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On not being convinced – A review of the
report from the Theological Forum of the
Church of Scotland.

Martin Davie • April 24, 2017

The questions raised by the report

The Theological Forum of the Church of Scotland exists to provide
theological support for other Church of Scotland committees and for
its General Assembly and to ‘produce reports of its own for matters
which arise in the Church.’
Its latest report, entitled ‘An approach to the theology of same-sex
marriage’ has been released this week.2 It concludes that the Forum
‘does not believe there are sufficient theological grounds to deny no-
minated individual ministers and deacons the authority to preside
at same-sex marriages.’(3(c))3
In line with this conclusion the General Assembly is being asked to
‘Instruct the Legal Questions Committee to undertake a study of the
matters which would require to be addressed in any new legislation
permitting Ministers and Deacons to officiate at same-sex marriage
ceremonies, with a view to presenting a Report to the 2018 General
Assembly.’ (Proposed Deliverance 5) In plain terms, what this means
is theGeneral Assembly asking for an immediate start to bemade on
the work needed to introduce same-sex marriages in the Church of
Scotland.

1 https://mbarrattdavie.wordpress.com/2017/04/24/
on-not-being-convinced-a-review-of-the-report-from-the-theological-forum-of-the-church-of-scotland/

2 It can be found on the Church of Scotland web site at: http:
//www.churchofscotland.org.uk/news_and_events/news/
recent/Latest_report_from_Theological_Forum_published

3 Figures in brackets refer to the paragraph numbers in the report.
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The conclusion reached by the Theological Forum goes against the
Churchof Scotland’s traditional understanding ofmarriage as set out
in Chapter XXIV of the Westminster Confession of 1646 which decla-
res:

’Marriage is between one man and one woman: neither is it lawful
for any man to have more than one wife, nor for any woman to have
more than one husband at the same time.

Marriage was ordained for the mutual help of husband and wife; for
the increase of mankind with a legitimate issue, and of the Church
with an holy seed; and for preventing of uncleanness.’

Clearly if marriage is between ‘one man and one woman’ then there
can be no such thing as same-sexmarriage. It would be a contradicti-
on in terms like a square triangle or a true falsehood. Only if this de-
finition of marriage is broadened to include relationships between
one and one man, or one woman and one woman, would it be pos-
sible to accept that there could be same-sex marriages and that it
might be right to allow Church of Scotland ministers the authority
to preside at them.

Thequestions that therefore arises arewhat argumentsdoes theThe-
ological Forumput forward for broadening theChurch’s definition of
marriage to include relationships between two people of the same
sex and are these arguments convincing?4

Part 1 of the report

Part 1 of the Forum’s report looks at biblical interpretation under the
heading ‘The Use of Scripture.’ This part sets out what it calls ‘more

4 It has been suggested thatwhat the report is arguing for is retaining theChurch
of Scotland’s current doctrine of marriage while still allowing ministers to offi-
ciate at the weddings of same-sex couples. This is not what the report argues.
It proposes a change in the Church’s current understanding ofmarriage to one
that would retain the idea of ‘Consent within a covenanted relationship bet-
ween two persons’ (3b), but would not hold that those two people have to be
a man and a woman.
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conservative’ and more inclusive’ approaches to the use of Scripture
in the debate over same-sex marriage.
For example, in paragraphs 1.4-1.5 it argues that there are two key
‘more inclusive’ arguments:
’The first is to say that Scriptural condemnations of same-sex sexual
activitywere framed in cultural contexts very different fromour own
and referred to individual acts rather than committed and faithful
people willing to enshrine their relationships in vows before God.
As committed and faithful partnerships between equal persons of
the same sex were largely unknown in the ancient world, neither
St. Paul nor any other biblical writer could have had such partner-
ships in mind when they condemned same-sex sexual activity.
Another more inclusive argument in favour of same sex relations-
hips rests on a distinction between the written text of Scripture and
the living Word of God, the latter being associated with Jesus Christ
who speaks to us in our hearts and consciences. According to this ar-
gument, we owe our allegiance to Jesus Christ the Word made flesh
rather than adherence to the literal words of Scripture, and, for that
reason, if people believe that Jesus is nowcalling theChurch to a new
understanding of how faithfulness may be displayed in human rela-
tionships, this should be taken seriously as a contemporary form of
obedience.’
It then goes on in paragraph 1.6 to argue that ‘more conservative ar-
guments’:
‘…rest on a different set of interpretive rules. For them, once it is as-
certained that the biblical writers intended to condemn same-sex
acts, the only appropriate response for the Church to make is to de-
clare such activity to be contrary to God’s intention for humanity,
and thus prohibit same-sex marriage.’
As the report sees it, underlying these opposing arguments are two
different approaches to the authority of Scripture. It declares in pa-
ragraphs 1.8-1.9:
‘For those adopting a more conservative perspective, the authority
of Scripture rests in obeying the words of its text. These words we-
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re given by God through the scribes and prophets and transmitted
faithfully by Israel until they could be written down.We abide by the
authority of Jesus Christ speaking in Scripture by correctly ascertai-
ning what Scripture’s words meant in their original context, before
conforming our doctrine and practice to them. It is not our duty to
ascertain _why _God, speaking through the biblical writers, issued
these commands, but only to ascertain the meaning of those com-
mands and act upon them.
Thosewho adopt amore inclusive perspective also believe in the au-
thority of Jesus Christ speaking in the Scriptures, and they also seek
to understand the meaning of the words in their original context.
What distinguishes them from more conservative readers, however,
is their belief that Scripture’smeaning is somewhatwider than parti-
cular words themselves. In order to understand a biblical command,
we must not only understand the meaning of the words in their ori-
ginal context, but also understand themanyways inwhich Scripture
tells us a developing story in which believing Gentiles were also in-
vited to join the People of God. In the present context, this means
asking what Paul meant when he declared that in Christ we are nei-
ther Jew nor Greek, neither male nor female, neither slave nor free.’
The report suggests that it would be a mistake to try to settle the ar-
gument between these two approacheswith ‘a ‘victory’ for one parti-
cular perspective.’ in its view ‘a wise and faithful reading of the Bible’
requires both approaches. (1.11)
It also suggests that we need to remember that God can also speak to
us outside Scripture and that in particular ‘there are timeswhenGod
speaks to us through the cries of God’s people who long for inclusion
and dignity.’ (1.12)
There are three problems with this part of the report as a theological
basis for broadening the definition of marriage.
First, it misrepresents the difference between the conservative and
inclusive approaches to Scripture. It is simply not the case that those
on the conservative side of the debate about marriage and sexuali-
ty do not think it appropriate to explore the reasons for God’s com-
mands or that they focus on individual texts at the expense of con-
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sidering the overall biblical story. See, for example, Stanley Grenz
Welcoming but not affirming (Westminster John Knox, 1998), Chris-
topherWestTheology of theBodyExplained (Veritas 2008) andGlynn
Harrison A Better Story (IVP 2016) as three among numerous texts
that give the lie to this idea.
Secondly, although, aswehave seen, it argues that itwouldbeamista-
ke to grant ‘victory’ to either a conservative or an inclusive approach,
in reality a decision has to be made between them in terms of what
to believe and how to act. If one side says marriage can only be bet-
ween two people of the opposite sex and the other says it can also be
between two people of the same sex then a choice has to be made
as to which is right and what the Church should therefore permit.
‘Victory’ has to be granted to one side or the other.
The problem is that Part 1 gives no guidance at all as to how to deci-
de which side should be granted victory. It may be the case, as para-
graph 1.13 claims, that those on both sides of the debate ‘all esteem
the living voice of Jesus Christ speaking in the Scriptures’ and that
the difference is about ‘how these Scriptures are to be heard today.’
What Part 1 does not tells us, however, is on what basis we should
decide how the Scriptures should be heard today when people inter-
pret them differently.
How do we decide between legitimate and illegitimate interpreta-
tions of Scripture? The report does not say and because it does not
say it provides no basis for saying that the conclusion that the report
itself reaches is the right one.
Thirdly, Part 1 does not tell us what it means in terms of the debate
about marriage to affirm that ‘God speaks to us through the cries of
God’s people who long for inclusion and dignity.’ What the report
presumably means is that God is saying that we should give heed to
the cries of these people that they should be granted inclusion and
dignity. However, it does not logically follow that in order to include
people with same-sex attraction in the corporate life of the Church
and wider society and to treat them with dignity we have to allow
them to marry someone of their own sex.
In order to establish this point it would be necessary to show that
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same-sex marriage is an integral part of inclusion and dignity. The
report nowhere attempts to show this and so its argument that God
speaks through the cries of those longing for inclusion and dignity
does not lead to the report’s conclusion that we should accept same-
sex marriage.

Part 2 of the report

Part 2 of the report looks at three types of arguments for same-sex
marriage. These are:

(A) Arguments based on understandings of human rights
(B) Analogical arguments which try to build outwards from tradi-

tional understandings of marriage
(C) Fully theological arguments for the admissibility of same-sex

marriage. (2.1)

Human rights arguments

In section 2.2 the report briefly summarises the development of the
tradition of human rights in theWesternworld from the time of Con-
stantine onwards and the criticisms of human rights theory offered
by theAmericanmoral theologian StanleyHauerwas and theRoman
Catholic legal scholar Helen Alvares.
At the end of the section the report then declares that:
‘This tradition provides one layer of an argument and from it we
become more aware of discrimination and our failure to treat each
other even-handedly. We recognise that as a Church we have often
failed to recognise and protect the identity and Christian vocation of
gay people and believe that the Church as a whole should acknow-
ledge its faults.’ (2.2.7)
This declaration fails to support the conclusion reachedby the report
for two reasons.
First, the report fails to explain how the Western tradition of hu-
man rightswhich it has summarised leads to the recognition that the
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Church has ‘failed to recognise and protect the identity and Christi-
an vocation of gay people.’ What is the evidence that supports this
claim? The report does not say and therefore provides no basis for
accepting that this claim is true.5
Secondly, even if one does accept that the claim is true and that the
Church needs to acknowledge its past failures in its treatment of gay
people it does not follow that the proper response to this is an ac-
ceptance of same-sex marriage. This only follows if it is in fact the
case that being able to marry someone of the same sex is a necessa-
ry corollary of recognising and protecting the identity of gay people
and enabling them to fulfil their Christian vocation. Once again the
report does not explain why we should believe that this is the case.

Analogical arguments

In section 2.3 the report draws on the work of the American Roman
Catholic Scholar Professor Jean Porter as set out in her paper ‘The
Natural Law and Innovative Forms of Marriage: A Reconsideration.’6
DrawingonPorter’s expertise on theworkof St. ThomasAquinas and
medieval moral theology in general, the section surveys the histori-
cal development of Christian thinking about marriage and suggests
that wemay be able to see an analogy between the extension of mar-
riage to those who are unable to have children and its extension to
those of the same sex. It argues that marriage:
‘…is more than simply the sexual act and it becomes clearer that
though marriage has a paradigmatic form, this need not necessarily
prevent extending the term to a group of other unions which cannot
fulfil the reproductive purpose but can embody other aims of the in-
stitution. ‘Marriage’ is already extended to heterosexual coupleswho

5 Thismeans that the report fails toprovide any reason for theGeneralAssembly
to accept point 4 of the ProposedDeliverancewhich invites theChurch ‘to take
stock of its history of discrimination at different levels and in different ways
against gay people and to apologise individually and corporately and seek to
do better.’

6 Jean Porter, ‘The Natural Law and Innovative Forms of Marriage: A Reconside-
ration.,’ Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics , 30, 2 (2010), pp. 79-9.7
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know they cannot have children. We do this because we know that
marriage is more than a framework for legitimate genital acts. It is
also a framework for supporting the mutual and publicly declared
love between two people. Just as it would be unjust to deny use of
the term ‘marriage’ to people past childbearing, so it can seem un-
just to deny the term ‘marriage’ to same-sex couples who intend to
fulfil most of the range of ‘marriage’s’ purposes.’ (2.3.22-2.3.24)

The problem with this argument is that it fails to take into account
the point made by Sherif Girgis, Robert George and Ryan Anderson
in their 2011 paper ‘What Is Marriage?’ They point out that marriage
as it has been traditionally understood in line with the teaching of
Genesis 1 and 2 is a form of relationship that can encompass infertile
couples, but cannot encompass couples of the same sex.

Theybegin their argumentbynoting thatmarriage is auniquely com-
prehensive form of relationship:

‘Marriage is distinguished from every other form of friendship inas-
much as it is comprehensive. It involves a sharing of lives and resour-
ces, and a union ofminds andwills—hence, among other things, the
requirement of consent for forming a marriage. But on the conjugal
view, it also includes organic bodily union. This is because the body
is a real part of the person, not just his costume, vehicle, or property.
Humanbeings are not properly understood as non-bodily persons—
minds, ghosts, consciousnesses—that inhabit and use non personal
bodies. After all, if someone ruins your car, he vandalizes your pro-
perty, but if he amputates your leg, he injures you. Because the body
is an inherent part of the human person, there is a difference in kind
between vandalism and violation; between destruction of property
and mutilation of bodies. Likewise, because our bodies are truly as-
pects of us as persons, any union of two people that did not involve
organic bodily union would not be comprehensive—it would leave
out an important part of each person’s being. Because persons are
body‐mind composites, a bodily union extends the relationship of
two friends along an entirely new dimension of their being as per-
sons. If two people want to unite in the comprehensive way proper
tomarriage, theymust (among other things) unite organically—that
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is, in the bodily dimension of their being.’7

They then go on to argue that organic union can only achieved if two
bodies unite for a common biological purpose and the only candida-
te that fits the bill is coitus oriented to sexual reproduction:

‘…for two individuals to unite organically, and thus bodily, their bo-
dies must be coordinated for some biological purpose of the whole.
That sort of union is impossible in relation to functions such as di-
gestion and circulation, for which the human individual is by nature
sufficient. But individual adults are naturally incomplete with res-
pect to one biological function: sexual reproduction. In coitus, but
not in other forms of sexual contact, a man and a woman’s bodies
coordinate by way of their sexual organs for the common biological
purpose of reproduction. They perform the first step of the complex
reproductive process. Thus, their bodies become, in a strong sense,
one—they are biologically united, and donotmerely rub together—
in coitus (and only in coitus), similarly to the way in which one’s
heart, lungs, and other organs form a unity: by co‐ordinating for the
biological good of thewhole. In this case, thewhole ismade up of the
man and woman as a couple, and the biological good of that whole
is their reproduction.’8

This kind of organic union can be achieved, they note, in sexual acts
between men and women that do not lead to conception. However,
they cannot be achieved in sexual acts between two people of the
same sex:

‘…this union occurs even when conception, the bodily good toward
which sexual intercourse as a biological function is oriented, does
not occur. In other words, organic bodily unity is achieved when a
manandwomancoordinate to performanact of the kind that causes
conception. This act is traditionally called the act of generation or
the generative act; if (and only if) it is a free and loving expression of
the spouses’ permanent and exclusive commitment, then it is also a
marital act.

7 SGirgis, R PGeorge andRTAnderson, ‘What ismarriage?’TheHarvard Journal
of Law and Public Policy, Vol 34, No 1, Winter 2011, p.253.

8 Ibid, p.254.
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Because interpersonal unions are valuable in themselves, and not
merely as means to other ends, a husband and wife’s loving bodi-
ly union in coitus and the special kind of relationship to which it
is integral are valuable whether or not conception results and even
when conception is not sought. But two men or two women cannot
achieve organic bodily union since there is no bodily good or func-
tion toward which their bodies can coordinate, reproduction being
the only candidate.9 This is a clear sense in which their union can-
not be marital, if marital means comprehensive and comprehensive
means, among other things, bodily.’10
They summarise their argument by providing a sporting analogy to
illustrate the point they are making:
‘…peoplewho canunite bodily can be spouseswithout children, just
as people who can practice baseball can be team‐mates without vic-
tories on the field. Although marriage is a social practice that has its
basic structure by nature whereas baseball is wholly conventional,
the analogy highlights a crucial point: Infertile couples and winless
baseball teams bothmeet the basic requirements for participating in
the practice (conjugal union; practicing and playing the game) and
retain their basic orientation to the fulfillment of that practice (bea-
ring and rearing children; winning games), even if that fulfillment is
never reached. On the other hand, same‐sex partnerships, whatever
their moral status, cannot be marriages because they lack any essen-
tial orientation to children: They cannot be sealed by the generative
act.’11
This argument by Girgis, George and Anderson shows why the argu-
ment put forward in the report that it is unjust to extend marriage to
infertile couples but not to same-sex couples falls down. Just as it is
9 Footnote 16 notes that pleasure cannot fit the bill: ‘Pleasure cannot play this

role for several reasons. The good must be truly common and for the couple
as a whole, but pleasures (and, indeed, any psychological good) are private
and benefit partners, if at all, only individually. The good must be bodily, but
pleasures are aspects of experience. The goodmust be inherently valuable, but
pleas-ures are not as such good in themselves—witness, for example, sadistic
pleasures.’

10 Ibid, pp.254-255.
11 Ibid, p. 257.

10



not unjust to say that peoplewho are physically incapable of the phy-
sical activity involved cannot play baseball, so it is not unjust to say
that same-sex couples cannot marry because same-sex couples are
inherently incapable of the organic bodily union oriented towards
procreation which is at the heart of marriage. In terms of the langu-
age used in the book of Genesis the two cannot become ‘one flesh’
(Genesis 2:24).

Theological Arguments

In the final section of part 2 the report turns towhat it calls ‘themore
thoroughgoing theological argument’ (2.4.2) presented by Professor
Robert Song of the University of Durham in his 2014 book Covenant
and Calling.12
The report notes that Song contends that the coming of Jesus ‘re-
situates’ marriage:
Song argues that with Jesus, the entire notion of what it means to be
human, to flourish, to live in relationship with God and our neigh-
bours, is reoriented. ‘[F]ull humanity, full participation in the ima-
ging of God, is possible without marriage, without procreation, in-
deedwithout being sexually active.’ He argues that thoughonemight
think that the neweschatological order in Jesusmight erase the crea-
ted order, this is not so. He thinks in terms of resituating, not erasure.
But ‘marriage no longer carries the aura of inevitability.’
Jesus himself spoke about the need for new wine being placed in
new wine bottles, and the impracticality of stitching new unshrunk
cloth onto an old garment. These are images not of erasure but of
resituating. Song writes, ‘The coming of Christ resituates marriage.
Not only does it make it evident that marriage may not be grounded
un-theologically outside an understanding of God’s covenant relati-
onship with us, it also bursts the seams of marriage and points to a
new eschatological order in which marrying and giving in marriage,
and therefore procreation, are no longer part.’ (2.4.8-2.4.9)

12 Robert Song, Covenant and Calling: Towards a Theology of Same -Sex Relations-
hips, London: SCM, 2014,
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The report then goes on to suggest that the notion of marriage being
re-situated allows us to consider the possibility of non-procreative
unions (such as marriages between two people of the same sex).
‘We have seen with Jean Porter that marriages may have meaning
apart from procreation. Song’s notion of eschatological re-situating
allows us to reconsider same sex unions in amore strictly theological
way. In creation, the purpose ofmale and femalewas for procreation.
So, within that mind-set, sexual differentiation was for procreation.
But if procreation is not now essential for the growth of the Kingdom
of God and has in a sense been eclipsed, it is possible to consider
unionswhich are not procreative, butwhich still bearwitness toGod
as they echo God’s faithfulness and therefore God’s holiness.’ (2.4.10)
The report acknowledges that it might be objected:
‘…that if the coming of Christ opened up a new appraisal for non-
procreative unions and so for covenanted sexual unions between
persons of the same sex, then Paul might have been expected to ha-
ve understood this rather than affirming the Genesis understanding
of gender and sexuality in his condemnation of same-sex acts in Ro-
mans 1.’ (2.4.14)
Its response to this objection is that:
‘…. God’s Word is found through as well as within Scripture, and Jes-
us himself promised that the Holy Spirit would lead the Church into
further understanding (cf. John 16: 13). It is thesenewunderstandings
that the General Assembly is attempting to discern in its considera-
tion of the issue of same-sex marriages.’
There are three problemswith this argument for same-sexmarriages
on the basis of Song’s idea of the re-situation of marriage.
Firstly, there is nothing in the gospels to suggest that the fact that
marriage as we know it13 will not exist in the world to come means
that what we are taught in Genesis about the nature and purpose of
marriage in this world no longer applies.

13 AsGlynnHarrisonnotes ’TheBible does not teach that therewill be nomarria-
ge in heaven. Rather it teaches that there will be one marriage in heaven- bet-
weenChrist and his bride, the church.ABetter Story, Kindle Edition, Loc.2086.
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It is true that in all three Synoptic Gospels Jesus is recorded as saying
that in God’s eternal kingdom ‘those accounted worthy to attain to
that age and to the resurrection from the dead neither marry nor
are given in marriage, for they cannot die anymore, because they are
equal to angels and are sons of God, being sons of the resurrection’
(Luke 20:35-36//Matthew 22:30 andMark 12:25). It is explicitly stated
in these passages that there will be no marriage and from this fact,
and from the statement that those who have attained the kingdom
will be ‘like the angels’ as Matthew and Mark put it, it is inferred that
there will also be no procreation.

However, it is important to note that none of the three Synoptic pas-
sageswhich record this teaching of Jesus contain any suggestion that
the importance of marriage in this life should be regarded as less im-
portant because of what will be the case in the life of the world to
come. These passages are concerned with defending belief in the re-
surrection against the claim of the Sadducees that the Mosaic law
concerning Levirate marriage in Deuteronomy 25:5-10 showed that
resurrection was an impossible concept because it would involve,
amongother things, awife beingmarried to sevenmen simultaneous-
ly. What they are not concerned with is the status of marriage in this
life.

Jesus’ teaching about the nature and status of marriage in this life
is found in his teaching about divorce in Matthew 19:3-12 and Mark
10:2-12. In these passages he teaches that marriage as ordained by
God at creation, a permanent exclusive relationship between one
man and one woman, remains unchanged. There is no suggestion
that there is any change because of the coming of the kingdom.

Jesus also makes clear in Matthew 19 that the alternative to hetero-
sexual marriage is sexual abstinence (‘being a eunuch’). There is no
hint of any non-procreative same-sex alternative form of marriage.

Secondly, thenotion that procreation is not necessary ‘for the growth
of the kingdom of God’ is unconvincing. It is true that the coming
of God’s kingdom does not take place because people have children.
This is an ideawhich no one has ever suggested. The coming of God’s
kingdom takes place because Jesus becomes incarnate and dies and
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rises for the salvation of the world.
However, this does not mean that procreation lacks eschatological
significance. The promise toAbraham that hewill have innumerable
descendants (Genesis 15:5) is fulfilled in two key ways. It is fulfilled
through conversion when those who are adults decide to become
members of God’s people and thus citizens of God’s kingdom. It is
also fulfilledwhen Christian parents beget childrenwho are brought
up to know and love God and become citizens of God’s kingdom as
a result.
The latter point iswhat is implied in theWestminsterConfessionwhen
it talks about one of the purposes of marriage being to provide the
Church ‘with an holy seed.’ This says that the point of Christians ha-
ving children is to beget the next generation of the Church and thus
further populate the kingdom. The same point is made more expan-
sively in the homily ‘Of the State of Matrimony’ in the Church of En-
gland’s Second Book of Homilies. It declares that one of the purposes
for which marriage is ordained is:
‘…that the Church of God and his kingdom,might by this kind of life,
be conserved and enlarged, not only in that God giveth children, by
his blessing, but also, in that they be brought up by their parents god-
ly, in the knowledge of God’s word, that this knowledge of God, and
true religion, might be delivered by succession, from one to another,
that finally many might enjoy that everlasting immortality.’14
The argument that procreation within marriage is unimportant in
relation to the growth of the kingdomofGod is thusmistaken. Chris-
tian marriages are one of the main means by which the kingdom is
populated.
The converse is also true. As Mary Eberstadt argues in her bookHow
theWest Really Lost God, a good case can be made out for saying that
the decline of the Church in the West has been the result of the col-
lapse of traditional family structures. As she puts it ‘family decline
in turn helps to power religious decline.’15 What this means is that

14 Ian Robinson (ed), The Homilies, Bishopstone: Brynmill/Preservation Press,
2006, p.363.

15 MaryEberstadt,HowtheWestReally LostGod,WestConshohocken: Templeton
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those who are really interested in the growth of the kingdom of God
should be seeking to support and encourage the traditional fami-
ly and in particular the importance of having children rather than
downplaying their significance.
Thirdly, there is nothing objectionable in principle in the argument
that the Holy Spirit guides the Church through the witness of Scrip-
ture to discern truths that are not contained in Scripture itself. Scrip-
ture does not address every specific issue and situation which the
Church faces during the course of its history and so the Church re-
quires guidance by the Spirit which goes beyond what Scripture ex-
plicitly says although in accordance with it.16
However, in any given case it needs to be shown that the Church is
actually being guided to discern truth. This means a persuasive case
needs to be made out as to why what we know on the basis of Scrip-
ture leads us to view a new issue or situation in one way rather than
another. In relation to the issue of same-sex marriage a case would
need to bemade out as towhy thewitness of Scripture leads us to be-
lieve that the Church should celebrate same-sex marriages in those
jurisdictions, such as Scotland,where they are legal. Aswehave seen,
the report fails to make out such a case. The report fails to show that
there is anything at all in Scripture that points us in this direction.
The report also fails to engage at all with the detailed biblical argu-
ments against the acceptance of same-sex relationships contained
in section 7 of the 2013 report of the Church of Scotland’s Theologi-
cal Commission on Same-Sex Relationships and the Ministry.17

Conclusion

In this paper we have looked at the arguments put forward by the
Church of Scotland’s Theological Forum for broadening the Church’s
definition of marriage to include relationships between two people

Press, 2013, Introduction.
16 Richard Hooker’s The Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity develops this point in detail.
17 Theological Commission on Same-Sex Relationships and the Ministry, Edin-

burgh: APS Group, 2013, Section 7.
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of the same sex. What we have discovered is that none of them is
convincing.
This means that the body of the report does not support its con-
clusion that the Church of Scotland should begin the process that
will lead to the authorisation of same-sex marriages in the Church
of Scotland. The General Assembly should reject this report and the
Deliverancebasedon it and should instead commission anew report
with the mandate to engage seriously with the biblical evidence set
out in section 7 of the 2013 report.
M B Davie 20.4.17
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