undesired offshoots of the LL were resolved by declaring that David hadn't 
foreseen them, and thus failed to institute sufficient safeguards. At the time 
this sounded reasonable but there was a bigger problem lurking behind it. The 
response, being rooted on the assumption that the LL was already an 
“instituted” policy, aimed at correcting problems by instituting similar 
countermeasures. By so doing, instead of lessening the institutional status of 
the LL, it further consolidated it.

This is how our directors thought at the time, so they invested much effort into 
making the LL a balanced and safe institutional system for everyone. Tomes 
were written, on how it should and should not be applied, to marriage, 
premarital sex, separations, and families with kids, minors, etc. It was all well-
intentioned and it did remove all possible justifications for abuse, but there was
a down side. Instead of lessening the institutional status of LL, it consolidated it
even further.

The LL was finally and permanently removed from its idealistic and theological 
status. Instead of returning to the realm of faith and freedom of speech, it was 
effectively turned into law, for thousands of people around the world. By so 
accurately ruling out what couldn't be done, by implication, we equally ruled in 
what could be done. That which could only belong to the realm of personal 
faith, was thus confirmed as “official” policy.

Imposed liberty is no liberty; it will turn into something else. That which 
violates personal faith and conscience, will not make people happy, but fuel 
resentment and rebellion. I know that, given the circumstances, it was probably
the best they could do, but the effects were not as planned.

I believe this is why, at present, there are such mixed feelings about the LL. 
Some are enthusiastic, having experienced God’s loving power working through
it, to change lives for the better. Other, instead, feel hurt because they were 
pressured into things which they would have not chosen for themselves. Many 
more, I believe, experienced a bit of both and that's maybe why they 
concluded that the idea was too messy, so best to leave it aside and talk of it 



no more.

The future?

I believe that, in spite of whatever problems we encountered, at the heart of 
the LL, there lays a precious kernel and a promise for the future of Christianity. 
As David said:

“each age or generation of the church has taken another step or some 
new step toward such freedom from the harsh restrictions of the law to 
the total freedom of love through the grace of God; from material 
symbolisms and mechanized ceremonialism to spiritual realities and total
spiritual liberty”.

The LL does hold the premise of such a reality, liberty and destiny. Even the 
world, to a degree is moving in that same direction. Though painfully and with 
plenty of setbacks, it nonetheless struggles towards freedom, fairness, equality
of sexes, human rights, the liberty and dignity of all human beings, against 
slavery and oppression,.

All this can be summed up in one word, Love, which we believe is the source of 
all being. The world yearns for it, but only sees its fleeting shadows, as the 
moving of a wind than cannot be constrained. It dreams, it writes, it sings and 
talks of it, hoping to take hold of its inspiration, but it's only met by frustration 
and disappointment. It sees the goal but cannot reach it, because of its own 
greed and the constant struggle for survival.

In this lays the kernel of Christianity, in a life of love that rose above human 
circumstance and loved in spite of them; in a love that broke the chains of self, 
of the survival mode, and gave us power to break free. It's our traditions which 
then turned Jesus into a religion, not He. He merely opened a way, he was that 
way, and that way is what will lead us on, past religion and traditions.

Many have already abandoned the traditional church mode, for it no longer 
meets their needs. They have new questions that beg for new answers, which 
religion is not equipped to answer. They have also claimed greater sexual 
liberty, and if we think that we had troubles with it, well it's nothing, compared 
to what the liberated “Christian” West is having.

In any case, today’s emancipated societies have demanded greater freedom in 
all forms, from oppressive politics, bigoted religion and power-serving morality. 
They wish to go past these narrow confines and create a better world. Indeed 
there have been great advances, great improvements, but also great sorrows. 
More liberty, more education and better living conditions, haven’t necessarily 
delivered more happiness. With it we’ve also gotten more heartbreaks, more 
broken families, more loneliness and the new plague of depression.

As always, humanity longs for truth and for God, but Christianity is too 



committed to past forms and ideas to be a viable option for today. The waning 
influence of Christianity, in the West, is partly caused by its incompatibility to 
modern lifestyles. The idea that Christianity is dated, though often an excuse, 
has some validity. If nothing else, it shows how unappealing it has become.

While, in the past, Christianity did show tremendous adaptability, today it is so 
cluttered by the debris of former adaptations, that it appears more as an 
archeological site than a livable structure. While Greek, Roman and Jewish 
cultures impacted its theology, ethics and morality, these ancient cultures have
long disappeared, and so has their appeal. Promoting these notions as 
“inerrant” dogmas makes religious institutions increasingly irrelevant.

The Law of Love, at its core, is so simple that it cuts through all cultural 
assimilations and conditioning. It presents a Christianity that is current and free
from historical encrustations. Its basic principle can be applied to all human 
conditions, not as a legal system for all, but as a spiritual compass, yet with 
endless practical applications. “Love God and love others”, meaning “make the 
connection, receive from the primary source and share with others”, is its 
message. As David put it “you only need two laws now: Love God & love 
others!–God’s only law is Love!” (Mat.22:37-39).

In today’s society there is sex before marriage, divorce, birth control, separated
people dating each-other and a host of complex problems related to complex 
relationships that are outside of traditional “Christian” models. The inadequacy 
of Christian institutions in dealing with such a reality is masked by their 
reactionary stance. All that some can do is point an accusing finger, while 
extolling the virtues of celibacy, virginity and the “good old religion”.

Apart for the highly touted cases of those seeking security in tradition, and the 
older the better, most people will not go for it. The past will not return and the 
world will continue to move forward, for that’s how God and humanity want it. 
To evoke apocalyptic scenarios and credit demonic influences for modernity 
and its problems, is to take God out of the picture and make him into a lesser 
god.

I believe there is progression in history and in religion as well. I believe God is 
still in control, that His plan hasn’t been foiled and that He has something new 
to say, today. In its over 2000 years of history Christianity has gotten into a 
ditch from which it must get out, and I believe it will.

Already I see the signs of it happening. A number of writers, theologians and 
Christian leaders have taken up the idea of a new Christianity, more or less 
centered on the principle of the Law of Love. Hard questions are being asked 
and challenging answers are emerging. New ways of thinking church are also 
emerging, with much being discarded and much being rediscovered. 

There is ferment all-over and I believe it’s contributing to a new reformation, 



but a quiet one. This time there is no Martin Luther challenging the Pope, for 
Christianity is fragmented and different. Actually, there isn’t even an intent to 
reform it but, more simply, the desire to walk away from its ageing structures 
and start all over. While holding on to their faith, many are embarking on a 
journey of personal discovery, finding spiritual nourishment, fellowship, truth, 
and a new concept of church.

Traditional churches are sounding the alarm bells, because millions of people 
are walking out. From their perspective these are lost souls, lost to atheism, 
new age and the devil’s darkness. The truth is that people can no longer be 
controlled by the mere politics of fear, as in the pasts. New factors have 
emerged that make the religious and social equation much more complex. 
Generally speaking, people are dumping all that doesn’t ring true anymore, 
including centuries of religious clutter and the fallout of past religious wars. 
Some says that, in the process, they are throwing out the baby with the dirty 
bath water, but is this really the case? Can Jesus really be thrown out? I don’t 
think so. I believe that it is only dirty water that is being thrown out and, if 
there is no faith left after that, it is because there was none to begin with. Real 
faith can stand the test.

It reminds me of something I read the other day:

“The problem with the church is that most of our clergy do not want to 
embrace new learning because they are not sure that their own faith will 
survive the process. Frequently, they blame their own reticence on what 
they presume are the fears of the lay people they serve. I see no reason 
why lay people cannot learn anything that I have learned. I think we 
clergy regularly insult the intelligence of the people we serve. I am also 
convinced that any God who can be killed by new knowledge or new 
insights ought to be killed, for clearly such a God is a human creation. 
Imagine the idiocy of anyone feeling that he or she must protect God 
from new human knowledge!

Truth does not die in the confrontation with new knowledge but it dies 
when we act as if truth can be captured inside the time warped and time 
bound concepts of any human form. The human perception of truth is 
never the same as truth and that perception is never static. There is no 
such thing as an inerrant Bible or an infallible pope! A living religion must
always be interacting with unfolding truth”. (John Shelby Spong)

So the real Jesus’ experience cannot and will not be lost. People may be 
walking away from organized religion, but those who have Jesus will not lose 
Him, rather they will hold on to Him all the more – they will even come to know 
Him better, once that the crutches and artificial supports are removed, and will 
begin to grow again, to branch out with Him, and do that which their former 
institution said it couldn’t be done.



The LL is the common kernel of this new phenomenon and the list of books, 
websites and other material published on it, is increasing by the day. To be 
clear, the LL does not do away with sin, grace and redemption. It is not easy-
believing, but upholds an even higher standard than mere religious legalism. It 
asks for more, but it does not impose unrelated useless standards, like rituals, 
diets, observances, doctrines, etc. The LL only asks that everything be judged 
by the standpoint of love. Anything unloving, even if religiously sanctioned, is 
sin. Anything loving, even if religiously heretical, is godly. The fruits tell what it 
is, if love or something else.

The LL adapts to every person and situation; it does not impose a prepackaged 
dated morality, from other times and cultures, but takes the person where it’s 
at, no matter what a mess he’s made of his life and turns it around, right there 
and then, in the very situation he’s in. It will give a spiritual compass, God’s 
presence and assistance to anyone asking for it, without prior conditioning, 
conversion and indoctrination in some old tradition.

Right now, millions of “Christians” the world over, think that they are too bad 
for God, that they could never live up to His expectation, that they have done 
too many things for which the churches said they will go to hell. They think that
they cannot be part of the body of Christ, because they are banned from the 
Eucharist, they are not saved, not really born again, not really believing the 
right way, or have lost their salvation because they sinned against the Holy 
Ghost, turned their back on God or done some awful thing, which only they 
know about. So many live in fear for themselves or their loved ones, having 
been told that they will never see them again because they died in sin, 
immorality, drugs or suicidal. Without repentance and baptism, or for the wrong
baptism, they fear that they will burn in eternal flames, with the rest of 
humanity.

This is reality for millions of Christians the world over, and is the reason why so 
many are walking away. The very thing that used to keep them from leaving 
church, fear, is what is driving them away now. Though they have nothing 
against Jesus, still, they want nothing more to do with the fearful environment 
created by those who claim to be His. Those who have never been Christian, 
for these same reasons will never consider Christianity a viable option. 
Christianity, as it was, is becoming a closed culture with a defensive apologetic 
mentality, appealing mainly to those who already belong to it.

Its main mission is mostly that of containing losses, but it is a doomed and 
defensive warfare, with no gospel for today and no vision for the future. They 
still preach the same old stuffy sermons, with the same old trinkets and 
theatrics. Come to us for tradition, they say, for miracles, for emotional highs, 
for culture and intellectuality, for this and for that. Most of it is not the good 
news and it is not Jesus, but it is the rubble of a system that was.



God, instead, is a liberator, the God of freedom and unconditional love, and not
of religious binding. In this was Christianity’s original appeal, in its iconoclastic 
difference from religious systems, which is why the Romans called them 
atheists, and it's also why the disenfranchised and the oppressed felt attracted 
to it. Today, to be a veritable option for the world and its people, Christianity 
must reclaim its liberating power. To do that, however, it must rid itself of its 
own chains.

Liberal-Progressive Christianity has championed some of these causes, 
including that of the Law of Love, but its attention has often been diverted by 
the narrow interests of vocal minorities. Some of its exponents have focused on
core issues, but the debate between liberals and fundamentalists has been 
dominated by inconsequential matters. The dialogue, between Christian 
institutions, has failed to produce any real alternative or renewal. While the 
world needs the good news in today’s language, most churches still squabble 
about doctrines that are centuries, if not thousands of years old.

As ineffective as individualism is made out to be, yet it seems to be the only 
viable option, and the good news seems to be moving in that direction. The 
time for big Christian institutions seems to be over, which makes it appears as 
if Christianity is dying, but is it so? Maybe it’s a rebirth, because Christ is first of
all a personal Saviour, and only derivatively a social one. Come to think of it, 
that is how Christianity first spread, from person to person and without political
and institutional backing. Could it be that big religion and big religious 
institutions are not part of tomorrow’s Christianity?

Years ago a catchy phrase became very popular with some Christians, and 
many wore jewelry carrying its acronym “W.W.J.D.”. It stood for “What Would 
Jesus Do?”. It was a step in the right direction, towards removing some of the 
clutter and getting down to the heart of it all. It was like saying “if you are 
confused about what it means to be a Christian, just ask yourself what Jesus 
would do, if he were in your place”. It was a step towards bringing Christianity 
up to date, but I would take it even a step further. Since the name of Jesus has 
been so abused for so long, even invoked as a cause for war, torture and 
genocide, I would further eliminate any possible misunderstanding by using 
another name for God, the Father whom Jesus revealed; I would ask, “what 
would Love Do?”, and that’s the heart of the Law of Love.

“…every one that loves is born of God, and knows God. He that loves not 
knows not God; because God is love. …None has seen God at any time. If we 
love one another, God lives in us, and his love is perfected in us.” (1 Joh 4:7-12)
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