Hello, and welcome to the final session of An Introduction to Trans Theology. This week, we’ll be looking at one of my own papers: ‘The Limits of Liminality: Where do Trans People Fit in to Pope Francis’ Church?’. Rather than it being some sort of ego trip, I’ve included this paper because it asks a fundamental question that I’d like you all to carry with you after the course: what is the role of trans theology, or indeed trans people, in a Church for whom our lives are unintelligible? It asks this question in the context of the Catholic Church—my own tradition, and the one of the organisation that lets me teach you! My answer is correspondingly tied to the way this Church thinks about its place in history and relationship to things that trouble it—or, more specifically, a particular theological development that I identify in the teachings of the late Pope Francis. However, non-Catholics among you may yet find something that speaks to your own traditions in it too. 
In answering this question, the paper also touches on a number of other issues that we’ve raised in this course. First, the question of how to think about transness. The de-essentialising view of transness as gender transgression is central to the paper, first in its critique of Pope Francis’ pastoral response to transness, and later in its presentation of transness itself in eschatological terms—which is to say, as it might be significant in relation to the destiny of the Church. Rather than stopping with an account of transness as transgression, it thus also offers a positive view of what transness conceived as transgression—or, more specifically, as people whom the Church marginalises in ways that are productive of transness—might mean.
Second, read in a certain way, the paper is a piece of apologetics similar to what we saw in Mollenkott and Ford. It seeks to account for transness in a way that enables transness to have a place in the Church. However, it differs from what we might expect around apologetics in that it is not addressed to cisgender people, but to trans people who might be wondering whether Catholicism has any space for them. In this respect, it does provide an account of transness that justifies it in relation to Catholicism. However while this might speak more widely to the Church, it is aimed more specifically at trans Catholicism, showing how we might conceive of our transness in light of a Catholicism held alongside the acknowledgement of a need to embrace transness. In this respect, it’s primarily an apology not for transness aimed at Catholics, but for Catholicism aimed at trans people. At its heart is thus an evaluation not of transness, but of Catholicism, focusing specifically on its capacity to envisage a place within itself for those whom it seemingly cannot otherwise welcome. It also differs from what we might expect from apologetics in that it has a constructive dimension, offering a positive (if thin) account of transness in light of the issues it presents—again, like Ford, whose natural law theology of transness enables us to think of it as exploration.
Third, the paper raises questions about the relationship of trans theology to specific traditions, and people’s investment in those traditions. As I mentioned a moment ago, this paper responds to an issue specific to Catholicism. In this respect, it reflects Ford’s intervention around Catholic natural law approaches to transness, as well as Gordon’s attention in the chapter we read to a specific issue of nature and technology raised by Pope Francis’ transphobia. Its relationship to Catholicism is slightly more complex than we might initially expect, being aimed less at showing Catholics how transness might be welcomed than showing trans Catholics how they might conceive of their specific position in the Church as trans Catholics. In this respect, it aims to speak from a position that is both Catholic and trans, and amidst the tensions this raises. I’ll return to the question of trans theology and traditions at the end of the lecture.
Part 1—the limits of liminality
A major strand of this paper is a response to a 2020 book by professional pope-watcher, Massimo Faggioli. Faggioli argues that Pope Francis’ papacy was characterised by a certain “liminality”, meaning an openness to people on the margins of society, but also whose lives pose a challenge for the boundaries of the Church. The paper’s response to Faggioli is that Francis’ openness to liminality breaks down around transness.
At the heart of this breakdown is the narrative around transness that we saw with Gordon in week 3. In my opinion, this is the key narrative motivating transphobia in the Catholic Church—one that, if you read the extra paper from our session on Ford, you’ll recognise has a long pedigree. Francis thinks that transness denies our nature as male or female. This includes by seeking to technologise it—to exercise power over nature and conform it to our will, heedless of God’s design. The paper also notes a rhetorical move in the way Francis frames this issue, presenting it as the fruits of a depersonalised “gender theory” that can be separated out from individuals. In this way, his condemnations of transness ostensibly avoid becoming condemnations of people, who can still be welcomed as such.
However, the paper argues, this falls apart around transness. It begins by sketching a historicising account of transness like the ones we’ve seen in this course, in which the racialised body was produced as a cultural object by capitalism. Drawing from the work of Black feminists like Hortense Spillers, the historian C. Riley Snorton argues that our concepts of sex and race were produced in part through experimentation on Black slaves, who were reduced under slavery to mere ‘flesh’—an ungendered, dehumanised material measured not in terms of numbers or types of bodies, but as volume in the hold of a slave ship. One use of this resource was as the material for scientific experiments that taught people about the body, including its sexed nature. This enabled the construction of a concept of sex—but one that, due to the racist nature of the whole enterprise, was conceived as an ideal for White bodies. In contrast, Black bodies were seen as sexually imperfect or deviant, echoing the ungendering that enabled them to be reduced to flesh in the first place.
Snorton argues that this process shows how our ideas of the body, including sexual and racial classifications, are detachable from the material of human existence: they were literally detached from black bodies, who were reduced to flesh—a material that was treated neither as sexed nor even as bodies. Likewise, the constructed nature of these ideas is made visible in the historical records of these processes. Black bodies are what Snorton calls the “transitive” foundation for sex: the material through which it was constructed, but which is prior to and thus lies outside of it. Correspondingly, black communities in the US have historically had a more ambivalent relationship to sex than white communities, using their perceived sexual ambiguity as a tool for navigating white supremacy, for example when slaves would ‘pass’ as the opposite sex to escape their masters, or simply being more open to gender nonconformity than White communities. In this context, movement within gender—what Snorton calls the “traversal” nature of transness—offered a way for black people to survive within the regime of racialised gender to which they were subject. Transness today then evokes this history. Transness emerges from and reveals the fact that bodies precede racialised gender—and indeed, the body as such as a cultural object—and thus cannot be fully captured by it. This includes their being captured conceptually, in the sense of being described fully and inescapably, and in the sense of being forced to exist within the boundaries of its enforced categories.
You don’t need to fully get this, and I don’t want to make it the focus of this session. Rather, the paper cites Snorton because he provides a contemporary account of transness in the vein of Stryker, albeit informed by more recent interests in trans studies: race, capitalism, and the nature of materiality. What is important is that, for Snorton, transness emerges where society’s attempts to classify, regulate, and exploit bodies runs up against reality. In this context, Francis’ attempts to forbid transness can be seen as working to facilitate the classification and regulation of bodies in the face of reality. He uses his authority to assert norms that purport to dictate how bodies can be. In doing so, he also implicitly establishes a limit to the meanings we can find in our embodied lives, reducing transness to the mere assertion of the human will over nature and closing out other kinds of meaning, rendering trans life as anything other than this unintelligible. 
This, the paper argues, is why Francis’ pastoral response to transness—which seeks to criticise the supposed ideology while welcoming people—fails. His transphobic teachings help to create the categories and social structures that lead to certain kinds of bodies and lives being policed and punished. In this way, his attacks on transness as an ideological phenomenon also amount to attacks on trans people themselves. And, ironically, these attacks are what produce transness as such: “transness”, at least as Snorton understands it, is simply the word for what it means for bodies to be policed and marginalised in this way.
The paper also argues that this issue is exacerbated by Francis’ use of the term, “gender theory” for transness. In doing so, he evokes a construct that has a vast and fluid scope, encompassing all forms of trans life and leaving no forms of transness untouched. In the paper, I discuss this in terms of “gender theory” being an “empty signifier”. This comes from research into the term as the central concept of global anti-gender politics, uniting a disparate group of organisations and actors around a shared symbol that seems to encompass a range of more concrete issues and causes. This leads some researchers to describe it as an “empty signifier”, or a term that has no ultimate content, and which can consequently be used for any number of things. 
This is a point where my thinking has genuinely developed: in their Who’s Afraid of Gender? Judith Butler challenges this description, and correctly in my opinion. Noting that “gender theory” does have distinct connotations, only in a very broad range, they argue that the term is instead “overdetermined”. What they mean is that its use is simply warranted by a range of different, sometimes contradictory conditions. 
Either way, the effect is the same: the term can be used for a wide range of phenomena, enabling all forms of trans life to be reduced away to Francis’ core narrative without distinction. As a result, Francis’ transphobia does not simply address ways of thinking about transness that might just see nature as something to be manipulated by technology, but all forms of transness—which then means that his attacks on transness hit all trans people.
The end result is a two-pronged attack that hits all trans people. First, Francis asserts norms around the body that lead to policing and punishing transness. Second, Francis has a totalising view of transness that makes it impossible to articulate any other accounts of trans life. The result is that trans people become doubly excluded from society: first, trans life becomes difficult to live in the face of this policing. Second, trans people can’t even advocate for themselves because any other ways of thinking about trans life other than the one that validates this policing are closed out.
As a quick aside, this is another point where I now have a problem with this paper—it doesn’t go far enough in making this point. Remember how Snorton sees the social boundaries and regimes that produce transness as bound up in racial capitalism? I could have gone further here to make a much sharper critique: Franics doesn’t just add to the policing and punishing of transness, but ways of policing the body that has its roots in slavery. In this respect, his approach is arguably not just unjust towards trans people, but embedded in a range of troubling issues—issues about which Catholics would hopefully be considerably less conflicted than with regards to transness!
Either way, this is obviously a problem in itself. However, the paper argues, it is especially a problem for Francis precisely because of his openness to liminality. Francis has a view of global society in which differences are incorporated within the whole, even where those differences are difficult ones, and in which those who are otherwise excluded from society are given particular attention. Yet his response to transness creates the very kinds of exclusions that would otherwise trouble him. 
This gives rise to the fundamental question of the paper: Pope Francis wants everyone to have a place in the world, but, at least in the ways above, seems to draw the line at trans people. So where do we fit in? And how might we see our role in the Church in light of this?
Part 2—the significance of limits
It might be tempting to just stop here, with the conclusion that Francis fails to extend his openness to liminality to trans people. However, the paper goes one step further to ask: if Francis is open to liminality in other respects, then might he provide resources for thinking through the marginalisations he himself creates?
The basis for doing so comes from Francis’ 2013 apostolic exhortation, Evangelii Gaudium. Evangelii Gaudium depicts human existence as existing in a tension between four sets of ‘poles’. The key one is time and space or fullness and limitation. The paper goes into this in more detail, and you can follow this up when you do the reading. However, the key point is this: for Francis, our destiny lies in a yet-unrealised future. God is leading us towards it, but we do not possess it today. This means that we need to prioritise time over space, seeing things as part of a longer process (in the manner of time) rather than as something already achieved and controllable (in the manner of space, or territory). This also means recognising the limitations of our own power in this process—we must trust in a process beyond ourselves, in which we play a part, but in which various factors beyond our control also do so, including God and other people. In this way, time and space correspond to fulness and limitation. Our fulfilment (fulness) lies in the future. Meanwhile, we are confronted with limitations on our power, knowledge and control in the present.
This provides the framework for thinking through the other three polarities: realities and ideas, unity and conflict, and the whole (or the universal) and the part (or the particular). Our ideas orient us to the future, which is not yet a reality, but can only be realised in reality. They must therefore not replace what is actual. Unity and peace belong to the future, but we must move through and resolve present conflicts as part of the process of achieving it rather than simply skating over them. Finally, the future has a place for all people. However, because we cannot skate over existing differences and conflicts, and because the future lies beyond us, we must be careful not to reduce the form of this universalism to any one existing model. Rather, we must seek a universalism that admits the various differences of the present—including where we may find them troublesome amidst our present conflicts.
This offers a picture of the Church in the world too. Viewed in this way, the Church is on a journey towards its fulfilment—one in that demands it recognise the limitations that attend its present condition, and create space for the difference through which it will journey beyond them. And indeed, the paper notes, Faggioli suggests a broader understanding of Francis’ papacy in these terms: part of the long journey of the Church includes an ongoing process of renegotiating its identity after the collapse of Christendom through the reformation and the enlightenment. Francis’ openness to liminality can be understood as the latest chapter in this process. 
Finally, this makes sense of the limits of that liminality: perhaps they simply reflect that Francis himself does not present us with the fullness in which that process is to be realised. They are not simply limits, but limitations—ones that the Church is called to overcome through engaging in this process of fulfilment; a process that requires openness towards and engagement with its others, even where those differences are a cause of conflict.
Likewise, it helps us to renegotiate how we understand what Francis is doing when he issues his transphobic teachings. His teaching on transness marginalises trans people because it establishes norms. It does so by wielding authority, to which people assent and respond in obedience by adopting those norms. 
There is a tension between this view of history and how people commonly think of how papal authority is wielded in these sorts of gestures. People tend to assume that Popes speak as though everyone ought to simply passively receive their teachings. Yet Francis puts into question the idea that any one person—including the Pope—should act in such a way as to shut off the possibility of the differences through which we reach our fulfilment. Rather, we must read Francis as speaking in a way that prioritises time over the spatialisations of papal authority, admitting differences and conflicts rather than resolving them through decisive rulings that universalise a single worldview. His teachings must be read as “an offering from a particular location in history that engages us in a process wherein the Church may be drawn out of the limitations represented by that offering itself”; one that invites a “dialogic response” that
…identifies us as inhabiting a new space of possibility for existence that Francis recognises in general, but, limited by the particularities of his place in history, simply does not recognise specific to us; one that provides a perspective from which we can discern both the possibility and necessity of such a movement within those teachings themselves.
Part 3—transness in the Catholic Church today
This reading of Francis then suggests a view of what it means to be trans. If Francis’ condemnations of transness reproduce the norms that produce transness, with transness embodying the possibility of life beyond those norms, and if these norms represent the limitations of the present, then transness embodies the possibility of life beyond those limitations. In other words, transness has an eschatological significance: it embodies a way of being that belongs to the future, another step along the journey towards our fulfilment. The negative definition of transness as transgression that characterises trans liberationism thus takes on a positive theological aspect: transness is not just a defiance of norms, but a redemptive one.
This then suggests a role for trans people in the Church. Francis’ view of history encourages us to trust in others to play a role in bringing humanity to its fulfilment. Trans people, who embody a possibility that brings us closer to that fulfilment, can be thought of as those others. 
Francis also provides language with which to think of this role: his concept of pastoral accompaniment is about leading people to their fulfilment in a gradual process that engages them amidst their limitations, and helps them to move forwards beyond them. This then introduces another dimension of significance to trans people’s place in the Church: for Francis, accompaniment is a mercy—something that we are given because our limitations prevent us from simply leaping to perfection; “not simply prescribed to us, but allowed”. 
This then enables us to rethink what it means for the Church to be led by trans people, and even for the Pope to offer up his teachings for dialogical response. Some Catholics might think that this is something of a demotion or a humiliation for the Church, which has historically seen itself as rightfully wielding a more authoritarian, unilateral power. Francis helps us to see that this sort of power is insufficient amidst our limitations. The fact that the Church can look to trans people to help is thus of benefit to the Church amidst a more realistic appraisal of its capacities; something not to be resented, but to be embraced.
The paper then looks more deeply at the theological significance of serving as the other who helps to being the Church to fulfilment. It does so by reference to a combination of Evangelii Gaudium, Francis’ 2013 encyclical, Lumen fidei, and his 2016 apostolic exhortation, Amoris Laetitia. Lumen Fidei conceives of evangelisation as a matter of being touched by God’s love, which is communicated in what Francis both literally and figuratively refers to as Christ’s loving gaze. 
For Francis, being touched by God’s love enkindles a corresponding love for God in us, thus transforming us so that we share in Christ’s love and loving gaze. Evangelii Gaudium develops this idea in relation to evangelisation, arguing that communicating God’s love is central to evangelization and outlining various ways in which we might do this—including in the pursuit of justice. Amoris Laetitia then offers a corresponding account of how we experience this gaze in others. We encounter Christ in the other, especially when they are in need. This means that we are evangelized ourselves when we encounter others, and particularly the marginalised and oppressed.
In Evangelii Gaudium, Francis describes our fulfilment in terms of a “final cause”: the purpose for which we were created, and towards which our nature drives us (excepting of course the effects of sin). As you may remember from our session on natural law, Catholicism sees our final cause as communion with God in eternal life, meaning that our future fulfilment is not purely a worldly one. This view of evangelization suggests one aspect of why encountering others can lead us to our fulfilment: it is in the other, beyond the limitations of our selves, that we encounter God’s love—which draws us towards Him and therein our fulfilment.
This then provides a final layer of significance to trans peoples’ role in bringing the Church beyond its limitations. We are not simply helping it to be better, but therein serving as agents of God’s love. We are the others in whom the Church encounters God’s love, and the servants of that love, bringing the world that God loves to its fulfilment—at least specifically with regards to the limitations we defy.
Finally, understanding the role of trans people in the Church in this way enables us to identify our place in the Church—what it means for trans people to participate in the Church as a culture and institution. The paper situates everything I have just outlined within the project of Synodality. Catholics among you may have heard all about this, repeatedly: it is one of the big legacies of Francis’ papacy. For those who have not, synodality is an ethic of shared discernment in the Church; one that aims to “walk together” (which is what the name refers to—in Latin, of course) in a way that incorporates all the various groups, cultures, and levels of the Church. A reform away from more unilateral modes of governance, the actual scope for what synodality can do is a little controversial. However, the general aim is to create a more participatory way of being Church, with this having some effect on the decisions made at the top. 
Synodality has a theology behind it, and one that strongly evokes the role this paper identifies for trans people. Synodality involves encountering others in order to see how the Holy Spirit is speaking through them. In this way, it involves embracing difference and entering into a loving relationship with one another. This is a way of entering into a loving relationship with God who speaks to us in this difference, and thereby leads us to our fulfilment. Thus, the paper argues, trans people might see ourselves as having a “vocation to synodality”.
Synodality is also seen as a way of inhabiting the communion created in the Eucharist, from which the Church emerges. Catholics believe that in taking the Eucharist, we are united in the Body of Christ: a spiritual reality that is embodied in our literal bodies, which thus come together in the corporate body that is the Church. Synodality is eucharistic because it is a worldly component of this coming together. In this respect, it is productive of the Church itself—the Body of Christ existing as the Body of Christ. The paper argues that this also helps us to think through the role of trans people in the Church: if trans people’s role is a synodal one, then it is also a Eucharistic one. We are not simply a minority group in the Church, but help to build it up in our bringing it past its limitations. We are “not only a constitutive but constituting part of it”.
Perhaps a little more difficultly, the paper argues that this process takes place within the life of the Church as an institution, and in the lives of concrete church communities. This means that, although trans people do not always have access to space within that institution, or the ability to participate in the lives of those communities, there is nevertheless something about our vocation that must be realised within these institutional and communal contexts. While it is unrealistic to say that trans people are obliged to participate in a church community or the institutional life of the Church—something that will not be possible for many, not least because of the Church’s current limitations—this still means that we cannot fully answer our vocation without doing so.
With similar potential difficulty, the paper also notes that synodality cuts both ways, and encountering the Church in order to bring it beyond its limitations means encountering it as potentially bringing us beyond our limitations, too. Many trans readers might find themselves inadvertently bristling at this idea, because it evokes the spectre of religious attempts to detransition us. Note however that it does not necessarily mean this—there are many things we can learn from others, and the paper is not prescriptive here. The paper also notes that, were the Church to overcome its limitations around us, then the social conditions that produce transness would change. In this way, transness and we as trans people would be changed too.
Finally, the paper concludes with a hopeful statement: if this process is ultimately one of God’s love leading us to fulfilment, then it is not wholly down to us to see it through. Rather, our task is to put ourselves at the service of this love, and to trust in God. This doesn’t mean surrendering all responsibility to actually do stuff, and certainly not to abandon fighting for our liberation. But it does mean that everything we do can be undergirded by hope.
Part 4—where does trans theology fit into Pope Leo’s church?
(and indeed the world more generally!)
I wrote this paper while Francis was pope but we are in a new era and, as someone far more cynical than I am once said, “there’s nothing deader than a dead pope”.
Obviously even in Pope Francis’ time, the vision of this paper was not exactly fulfilled! That’s alright—only the most narcissistic academic would expect a single paper to bring about a sea-change in a global organisation with over a billion members. On the other hand, it embodies and expresses a hope: that the Catholic church has resources for thinking through its place in the world and the place of people within it that can continue to move it towards justice. I do genuinely think that Francis provided some of these resources, not least in the ways I’ve outlined in this lecture, and it falls to us after his time to realise them.
Of course, these are not easy times to do so. Far right politics are ascendant around the globe, with the kinds of anti-gender ideologies that Francis himself subscribed to in his reaction against “gender theory” being a cornerstone of them. If you read the extra reading for the Ford session, you will know how these emerged in no small part from specifically Catholic politics. Hence there is a certain irony to the fact that the Church finds itself struggling with the far right today around things like refugees and climate change: today’s political developments are in many respects some unwelcome chickens coming home to roost.
I personally think trans theology is especially vital in this context. Maybe it has an apologetic role to play, although you doubtless all have your own perspectives on the effectiveness of these sorts of approaches. Mainly, however, I think that trans theology has a role to play in articulating a view of what a given tradition can be, were it not to be what it is today: something to be discovered after  people have decided a change is needed, and which can inform them in how they conceive of that need. 
This is especially vital in a Christian context: Christianity plays a major role in the contemporary far right scene, in part emerging out of the way various religious communities try to negotiate or understand their relationship to the world around them. We saw various aspects of this in weeks two through to four. The rise of the far right represents the failure of this process. It therefore brings a challenge to rethink what the Church is in the world today—a challenge to which trans theology, which defies theopolitical transphobia, necessarily rises. This paper was an attempt to do so.
Aspects of this situation are specific to particular traditions. First, each tradition has its own specific history in relation to these issues, raising specific problems and challenges in turn, while demanding specific methods and approaches in formulating responses. We’ve seen this in weeks two and three along with this one, where Catholic concerns about natural law or the relationship between nature and technology have explicitly shaped the texts. You might also consider whether any tradition-specific factors have more implicitly shaped the others, too.
This paper also asks Catholic trans people to think through our investment in the Catholic Church. It seeks to account for our place in the Church—something that non-Catholics may not see as valuable, or even see as something that should be rejected. Part of this means thinking through our relationship to an institution structured by various kinds of authority, and shaped by various ideas of what it means to participate in its life. The paper itself argues for quite active participation, and in a way that raises issues for trans people inasmuch as we are often excluded from this.
In this respect, it also reflects my own investments. I am a cautious, highly conflict-averse person who likes to be part of something rather than the centre of attention (this outgoing personality you see me teaching with is kind of an act, although one that is second nature to me now). I might even say that I am authoritarian-minded, in that I instinctively fear and defer to authority. I also found and continue to find God in the Catholic Church, which gives me ties to the community and institution: I came to faith while studying Catholicism, learned to be a Christian from Catholics, and have a spirituality that very much revolves around the sacraments—so my faith is Catholic in an integral way. Correspondingly, there is a part of me that wishes I could just be a part of the Church in a relatively non-conflictual way.
However, as a trans person and someone who tries to have solidarity with other groups who are marginalised by the Church, I don’t really get to be that kind of Catholic. Plus I think the world we live in requires us to take a bit more of a critical perspective towards institutions and authorities in general than this sort of approach involves. In this context, I often find myself sympathising with more radical and conflictual approaches. 
This paper might be seen as me trying to mediate these aspects of myself via a theology whereby the Church can embrace more radical challenges to itself as an integral part of its life. In this respect, it might be read alongside a later piece of mine that might be read as a companion to this one, which develops its critique of Francis and thinks through the issue more from a general Catholic rather than specifically trans perspective. I’ll upload this as an extra reading in case anyone is interested. You might want to consider how successful I’ve been in this—how open to challenge is the Catholicism of today’s reading? And is this sufficient? Alternatively, how Catholic is this vision ultimately in light of its openness to challenge?
Another dimension to this is the relationship between Catholicism and transness that is navigated in the paper. I also converted early on in my transition, and my transness and my Catholicism made one another intelligible to me: transness taught me what it means to be liberated, redeemed, and created as an embodied creature. Catholicism taught me about the transcendent dimension to these concepts, which gives them their weight. The two cannot be separated out for me—I literally don’t think I could be Catholic without being trans, or trans at least in the way that I am without being Catholic. Reading back through the paper in order to write this lecture, I was struck by how much it reflects this—after all, isn’t the core argument essentially that we can understand transness through Catholicism, and that transness can help Catholicism to understand itself in turn? And this makes sense—it, along with the companion piece I mentioned a moment ago, are kind of re-writes of the core idea of my PhD thesis, which I wrote shortly after both transitioning and converting! (don’t read my thesis though, it’s terrible). You might want to consider how this week’s reading presents this relationship: is it an idea that you find compelling? Is there anything it misses?
Part 5—questions
Congratulations! You’ve made it to the end of the taught part of the course! Take a look now at the reading. As mentioned in the introduction to this lecture, I picked this essay because of what it illustrates, not because this is some kind of ego trip for me. You’re not expected to agree with it, and I invite you to be as critical as you think it deserves! As you tear it apart(!), I’d like you to consider the following questions:
1) Does transness have an eschatological significance? What is the significance of thinking about transness in this way?
2) Is the place this paper finds for trans people in the Catholic church a good one?
3) To what extent might this paper’s understanding of the role of trans people speak beyond the Catholic church?
4) What is the role of trans theology?
