FIRST PAPER

| was at the GA this year and found this debate fascinating and disturbing. The core of
the debate revolves around what should happen if ministers choose to bless (in some
way) Civil Partnerships. Thus the debate was not about the rights and wrongs of civil
partnerships, nor about homosexuality, but was about the law of the church. Gordon
Kennedy saw this clearly but others were all too willing to switch the debate to the gay
issue and normally in an emotive manner.

Should the church stop ministers from doing what they feel is right?

It would be so easy to say that ministers should do what they feel is right and many
ministers do that anyway in other spheres (myself included!). But this is no ordinary
situation because, lurking in the background, is the whole debate on gay marriage. The
gay lobby will stop at nothing less than the church recognising and blessing same sex
partnerships as being equivalent to marriage.
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debate and the door may never close again. Therefore it is important to defeat this
Overture when it comes to Presbyteries. | would advise the following lines of debate :
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whomsoever they wish? We already have a parallel situation in Baptism.
Ministers are not free to baptise on request. There are rules laid down.
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with a unified voice to the Scottish people. They should know where we stand.
For some to bless and others to refuse to bless (which they certainly will) leads
to confusion.

3. The message we wish to give the people is not a negative one. For me this is the
salient point. We positively speak of the value of marriage of one man to one
woman. This is what is declared in the bible. No other relationship is declared
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live together as if married) has led to scriptural texts being bandied about in an
unseemly and unhelpful way. We stand for what God has made clear; that for
this purpose man and woman will leave parents and be made one flesh. Every
moment we spend on the negative we detract from the positive.

5. Having presented the positive argument we can then go on to argue that the
people of Scotland and even more so the people of our Kirk need to hear a clear
positive message that this is what the church offers; this is what we stand for;
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church law and the only conclusion that will be drawn from an acceptance of this
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6.

In sticking to this positive approach | think we should expose emotional
argument as unhelpful (and there was plenty of that at the GA!)

One last thought! We have a committee working on this very topic and
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now. This has all been the wrong way round. Law should follow the outcome of
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the overture leaves the way open for proper debate on the whole subject of Civil
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SECOND PAPER

When my Presbytery comes to vote on the Overture Anent Civil Partnerships | shall be
voting against it. There are four reasons why.

1. Scripture.

Christians have always regarded the Old Testament documents as revealing the mind,
the will of God in a uniquely authoritative way. Witness how the Lord Jesus combated
temptation with scripture (Matthew 4). Likewise, the early Church quickly accorded the
documents of the New Testament with the same weight (note the intriguing little
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From start to finish the Bible unequivocally endorses only one expression of sexual

activityt between one man and one woman within marriage. Any other expression of
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adulterous sex, polygamy or homosexual sex. The Lord Jesus, in Matthew 19, makes

that crystal clear.

This is not a matter of plucking a few obscure texts from the dusty nooks and crannies of
the Law of Moses. This is fundamental to a Biblical understanding of human sexuality.

The one passage | would cite would be 1Corinithians 6v.9-11, where the Apostle Paul
lists the kind of sinful lives the Corinthian Christians used to live. Among other things he
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The glorious thing is that through faith in the Lord Jesda/ KNI ff (Kl (K ROK-y35RYA did
you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus
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Since civil partnerships are specifically aimed at providing the homosexual community
with marriage-type rights, it is clear to me that to mark a civil partnership with a
religious ceremony would be to endorse a relationship which Scripture does not
approve.

2. The Worldwide Church.

The vast majority of the world church still adheres to a scriptural view of homosexuality,
including the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Churches. Our nearest
relations, the United Free Church and the Presbyterian Church of Ireland, have refused
countenance religious ceremonies marking a civil partnership. If our Presbyteries
approve the overture it will inevitably put a strain on our relationships with them and
with other Reformed Churches in Africa, Asia and South America.



We are all aware of the divisions the homosexual debate has created in the worldwide
Anglican Communion. The House of Bishops of the Church of England issued a pastoral
statement following the passing of the Civil Partnership Act. It is worth noting that they
exclusively within marriage. They refused to authorize any public liturgy in connection
with the registering of civil partnerships. And they have told Anglican clergy that they
must not provide a service of blessing for those who register a civil partnership. It
makes me wonder why our own Legal Questions Committee felt it necessary to try to
rush through ecclesiastical legislation, citing the necessity of civil law.
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and promote unity with other Churches. | believe that if this overture is enacted it will
jeopardise our relationships with other Churches.

3. Pastoral.
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they are trying to resist? It is particularly disturbing that the Act would permit another
minister or deacon to conduct such a ceremony in my parish, undermining my ministry
to celibate homosexuals.

4. Gospel.

The Church is most effective when it refuses to bend to the prevailing wind. Society, not
theology, is the impetus behind this overture. Yet, society respects (not necessarily
loves) the Church more when we are prophetically counter-cultural. The more we
adopt the attitudes of society around us, the less distinctive we are, and people have
fewer reasons to pay us heed or join us. The Gospel of Grace demands that we offer the
people of Scotland an alternative life-style, an alternative Lord.

For all these reasons | will be voting against the overture. If it is passed by the
Presbyteries we will be members of a very different Church of Scotland, with a different
relationship to Scripture, the World Church, our parishes and our society. | sincerely
hope that does not happen.



THIRD PAPER

Civil Partnerships

Two main reasons seem to be offered in favour of approving the Overture anent civil
partnerships. They are arguments which need to be weighed against the formidable
battery of reasons why the Overture should not be approved, which can be listed as
follows:

1.

The Overture would allow ministers who so choose to bless an activity ¢same-
sex sexual relationships ¢ which is clearly ruled out by Scripture. Despite

stubborn efforts to prove otherwise, the teaching of Scripture is clear, that
same-sex sexual union is contrary to the will of God, irrespective of the people

who engage in it.

The Overture would thereby defy the consensus of the very great majority of

the Christian church over 2000 years and throughout the world.
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including some with which it has had historic partnerships.

The Overture would effect a massive change in the doctrinal and ethical position

of the Church on grounds advanced solely by its Legal Questions committee,

which looks like procedural sleight of hand to avoid the full-scale biblical and

theological debate which such a momentous issue deserves. It is difficult to see

how civil partnerships can be kept out of the manse if the Church has agreed

that they can be blessed.

The Overture would provoke divisions in the Church ¢ indeed, its whole purpose
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phrase) among the personnel and parishes of the Church, although the

committee fails to face up to the fuller implications of this divide (on which see

below).

Against these powerful arguments which must lead to disapproval of the Overture, what
have its proposers got to say in its favour? There seem only two reasons advanced:

1.

The first reason is that the Church should follow the civil law. It is nothing short
of astonishing that a church with the history of the Church of Scotland should be
asked supinely to fall into line with civil law, inspired by principles which have
nothing to do with the Word of God in Scripture which is our rule of faith and
life. If the Legal Questions committee had been in existence at the time there
would surely have been no Reformation in the sixteenth century and no
Disruption in the nineteenth ¢ to name just the two most distinguished events in
which the Kirk acted in defiance of the legal status quo in obedience to the Word
of God. The Overture is the proposal of committee minds deliberating in their
legal rather than their Christian identities.



2. The second reason is that the freedom of conscience of ministers and deacons
who want to be free to bless civil partnerships must be ring-fenced whatever the
cost. It is a modern heresy to elevate the individual conscience above the clear
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conscience is breathtaking ¢ and apparently has allowed it to ignore not only the
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old and world-wide consensus against approving them. What the implications of
giving such pride of place to conscience might be ought at least to be considered
in advance. There will have to be equal freedom of conscience for ministers, kirk
sessions and congregations who will refuse to have personnel who indulge in
blessing civil partnerships functioning as, for example, interim moderators or
Quinquennial visitation teams ¢ or even (heaven forbid!) for congregations who
will refuse to have their stewardship offerings going to support ministries which
so flagrantly flout Scripture by blessing same-sex partnerships, let alone by living
In a same-sex partnership. The committee in fact draws the parallel in
misleading terms: it is not simply a divide between those who want to and those
who do not want to bless civil partnerships but much more deeply between
those who want to do so and those who believe tolerating such action is gravely
dishonouring to God and to his Word in Scripture (neither God nor Scripture is
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open a huge can of worms which can lead only to contentious divisions with
consequences only partly foreseeable.



