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TALKING POINTS FOR THE 
RECOMMENDATION ON MINISTRY POLICIES 

 

M-1. Because there is no consensus, our policy should be to not ban congregations from following 

their conscience. Lines 624-626 of the social statement say that the ELCA ―acknowledges that consen-

sus does not exist concerning how to regard same-gender committed relationships, even after many 

years of thoughtful, respectful, and faithful study and conversation.‖ The Recommendation on Ministry 

Policies is the right policy for this time of no consensus. Because the church lacks consensus, the fair 

response must be to end the policy restrictions that prevent congregations from holding same-gender 

couples publicly accountable and call people in them as ministers. It is not healthy to continue a restric-

tive policy when there is no consensus on the basis for the restrictions—particularly when thousands in 

this church have witnessed to the grief felt by same-gender couples and their families on account of our 

current policy. Hundreds of vocations in the ordained ministry have been obstructed or wasted. Where 

there is no consensus there should be no restriction. I urge this assembly to adopt all four resolutions of 

the Recommendation on Ministry Policies. In God’s house, there are many rooms, and the ELCA has 

room for the recognizing same-gender relationships and rostering people in one of them. 

 

M-2. Our current policy does not allow us as a church to fulfill our overwhelming churchwide 

commitment to live together faithfully. The ELCA holds up inclusiveness as an absolute value and 

speaks strongly about hospitality to the stranger. At four different Churchwide Assemblies – 1991, 1993, 

1999, and 2005 – the ELCA has affirmed that people in same-gender relationships are welcome into our 

life. But a policy of precluding a minister in a committed, same-gender relationship sends the very oppo-

site message to people very much in need of God’s Good News of inclusion. 

 

M-3. We need to adopt this resolution, because our current policies do not allow us to live faithful-

ly together. The 2005 Churchwide Assembly overwhelmingly committed this church to ―live together 

faithfully‖ in the midst of our disagreements. But policies that preclude the ministries of partnered gay 

or lesbian pastors are antithetical to that principle. People are not being given the chance to live together 

faithfully – they are being asked to shun each other instead. This does great harm to the body of the 

church. 

 

M-4. The ELCA’s statement of full welcome to gay and lesbian members of our church contra-

dicts the current policy of discrimination and exclusion. It is contradictory to say, ―We welcome you 

as an individual created by God to fully participate in the life of the congregation‖ while simultaneously 

dooming ministers in same-gender relationships to a life of loneliness. When we put ministers in the ter-

rible situation of having to choose between their calling to ministry and a faithful, loving commitment to 

a life-partner and to family life, we violate our deep Lutheran understandings of celibacy as a call heard 

by only a very few. 

 

M-5. The majority of synods have called for us to adopt the Recommendation on Ministry Policies. 
Thirty-three of the ELCA’s 65 synods have called for the passage of the Recommendation on Ministry 

Policies. Out of 52 synods that considered the question, only 12 opposed the recommendation. The call 

for change has been sounded from every region of the church: from all the synods in regions 2 and 7; 

from all the synods except one in region 1;  from urban synods such as Minneapolis, Chicago, Washing-

ton DC and non-urban synods such as Eastern Washington-Idaho, Montana, Central States, Texas-

Louisiana Gulf Coast, Indiana-Kentucky, Florida-Bahamas. It is clear that our church is ready to allow 

for differences of opinion on this topic to co-exist without banning each other from the full life of the 

church. 
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M-6. The Lutheran World Federation already lives with diversity of ordination practices, specifi-

cally, the ordination of women. Many comments have suggested that our actions will damage our rela-

tionships with Lutheran churches across the world. The implication – although no specific consequence 

is ever stated directly, it’s always hints and innuendo – is that we will somehow not be able to be in 

communion and common mission with worldwide Lutheran churches. This is simply not true. For liter-

ally decades now, Lutheran churches that do ordain women and Lutheran churches that forbid the ordi-

nation of women have continued to be fully in communion and, more importantly, fully in mission part-

nership. In fact, a majority of LWF voting delegates, including many who do not support women’s ordi-

nation, have gone so far as to elect the head of a large women-ordaining Lutheran church to be LWF 

president. That bishop’s name? Mark Hanson. If anyone thinks that the ordination of women is any less 

controversial than the ordination issues we’re voting on today, there are many in this very hall who can 

describe the bitter debates that have been held around the world, and continue to this day. If the LWF 

can be so deeply in communion that anti-women’s-ordination delegates can ordain a pro-women’s-

ordination president, who can imagine that the LWF will not have similar strength to remain together on 

this issue as well? 

 

M-7. Many point to the worldwide Anglican Communion and say that the worldwide Lutheran 

church is headed for a similar schism – but this just isn’t true. And the reason it’s not true is because 

―communion‖ means different things to Anglicans and to Lutherans. By its very name, the ―Anglican‖ 

church is defined by its relationship to the Church of England. We Lutherans, on the other hand, have a 

communion that is defined solely by the proclamation of the Gospel and the celebration of the sacra-

ments. For five hundred years, our sacred tradition has been that Word and Sacrament are sufficient, all 

by themselves, to guarantee that we are – not might be, not could be, not should be, but are – fully in 

communion in the name of Jesus Christ. For five hundred years, Word and Sacrament have been enough 

to hold together slave-holding and slave-freeing Lutherans, women-ordaining and women-forbidding 

Lutherans, European and Asian Lutherans, high-church and low-church Lutherans, Pietists and Anti-

Pietists. For five hundred years, Word and Sacrament have even sufficed to bridge that greatest chasm in 

Lutheranism, Scandinavian Lutherans and German Lutherans. Word and Sacrament, not our ordination 

rules, are what keep us united as Lutherans. And by voting to respect for each other’s conscience re-

quires, we are not threatening Lutheran unity – we are, indeed, affirming the very source of that unity. 

Word and Sacrament...five hundred years...It is enough. 

 

M-8. We need to pass these resolutions because young people are looking to see how we act. What 

drives young people away from the church is not lack of consensus on this issue; what drives them away 

is our unwillingness to move on and allow differing points of view to coexist in one church. Our young 

people are not looking for the church to express a ―clear will‖ or a strong consensus. What they want us 

to show them is how to live together when there isn’t consensus. What witness do we want to give to 

young people? What kind of church are young people yearning for? 

 

M-9. Our current policies have led our young people to feel that the Church is against LGBT 

people and their families. Survey results have reflected that belief. For instance, a 2007 survey by the 

Barna Group of 867 people age 16-29 indicates that young adults are more critical of Christianity than 

previous generations. One major reason, cited by 91% of young non-Christians – and even 80% of 

young churchgoers – is that Christianity is ―anti-homosexual.‖ 85% say Christianity is ―hypocritical.‖ 

The youth in this study and their peers believe that Christians show excessive contempt and unloving 

attitudes towards gay and lesbian people, and because of this many of them agree with the statement that 

―the church no longer looks like Jesus.‖ 
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TALKING POINTS FOR RESOLUTION 1 

 

M-10. Ask any Task Force member, and they will tell you that this resolution is simply about al-

lowing some in the church to follow their conscience – not forcing the rest of us in the church to 

violate ours. Some think that this resolution commits the whole ELCA to recognize same-gender 

couples, that this is a direct path to an ELCA-wide practice of blessing same-gender unions. But this is 

simply not correct. If this resolution passes, it doesn’t mean that in a few years there will be supplement 

to the new hymnal that has a service of blessing for gay and lesbian couples. Instead, it’s more like when 

you fill out the tax forms in a new job – you know, the one where you have to have a form of identifica-

tion from Column A, matched with another form of identification from Column B? It’s more like saying 

same-gender couples can present different forms of identification for their lifelong commitment to one 

another, maybe a domestic-partnership registration, or maybe a shared bank account or mortgage, or 

maybe the adoption of a child together. Resolution 1 says that congregations, unlike airport security, will 

be allowed to accept a variety of forms of identification that show a same-gender couple’s commitment 

to a life of love and mutual service. And if the congregation so desires, it can publicly affirm that this 

commitment advances the work of the Gospel. 

 

M-11. This resolution is about allowing congregations to choose for themselves. It is NOT about 

creating a service of blessing for same-gender couples, nor committing us as a whole denomination 

to have such e a blessing. Congregations will decide for themselves whether to publicly acknowledge 

the commitment of a same-gender couple. In practice, for many same-gender couples, this will likely 

mean that the couple has sought out the highest form of legal recognition available in their locale. In sit-

uations where a legal structure does not exist for same-gender couples, there are things that can be done 

to fill in the gap. For instance, the couple might arrange to have both their names on a home mortgage or 

a joint checking account, or have arranged for power of medical attorney. Such standards are already 

required by some corporations and businesses in order to determine eligibility for domestic partner 

health-care benefits. Regardless, the bottom line is that one standard of public accountability would ap-

ply to heterosexual couples who can legally marry, same-gender couples who can legally marry, and 

even same-gender couples who can’t legally marry. 

 

M-12. Congregations already make their own decisions about which straight couples they will 

marry. This resolution simply allows congregations, if they choose to do so, to make a similar decision 

about recognizing same-gender couples. Many congregations, for example, will not perform weddings 

for a straight couple unless one member of the couple is also a member of the congregation. Or else 

some congregations don’t allow weddings for people who are not members of any congregation. How 

one congregation handles straight weddings has absolutely no impact on how another congregation han-

dles them – much less on how another congregation does ministry in other areas. What determines the 

issue in each case is the specific context of the congregation’s mission and ministry. This resolution of-

fers good order for the church – letting each congregation decide for itself what is appropriate for its 

ministry context. 

 

M-13. Because there is at present no consensus, our policy should be to allow congregations to fol-

low their conscience. In acknowledging the lack of consensus, the social statement points out that indi-

vidual congregations will exercise their Christian freedom in different ways, each responding as the 

Body of Christ to the dictates of its communal conscience and mission. The social statement, now that it 

has been adopted, is now permanent policy of this church. Therefore, in order to be consistent with the 

social statement, in a time when there is no consensus, the ELCA should allow congregations to decide 

for themselves whether to hold same-gender relationships publicly accountable, and if so, what form that 

should take. 
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M-14. This resolution simply codifies what the current practice really is across the ELCA. Many 

congregations already allow public ceremonies to bless same-gender couples who have made promises 

of lifelong love and fidelity. And many other congregations do not and are not likely to do so for a long 

time. But we are still church. We need to be honest with ourselves and with the whole church about the 

diversity of our actual practice right now. Some think that this resolution is a major change, referring to 

2,000 years of Christian tradition to make us nervous about voting for what the Task Force and Church 

Council have recommended. But the reality is that for many years now we have already had diverse 

practices in the church. Church life is like Bishop Rogness said in the first plenary – each part of the 

ELCA has its own role to play. Traditionalists and prophets have been cohabiting in this church for dec-

ades on this issue. Hasn’t the time come for us to demonstrate our own public commitment to remain in 

lifelong love and faithfulness to one another as members of the one body of Christ? 

 

M-15. [Expand on this point.] Decades ago, often with controversy, congregations in our church 

starting changing their practice of not performing mixed-race marriages. That was right then, just 

as this is right now. 

 

M-16. This resolution establishes one standard for both same-gender and opposite-gender couples. 
The resolution will establish a single, high-standard of mutual support, fidelity, and lifelong love in a 

Christian relationship. All couples, regardless of gender, will commit to the same standard of public ac-

countability. This resolution is about couples who desperately want to proclaim and demonstrate their 

lifelong monogamous fidelity to one another – I just can’t see why in the world we would want to pre-

vent that?! This resolution doesn’t force anyone to accept gay and lesbian couples or to declare that they 

are good. It simply  

 

M-17. The statement calls us to support whatever creates and sustains strong families. The social 

statement, as it was proposed by the Task Force, says, ―The critical issue with respect to the family is 

not whether it has a conventional form, but how it performs indispensable individual and social tasks. 

All families have responsibility for the tasks of providing safety, shielding intimacy, and developing 

trustworthy relationships.‖ [lines 736-738] When a family does these things, the church should support 

it, regardless of whether it’s a family with just one parent, or a grandparent, or two adults of the same 

gender. The church should be about the business of preserving the resources needed for the survival and 

flourishing of family life by celebrating relationships and fostering the communal structure in which 

these relationships are lived out. This is what ―family values‖ are all about. 

 

M-18. God made marriage for people, not people for marriage. I believe in the core values regarding 

committed relationships and family expressed in the social statement. I wish the statement would not 

have expressed these values so often in terms of ―man and woman‖ and ―husband and wife.‖ These 

seem like exclusive categories, since they fail to recognize the rich complexity of God’s creation. It has 

been amply demonstrated that same-gender couples and their families can and do live out those values 

each and every day, doing so to the glory of God, to the good of society, and to their own benefit—just 

as much so as heterosexual couples and their families. God made marriage for people, not people for 

marriage. I believe that any relationship that has all the characteristics of a right relationship as denoted 

in the statement is blessed by God—is made in the image of God—and is worthy of the church’s atten-

tion and blessing as well. Still, in order for our church find a concrete way to live together faithfully, 

even amidst our disagreements, I urge the churchwide assembly to pass the Recommendation on Minis-

try Policies. 
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TALKING POINTS FOR RESOLUTIONS 2 and 4 

 

M-19. Because there is at present no consensus, our policy should be to allow congregations to fol-

low their conscience. In acknowledging the lack of consensus, the social statement points out that indi-

vidual congregations will exercise their Christian freedom in different ways, each responding as the 

Body of Christ to the dictates of its communal conscience and mission. The social statement, now that it 

has been adopted, is now permanent policy of this church. Therefore, in order to be consistent with the 

social statement, in a time when there is no consensus, the ELCA should allow congregations to call mi-

nisters who have a same-gender partner and who meet all the criteria for rostered service. In Christ and 

by God’s grace we are all set free for lives of worship and service—including rostered service. 

 

M-20. Congregations already make their own decisions about the relationhip-status of straight 

pastors and lay ministers they are considering calling. This resolution simply allows congregations, if 

they choose to do so – no one will be forced to do so – to consider the same-gender relationship-status of 

a gay or lesbian pastor or lay minister. For instance, a congregation may discern that a straight pastor’s 

being single could make it more difficult for that pastor to thrive in the responsibilities of that call. 

Another congregation down the road may discern that a straight pastor’s marriage life presents concerns 

or challenges for that call. When a pastor gets divorced, they are not barred from being called by con-

gregations that wish to call them, they simply consult with the bishop to act appropriately for their call 

situation. How one congregation handles the relationship-status of straight pastors has no bearing on 

how another congregation handles the same matter – and it has even less bearing on how another con-

gregation does ministry in other areas. What determines the issue in each case is the specific context of 

the congregation’s mission and ministry. This resolution offers good order for the church – letting each 

congregation decide for itself what is appropriate for its ministry context. 

 

M-21. [Expand on this point with a story or illustration if you can.] This resolution simply codifies 

what the current practice really is across the ELCA. As we learned from devotional booklets in 2007 

and this year, this church has literally hundreds of pastors and lay ministers in faithful same-gender rela-

tionships. We are kidding ourselves if we think that there are no pastors in same-gender relationships 

doing awesome ministry with their congregations, in the name of Jesus. Long before the policy was ever 

passed, we had gay and lesbian pastors in committed relationships. This is our practice right now, and it 

has always been the real-life, actual practice of the ELCA. It’s time for us to be honest with each other 

about how our people have actually decided to do business. Across the ELCA, rostered leaders in a 

same-gender relationship serve as conference deans or on synod councils – often alongside colleagues 

whose congregations would never even consider calling them. But this does not prevent all these minis-

ters from cooperating in the sacred work of the Gospel – and it should not prevent us from voting to do 

the work of the Gospel today and long into our children’s future. 

 

M-22. [Expand on this point.] The ordination of women was just as divisive, but it was the right choice 

then, and it is the right choice now. 

 

M-23. [Expand on this point.] Decades ago, often with controversy, congregations in our church 

starting changing their practice of not calling divorced ministers. That was right then, just as this 

is right now. 

 

M-24. [Expand on this point.] The implementation of this resolution will look exactly like the deci-

sion to ordain women: some churches will embrace it, some churches will bitterly resist, but we will all 

be able to remain one church doing ministry, and in a few decades we’ll be astonished that we ever ar-

gued about this. 
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TALKING POINTS FOR RESOLUTIONS 3 

 

M-25. The recommendation on Ministry Policies honors the consciences of all. No one will be forced 

to act against their conscience. As the proposed statement amply demonstrates, the ELCA does not have 

consensus on what the Word of God is telling us about same-gender relationships. It’s abundantly clear 

that laypeople, pastors, and theologians alike have immersed themselves in Scripture and yet have come 

to many different conclusions in reading the same texts. Sincere, faithful, thoughtful, intelligent and well 

educated members of the Body of Christ do not come to the same conclusions on what the Word of God 

is saying to us. There is but one Word of God, but God’s Word works in us through many, many stories. 

Therefore, it is crucial, for the sake of consciences—and yes, for the sake of this church’s commitment to 

the Word of God—that we allow room for people with different views on the meaning and implications of 

what God has said in Scripture to coexist. We must agree on a way for people, lay and ordained, with sin-

cere differences to live out their convictions in the places where they are called. 

 

M-26. Adopting this resolution to respect each other’s conscience will allow us to finally move on. If 

we can finally decide this matter and allow both sides to really, honestly live together faithfully, then our 

whole church will be better able to invest time, energy, resources, passion, discernment, and faithful disa-

greement in other issues that rightfully press upon our hearts just as urgently. Agreeing to respect on 

another’s conscience is the best way to move on to other areas that desperately need our attention. [Give 

examples of questions that we will be able to turn to once if we can agree to respect each other’s con-

science on the issue of sexuality.] 

 

M-27. Luther says that going against “bound conscience” is neither safe nor wholesome. As Luther 

wrote, ―Unless I am persuaded by the testimony of Scripture and by clear reason … I am conquered by 

the Scripture passages I have adduced and my conscience is captive to the words of God. I neither can nor 

desire to recant anything, when to do so against conscience would be neither safe nor wholesome.‖ In our 

church today, experts and laypeople alike have read the same scriptural texts and do not come to same 

conclusions on what the Word of God is saying to us about same-gender relationships. The very fact that 

several different positions may be bound to Scripture means that we cannot simply assert one interpreta-

tion of Scripture over another, but are called to respect consciences in the community of faith on this mat-

ter. The ―bound conscience‖ described in the Recommendation on Ministry Policies is not merely a firmly 

held opinion. For instance, the four summary views presented on p. 18 of the social statement do not 

simply list different beliefs, but are instead the result of faithful and thoughtful consideration of the rele-

vant questions. All of these positions are the result of careful study of Scripture, tradition, the sciences, 

and reason. To compel people to act against conscience is an attack against their very integrity as moral 

agents and against their faith as a child of God.  

 

M-28. Lutherans disagree on many significant issues.  Lutherans in the pews every Sunday have differing 

and strongly held opinions on abortion, capital punishment, the ordination of women, wine or grape juice 

in the service, war, apostolic succession, and differing interpretations of Scripture.  Allowing congrega-

tions to affirm both laypersons and ministers who are in committed, lifelong, same-gender relationships 

will not be required of anyone, nor will it be prevented for those who do wish it. This is very Lutheran. 

 


