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 It should seem odd to you to have the argument for blessing same-sex marriage 

represented by a man married to a woman, here in a house of mostly the same. The four 

of us who wrote the expansionist argument, two women and two men, are all married, 

two in other-sex marriages and two in same-sex marriages. However, not all were 

comfortable coming before this house with the meaning of their marriage on the line. I 

acknowledge that in order to remind you of the frame of our argument. We do not plead 

for inclusion in marriage on the basis of rights, nor do we claim liberty for marriage on 

the basis of justice. Instead we show how all our marriages make sense within the 

church’s prayers and its proclamation of the gospel. Reading scripture in recognition of 

gifts of the Spirit evident in same- and other-sex couples, we present ourselves within the 

frame of an analogous debate: that of the earliest church wrestling with the question of 

Gentile inclusion. By offering this frame of argument, those in same-sex marriages allow 

themselves and their relationships to become vulnerable to “our” interpretation.  Our 

response, I contend, should be similar to how Peter, James, and Paul responded: by 

giving witness to gifts of the Spirit among these couples and making a way forward that 

respects tradition. 

 The basic argument for expanding marriage is laid out in the preface to our 

document: marriage is a discipline and a means of grace. Same-sex couples need that 

discipline and grace no less than other-sex couples. They, like other-sex couples, should 

not be discouraged from committing their lives to each other nor from giving their 

commitments to the church. The church is free to bless those couples who present 

themselves as fit for Christian marriage by their readiness to enter a covenant of self-

offering and of witness to Christ’s love for the world. 
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 That argument would be simple and the liturgical amendments minor – a matter 

of altering a few pronouns – were it not for the deep suspicion that it meets across the 

church, especially beyond our province. Listening to criticism that the Episcopal Church 

has not answered that suspicion with a coherent theology of marriage, we have elaborated 

how same-sex marriage fits within a faithful pattern of Christian life, how it harmonizes 

with orthodox theology, and how it makes sense within scripture. Our way of illustrating 

that fit does not require theological defeat of traditionalists, does not impose cultural 

change, does not rely on American power. To answer worries that we would demean 

other-sex marriage, we make painstaking clear how our proposal reclaims and affirms the 

deepest meaning of marriage. We reaffirm procreation as a purpose of marriage, and the 

welcoming of children as a gift proper to it. We reaffirm the unitive purpose of marriage, 

and chastity as a gift proper to it.  

 Moreover, we present marriage not only as a relation for welcoming children and 

a way for sexual holiness, but as a daily practice used by the Spirit to bring us into union 

with Christ. We write: “Opposite-sex as well as same-sex couples who engage in this 

covenant undertake extraordinary promises in the face of great odds and with God’s help 

make a vivid witness to the gospel of Jesus Christ and the church established in his 

name.” We reclaim the patristic explanation of marriage as “a discipline for sinners,” and 

as such an ascetic practice in which self-donation is daily learned. So far from 

undermining marriage is our argument that what may be most controversial is that it takes 

marriage so seriously. The question before the church is whether same-sex couples have 

any obstacles, beyond those made by cultural prejudice, in undertaking these 

extraordinary promises, in vowing themselves to this discipline.  
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 The traditionalist and expansionist arguments agree that Christian marriage 

confronts a corrupt culture of freedom with virtues of self-denial and mutual joy. We 

disagree that those virtues divide by sexual category: self-denial as natural gift for 

homosexual persons, mutual joy as natural gift for heterosexual persons.  

 The two arguments agree that marriage realizes an order in creation. We disagree 

that experience of male/female sexual relation best interprets that order; we think order is 

best known within the sanctifying relation of Christ and the church. Which is to say that 

we think the diversity of creation is realized and perfected in the community of Christ.  

 The two arguments agree that marriage offers healing of sin and sacramental 

witness. We disagree that only other-sex couples experience that grace, that same-sex 

couples stand less in need of healing. The church should not turn away faithful same-sex 

couples who seek to give their marriages to the church’s meaning; we should celebrate 

that they too have come to the wedding feast. 

 Six years ago I came to this house and argued, from my experience as a 

missionary with the Church of Uganda, that the significance of our ecclesial debates 

could be better understood in missiological perspective. So it is gratifying to return here 

with Grant, who has long mission experience, to interpret debate over this question.  The 

expansionist argument supposes that we face a debate over the mission of God in our 

context. We argue that while the Episcopal Church has equivocated about its mission of 

welcome for sexual minorities, causing angry confusion among our companions and 

within our membership, the Spirit has already been expanding our church. For as we have 

been compelled to attend with pastoral care to the testimony of same-sex couples, the 

church has discovered among them evident gifts of the Spirit: faithfulness, self-giving, 

commitment, patience, long-suffering – which they seek to offer to the church’s witness 
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to Christ. While we started in debates about conditions of welcome, we have become 

witnesses to the Spirit enlarging the church beyond our expectations.  

 We argue that marrying same-sex couples, if done forthrightly as a matter of 

witness and proclamation, can help our church better explain itself to the whole 

Communion. It is “part of the Episcopal church’s mission,” we write, “to marry same-sex 

couples; that is, to discipline them and turn them to the service of the church, that by 

them redemption may reach further and the marriages of all may be strengthened.”  

 For the sake of mutual understanding and accountability with our companions in 

mission around the Communion, our argument elaborates how this mission makes sense 

within shared scriptures, shared liturgies and shared practices of moral formation. For we 

want our companions in mission to be able to understand us when we say that blessing 

same-sex marriages should not jeopardize the marriages or mission of churches that 

practice traditionalist marriage. We think just the contrary: that same-sex marriage 

strengthens the meaning of all marriages and illustrates anew the mission of the church. 

“The question of same-sex marriage,” we write, “comes to the church not as an issue of 

extended rights and privileges, but as a pastoral occasion to proclaim the significance of 

the gospel for all who marry.”  

 Amidst similar dissension and debate in our church, we read our situation in light 

of the church council in Acts, and propose a similar compromise for a way forward: 

Traditionalist communities need not relinquish their traditions, but they must not break 

table fellowship. Inclusivist communities are not bound by those particular traditions, but 

they must avoid sexual immorality, which means that all couples, including same-sex 

couples, should marry. 

 


