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The Priesthood Cohabitation Survey Committee 
Canada East Mission 

 
The Task 

 
In order to discuss any new concept a) we can gather in a coffee shop and share our intuitive 
opinions or b) we can gather in facilitated dialogue sessions where we examine relevant 
resources, listen intently to each other within a discerning dialogue session, ending with a sense 
of where the spirit is leading us as a prophetic people. Our task is to develop the latter 
approach into a dialoguing model that will be effective in examining moral issues in our 
society in general and specifically the current 2014 CEM Conference issue of cohabitation. 
 
The Dialogue Model 
a) Mission Conference resolutions identify a priority issue and then focus on the Mission inter-
conference period as a time for further Conference dialogue on the issue 
b) a Mission Survey Committee is formed for each issue with the task of identifying and 
collecting resource materials into one web site or ‘resource essay’ 
c) the Committee for each issue identifies the specific topics within the issue that need dialogue, 
forming them into specific questions that smaller dialogue groups can use to guide their 
discussion time 
d) a Mission Facilitation Team is formed consisting of a) spiritual practice specialists with skills 
to lead the dialogue group through various discernment exercises b) facilitators with the skills to 
lead highly participatory dialogue sessions c) recorders with the skills to “mine” an open and 
wide ranging discussion for quotes and comments that represent the consensus or divergence of 
the group in dialogue 
e) facilitated dialogue sessions are conducted across the CEM with recorders producing group 
dialogue reports and group developed recommendations /resolutions etc. 
f) in the facilitated dialogue session the participants are surveyed at the end of the session to 
determine their tentative personal positions 
g) the Mission Survey Committee takes the dialogue information and prepares a report back to 
the CEM conference with recommendations, specific resolutions or action program suggestions 
h) the CEM Conference decides on next steps: 
  i) implement a Mission Program, policy or action 
 ii) send recommendations/resolutions on to the International World Conference or to any 
      other level of administration in Community of Christ. 
 
Our Ongoing Process 
1) The Priesthood Cohabitation Survey Committee (PCSC) recognizes that this dialogue may be 
a one time event in the life of the CEM or it may be an ongoing process. Advocating for an 
ongoing process it has developed “The Essay” that explores in some depth what it might 
mean to become a dialogical people. The CEM Conference will decide. 
 
2) A second essay is a Resources Essay. It is focused on facilitating an informed dialogue on 
the issue of cohabitation. 
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Spiritual Practice Exercise 
 
Reading in the Spirit (3x) 
As God’s chosen ones, holy and beloved, clothe yourselves with 
compassion, kindness, humility, meekness, and patience. Bear with one 
another and, if anyone has a complaint against another, forgive each other; 
just as the Lord has forgiven you, so you also must forgive. Above all, 
clothe yourselves with love, which binds everything together in perfect 
harmony. And let the peace of Christ rule in your hearts, to which indeed 
you were called in the one body. And be thankful. 

—Colossians 3:12–15 NRSV 
Story of Empathic Reflection 
Since birth, I never remember a time when anything more than a few feet away 
appeared clear and sharp in my sight. Doctors tested my eyes when I was 11. I have 
worn glasses or contacts for nearly seven decades. 
I had cataract surgery this year, and now I see! What a transformation! I can see far and 
near, in vivid color, in crisp detail. It is, to me, a tangible miracle. I expressed that 
thought to my eye doctor and asked him if people thank him for miracles. He laughed 
and said he hears that sentiment almost daily, adding, “I am on the happy side of 
medicine.” 
He said that when he was a medical student, he and his girlfriend caught the distinctive 
cry of an owl and stopped to search the trees. He spotted the outline of an owl in a tree 
some distance away and pointed it out. She saw it immediately and said, “Oh, look at its 
cute little ears!” 
He could not see the features in detail as she could. He mused, “I have often thought 
what it would be like to look through her eyes and be able to see what she sees.” 
What change would occur in our lives if we could see through the eyes of another—
physical eyes, mental eyes, or spiritual eyes? What if we could see clearly what the 
other sees? What would it be like to see from another’s perspective—walk in another’s 
shoes, have compassion for another’s life journey? 
 
Spiritual Practice: Empathic Healing for Broken Spirits 
Begin with quiet prayer. Ask God to help you discern some “sore places” in the body of 
Christ and in God’s creation. Become aware of people who feel separated, wounded, or 
left out. Envision yourself in their life circumstances. Reflect upon healing words you 
could offer to at least one person who comes to mind. Ask God for words that will touch 
this person’s broken spirit like healing ointment. Keep this person in your heart and 
prayers today and act on any ideas that come to bring blessing and wholeness. 
“Behold, I am with you”. 
 
Possible hymns	  
CCS 542 – “True Union is A Gift From God”	  
CCS 532 – “We Meet As Friends At Table”	  
CCS 526 – “Is There One Who Feels Unworthy” 	  
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The Essay 
 

Part One 
Why Dialogue? 

 
We live in a reality of choices. While some of the members of the Community of Christ are 
interested in resolving specific issues, others are just as interested in developing a process that 
effectively allows us to dialogue towards consensus on any issue. Still others would rather leave 
the solving of major issues to the administrators and ultimately the First Presidency. The central 
reality of the Community of Christ is that it is applying a theological practice of continuing 
revelation and an open canon to the moral and religious issues of the 21st century. This practice 
may be the most enduring legacy of our history. It began with Joseph Smith Jr. our founder and it 
remains the most distinctive feature of our identity. Very few religious groups have a process 
that allows them to have a continuously growing and changing understanding of God’s will for 
each new time and place in history. It allows the organization to evolve, in effect to progressively 
change and learn. The result is that as a people we are freed from doctrinal lists, literal scriptural 
interpretations, historical truisms and creedal constraints in terms of our ongoing dialogue within 
our organizational experience. An open canon means a free flowing but authoritative dialogue. 
This understanding is important because it signifies that as a people we need to stop and reflect 
that we are not simply dialoguing about one after another set of issues, that are bothersome and 
troubling; we are demonstrating to the world a new way of doing religion, of discerning and to 
the best of our human abilities declaring God’s will and then implementing it through our 
programs and actions. 
 
Developing Dialogical Identity 
Our dialogue on cohabitation is emerging within a new context, or a changing environment. It is 
important to understand that within the specific issue of cohabitation is a broader discussion of 
how Community of Christ at this time in our history is increasingly becoming involved in more 
and more dialogues and using more and more intentional and skilled practices. These can range 
from individual and group spiritual formation disciplines focused on the discernment of God’s 
will, to the use of new group polling and decision-making technologies such as the ‘clickers’ 
used at the last World Conference in order to build consensus. The Report of the Common 
Consent Advisory Team to the 2013 World Conference with its proposed recommendations to 
come into effect at the 2016 World Conference represents a major step forward in developing a 
new emerging identity for our Community. An identity that may be as important, if not more so, 
than some of our historical identity markers; such as being a people open to continuing 
revelation, a people with a Zionic vision for society, a people within a historically grounded 
journey, an inclusive people declaring the equal worth of all persons, a people with covenantal 
access to ordained ministries, a people persistently building more community, a people 
promoting Christ’s peace, a people of generosity and more recently a prophetic people. To this 
list we might now want to add a new identify; a people of dialogue. The Common Consent 
Advisory Team documents this new identity. 

 “In recent decades Community of Christ has moved toward increased time for discussion 
and spiritual discernment in decision making about important issues…. Community of 
Christ is attentive to the varied backgrounds of members in looking for new ways to 
make decisions in an international body with diverse concerns and cultures.” (Report of 
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the Common Consent Advisory Team Pg 5) 
 
The Advisory Team also recognizes that there is a dialogue of the people and a dialogue of the 
governing authorities of the church. These are separate but equal processes within the church that 
must together discover a common but always evolving dialogue that expresses the progressive 
will of God. 

	  “The governing authorities of the church have an understanding of the will of God. 
Church members have an understanding of the will of God. These two forces should 
be in healthy relationship, neither overruling the other. One force does not “win” while 
another “loses.” Instead, the church makes the best decisions it can at a given time…. A 
stronger sense of sacred community at every level of church life will increase 
participation in collaborative decision-making…. The essence of the church’s identity, 
mission, and message should inform any potential system. We must continue to align our 
procedures and practices with our best understanding of our Enduring Principles.” (Ibid. 
Pg 5) 

 
This is all in harmony with the most recent counsel received in our latest scriptures. 

“As a prophetic people you are called, under the direction of the spiritual authorities and 
with the common consent of the people, to discern the divine will for your own time and 
in the places where you serve.” ( D and C 162: 2a) 

 
To place greater authority in the dialogue process is in line with some of the more basic and 
cherished principles of the Restoration movement. One of its axioms has been that it is not 
creedal. It has never stated a set of beliefs or a religious constitution. Instead it has elevated 
values such as the worth of all people is great in the sight of God and in doing so it has left its 
members and its administrators to apply these values to organizational programs and individual 
situations. A closed canon, a literal canon, an unchanging creedal statement; they all define a 
belief structure and an honored identity, but they also close down dialogue. In contrast, an open 
revelatory ever-growing canon, an ever-expanding understanding of spiritual beliefs and life 
affirming values promotes an evolving dialogue. Translating this theological process across the 
great divide into administrative processes, we can affirm that we are a people more interested 
and focused on determining values to live by than producing policy manuals to abide by. 
 
The Sociology of Dialogue 
a) Secular Authority and the Dialogical Enterprise 
Dialogue exists within a host of realities. Authority is a reality of all societies and all 
organizations. Across the spectrum of history the axiom has been that for dialogue of the people 
to increase, authority must decrease, until a democratic balance is achieved. 
 
Civil society and its evolution has travelled from kings who protected, but also enslaved, from 
the divinely ordained dictators of Rome and then Europe, through the Magna Carta, to the 
concept of legislated parliaments and democracy, to a free society balanced by the rule of law 
and finally now to the acceptance of universal human rights for all individuals. In, almost but 
unfortunately not all, global nations there is now a definite status granted to the concept of 
dialogue which extends from freedom of the press through to the freedom to demonstrate; all in 
support of open transparent dialogue. Within secular societies the concept of theocracy where 



	   9	  

one religion predominates solely or in partnership with democratic authorities (in its strongest 
form Iran comes to mind, in its softest form England comes to mind) is considered a relic of a 
past that has transitioned into a full democracy. Most democracies now exist within the context 
of a clear separation of church and state. Democracy is based on the people having final 
authority; theocracy sometimes harshly but always consistently stands against total authority 
being given to the people. For modern democracies, theocracy is an oxymoron. It is an 
interesting task of future scholarship within Community of Christ to determine if theocracy can 
be theologically defined separate from its sociological paradigm in a form acceptable to the 
modern mindset. 
 
It is within this context of the progressive evolution of civil societies that the Community of 
Christ now senses a new call to test its abilities to be a prophetic people. Essentially, western 
society and many eastern societies are more open than at anytime in history to a free and 
transparent dialogue. Democratic authority based on sporadic election campaigns is more and 
more being paralleled with a new model based on the constant chatter of social media that daily 
provides the people’s position to a group of sophisticated pollsters. Our people are more 
educated, more electronically informed than at anytime in the past. It is within this secular 
environment that Community of Christ now explores what it means to be a prophetic people, a 
dialogical people, a consensus building people, a community building people; a people of 
Christ’s peace. 
 
b) Organizational Authority and the Dialogical Enterprise 
The call to become a prophetic people is more than a discussion of the societal context. It is also 
an organizational discussion. It is a discussion of the practical balance between the voice of the 
leadership and the voice of the people within its own organization, the Community of Christ. 
Moving from dialectic interactions to dialogical interactions is the move from expressing 
authority through hierarchical administrative structures, towards balancing this with a platform 
of community dialogues that on reaching consensus become the authoritative statements of the 
organization. These then guide the administrative decisions at all levels. If we are going to really 
appreciate the counsel that our identity is within our name, then we are going to have to learn 
how to be dialogical. Community building by definition requires a dialogical people; it 
cannot be done by leaders alone. 
 
 
The Theology of Dialogue 
a) Some Summary Definitions 
The basic quest of humanity is meaning. (Victor Frankel) Meaning can be expressed in terms of 
specific personal quests or universal ‘ultimates’. (Kierkegaard) The practice of theology can be 
highly metaphorical and spiritualized (Karl Barth) or it can be pragmatic and relevant to lived 
experience (Bonheoffer). It is the latter form of pragmatic theology that will inform this essay. 
 
The search to be a meaningful expression of God’s will, to be part of God’s mission is one quest 
of a pragmatic theology; for some ‘the’ quest of theology. This quest consists of intellectual and 
emotional; personal and organizational components. Theology is the work of both defining, 
researching and discerning; through study (reflecting on the thought and actions of others 
regarding God’s will); meditation (reflecting on our own thoughts and actions regarding God’s 
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will); dialogue (the active communication with others regarding God’s will); relationships (the 
sense of mutual support and un-judgmental acceptance as expressing God’s will) and worship 
(the covenantal honoring and recommitment with others to God’s will); what God’s mission 
means for ourselves and for our Community. Some add to this sedentary list, the actions of 
actually being in God’s mission through projects, organized charities, programs, services, 
ministries etc. and refer to this as a theological praxis or application. Applied theology, if it 
contains a commitment or a promise to act, is a covenant. A contract can occur between a person 
and a person or a person and an organization; however, a covenant made with God or before God 
is a sacred contract; a covenant. Covenant is a contract held to a higher standard and 
understood by many Christians to be related to values rather than pharisaical legalisms. (Stephen 
Veazey (April 2015 Internet President’s Address to the Church.) In summary, we have a 
theological process to achieve religious or spiritual meaning that progresses through theology, 
praxis, and covenant. (This process of spiritual meaning is to be contrasted with secular meaning, 
which follows in parallel similar stages using different terms.) The terms outlined above will be 
used throughout this essay. 
 
b) Sacred Dialogue Defined 
The call to dialogue in Community of Christ is a sacred calling with theological implications. 
Consequently, it requires a predisposition towards finding ways for all of us to reason together in 
ways that encourage and energize, both ourselves, and our community of faith. The difficulty of 
this is not to be underestimated. Sacred dialogue is not heavenly dialogue, spiritualized to the 
point of being of “no earthly good”. It is not metaphorical. It is not simplistic. The issues to be 
dialogued within society and within Community of Christ, if they are truly related to God’s 
mission, will be fundamentally difficult, both rationally and emotionally and operationally. 
God’s will is always preferentially focused on the poor and the marginalized, on those who are 
suffering unparalleled genocides, tortures and humiliations; and also on those among us with 
mental health, companionship, career and self-image challenges. It is sacrilege to seek God’s 
perspective on trivial internal matters of organizational policy or polity, or worse still, focus only 
on prayers for peace. Our Jesus went into the wilderness to pray, but he didn’t stay there. He 
came back out and in word and deed he pointed us to God and the mission of building the 
Kingdom of God and of changing the world. Our dialogue must be focused on what matters most 
for the journey ahead. (D and C 164:9f) Make no mistake; the dialogue of a prophetic people is a 
dialogue for societal change. It will be a prophetic dialogue dealing with the realities of the 
human condition in our societies and changing the world by creating a more civil society 
reaching towards the realization of the Kingdom of God on earth. Our present identity as Zion 
builders is neither apocalyptic nor celestial, it is both immediate and earthbound. It was wise to 
take the ‘latter day saints’ designation out of our name. In passing, we need to realize that for 
Evangelicals and Mormons apocalyptic and celestial projections are a compelling component of 
their theology. However, for Community of Christ, within our identity, prophetic dialogue is first 
and foremost theologically pragmatic and societally relevant, a tradition that dates back into the 
times of the Jewish Torah. The call of President Stephen Veazey for Mission Initiatives 
emerged from the understanding that when Jesus went into the synagogue he read from the 
books of the prophets. There are other denominations and progressive theologies that stand with 
us in this prophetic theology. 

“…a contemporary person does better to keep the emphasis where Jesus himself put it: on 
his resistance to suffering. The blind receive their sight and the lame walk… the poor 
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have good news preached to them. Jesus’ acts of healing and curing, whatever else they 
were, were signals of the kind of God he was preaching, a God who opposes misery and 
ultimately, will end it.  …in his lifetime, Jesus pointed to God, not to himself… he 
obsessively proclaimed the One whom he called Father… the God whom Jesus preached 
comes through in the gospels loud and clear. Jesus preached a God at home with human 
complexity, a God undefeated by death, a God whose love for creation was prodigal… 
The story was an echo of the prophets’ account, again and again, of Yahweh’s refusal to 
allow an unfaithful Israel to walk away from the covenant. Of all ties, this tie is 
unbreakable.” (Christ Actually: The Son of God for the Secular Age, James Carroll pg. 
132/133) 

And so, it is important for us as a people to comprehend the theological axiom that God refuses 
to allow us to walk away from our prophetic calling as the Community of Christ in our time 
and in our place. Part of this prophetic calling is to develop dialogical processes that will allow 
us to bring truth to power within the moral challenges of our time and place. Just as in times past 
it is a covenant, not ‘the’ covenant nor the only covenant, but it is our covenant as a people. The 
sacred dialogue we participate in if it is to have impact will be a prophetic dialogue. Sparked in a 
grove from the enquiry of a young boy as to God’s will; it has become a people’s journey, our 
journey; or metaphorically, a fire burning around the world enlightening the globe to the 
theological reality that the world needs more community, more inclusive, more sacred; in a word 
Zion. 

 “Listen, O People of the Restoration – you who become a prophetic people… listen to 
the voice that echoes across the eons of time and yet speaks anew in the moment. Listen 
to the Voice, for it cannot be stilled, and it calls you once again to the great and 
marvelous work of building the peaceable kingdom, even Zion, on behalf of the One 
whose name you claim.” (D & C 162 1a,b) 

 
 
Sacred Dialogical Authority Explored 
Our prophetic covenant exists within a society and an organization of organizational structures 
and processes. How can sacred dialogical authority be expressed within this sometimes stifling 
context? The answer may be to change our dialogue type. To be a sacred, yet progressive, 
community requires a transition from a dialectic organization to a dialogic organization. A 
dialectic people tend to place authority in administrative hierarchical organizational structures; 
supported by scriptural interpretations, themselves, not open to interpretation; administrative 
policies and bylaws; and deferment to administrative superiors. A dialectical people tend to be 
decisive, they work towards achieving a final decision and building clearly defined 
organizational charts that have permanence. A dialogical people tend to place authority in the 
facilitated dialogues of their consensus building processes. A dialogical people tend to be process 
focused building an organization that moves from one focus to another gradually creating a 
culture within the organization, creating more of a community rather than an institutional 
organization. 
 
Further insight is being developed by our President and Prophet Stephen M. Veazey as he 
explores Galatians 3:27-29 and other scriptures such as John 17. It is to be noted how open 
President Veazey is to conveying to us how prophetic exploration and discernment occurs. His 
introduction to Words of Counsel presented at the 2013 World Conference are an interesting 
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window into the Prophetic mind at work. In this and other presentations over the Internet 
President Veazey is mentioning and expanding on the concept of equality. The above scriptures 
that he is using to guide his thoughts apply this concept of equality to the concept of authority. 
They call for a changed perspective on all types of authority, slave or free, male or female, vassal 
or ruler; “for all of you are one in Christ Jesus.” (Galatians 3:27-29). The conclusion is that 
within our community building experience defining people by their status within organizational 
hierarchical structures must include exploring how the authority of the “set a parts”, the 
administrators and the ordained, relate to the authority of our members or laity. 

 “It is imperative to understand that when you are truly baptized into Christ you become 
part of a new creation. By taking on the life and mind of Christ, you increasingly view 
yourself and others from a changed perspective. Former ways of defining people by 
economic status, social class, sex, gender, or ethnicity no longer are primary.” (Section 
164:5) 

Is there such a thing as sacred authority, dramatically different from secular definitions of 
authority? 
 
One of the more interesting areas of exploration as we move toward being a people in dialogue 
and in community with each other is how do we accept new understandings of equality and being 
in community within an administrative context. Are some allowed to dialogue louder than 
others? 
 
a) A community senses that some among them according to their gifts, experience and study are 
set apart to be administrators, however, this does not change the theological exhortation of the 
primacy of equality. “More fully accept and embody your oneness and equality in Jesus Christ, 
who dwells in oneness with God.” (Words of Counsel Presented at the 2013 World Conference). 
In the ordinance of baptism and confirmation sustained through the sacrament of Communion 
the concept of equality is reinforced. “However, be aware, it is not right to profess oneness and 
equality in Christ through sacramental covenants and then to deny the equality by attitude, word, 
or action. Such behavior wounds Christ’s body and denies what is eternally resolved in the life, 
death, and resurrection of Christ.” (Words of Counsel Presented at the 2013 World Conference)  
 
b) A community senses that some among them according to their gifts, experience and study are 
ordained to special positions of ministry however; this does not change the theological 
exhortation of the primacy of equality. Within a community-building paradigm, priesthood are 
considered less to be the authoritative pronouncers of the truth and more to be participatory 
facilitators acting as community developers in supporting the whole membership in achieving 
their task of building prophetic communities. In a sense staffing models developed by Outreach 
International and World Accord in order to develop their international programs of community 
development contain some of the principles for a community building focused priesthood. Their 
models of practice are the ones that are needed in facilitating dialogue groups within the 
Community of Christ. 
 
Being set a part administratively or by ordination does not mean one is now a servant to all the 
others in the sense of a vassal, nor does it mean being superior to all the others in terms of ‘my 
way or the highway’. So we are left asking what does this concept of equality that President 
Veazey is bringing forward mean in terms of administration? One possibility is that in the future 
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“leadership training” that focuses on, leadership styles, management skills, hierarchical charting, 
time management and other organizational and administrative development skills may receive 
less commitment from a dialogical people. Leaders and leadership training may occur alongside 
facilitators and dialogue facilitation and community development training. A participatory 
conferring community requires individuals who are ‘set apart’ to facilitate a vibrant and 
energized dialogue. What new models or skills of facilitative or participatory conferring are 
implied or required of those being set apart to these ‘equal but separate’ responsibilities? 
Dialoguing together towards either being a non-authoritarian people or a people characterized by 
authoritarian equality is a new action platform that goes with our new name and our new identity 
as a sacred community building people. The concept of a new type of sacred authority being 
linked to equality, is a way of thinking that is coming to us from over the horizon, from a 
position best described in the words of Paul as a place where as of yet we can only ‘see through 
the glass darkly.’ 
 
The quest to be a dialogical people within the context of a sacred authority structure is now 
before us. Community of Christ is still learning how to transition from a ‘them versus us’ 
Robert’s Rules of Order based business meeting approach, to a consensus forming, faithful even 
in opposition, sacred community building process. Community of Christ is still learning how to 
prevent most resolutions from having to be referred to or worded as advisory to their First 
Presidency. Community of Christ is still learning how to precede dialogue with discernment, 
rather than a reliance on reactive intuition. Community of Christ is still learning how to celebrate 
a faithful, or in Canadian terms loyal, opposition rather than continue our historical proclivity 
towards splintering exclusivities. Community of Christ is still learning how to provide culturally 
specific, continuing revelation rather than westernized or even Americanized globally applied 
counsel. Community of Christ is still learning how to transition both those with a fundamental 
literalist mindset and those with a liberal interpretative mindset away from the dialectics of truth 
being a one and only thing, towards a dialogical mindset of first toleration and then a celebration 
of this diversity and the realization that truth can be an ‘existentialist’ pluralistic thing. 
Community of Christ is still learning how to apply our ongoing enduring principles to the 
pluralism within a multi-cultural, multi-mindset global village. Community of Christ is still 
learning how to provide facilitative ministries, mutually supportive ministries; in contrast to 
authoritarian, appointment based leadership models within its priesthood and administrative 
structures. Community of Christ is still learning how to develop administrative statements based 
on teleological values rather than based on specific polices that are time limited deterministic and 
authoritarian. And finally, the Community of Christ is still learning, almost within a crisis reality 
of static growth, of how to attractively communicate its progressive message of zionic values, 
making it compelling to those who are both inattentive and ‘unattending’ within their Christian 
orthodoxies and those secularists searching for higher levels of relevant meaning. The dialectics 
of wanting decisive resolution for all of these and other tensions will challenge our abilities to be 
a community building people. The desire to be ‘in process’, a progressive and ever evolving 
conversation and dialogue with ourselves, our society and our God will give us a sense of 
evolving towards ever higher levels of community. “Zion the beautiful beckons us on.” 
 
1) The Gifts of Sacred Dialogical Authority 
There are benefits that come with being a dialogical people. As we perfect our abilities to 
dialogue together we can expect the following “gifts” of a dialogical spirit to emerge. 
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1) Sacred Dialogical Authority is Energized Engagement 
The very fact that we are on the quest to become a people in dialogue, that we do understand our 
prophetic identity and responsibilities, reflects that we acknowledge that we should be building 
“louder”, so that we will have more impact on the society around us. Jesus said that he came that 
we might have life and have it more abundantly. Learning to organizationally increase the 
community building dialogic processes at the expense of the ‘debative’ dialectic processes is one 
way to achieve abundant life-ability, both organizationally and individually. It is one of the 
major steps in the journey towards vibrant community building. 
 
The Administrative Handbook discusses the concepts of spiritual formation and discernment and 
points to other resources that can assist us in developing new skills for the journey ahead. (pg 66 
2004 edition) Within the CEM, Kerry Richards as the Director of Mission for Canada in his 
workshops and other involvements is developing sacred community building capacity across 
Canada. This is also a very important focus of Community Place + in its mission to introduce 
youth and young adults into the sacred community building process. Congregations are quietly 
selling pews and buying chairs as they move from preaching to dialogue. Isolating oneself by 
only participating in one side of the dialogue or only with a predisposed group is missing the 
“spirit” of the dialogical process. We can be all in, and part of the process or we can stand on the 
sidelines and be entertained by the process. 
 
2) Sacred Dialogical Authority Empowers 
A dialogical people, an engaged people will be an empowered people. If final decisions of the 
people are largely tentative, then their engagement will also be tentative. However, if they 
dialogue to a resolution of an issue; if they come to the realization that they ‘own’ that issue and 
its organizational implications, then they will also be ready to help the administrators from the 
World Church through the Mission Centres to the Congregations, implement and live within the 
new reality produced by the new consensus. As we progress into the future more and more the 
direction will be set by ‘we the people’, fulfilling the secular democratic calling of an evolving 
civil society, which uniquely we will combine with our sacred mission of building a prophetic 
culture. This is how we will retain relevance and meaning within the context of our modern civil 
society. 
 
3) Sacred Dialogical Authority Inspires Both Individual and Community Based Learning 
A prophetic people, to be an engaged people will be a self-motivated people. To place greater 
authority and spiritual presence in the dialogue process requires a burning desire to privately 
and personally take the time to read, review, assimilate and educate oneself on the materials 
available as each issue arises. Withdrawing into periods of study, reading and self-education, 
meditative periods of discernment and even discovering one’s own “ah ha” experiences are 
encouraged and can augment one’s ability to join in the consensus building dialogue. In a sense 
this is an internalized component of the dialogue process. However, the internal dialogue cannot 
replace the community based, 

a) group education, 
b) group discernment and 
c) consensus building practices that occur in small groups 
d) consensus building processes that occur in conferences. 
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These community based dialogue components may be part of living out of a secular mindset, 
however, they can become more meaningful and energizing if perceived and emotionally felt as 
being involved in God’s mission initiatives. This places community-building processes within a 
spiritual mindset. Individuals and communities enhance or detract from their spiritual condition 
to the extent that they build these processes into their discipleship. “Zionic conditions are no 
further away nor any closer than the spiritual condition of my people justifies” (D. and C. 
140:5c). Zionic engagement begins with listening and learning from those around us. It requires 
building relationships with our friends but also with the “others”. Part of the experience of the 
sacred dialogue is to place yourself amongst those with whom you do not agree, with whom you 
have to listen carefully to even understand why they say what they say, with those who interpret 
their scriptures differently, with those who need to implement administrative policies, with those 
who have been hurt by administrative policies, with those who are so emotionally invested in the 
dialogue that they cannot be rationally confronted, with those who look and act differently. 
Living in the sacred dialogue; this is a new way of living, a new discipleship. 
 
4) Sacred Dialogical Authority Acknowledges the Ministry of Facilitators 
Dialogue is a human interaction process that requires facilitation; individuals trained or with a 
natural disposition to deepen the discussion, energize the discussants, introduce the more 
interesting questions, introduce consensus-building techniques, capture the insights and move 
discussion towards the priorities of the topic at hand. This is so much different than the 
individual who presents knowledge. There is a place for this lecture approach, especially peer 
reviewed scholarship, however it doesn’t advance the dialogical program. The ‘Ministry of 
Facilitation’ may yet require capitalization and further development as we begin to move away 
from external authorities and balance that with developing a more present un-authoritative 
dialogue. 
 
5) Sacred Dialogical Authority Increases Trust in the People to Discern 
To place greater spiritual presence in the dialogue process is a change from past historical 
practices. In our history, in a past time with a different mindset and understanding of priesthood 
authority, members, usually priesthood, could enhance the authority of their statement in a 
meeting by ending with the phrase “thus sayeth the spirit.” Essentially, that was a time when the 
authority of the priesthood was considered to give some individuals spiritual insights beyond 
what was available to ordinary members. Historically, it was often abused simply to give the 
individual unwarranted and undemocratic powers over the assembly or to achieve positions of 
leadership that preyed on blind followers or even to banish a person opposing their views. It was 
a way of exercising authority. Within the modern mindset of today this position would be 
challenged and on most occasions this would now be considered an inappropriate intervention 
into the ongoing dialogue of the people. The Administrator’s Handbook states clearly, “Matters 
of local administration are not to be conducted by manifestations of the Spirit (Doctrine and 
Covenants 125:15).” (Church Administrator’s Handbook pg. 85 2005 ) Spiritual and 
administrative authority has to give space for extended dialogue, between members, and between 
members and their leaders if consensus building is going to be allowed to occur. The people 
already have the capability of discerning when a member of the dialogue is providing a deeply 
felt expression of God’s love and grace and these spiritual blessings will contribute to that 
dialogue. There is a place for spirit-inspired preaching and guidance. This is represented at the 
highest level in the revelations and counsel provided to us by our prophet. 
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6) Sacred Dialogical Authority Produces Compassionate Engagement 
However, in our energetic spiritualized even aggressive deportment and ambition to change the 
world, we must remember that a prophetic people will be a compassionate people. In the end 
love wins! (Rob Bell in his book of the same name.) We are counselled to  

“be patient with one another, for creating sacred community is arduous and even painful. 
But it is to loving community such as this that each is called. Be courageous and 
visionary, believing in the power of just a few vibrant witnesses to transform the world.” 
(D. and C. 161:3a c  2000) 

A people in constant facilitated dialogue with each other will begin to hear each other, they will 
begin to be able to put themselves in the other persons space and mindset. Through experiences 
of dialogue, they will grow in compassion for each other. 
 
7) Sacred Dialogical Authority Produces Prophetic Engagement 
Retaining relevance within society is always in tension with working to change society. Civil 
society in its ideal form has not yet been achieved. In the words of Apostle Susan Oxley, 

“Our task is to create a new culture, a Community of Christ culture, that is true to our 
identity, calling, mission, and beliefs. Such a subculture may not always be aligned with 
any one nations civil society, but should always be aligned with the revelatory direction 
provided, the influence of the Spirit of God, and integrity of purpose in working faithfully 
as disciples of Jesus Christ establishing the reign of God on earth.  That task and calling 
will set us against the prevailing culture at times, ahead of the prevailing culture at times, 
and working as a catalyst to transform the prevailing culture at times. This is a very 
different calling than deciding to align with civil society simply in order to achieve 
relevance.  Our task is to proclaim Jesus Christ; create communities of joy, hope, love, 
and peace, thus transform an evolving society by the gospel principles; and embodying 
the peace of Jesus Christ in the larger global community.” 

This is clearly our sacred calling, our new Community of Christ discipleship. The scriptures in 
the section below outline the characteristics of what it means to be a prophetic people in 
dialogue. 
 
The above sections have indicated that in society and in organizations such as the church there 
are authority structures and processes. For dialogue of the people to advance, for a prophetic 
people to emerge will require new balances, theological and administrative, in the authority 
exercised by the people’s voice. This will require various forums in which the people and the 
leadership discuss various ways to bring equality of authority into the community building 
process into the realization of God’s covenant with us. 
 
2) Scriptural Based Characteristics of a People in Dialogue 
Discerning ways of giving more authority to the dialogue processes within Community of Christ 
and providing a foundation for fulfilling our covenant of being a prophetic people is not sourced 
only in the discussions of the people. It is balanced by the revelatory counsel received from a 
prophetic leadership and the administrative guidance generated by a skilled administrative staff 
team. In the past we have focused on the sacredness of the prophetic counsel and so we must 
learn to refocus, not by detracting from our past, but by focusing on uplifting a new parallel 
focus of dialogical sacredness. This is certainly not a new advocacy rising up from the people. It 
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has been clearly expressed by the highest levels of leadership. In an interesting window into the 
life of a prophet. Bill Russell one of our scholars and historians of impeccable reputation writes: 

Many who knew Grant and Joyce McMurray thought Grant’s role as 
“prophet” would be an uncomfortable one for both of them. At world 
conference the week he was ordained, McMurray said, “But to sit and listen 
while one is described as ‘prophet, seer, and revelator’ creates within 
me unimaginable turmoil. . . . We need to talk, my friends, about the way 
we have begun to move our identity as a people with a prophet 
to our calling as a prophetic people.” 
 
In McMurray’s 2003 address at the Mormon 
History Association meeting at the Kirtland Temple, he recalled that a 
Salt Lake reporter had called him uncomfortable in that role. “Indeed I 
was,” responded McMurray. “Seeking to discern God’s will for us in our 
own time . . . is a shared task of religious inquiry, not a duty for one person 
locked in a closet.” (Grant McMurray and the Succession Crisis in the Community of 
Christ, Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought, Vol. 39, no.4, pg 41) 

There is still much to be done in theologically balancing the revelatory discernments of the 
prophet and the discerning dialogue of a prophetic people. A sacred dialogue requires the 
counsel of a Prophet who is with the people as we all struggle to discern and then express God’s 
will in actions and in the written word. A dialogically based pragmatic and prophetic theology is 
a shared task of religious inquiry. 
 
As we enter into the dialogue on cohabitation we need to sense the counsel that is now available 
to us. Uniquely, our Scriptures are beginning to clarify what constitutes a sacred consensus 
building, sacred community building, prophetic dialogue. Combined with this, our leadership 
over the last few decades has been easing us towards deeper levels of dialogue occurring within 
different settings of our church life. The Temple with its Peace Award has broadened our 
dialogue by involving us in our global village. The Herald reports monthly on numerous 
examples of congregational dialogue with their communities. The emphasis on spiritual practices 
being shared through the Herald and Mission workshops has been growing. It can now be stated 
with assurance that the Community of Christ is firmly focused on further developing “dialogue 
competencies” within the context of their community building vision. These new intentional 
practices and processes are placing it on the progressive side of the Restoration movement. The 
following scriptures make available to us the personality, the nature, the cultural components of a 
prophetic people. 
 

A) A Prophetic People 
But the same Spirit that leads me to write these words also compels me to invite the 
church to join in the task of discerning God’s will for us. I am not yet sure what form that 
will take, but I believe it is our next step as we continue the process of becoming a 
prophetic people… (162 Intro) 
 
Lift up your eyes and fix them on the place beyond the horizon to which you are sent. (D. 
and C. 161:1a) 
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As a prophetic people you are called, under the direction of the spiritual authorities and 
with the common consent of the people, to discern the divine will for your own time and 
in the places where you serve. You live in a world with new challenges, and that world 
will require new forms of ministry. The priesthood must especially respond to that 
challenge, and the church is admonished to prayerfully consider how calling and 
giftedness in the Community of Christ can best be expressed in a new time. (162  2a-6b) 

 
God is calling for a prophetic community to emerge, drawn from the nations of the world 
that is characterized by uncommon devotion to the compassion and peace of God 
revealed in Jesus Christ. Through divine grace and wisdom, this faith community has 
been given abundant gifts, resources, and opportunities to equip it to become such a 
people. Chief among these is the power of community in Christ expressed locally in 
distinctive fashions while upholding a unity of vision, foundational beliefs, and mission 
throughout the world. (163 11 a.) 
 
B) A People of Pluralistic Diversity 
Stand firm in the name of the One you proclaim and create diverse communities of 
disciples and seekers. (161 6a) 
 
Listen carefully to the many testimonies of those around the world who have been led 
into the fellowship of the Community of Christ. The richness of cultures, the poetry of 
language, and the breadth of human experience permit the gospel to be seen with new 
eyes and grasped with freshness of spirit. That gift has been given to you. Do not fail to 
understand its power. 
b. It is for divine purpose that you have been given the struggles as well as the joys of 
diversity. So must it always be in the peaceable kingdom. (163 4a) 
 
Do not be defined by the things that separate you but by the things that unite you in Jesus 
Christ. (163 5a) 
Over and over again you have been counseled to be reconciled, to seek the unity that is 
imperative to the building of the kingdom. Again the Spirit counsels the church to not 
allow the forces of division to divert you from your witness. (163 5b) 
Listen together to one another, without judgment or predisposition. Do not assume that 
the answers to matters of conflict have yet been perceived. There is much labor to be 
done. Reason together in love, and the Spirit of truth will prevail. (163 5c) 
 
From the earliest days you have been given a sacred principle that declares the 
inestimable worth of all persons. Do not forget. (163 6a) 
The One who created all humankind grieves at the shameful divisions within the human 
family. A prophetic people must work tirelessly to tear down walls of separation and to 
build bridges of understanding. (163 6b) 
 
C) A Forward Looking People 
…neither be captive to time-bound formulas and procedures. Remember that instruction 
given in former years is applicable in principle and must be measured against the needs 
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of a growing church, in accordance with the prayerful direction of the spiritual authorities 
and the consent of the people. (161:5) 
 
Do not yearn for times that are past, but recognize that you have been given a foundation 
of faithful service, even as you build a foundation for what is yet to be. (162:2b) As a 
prophetic people you are called,… to discern the divine will for your own time and in the 
places where you serve. You live in a world with new challenges, and that world will 
require new forms of ministry. (162:2c) do not be unduly bound by interpretations and 
procedures that no longer fit the needs of a worldwide church. (162:2d) The spirit of the 
Restoration is not locked in one moment of time, but is instead the call to every 
generation to witness to essential truths in its own language and form. Let the Spirit 
breathe. (162:2e) 
 
“Community of Christ,” your name, given as a divine blessing, is your identity and 
calling. If you will discern and embrace its full meaning, you will not only discover your 
future, you will become a blessing to the whole creation. Do not be afraid to go where it 
beckons you to go. (163:1) 
 
Being a divinely led prophetic people involves—as a necessity—reevaluating at times 
some existing understandings and customs to allow added insight and interpretation 
under the Spirit’s guidance. (164:Intro) 
 
D) A Compassionate People of Peace 
Remember the worth of souls is great in the sight of God… (D. and C. 16:3c) 
 
I came that they might have life, and have it abundantly. (John 10:10)…  
 
Become a people of the Temple–those who see violence but proclaim peace, who feel 
conflict yet extend the hand of reconciliation, who encounter broken spirits and find 
pathways for healing. (161:2a 2000) 

 
Open your hearts and feel the yearnings of your brothers and sisters who are lonely, 
despised, fearful, neglected, unloved. Reach out in understanding, clasp their hands, and 
invite all to share in the blessings of community created in the name of the One who 
suffered on behalf of all.... Be patient with one another, for creating sacred community is 
arduous and even painful. But it is to loving community such as this that each is called. 
Be courageous and visionary, believing in the power of just a few vibrant witnesses to 
transform the world. Be assured that love will overcome the voices of fear, division, and 
deceit. Doctrine and Covenants (161:3a, c 2000) 
 
You hold precious lives in your hands. Be gentle and gracious with one another. A 
community is no stronger than the weakest within it. Even as the One you follow reached 
out to those who were rejected and marginalized, so must the community that bears his 
name. (162:6c) Courageously challenge cultural, political, and religious trends that are 
contrary to the reconciling and restoring purposes of God. Pursue peace. (163:3b) God, 
the Eternal Creator, weeps for the poor, displaced, mistreated, and diseased of the world 
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because of their unnecessary suffering. Such conditions are not God’s will. Open your 
ears to hear the pleading of mothers and fathers in all nations who desperately seek a 
future of hope for their children. Do not turn away from them. For in their welfare resides 
your welfare. (163:4a) 
 
As revealed in Christ, God, the Creator of all, ultimately is concerned about behaviors 
and relationships that uphold the worth and giftedness of all people and that protect the 
most vulnerable. Such relationships are to be rooted in the principles of Christ-like love, 
mutual respect, responsibility, justice, covenant, and faithfulness, against which there is 
no law. (164 6a) 
 
If you truly would be Community of Christ, then embody and live the concerns and 
passion of Christ…. 9f. The mission of Jesus Christ is what matters most for the journey 
ahead. (164 9d) 

 
E) A People Practicing Faithful Disagreement 
Faithful disagreement is defined as actions and/or responses by a person or group of 
people holding a different viewpoint regarding a particular policy, belief, principle or 
other position as established by the Community of Christ. This disagreement with the 
established Community of Christ position or direction is constructive, responsible, 
faithful, and bounded by loyalty and commitment to the overarching identity, message, 
mission, and beliefs of Community of Christ. Those who faithfully disagree are welcome 
to share their constructive voice regarding the established position with which they do not 
agree, with the intent of improving the overall faithful response of the church to God’s 
intended direction and without being categorized by others as unfaithful. (Intro to 
Statement on Faithful Disobedience see appendix) 

 
Sacred Dialogue and Sacred Dialogical Authority: New Topics for Theological Exploration 
In todays world described by the media as ‘spiritual but not religious’, the discernment of the 
spirit is more and more considered to be the task of all the people in conversation with each other 
under the promise that where two or three are gathered in community there will the Spirit 
be. (Matthew 18:20  D & C 162:8b) This focus on the sacredness of the people’s dialogue (See 
Marion Smith’s A Template for Creating Group Opportunities for Productive Dialogue in 
appendix of this Essay) is a new area for theological exploration within the context of 
progressive thought and modern mindsets. 
 
Summary 
So in conclusion, the answer to the question ‘why dialogue’ is simply because that is who we are 
becoming. We are a dialogical community, prone to, called to, communicating and interacting 
with each other. We are that part of the Restoration movement that is moving our identity from 
being a people with a prophet to our calling as a prophetic people. It is a journey to be cautiously 
celebrated as we “lift up our eyes and fix them on the place beyond the horizon to which we are 
sent.” (D and C Section 161:a)   
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The Essay 
 

Part Two 
Dialogue Applied: Present Realities for Dialogue in the Community of Christ 

 
The cohabitation dialogue is situated within the present framework of permissive dialogue, but 
not sacred authoritarian dialogue. It is important that we recognize that the discussion in Part 
One above is an exploration of looking towards the horizon, not a description of present realities. 
Our expectations as a community must not exist in advance of our realities. It is all about 
process. 
 
Institutional Versus Community Building Processes 
There are two models to accomplish religious goals. A hierarchical institutional structure is 
excellent at establishing settings for people, especially new people to the community, to learn the 
principles, creeds and story of their history and theology. It is organizationally focused and the 
story in unitary and uniform. A community development structure, in contrast, establishes 
settings for peoples’ interaction, relationship building and dialogue. It is community focused and 
the story is constantly evolving. One, in terms of mindset, is deductive, the other inductive. One, 
in terms of communications, is primarily top down the other is primarily bottom up. One, in 
terms of education, is expert teacher focused the other is dialogical learning through 
seminars/workshops focused. One, in terms of authority, is focused on strong leadership and 
hierarchical structures; the other is focused on strong democratic processes involving all of the 
members. One tends to have a basic unitary static understanding of its identity; the other tends to 
have an evolving pluralistic, diversified identity. One identifies with end beliefs, the other 
identifies with the consensual processes to achieve enduring principles for living. The 
Restoration Movement is a fascinating study in that it has produced both models. There is the 
institutionally focused Utah Mormon journey and there is the Community of Christ journey with 
an identity true to its name. These two expressions of the restoration represent two models of 
dialogue and conferencing. In the Mormon approach the leaders, the Brethren, in the regular 
conferences that are held focus on explaining the programs of the Church and encouraging the 
people on their faith journeys and testimony building experiences. In the Community of Christ 
model each of the three organizational levels; congregations, missions and International World 
Church have their own conferences in which any member or delegate of the conference has voice 
and vote. This provides the members with an ability to influence what is discussed in the various 
conference levels. Even at the International World Church level this gives them an opportunity to 
enter into a meaningful dialogue under the guidance of the First Presidency. Different dialogue 
models produce very different identities within these two expressions of the restoration 
movement. It is truly amazing how two groups with so much in common could have such 
divergent journeys and practices. (For further understanding of this current process see 
www.mormonstories.org and review the 2 hour video interview with John Hamer, a Community 
of Christ convert from the Mormon Church and presently the pastor of the Toronto C of C 
Congregation.)  
 
Authority and the Community of Christ First Presidency 
In terms of Conferences, where the people gather, it is important to note that within the 
Community of Christ tradition there is an authoritative balance that makes Community of Christ 
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a practitioner of both the organizational as well as the community development models. The 
Community of Christ has found ways of bringing the authority of its leaders into the processes of 
their Conferences. Leonard M. Young in “Common Consent in the Reorganized Church” clearly 
outlines how the Presidency by being the chair of the World Church Conference has the ability to 
set the agenda and rule items out of order. “The three years in which the greatest number of 
resolutions were ruled out of order were years of significant conflict within the church… 
however, that as rulings by the presiding officers have become more numerous, the First 
Presidency has usually been willing to allow these decisions to be appealed…In no case found 
has a ruling by the Presidency been overturned through this parliamentary method.” (Restoration 
Studies Volume XV 2014, pg 8). In summary, the Community of Christ is an expression of an 
interesting ongoing balance between a people with a prophet and a prophetic people. 
 
It is important to acknowledge that as this area is explored into the future that there are 
traditional and present administrative practices and polices that are in place that uphold the 
right of the First Presidency to lead the church and to be the interpreters for sacraments 
and priesthood issues, as well as the administrative head of the church. Theocratic democracy, a 
phrase attributed to Joseph Smith III, (See Appendix Bylaws of Community of Christ, Article III 
– Theocratic Democracy) has historically been the phrase that helps us as a people place balance 
between the sense of a prophetic leadership and a prophetic people. It may require re-
interpretation as we move forward, however, it certainly has been a major consideration at times 
past in our history. “Frederick M. Smith… This period of our history, perhaps as much as any 
other, embodied the church’s quest for a workable boundary between theocratic rule and 
common consent.” (The Church Through the Years Volume Two by Richard Howard, pg 221). 
Common consent, “ however, in the view of Fred M. Smith, meant that a united church lived and 
served from the stance of an invincible loyalty to God, to the leadership provided by God, and to 
the church as God’s instrument. … For Fred M. Smith, to be a member and a good citizen of the 
church meant respecting and honouring authority in church life.” (Ibid. Pg 223) (For further 
discussion see Richard Howard chapter 29 pg 221 and The Journey of a People The Era of 
Reorganization by Mark Scherer chapter 20 pg 464.) A very real part of our journey as a people 
has been living within the tension of a theocratic organization. History however, is often written 
from the perspective of the leaders, losing some of powerful influences the people in conferences 
and in congregational business meeting contributed to our present culture and perspectives. 
 
Achieving balance is part of the CEM process in respect to the cohabitation dialogue. Apostle 
Susan Oxley expresses in communications with the Committee, that it is important that the CEM 
conference does not have expectations beyond the realities of the organization in which it 
resides. She states the following. 

 “Throughout the history of our movement, the members and leaders of the church have 
recognized the First Presidency as the leaders responsible for setting and 
interpreting policy concerning sacraments and priesthood.  But this is not just a 
common practice, casual agreement, or custom.  It is policy and standard procedure that 
is supported and authorized by World Conference action and the Bylaws of the Church.  
It is implied in the appeal process established and used for involuntary changes in 
priesthood status.  It has been lived out in a variety of ways through the years and 
consistently applied for all policies concerning sacraments and priesthood.  WCR 1182 
makes it clear that issues of priesthood status are administrative actions, which fall under 
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the oversight of the First Presidency. And Article III, Section 6, Paragraph a of the 
Bylaws state “a mission center cannot enact binding legislation on matters of World 
Church importance.”  In the first part of the paragraph it indicates, “Each conference has 
authority to legislate for those it represents, insofar as it does not usurp rights lawfully 
centered elsewhere.” At various conferences, issues have arisen in which the authority to 
change policy has been attempted through resolutions, but they have been ruled out of 
order because they violate this guideline.  The right of the First Presidency to set and 
interpret policies on sacraments and priesthood issues has been consistently upheld by 
World Conference delegates.  If there were a need to change that authority, then the 
World Church Conference resolution would need to seek out all the places that state or 
imply that the First President is the authority in such matters, and suggest changes be 
made to all those documents. So as you dialogue about issues of priesthood cohabitation, 
remember two things: 

1. You can discuss anything!  It’s okay to talk about changing authority boundaries. 
2. Talking about it, and even coming to consensus about it, doesn’t change the fact 

that we do not have the authority locally to make the changes ourselves.  Not 
when it impacts the global church guidelines, policies, structure, and 
administration.” 
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The Resources Essay 
 

Part One 
Why a Background Resources Essay? 

 
A resource essay is intended to illicit further discussion and interest in dialogue, it does not 
present a position on the issue. Background information essays (resource essays) are intended to 
support our self-learning and group education practices. We have been counselled …”seek ye 
diligently and teach one another words of wisdom; yea, seek ye out of the best books words of 
wisdom; seek learning even by study, and also by faith.” (D. and C. 85:36a) These type of 
essays provide content that is concise and accurate in order to provide readily available resources 
to those who are interested in both the dialogue’s subject matter and in participating in an 
informed dialogue process. However, they are not intended to be comprehensive, nor to be a full 
analysis of the implications of the information provided. 
 
An essay dealing with a new concept such as cohabitation must be able to clearly state the 
traditional organizational interpretations and authoritative statements of the organization as it 
establishes the basis for a new dialogue with new information and perspectives. This tension 
between the organizational authoritative statements and the community exploration resources 
will be evident throughout this essay, and essentially it is a reality of the Community of Christ 
experience. As a resource essay its intent is to provide the raw information on both sides of the 
issue so that the reader can then use the information to formulate “informed” questions and 
responses at the upcoming group dialogue sessions. 
 
The essay may “feel” to support one side of an issue over the other, simply because it is prepared 
to explore all resources in contrast to restating only the traditional organizational statements. The 
essay may “feel” to be liberal in thought simply because it is prepared to include a variety of new 
organizational or cultural interpretations of the issues identified, that seem to be in tension with 
tradition statements. Regardless, the information is provided so that the dialogue may prevail. 
 
Resource essays are possible within the Community of Christ because of a very specific 
characteristic of this people. They have a teleological mindset. This is a complex word, but 
essentially it is the difference of looking forward, rather than backward in terms of finding ones 
core story or identity. Community of Christ is perpetually open to a new story and new identity 
as witnessed by the recent designation of a new name as well as its experience in working within 
the context of an open and vibrant canon. This is in contrast to other denominations who find it 
very difficult for a host of organizational reasons to reinterpret or to expand on the orthodoxies 
of their past story or identity. 
 
In terms of resources there are only two sources of information, a) disciplined apologetics 
defending a formalized heritage and orthodoxies and b) progressive statements from an open and 
exploring dialogue. The choice at its core is to conserve (as in a conservative mindset) or to be 
progressive (as in a liberal mindset). The trick is not to be totally and wholly converted by either 
mindset or their supporting resources! It is more a dance than a battle. Conversion to one or the 
other will only diminish the dialogue and it is the dialogue that must prevail. It is important 
however, to understand the Community of Christ heritage as one of gently leaning away from 
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creedal orthodoxy towards continuing revelation or progressive thought. Other denominations 
produce a very moving and emotionally stirring formalized story of gospel restoration and gospel 
fulfillment. It is a story that is continuously told and celebrated meaningfully over and over again 
within a host of sacramental, liturgical and educational cycles. Community of Christ has taken a 
different fork in the road, resulting in and creating an ongoing open dialogue with the world and 
with God. In this dialogical environment, the story is continuously evolving, being reinvented, 
reinterpreted and re-energized flowing through new drafts, as it takes in new experiences from its 
environment. Like a video game it relentlessly moves towards yet another layer upon layer of 
action, experiencing the frustrations of needing to acquire yet another level of increased skills, 
yet the satisfaction of knowing something has been mastered. Facilitated by an open canon and 
the resultant understanding of continuous revelation the Community of Christ dialogue simply 
continues to move forward, evolving onwards through new conceptual insights and life affirming 
practices. Individuals must then choose; to live life passively entertained by a known story, even 
a great story; or to be aggressively energized within an open ended highly participatory dialogue 
that declares, “we write the story not heard before… God’s love assures us through the 
unknown.” (C of C Hymnals: Now in This Moment by Richard and Barbara Howard) 
 
The goal of this essay is to provide the resources and the data that will advance the discussion 
and allow individual, but more importantly, group interpretations and positions to emerge out of 
an informed dialogue. Apologetics advocating for a known position prematurely tend to omit, 
gloss over or entirely negate current or new materials that adversely affect their mindset. 
Idealistic utopian perspectives tend to immaturely rebel against proven values and hard won 
insights of humanity. Background essays, although limited, attempt to point towards all relevant 
resources so those in the dialogue can wrestle with the conservative and liberal forces that 
surround any and all issues, especially issues of morality. Those in the dialogue are encouraged 
to explore references provided, search for and share other information sources, talk with people 
directly affected by the issue, participate in a full consensus building dialogue in their chosen 
community, complete their own analysis of the material, and finally achieve, a community 
vetted, informed but personally held, position on the issue being explored. Regardless of the 
resources used, an informed dialogue must prevail. 
 
Some will use this informed position to help them in quietly voting at the appropriate time, while 
others will use it to champion and openly and publically advocate for their position. In some 
cases if the consensus building process is facilitated appropriately, all the data is reviewed, the 
people involved will simply all come to an acceptable, perhaps somewhat flexible, ‘position 
statement’. Dialogue can be debate, but if it does not go beyond debate towards discerning where 
the basis of consensus is emerging the community building process will ultimately fail. Debate is 
about decisive decision-making. Dialogue is about consensus building and ultimately community 
building. It is important to realize that some issues at a global level simply cannot achieve a 
consensus. The consenting population is simply too diverse and separated in their life 
experiences. “It is for divine purpose that you have been given the struggles as well as the joys of 
diversity. “ (163:4a) In these cases more local conferring processes are required so that some 
groups within the larger body can express their mission in their place and their time, differently. 
Given that the Restoration has suffered constantly from schismatic experiences right up to the 
present it may be time to find a process and a mindset that accepts a pluralistic dialogue and 
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diversified administrative structure within a global community struggling to build more civility, 
more peace into an evolving world. 
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The Resources Essay 
 

Part Two 
Initiating the CEM Dialogue Model 

 
A) Why a Cohabitation Committee? 
This process of entering into a dialogue on the subject of defining what is and what is not moral 
behaviour in terms of marital status and specifically marital cohabitation, is in response to 
specific events within the Community of Christ as experienced recently within the Canada East 
Mission. The specific administrative events when applied to removing priesthood status resulted 
in a widespread reaction by the people resulting in spontaneous dialogue sessions in some 
congregations and eventually resulting in a series of six motions, all of which were approved at 
the CEM conference in the fall of 2014. Essentially, it was one of the strongest unsolicited 
responses (meaning not organized by the staff of the CEM) of the membership for any issue 
within the CEM over its history. One motion that was approved by the CEM conference required 
that a committee be established to develop a “dialogue process similar to that of the recent 
Canadian National Conference”. This is a mandated dialogue. The focus of the committee was to 
establish a “list of questions surrounding the issue of non-marital cohabitation involving 
priesthood members, in particular the leadership possibilities of such persons and attitudes of the 
membership of the Canada East Mission Centre.” (References to Motion entitled Amendment to 
Resolution 2014-1 Chatham/Woodfield Motion Restorative Ministries CEM14-169 John Scherer – Aug. 27th 2014) 
 
Dialogue requires informed discussion. The essence of the cohabitation dialogue is: 

a) the current cultural perception of what constitutes marital morality and the current 
efforts to establish a Community of Christ culture of discipleship within the reign of God 
b) the current perception on what type of authoritative statements guide the Community 
of Christ administrators and people in determining morality 
c) the current perception on how authority and dialogue is redefined within the emerging 
context that changes “our identity as a people with a prophet to our calling as a prophetic 
people.” (W. Grant McMurray “A Prophetic People,” Saints’ Herald, June 1996, 226) 
d) the need to balance prophetic discernment among the people in a dialogic process with 
the right and responsibility of the First Presidency in interpreting issues on sacraments 
and priesthood for the larger global community (Theocratic democracy)  
e) the balance our church has established between offering ministry and receiving 
ministry, which is impacted by priesthood conduct, morality, ethics, and decisions.  
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B) The Initiating Issue: Priesthood Members Judged to be Immoral 
The church’s administrative policy as stated verbally is that priesthood members may not 
cohabit or engage in sexual activity outside of a legal marriage ceremony.  Those who are 
involved in cohabitation may not continue to function in their priesthood.  The focus on unethical 
sexual relations is what raises the issues of morality. Immorality is inherent within the 
administrative process of removing priesthood status from a minister. It requires a public 
awareness that this person can no longer minister in their community because of something that 
has been judged by someone to be immoral in how they have conducted themselves. The 
“something” in most cases is an unacceptable marital status or sexual impropriety. In the CEM 
the immorality charges were specifically administrative issues, as opposed to being an 
embarrassment to their congregation. In one case the individual in cohabitation for at least five 
years with full knowledge of his congregation had been elected as their pastor for each of those 
same years. In the other case the pastor of the accused would not participate in the priesthood 
release and several long standing congregants and family members wrote letters and protested 
the judgement. The focus of this issue is on the tension between administrative organizational 
policies (written or unwritten) with singular interpretations of morality and the community’s 
differing interpretations of morality and high level of toleration for various types of marital 
status. This tension will be explored within the context of the broader issues of how we as a 
community have or should deal with issues of immorality, specifically, cohabitation. If there 
were no initiating tension there would be no dialogue. However, the essay will attempt to not 
only clearly show the positions in tension, it will provide commentary that clarifies the source 
of the various positions. The essay assumes that an informed people exercising spiritual practices 
of discernment within a facilitated dialogue with each other can establish positions of consensus. 
 
 
C) The CEM Administrative Processes (Based on Comments from Apostle Susan Oxley) 
In the specifics of the present dialogue it is important to point out, that all conversations with 
priesthood members and partners were held initially in confidence and without public 
participation.  The public/members became involved when the priesthood members themselves, 
or their partners, shared publicly their upset.  That did not mean the supervising ministers/apostle 
were free to share any information about the situation; all information was given by those who 
lost priesthood rights.  And all efforts to try to deal quietly and confidentially in these situations 
were abrogated by public outcry initiated by the priesthood members themselves, or their 
families and friends.  The apostle, for example states, “I never used the word “immoral” in my 
discussions.  I simply shared and upheld the policy that priesthood can not cohabit.” It is 
important for the committee to state clearly there has been no indication that any of the above 
processes were not followed in the specific cases in the CEM. It is important to understand that 
there are checks and balances that both the individual and the administrators of an organization 
have to consider when dealing with serious judgments concerning behaviours and standards. 
 
In Community of Christ, one of the responsibilities of a supervising administrator—such as a 
Mission Centre President and Apostle—is to receive complaints and concerns from members and 
leaders about individual behaviours and actions on the part of other members and leaders.  The 
church does not require these complaints to be written.  They do require that there be some 
evidence that the complaint is true.  In the event of cohabitation, when two people are engaged 
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and housed jointly at the same residence without “chaperonage”, it qualifies as cohabiting.  If an 
engaged couple announces they have moved in together, it qualifies as cohabiting.  These are 
sufficient evidences, for a conversation to occur with the priesthood member involved. 
 
In Community of Christ, the policy that priesthood cannot cohabit has a long standing 
historical basis, and a long list of precedents through the generations.  The position of 
current “superior administrators” has been shared through the process of appeal in the instances 
of cohabiting that have occurred in the past few years in Canada.  The position of the voting 
membership will undoubtedly be expressed at World Conference when the resolution asking that 
the policy on priesthood and cohabitation be reconsidered and changed.  That voting membership 
will include delegates from around the world, considering policy that will impact nations 
globally.  Even within Canada, the members are not unilaterally in favour of changing the policy.  
Written statements to that effect have been sent to the apostle following the CEM Conference. 
The Community of Christ does not consider journalists as stakeholders in the decisions on policy 
that administrators make.  It is the opinion of the CEM administration that because priesthood is 
voluntary and a calling, not a civil or human right, it is outside the jurisdiction of civil or human 
rights courts.  If a case came before a Canadian court, it would be thrown out on the basis of the 
right of a non-profit organization to establish its own policies, procedures, and criteria for 
leadership. As this essay states this remains an opinion to be considered along with the differing 
letter of opinion provided by a Canadian lawyer practicing law with a focus on civil and human 
rights. (This letter has been made available at www.thedialogueplace.ca in the Advocacy 
Dialogue Centre under the title Lawyer’s Letter.) The Committee wants to be clear that its 
understanding is that no legal action is being considered and of course until a judge would rule 
definitely opinions can be freely stated by any interested group or persons.  
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The Resources Essay 
 

Part Three 
Defining Morality  

 
A) Understanding Morality from the Context of Society 
Morality is an evolving ever changing social phenomenon that is culturally and time specific. 
What was immoral yesterday is very different from what would be considered moral today. What 
is immoral in other cultures is very different from what is considered immoral in our culture. 
And to be blatantly open within our pluralistic culture there are wide differences in terms of 
acceptable morality. The toleration of violence within Hollywood is far removed from what our 
children are allowed to watch at home, and what is considered fun in Las Vegas can be 
considered totally immoral within our families and our faith groups. Beyond this it is to be 
realized that the Mennonites who live not far from our urban centres feel that our lifestyles are 
not only immoral but also ungodly in many respects. Beyond the pluralism, is an ever-changing 
character of an evolving society. Laws that have been static for decades are now being quickly 
changed in terms of marital status. Nations and States are now changing their laws to reflect the 
reality and validity of homosexual partnerships and other types of marital realities such as 
common law partnerships. Marijuana is now a legal substance available openly in some markets, 
while the prisons are still filled with citizens arrested for using it in the past. Societal changes 
require evolutionary, sometimes revolutionary internal responses from all organizations if they 
are to survive as relevant contributing components of their society. The responses must be timely 
and quickly executed. Otherwise, even an evolving organization will find it is closing 
congregations faster than it is finding ways to dialogue itself out of its dire situation. That is why 
organizations such as the Community of Christ are required to be in constant intentional dialogue 
with the society around them. Immoral activities or behaviour come in two forms requiring two 
categories of discussion; 1) that which is illegal and criminal, 2) that which is deemed by an 
organization to be immoral. 
 
a) Legal (or Not) 
If the issue is criminal or illegal in nature then the administrators of most organizations simply 
allow the civil authorities to pursue an appropriate investigation or they take their own charges to 
a court of law. Most large corporations recognizing employee rights reinforce the laws of the 
land with internal policies. In terms of employees, and in some cases volunteers within a 
corporate organization, contractual law allows organizations to establish agreements that give 
them authoritative control over their personnel, with some clauses controlling the employee’s 
statements and actions even after employment has ceased or the person has left the organization. 
Some organizations include in their policies clauses discouraging fraternization between 
employees, which could include cohabitation, and they are especially concerned if employees in 
authority establish relationships with those over whom they have supervision responsibilities. An 
employee who suffers from unwanted advances within the workplace can launch Law suites. In 
our western society there is a definite demarcation between what is deemed to be private and 
personal and what is deemed to be in the public domain, represented by the now famous 
Canadian quote of Trudeau, “there is no place for the state in the bedrooms of the nation.” In 
present society the demarcation between what is controlled by societal authorities and what 
remains private is much broader than just cohabitation and includes the right to bear arms, the 
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right to protect ones property, the right of businesses to contractual privacy, the right not to be 
searched without a warrant or a reason of criminal intent, the right of employers and employees 
to nondisclosure and the list goes on. There are two classes of actions, those that illegal and those 
that are private. Consequently, there is a position that can be argued that in civil societies, 
organizations do not need to intervene and should not intervene in the lives of their 
personnel or members unless the act or behaviour is illegal or criminal, and then simply 
inform the police. All other behaviour is personal and is not to be deemed the “business” of the 
organization or the state to judge it as moral or immoral. In most organizations if one separated 
out issues of blatant criminal behaviours, contractual discipline of personnel in work 
environments, there really would not be much left for the organization to deem to be unethical or 
immoral. Consequently, in our open and civil society, immoral but not criminal, behaviour has 
become a very small subset of an organization’s purview. However, it does exist. 
 
b) Immoral but Legal 
There is a type of organization that has a category called “members.” In some of these, such as 
churches, membership is purely voluntary. This raises the question as to what authority do these 
organizations have over their membership. In most cases when the authority is exercised the 
membership can simply be revoked or their right to hold a position (e.g. volunteer priesthood 
office) in the organization could be suspended, leaving their membership in tact. An example of 
exercising this type of authority comes from our Utah cousins who recently have been quite 
active in silencing those advocating for equality of women and homosexuals within their 
community. (See www.mormonstories.org ) It is to be kept in mind there is nothing illegal about 
this advocacy, however, authorities have deemed it to be unethical, even immoral, as it weakens 
the faith of some of their membership. 

 “In our church, apostasy is defined as “repeatedly acting in clear, open, and deliberate 
public opposition to the Church or its faithful leaders, or persisting, after receiving 
counsel, in teaching false doctrine.” It’s a hierarchical church, so this verbiage will 
probably be unfamiliar to my… readers. Basically, members are free to think whatever 
they like about the church, its leaders and doctrines. They are also free to express their 
opinions in private forums. However, when they start publicly criticizing the church 
and/or encouraging others to question or leave the church, they will be counseled by their 
local leaders. If they persist in publicly denouncing the church, its doctrines, etc., then 
they run the risk of becoming the subject of a formal church disciplinary council. The 
most extreme punishment for apostasy is excommunication.” 
( http://www.jewishjournal.com/jews_and_mormons/item/john_dehlin_a_mormon_jew_for_jesus  ) by 
Mark Paredes Jan 26 2015 

 
However, allowing immoral, unethical or illegal activities to exist within a community of faith 
without administrative investigation and censure is also a serious omission on the part of an 
organization. The Catholic Church and its multiple issues discussed in the media of priests 
pursuing immoral relationships with parishioners and especially children is a prime example of 
an organization in the minds of many citizens, that has not fulfilled its administrative duties in an 
appropriate manner. Organizational administrators, almost by definition, have to be a 
conservative force within their organizations and within society. Authorities are responsible for 
upholding the policies and norms of their organization; however with one caveat. 
 
 



	   32	  

The Caveat 
Even in these organizations that rule on ethical and moral issues (that are not considered illegal) 
there are protections for individuals against such rulings that prevent them from being arbitrary. 
First, almost all organizations grant their membership an opportunity of due process and arms 
length review. Beyond this, in almost all such organizations within civil societies the concept of 
the loyal opposition, faithful disagreement or protection of the “informer” is considered an 
important protection to be given to the membership. Most organizations have their unique set of 
policies or procedures that delineate the limits to which a member can go in opposing the 
authorities or the beliefs of the organization. However, the separation of internal issues of 
morality and external legal issues is a slippery demarcation as every citizen in most countries has 
civil rights that can be attested against any organization. There may be an exception in the 
United States of America where the courts recognize a very strong separation of church and 
state, allowing churches wider authority over internal issues of employment and membership, 
protecting them from legal recourse of those same employees and members under what in other 
countries would be considered within the jurisdiction of civil rights courts. For an interesting 
view into this area of law, one is referred to www.thedialogueplace.ca under Advocate Dialogue 
Centre the box titled Lawyers Opinion. It is important to recognize that the Community of Christ 
provides for review and due process, with levels of appeal concerning the administrative action 
taken. (See in Appendix below WCR 1192.) 
 
Non-profit organizations, in Canada, as well as in the USA, are recognized by the federal 
government as having the right to establish guidelines for conduct and criteria for leadership 
within their own organization.  They cannot impose such guidelines on other organizations or 
non-profits.  And they cannot establish guidelines that are criminal in nature.  But they have the 
freedom to establish those guidelines for members and leaders within the non-profit.  
Membership is understood to be voluntary, not mandatory, so participation as a member includes 
acceptance of the rules of the organization.  Leadership is not mandatory, but voluntary, so 
acceptance of leadership responsibility assumes understanding of and compliance with the 
established criteria for leadership. In Canada, holding priesthood office is not considered a civil 
right.  It is voluntary.  It is a calling and an ordination established within each church 
denomination, according to the guidelines and administrative/spiritual procedures deemed 
appropriate by each church.  Similarly, being recognized as a minister by one denomination does 
not guarantee that other denominations will also recognize ministerial authority in their church.  
The legal system recognizes the rights of churches to establish these guidelines, so giving or 
removing priesthood authority are not recognized as subjects over which civil courts have any 
authority, unless something illegal has occurred. There are instances however, where a church 
can contravene civil rights legislation in dealing with its internal matters. (For a current 
interpretation of what is and what is not legal or appropriate within Canadian law see Advocate 
Dialogue Centre Lawyer’s Letter located at www.thedialogueplace.ca . ) 
 
c) Below Expected Standards but Moral and Legal 
There is a third possible position that an organization can take, that is, the action is not illegal 
and it is not immoral, it’s just not at the expected standards of the organization. In terms of 
marital status and cohabitation specifically, this could give an organization a set of behaviours 
that neither it nor society would deem immoral, but it would still prohibit. The challenge is to 
develop a criteria by which essentially, the organization is saying there is nothing wrong with 
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what you are doing, however, it is different from our expectations, therefore we will remove you 
from your position or enforce the same consequences as if you were deemed to be immoral. The 
immediate defense is simply, if my actions are legal, if they are moral then you are simply saying 
that they are not wrong, they are just different. Why does being different allow such 
unreasonable repercussions and dishonouring? Morality and ethical behaviour has societal 
precedents, discussion and statements that we all reference. Standards of expectation, especially, 
if they are not written and determined by a consensus building dialogue are really not valid. They 
simply become one persons or group’s opinion in tension with another’s. And yet, in Canada’s 
government, there are a variety of procedures and practices that are not written down, but are 
recognized and faithfully followed. Most organizations have “unwritten rules” however, the 
courts tend to expect understandings of a serious nature to be in a written form of sorts. (Our 
CEM parliamentarian Darrell Kennedy has examples and a phrase to describe this type of 
organizational practice.) 
 
In the corporate world, this becomes a contractual issue. A president of the company could be 
contracted to raise profits by a certain percentage, or expectations will not be met and he or she 
will be removed, not for doing anything illegal or immoral. (Morality only enters into the 
situation if the person being removed feels he/she has achieved the contract’s stipulations, but is 
being unreasonably removed. For example, the before tax profits did achieve the goal, it is unfair 
for the Board of Directors to consider only an after tax definition of profits.) In a contractual 
situation determining if reasonable expectations are met is difficult. For an organization without 
contracts or written guidelines to attempt to delineate what their members or the general public 
deems as “reasonable” expectations, over and above morally and ethically acceptable 
behaviours, in any controversial situation, is extremely difficult. As stated above the 
determination of what constitutes higher standards begins to become simply opinions or very 
finely tuned interpretations of policies or past statements. To discipline a person for acts that are 
legal and moral but below “reasonable” expectations, begs the question “whose expectations”? 
The “caveat” provided above that provides protections to individuals, falsely accused, in a civil 
society would be even more relevant, most likely more easily applied allowing the accused to 
take the position that they are being discriminated against, unreasonably. Further, for the 
authorities of a civil society organization to define higher expectations based on their own 
definition without being able to point to a process of membership (and/or public) consent would 
be deemed to be arbitrary, unfair and in itself immoral. 
 
In the religious world, this becomes a scripture interpretation issue. Within a religious paradigm 
higher standards do not necessarily need to be opinions. They can be based on scriptures, 
because the membership has already assented to accepting them as providing guidelines that 
must be followed or at least respected. If only it were this simple. Scriptures and the 
interpretation of scriptures, has and still does consume a tremendous amount of energy within all 
world religions. The result being that on any topic multiple interpretations arise, sometimes 
strongly contested. Essentially, within Christianity there are two very large groupings, the 
evangelicals that take a literal and defined fundamentalist position on most scripture and the 
progressives (sometimes called liberals) who assume a scholarly-based historical and cultural 
review and evolving study of all scriptures. For the former scripture is the guide, for the latter 
scriptures need to be interpreted. For the former the core truths are universal and do not change, 
for the latter truth like culture and civility is an evolving phenomenon. For the former 
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associations or persons or leaders are given the authority to determine and convey the truths of 
the scripture. For the latter generally accepted interpretations arise from a consensus of the 
membership in conference or in some form of democratic dialogue with each other. 
 
Within Restoration history the Community of Christ affirms the First Presidency as having the 
final interpretative responsibility for sacraments and priesthood issues, including the scriptures 
pertaining to them. Administratively, interpretations have to be provided by a governing body. 
However, in general in terms of accepting new revelations and new policy changes there is a 
strong historical argument made by both Richard Howard and Mark Scherer that the Community 
of Christ over its history has emphasised the consent of the people while the Utah Mormons are 
prone to protect the authoritative position of their leaders to interpret and express their beliefs 
and understandings. This is supported by the Mormons tendency to have a close to closed canon 
while the Community of Christ has a constantly continuing expanding canon. Both however have 
a common propensity to create break off groups. In the Community of Christ due to this 
historical trend conservatives have continually left the community at various points in the 
dialogue. While the Utah Mormons, have recently invited those in their strongly organized 
liberal dialogue to leave. Both groups in a sense have retained the Restoration propensity to 
produce schismatic break-off groups. (For greater insight on this historical phenomenon refer to 
the works of Steven L. Shields one example being Divergent Paths of the Restoration (1990)). It 
raises the realization that the Utah Mormons have failed to find a way to include the liberals in 
their dialogue and the Community of Christ has failed to find a way to include the conservatives 
in their dialogue. This diametrically opposite inclusive, exclusive tension in both groups is an 
interesting study. Perhaps both groups should give it more attention. 
 
The conclusion is that in a civil society an organization’s statements on morality have to emerge 
out of a broad consensus of their membership, and then be clearly defined and written so they 
can be examined by all parties in any particular situation. Essentially, this is the task of the CEM 
membership in the coming months; to form a broader based consensus of whether cohabitation is 
immoral and if not immoral then is it a marital status that is below or above the membership’s 
reasonable expectations. 
 
The Caveat 
However, to distinguish between the concept of “morality” and the concept of “highest standards 
of Christian conduct” (a concept only used in WCR 1192) within a church context is really 
establishing a dialogue that is an unreasonable differentiation of two accounts. 

1) Within the context of cohabitation, traditionally it would be considered adultery as in 
the phrase “living in sin”. When dealing with issues of adultery you are dealing with 
issues of morality. Cohabitation traditionally and historically was not considered either a 
legal or a morally defendable marital status. Consequently, the dialogue around defining 
marital status differently from traditional definitions has to focus on the morality of the 
condition. We cannot move it over into a context of legal and moral but just not up to 
standard. 
 
2) If there are organizational standards that have emerged out of a consensus of the 
membership and a person purposefully and blatantly breaks them, then essentially it 
makes little difference if you label the behaviour as unethical, immoral or “below 



	   35	  

acceptable standards”. It still results in the same punishment; the loss of being able to act 
as a minister within the organization. If the same punishment results from doing 
something, does it really matter how it is labelled? This alone denotes that it does not 
further the dialogue to try to isolate behaviours that are below acceptable standards from 
behaviours that are unethical or immoral; they are all wrong and they are basically all the 
same in respect to the dialogue before us. 

The differentiation in acting immorally or acting at a lower standard is too close to change the 
task before us. It essentially confuses the dialogue. These are simply the same thing and if not 
the same thing they are within the same category of concern. There are levels of immorality (as 
there are levels of criminality), consequently, for the purposes of this essay “lower standards 
of conduct” that result in loss of ministerial license will be considered a type of immorality, 
perhaps a slightly lower level, but immoral just the same. In this essay we feel it is appropriate to 
refer to all such behaviours as immoral. 
 
 
B) Understanding Morality from the Context of the Individual 
Being labelled immoral is almost universally accepted as being a serious denunciation of 
personal character and behaviour. Being labelled immoral within your community, (a public 
forum of an organization) is a dishonouring, almost universally combined with censures in terms 
of future abilities to be in positions of leadership or membership. Being judged immoral at the 
very least is an embarrassment to the party involved and at the very most could be deemed to be 
libellous, affecting their lives far beyond the doors of their organization. In fact, how the person 
is dealt with in terms of the accusation is extremely important. A labelled member of the 
community, even if innocent, will reside under the cloud of suspicion for a long time before 
many issues are resolved. During this period authorities often feel a sense of confidentiality is 
required which opens the membership rumour mill to active participation in the process. During 
these periods reactions ranging from sleepless nights to depression to suicide are all possible. In 
some cultures loss of honour can lead to shunning or even to honour killings or suicides. (It can 
and does happen in Canada. One group of firemen in north Toronto in March 2015 arrived on a 
scene where a woman had burned herself to death. One of the firemen resigned on the spot and is 
taking time off to determine if this is his career in life.) 
 
A discussion of any issue of immorality or criminality has a long and tried tradition within civil 
societies that require that the accused be deemed innocent until proven otherwise. Citizens and 
members have rights that authorities have to protect. Consequently, within a free civil society 
when questions of immorality arise they must be dealt with from the perspective of the citizen or 
member of the organization. If an administrator in your church community publicly announced 
that you were immoral and you knew that you weren’t, what would you do is the pivotal 
question? Within the context of a civil society to be correctly accused requires some basic 
elements of justice. 

1) It requires transparency in the sense that the accuser and the accused have possession 
of and are reviewing the same data concerning the perceived instance of immorality. 
2) It requires fairness or equal and equitable treatment before the law or policy so that 
all members receive the same response to similar perceived offenses. This latter response 
can only be assured if a series of openly determined precedents in terms of past 
judgments are available in writing to each party and it requires a written administrative 
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handbook or its equivalent that outlines clearly the organization’s authority (legislation or 
policy or scriptures) upon which the judgements are based. 
3) It requires clarity and disclosure in the sense that both the accuser and the accused 
have possession of, are reviewing, and have the same understanding of the laws, policies 
and / or definitions of the laws or policies that may or may not have been contravened. 
4) It requires timeliness in terms of resolving the judgement one-way or the other. 

The one thing that is not tolerable is one administrator or a group of administrators on the basis 
of oral dialogue, personal feelings, self-interest or intuition making a life changing judgement in 
terms of a person’s morality. Consequently, in terms of the individual, it is important within civil 
societies to protect their privacy and their rights from unwarranted intrusion by any form of 
authority. 
 
In terms of the individual accused of exhibiting behaviour that is at a lower standard of 
expectations, as differentiated from being accused of immorality; within a close community like 
a congregation, it is hard to argue that the feelings and understanding of the situation would be 
much different. It is still a shaming event, especially when it results in the same administrative 
actions. Everyone will know that they certainly did something wrong, and some will wonder who 
made the judgment? 
 
C) The Parameters Placed on Any Organization Making a Moral Judgement 
Protecting the interests of the organization in terms of soft immoralities, as opposed to hard 
criminalities, is actually more complex than it would first appear as it is always in tension with 
the rights of the individual. Beyond this it is always in tension with the changing public 
perception or acceptance or non-acceptance of various behaviours. Establishing a moral 
judgement in any specific case involves administrative consideration of five different publics; 

1) the historical declared, usually written, positions of the organization 
2) the position of current superior administrators up the line of authority 
3) the position of the voting membership of the organization 
4) the sensibility of journalists within the public domain to the issue 
5) the position of the courts of the nation that deal with civil and human rights. 

In summary, the act of declaring a person immoral is part of a larger process that includes more 
people than simply the administrator and the accused. Consequently, a judgement needs to 
include a clear statement discussing the basis for the moral judgement, as well as giving 
supportable reasons why authoritative intervention into the life of the persons involved and into 
the life of the organization is warranted at this time. It presents two serious issues within the 
organization: 

a) how are moral standards set, guiding the definition of morality and its source 
b) who is given the authority to make judgements of morality and on what basis. 

Criminality is a form of immorality. This essay is focused on the ethical and moral judgements 
dealing with non-criminal matters within the Community of Christ. 
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The Resources Essay 
 

Part Four 
The Morality of Cohabitation 

 
The Dialogue: The Morality or Immorality of Cohabitation 
In this section the CEM Committee on Cohabitation will present A) a specific summary of our 
society’s perspective as expressed formally based on current Canadian law and B) a fairly 
comprehensive summary of our membership’s perspectives as expressed in the motions 
approved by the CEM Conference of October 2014. These understandings are then supplemented 
by exemplars of members who are living a cohabitation lifestyle. From these two types of 
sources the Committee on reading them over many times has extracted five primary categories or 
components of the current CEM dialogue.  
 

1) Marital Morality: Advocacy for a Relevant Clearly Stated Definition 
2) Marital Morality: Definitions Proposed 
3) Marital Morality: Resolving Conflicts of Church, State and Membership 
Interpretations of Morality 
4) Administration: Placing the Level of Authority 
5) Administration: Proposed Process Changes 

 
The Committee, by identifying the issues within the context of a current description of Canadian 
law and then identifying the issues as discussed in the CEM conference motions, has attempted 
to capture the dialogue as already initiated by the people, rather than create a new dialogue 
platform sourced from scholarly papers or other types of expertise. These identified components 
will become the map that will guide the Committee in determining the questions that in turn will 
guide the consensus building dialogue in the CEM Community of Christ over the coming 
months. 
 
A) Summary of the Official Current Canadian Perspective 
Society’s perspective will be examined using a letter written by a professional whose day to day 
task is to interpret the mores or moral principles that Canadian society has placed in law and 
expects its citizens and organizations in Canada to respect. Since the letter represents the position 
of one of the CEM priesthood who lost their license but claims they have done nothing immoral; 
taken as a whole the letter is written with a definite bias towards challenging the Church’s 
position within Canada. However, the Committee, in using the letter, has been careful to extract 
only the general statements of law presently existing within Canada. The letter in total is 
available at www.thedialogueplace (an advocacy web site established by Community Place+ to 
promote dialogue on this and other issues) and on that site it is to be found in the web section 
labelled Advocate Dialogue Centre, under Advocate Tasks at the tab labelled Lawyers 
Opinion…. 
 
For the most part the essay places commentary in italics and the “direct quotes within quotation 
marks” with clear citations so anyone interested in doing further research can easily find more 
information. This is a resource essay. The focus is on providing direct quotes allowing 
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individuals to make their own interpretations. Commentary is included only to provide added 
information that should help in making an informed interpretation of the quotes. 
 
 
1) Marital Morality: Advocacy for a Relevant Clearly Stated Definition 
Commentary 
Within the Canadian courts cohabitation is legal. Consequently, in any organization, if the issue 
is raised at all, it is within the context of unethical or immoral behaviour. (Situations can make it 
illegal. For example if the cohabitation is not consensual or if the individual is not capable of 
defending themselves from a predatory approach due to being a minor or developmentally 
delayed, etc. There is also the legal issue of cohabiting when one of the partners is still legally 
married, due to the divorce process not being completed.) 
 
Within the Community of Christ present standards and expectations are clear. Community of 
Christ has standards of conduct for priesthood, which are in place so that ministry will not be 
adversely affected.  The reason complaints come about priesthood cohabiting, is due to the fact 
that some members consider it adversely affecting their ability to receive ministry from that 
priesthood member or adversely affecting their ability to give ministry.  And the Church has 
taught throughout its history that priesthood could not cohabit.) 
 
www.thedialogueplace.ca  Lawyer’s Letter 
“There is also no substantial, bona fide connection between… marital status and his ability to 
minister, represent his faith, and lead the community. Had… (the person’s) conduct gone against 
the explicit teachings of the Church and reflected values, which were immoral, the debate may 
have been different. As it stands, however, the teachings of the subject are ambiguous at best.” 
(pg 7) 
 
 
2) Marital Morality: Definitions Proposed 
Commentary 
The Community of Christ recognizes marriage as a covenant and sacrament of the church.  We 
also recognize civil unions performed by duly authorized civil authorities according to national 
laws.  The Community of Christ is not bound by the Canadian definition as quoted below, or by 
other definitions given by other national governments.  The word “covenant” is important, and 
includes a public declaration of intent, a commitment intended for life, and a recognition of 
God’s involvement in the promises and commitments being made, with the expectation of 
blessings and spiritual guidance included in the commitment. 
 
www.thedialogueplace.ca Lawyer’s Letter 
Marital status itself is defined in the (Ontario Human Rights) Code as the “status of being 
married, single, widowed, divorced or separated and includes the status of living with a person in 
a conjugal relationship outside marriage.” (pg 6). 
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3) Marital Morality: Resolving Conflicts of Church, State and Membership Interpretations 
of Morality 
www.thedialogueplace.ca Lawyer’s Letter 
 “Just as the Church… with respect to gay marriage… embarked on an informed and thoughtful 
debate which resulted in its eventual approval by the Church, so too must the Church view non-
marital, long-term, committed living arrangements as worthy of the same rights and respect as 
married couples. Canada sees nothing inherently wrong in cohabitation and the Church ought to 
follow suit. As an institution which enjoys a history of progressive and modern thinking with 
respect to issues viewed as controversial by other religions, the Community of Christ must 
continue to take steps forward to ensure that no members are alienated because of factors 
irrelevant to their faith and dedication to the Church.” (pg 5) 
 
Commentary 
The committee notes that this is a non-member legal counsellor giving advice on what the church 
MUST do.  This dictate is not couched as a legal mandate, but rather as an impassioned plea 
representing his client.  
 
“Though the right to freedom of religion is similarly protected under the various forms of 
legislation, it does not automatically trump the other protected rights. Numerous cases have been 
heard and reported wherein a religious organization was found to be in breach of the Human 
Rights Code for discriminating against individuals on protected grounds…” (pg 6) 
 
“With respect to the actions of private actors… the Ontario Human Rights Code, applies. 
Various sections of this statute guarantee the right of individuals to be free from “discrimination 
because of race, ancestry, place of origin, colour, ethnic origin, citizenship, creed, sex, sexual 
orientation, gender identity, gender expression, age, marital status, family status or disability”. 
(pg 6)  
 
“(The person’s) …formal marital status holds no relationship to his ability to fulfill his 
responsibilities, particularly in light of the overwhelming tolerance which our society has for 
cohabitating couples.” (pg 7) 
 
Commentary 
As indicated earlier in this document, the Canadian law also protects the right of a non-profit 
organization to set its own standards and criteria for membership and leadership authority.  
Priesthood is not a civil right.  It is a calling.  It’s voluntary, and people are free to respond to 
the call with either a positive or negative decision.  Priesthood is not a human right, given 
automatically to all individuals.  We believe in the priesthood of believers, in that all members 
are called to minister with the gifts and talents God has given them as servant ministers 
following Christ.  Ordination is provided for those who, in addition to the responsibilities of 
membership, receive and respond to a Divine call to serve in specific ways utilizing the gifts God 
gave them.  Ordination includes representing the Church in a variety of ways, and standards of 
conduct are established that must be met to continue to function in priesthood authority.    
Ordination is recognized by governments as having some legal responsibilities as well. 
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B) The CEM Conference Expressions on Cohabitation 
Commentary 
The perspectives contained in the motions passed in the conference directly represent the CEM 
Community’s dialogue in respect to the issue of cohabitation. The Committee has been careful to 
allow the motions to speak for themselves. Essentially, we simply took the main points within 
each motion and organized them according to the five themes that occurred repeatedly within the 
motions and the conference dialogue. The following is a core presentation of the issue that was 
raised in the CEM Conference of October 2014 as stated within the motions approved and 
included in Appendix One of this essay. These motions with the minutes of the meeting are 
available from the CEM office at http://www.communityofchrist.ca/index.php/cem/cem-‐events/cem-‐
conference . The CEM motions establish the beginning platform of the dialogue on marital 
morality in general and cohabitation in specific. The following section groups the issues that the 
motions raised. 
 
1) Marital Morality: Advocacy for a Relevant Clearly Stated Definition and What 
Conference Level Defines It 

Commentary 
Several resolutions made reference to a sense that there was no adequate definition of morality 
available to administrators or the membership. All of the motions seem to deem this to be a 
weakness in the organization. However, the Community of Christ has a long history of not 
developing creedal statements or definitive belief statements. Instead it provides Enduring 
Principles that are present but not permanent interpretations of our beliefs. Even some of our 
scriptures are not considered to be a test of faith. The CEM Conference of 2013, in a period of 
explanation, was told that the Administrators were referring to the policy of taking the 
priesthood license from ministers for cohabitation practices as an oral policy that the First 
Presidency held to be the present authority for their actions. The Conference in many of its 
motions was asking for a written Administrative policy or a Statement that would provide 
guidelines (not laws) for the actions of the Administrators that could be examined and reviewed 
by the membership. 
 
Willow Congregation CEM14-171 
“Whereas, the lack of written clear rules or policies (the scriptures, the Administrative 
Handbook, the Priesthood Manual and the Priesthood and Ministry in the Community of Christ 
handbook (draft) all use general phrases such as “accepted standards of Christian conduct” and 
“ministerial ethics” which are open to multiple interpretations) regarding our definition of moral 
values leaves ‘immorality’ to be defined solely by Administrative Officers based on their own 
interpretations;” Whereas 7 
 
“Whereas, in at least one recent case in Ontario, Administrative Officers within the Community 
of Christ, disagreed among themselves in terms of these interpretations; therefore be it,” 
Whereas 8 
 
Willow Congregation CEM14-172 
“Whereas the definition of morality and acceptable behaviour is not uniform throughout CEM or 
Community of Christ, nor is it clearly defined.”  Whereas 1 
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Stratford Congregation CEM14-170 
“Whereas, such action is based on an unwritten policy;” Whereas 1 
 
 
2) Marital Morality: Definitions Proposed 
Commentary 
Several of the resolutions went beyond a call for a clearer definition and offered their own. All of 
the motions focused on a broader definition of marital morality beyond the traditional definition 
of it being linked to a marriage ceremony and the receipt of a legal marriage certificate. 
 
a) Chatham/Woodfield CEM 14-173 
used the phrase for acceptable marital status as “the union of two individuals, living in a 
mutually consensual, long-term, committed relationship (referred to by different terms in 
different nations)” Whereas 2 
 
b) Stratford Congregation CEM 14-170 
used the phrases “significant others”, Whereas 1 
and “living in long term, committed relationships” Resolved 2 
 
c) Willow CEM14-171 
used the phrase for acceptable marital status as “the interpersonal union of two individuals, 
living in a mutually consensual, long-term, committed union (such relationships referred to 
legally and/or culturally using various terms such as marriage, common law, engagement, 
spousal) is understood within Canada as an acceptable way for individuals to form a legal 
relationship.” Whereas 2 

The same resolution asks that the church to “use the Community of Christ Doctrine and 
Covenants Section 164 6,7 as their guiding document in making determinations of immorality. 
This document defines moral relationships using terms such as “Christ-like love, mutual respect, 
responsibility, justice, covenant, and faithfulness” and defines immoral relationships using terms 
such as “selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, degrading and abusive.” Resolve 1 
 
Stratford Congregation CEM 14-170 
“That we recommend to the First Presidency that priesthood members living in long term, 
committed relationships will no longer have priesthood authority changed based solely on their 
living arrangements;” Resolve 2 
 
 
3) Marital Morality: Resolving Conflicts of Church, State and Membership Interpretations 
of Morality 
Willow CEM14-172 
“And whereas currently policy may be in conflict with Canadian law and congregational will, “ 
Whereas 1 
 
Willow CEM 14-171 
“Whereas, The interpersonal union of two individuals, living in a mutually consensual, long-
term, committed union (such relationships referred to legally and/or culturally using various 
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terms such as marriage, common law, engagement, spousal) is understood within Canada as an 
acceptable way for individuals to form a legal relationship that has rights and obligations defined 
and protected under law across Canada; and” Whereas 2 
 
“Whereas, increasing numbers of Canadians, both young adults and seniors and all ages in 
between, are choosing or in order to deal with specific circumstances are using interpersonal 
unions (common law marital status is the fastest growing sector of the Canadian population) that 
begin prior to or remain outside of a traditional marriage ceremony,” Whereas 3 
 
 
4) Administration: Placing the Level of Authority 
 
The Authority of the Scriptures was recognized in several motions. 
Stratford Congregation CEM 14-170 
“Whereas, such action is in conflict with a written policy, which states: “Sexual ethics should be 
the same for all people without discrimination” -Statement of Sexual Ethics, Page 3, section “H”; 
and” Whereas 2 
 
“Whereas, such action is in conflict with the Standard of Authority of the church, which states: 
“where there is no law given there is no punishment” –Second Nephi 6: 51;” and Whereas 3 
 
Stratford Congregation CEM 14-173 
“That when conflicts of interpretation of what is or what is not an immoral act may occur 
resulting in false accusations of guilt, that the principles of Restorative Justice be applied even 
before there is a proven offender.” Resolve 2 
 
Willow CEM 14-171 
“Whereas, in at least one recent case in Ontario, Administrative Officers within the Community 
of Christ, disagreed among themselves in terms of these interpretations; therefore be it,” 
Whereas 8 
 
Conference Minutes 
Commentary 
It is interesting that all of the motions at the CEM conference would have been ruled out of order 
had the chairperson Tim Stanlick and Apostle Oxley not worked diligently with each mover to 
ensure that the motions included phrases that clearly indicated that the First Presidency of the 
Church would have final control over changing our administrative definitions and procedures. 
The membership only makes recommendations. There is need for a dialogue clarifying in what 
issues can the membership speak and act for themselves in conference and in what issues do they 
simply make recommendations to higher levels of authority. Presently, this demarcation of 
authority is confusing since most of the motions, and the groups putting them forth were not 
using this phrase until required to by the chairpersons. Eventually, as indicated below phrases 
deferring to the First Presidency were included in all motions. 

Chatham / Woodfield Congregation CEM14-169 “The committee will prepare a report for the 2015 CEM 
conference, with any recommendations, including any to the First Presidency.” Resolve 2 
Stratford Congregation CEM14-170 “Resolved, That we recommend to the First Presidency…” All 3 
resolves used this wording. 
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Willow Congregation CEM14-171 “…acceptable to the First Presidency of the Community of 
Christ.”Resolve 3 
Willow Congregation CEM 14-172 “That this motion be forwarded to the First Presidency along with our 
request that local bodies be given the ability to use their discretion regarding if or how current policy is 
enforced until this matter has been reviewed by a forum and validated by the First Presidency.” Resolve 1 
Stratford Congregation CEM 14-173 “That the resolution 2014-2 on Restorative Justice (Distributed pages 
7-9) be referred to the First Presidency for study and discussion” 

 
Some of the motions inferred that lower levels of authority perhaps should have a wider 
discretion in making these types of administrative decisions. 
Willow Congregation CEM 14-171 
“That as part of the dialogue moving towards a written uniform policy for marital relationships, 
for each nation or cultural group, that consideration be given to having standards of morality be 
established by local groups of Peers,” Resolve 7 
 
Willow Congregation CEM 14-172 
“this body requests that if the person chooses, he/she may share with his/her congregation to 
provide input to the administration about the congregation’s willingness to accept ministry from 
this person.” Resolve 1 
 
“our request that local bodies be given the ability to use their discretion regarding if or how 
current policy is enforced until this matter has been reviewed by a forum and validated by the 
First Presidency.” Resolve 2 
 
The Stratford Congregation essentially advocates for multiple levels of authority to be involved, 
however, Restorative Justice as defined is very much focused on the grassroots membership 
base. 
Stratford Congregation CEM 14-173 
“Whereas, The First Presidency of the Community of Christ has established a worldwide 
committee on Justice” Whereas 1 
“If the matter cannot be brought to mutual understanding and healing at the initial stage, the 
Pastor, or if the Pastor is personally involved, a representative from the Canada East Mission, 
will involve one or two Evangelists and/or qualified Teachers, who are of a similar age or life 
stage or have had a similar experience as the accused,” Resolve 3-2 
“If the two foregoing stages cannot effect reconciliation and healing that the Pastor (or 
representative from the Canada East Mission) call a meeting of the congregation, with the 
Evangelists presiding, to prayerfully meet, discuss and foster a climate of healing and 
reconciliation.” Resolve 3-3 
“If all the foregoing steps fail in bringing about peace, reconciliation and healing,  
the involved parties meet with the involved Evangelists and Mission Centre Presidency for 
healing” Resolve 3-3/4 
 
 
5) Administration: Process Change Recommendations  
a) The issue of anonymity, of a person accused, not knowing who “outed” them to the 
administrators was raised. 
 
Stratford Congregation CEM14-170 
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“when such arrangements are noted;” Whereas 1 
 
Stratford Congregation CEM 14-173 
“Restorative Justice practices provide voluntary opportunities for those who have been harmed 
and those who have caused harm to be active participants on their journey for justice,” Whereas 
5 
 
b) The Stratford Congregation with their restorative justice focus presented in a detailed motion 
advocated for a very different administrative process to be initiated once a judgment was 
initiated. It outlines in detail processes that can be initiated after the person is accused and after 
the person loses their priesthood license or even their membership. It essentially should be read 
in its entirety by those interested in establishing these types of processes. 
Stratford Congregation CEM 14-173 – See appendix. 
 
c) Partial rather than total release from priesthood ministries 
Chatham / Woodfield Congregation CEM 14 -  “That where a judgment has been requested or 
imposed as to restrictions for a priesthood member, a jury of 3 peers (equals) be encouraged to 
be appointed to support the person under judgment, if that person wishes to participate in the 
dialogue. The mandate of such jury will be to advocate for the person’s continued activity in 
church life.” Resolve 1 
 
d) Flexible Standards for National or Cultural Groups 
Willow Congregation CEM 14- 171 
“That as part of the dialogue moving towards a written uniform policy for marital relationships, 
for each nation or cultural group, that consideration be given to having standards of morality be 
established by local groups of Peers, if the accused so desires;” Resolve 3 
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C) Exemplars: Expressions of Individuals Involved in the Practice of Cohabitation 
Commentary 
Cohabitation affects all adult age groups. In the past it has been associated only with the young 
and associated with the taint of ‘pre-marital sex.’ However, we now live in an age of zoomers 
defined as boomers with zip. There are often economic reasons emerging out of past employment 
pensions that are supporting widows that prohibit new legal unions, however, new relationships 
form and there is a sense that the long term commitment should have a sacred blessing of some 
form. Often seniors need supports from each other that lead to cohabitation living arrangements 
within one or the other’s home. Retirement and Nursing Homes on a regular basis see strong 
emotional and sexual relationships forming between their single seniors. Then there is the 
generation gap in which older couples simply have lived in a culture of marriage precedes 
cohabitation and they have no understanding of the reasons that anyone would choose to co-
habitat. As a result the committee has reached out to some who are living or have lived in a 
cohabitation lifestyle. These exemplars are offered in order to provide the information necessary 
for those who are not living the lifestyle, a level of informed understanding. The practice of 
cohabitation can still be opposed. However, when either in support or in opposition to the 
practice it is relevant to have some descriptions provided that clearly explain the practice. The 
following are statements made by current Community of Church members who have or are in a 
cohabitation marital status as legally defined. The Committee asked four questions and these are 
the answers as written by the individuals themselves. 
 
It is to be noted, as in the discussion of the scriptures above and the CEM motions the Committee 
for the most part is simply collecting the data. We do not comment on the pros or the cons of the 
data collected, that is the task of the future dialogue sessions. 
 
Commentary 
The following responses to questions have been retained in colour in order to allow you to know 
how the same individual was answering what questions. The answers in red are from a non 
participating member of the Community of Christ. The blue and orange are in a relationship 
with each other and are participating members of the Community of Christ. The green is a 
participating member in a union with a non-member. 
 
 
Question 1. What is a benefit of living together before you are married? 
You figure out if you actually want to marry the person. This seems like a no-brainer to me. 
Some people simply aren't compatible, and cohabitation before marriage can teach you a lot 
about yourself, the person you're with, and what kind of partner you both need to be with as well 
as what kind you'd like to be in a marriage or any long-term relationship.  
 
In the unfortunate event that you co-habitate with someone who is abusive in any way (and only 
find out after the cohabitation), it also allows you to leave the relationship much more easily and 
quickly, without needing to actually go through a divorce, which is much more complicated and 
takes longer. 
 
Cohabitation also allows you some time to 'grow with' a person to make sure you're growing 
roughly in the same direction/on the same path. Sometimes people live together for a year or two 
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and then change so much the realize they're no longer good partners for each other. It's good to 
live together for awhile to make sure you are compatible in those deep ways that will let you stay 
together for a long time, if that's what you both want out of the relationship 
 
______ and I moved together for a few simple, but important reasons. The first being that we 
were together all of the time anyway. I originally lived alone, but _____ would spend most of her 
free time at my apartment. Transitioning to officially living together was natural.  
 
Secondly, money. When I was living alone, I was paying for rent, food, and leisure items for my 
home. ______ moving in cut my expenses down by a significant margin and ensured that ______ 
would not have to live with the same expenses I did.  
 
Once we were engaged and living together for a while, it was time to decide if we wanted to use 
our savings to buy a house or to pay for a wedding. The answer was easy: We wanted to have the 
big beautiful wedding of our dreams, but buying a house is the practical and responsible 
decision. Together, we were able to put a sizable down payment on our house and are able to 
handle the bills. This isn't something that would have been possible for me or _______ 
separately if we weren't living together (for obvious reasons).  
 
We chose to treat our wedding seriously on our own budget and timeline and not as a throwaway 
event to please disapproving peers. Because of that, the wedding had to fall after the purchase of 
our home. 
 
There are several, many of which _____ has listed, but I have also found that living with ______ 
has allowed us both to know each other on a deeper, more intimate level. There are some things 
that you can only learn about a person by sharing a living space with them; it can test your 
compatibility, your ability to make compromises and sacrifices, and your patience at times. For 
us, waiting to learn these things after our wedding would mean waiting to know each other at our 
core, and that's not something we wanted to wait for. We have become a stronger couple because 
of it. Above all, our home has become a place of love and comfort - something that we have built 
together. I'm grateful that we have this place to come home to both before and after our wedding 
day.  
 
For me personally, finances were the reason for us living together before marriage. We never 
viewed living together as a “test” to see if we were a right fit, we already knew that living with 
someone always presents challenges, but we were committed to each other and knew we wanted 
to spend our lives together. It just did not make sense for us both to be paying full rent. We were 
trying to be good financial stewards! ;) 
 
Question 2. Are there any detriments to living together before you are married? If so, what 
are they? 
Can't see any. But I don't subscribe at all to the 'living together before marriage is bad' belief, so 
this is pretty much an impossible question for me to answer. 
 
Only the scrutiny we've faced from our church and our peers within. Everything else has been 
great. 
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Nothing besides the disapproval and judgement that has been passed by our church. 
In my opinion, no. 
 
Question 3. What were some things that you feel help make living together a success? 
Patience, communication, respect. All the things that make living together in marriage a success 
too. No difference here. 
 
Constant communication - ensuring one another is happy and feel like they have an equal stake 
in the relationship.  
Equal divide of responsibilities 
Meeting each other's needs in the relationship 
Implicit trust that your partner won't falter in some un-healable way 
Faith that if you falter in a healable way, that your partner will allow things to heal and will help 
foster the healing process. Also doing the same if your partner is the one that falters. 
 
Communication, above all else, is the common denominator for everything. Constant support 
and understanding from your partner, and, of course, we have been blessed with our supportive 
family and friends.  
 
Hmmm…this seems like more of a relationship question to me…I feel that for us, living together 
successfully and having a successful relationship go hand in hand. We have good communication 
and are values and goals are similar. We view things as a partnership (which I guess you could 
relate this to the financials of living together?) Sorry….not sure what you are really looking for 
with this question. 
 
Question 4. Is there anything that is a challenge while living together that could make the 
union unsuccessful or not lead to marriage? 
In our case, no. We're compatible enough in all the places that matter, and we work for the rest. 
But, if for example my partner had had outdated expectations of splitting household duties (and 
thought I was going to do all the housework), that would have made any union (in our outside of 
marriage) unsuccessful for me. But this is 100% a personal thing. Someone else might be happy 
to take on more 'traditional' marital gender roles and that's totally fine for them, but for me, with 
the career I have, I simply cannot live with someone who holds that expectation. But this is 
personal and might not make sense at all to the next person. 
 
These question are very hard to answer from a broad perspective, because my answer isn't 
necessarily one that someone else would agree with. I also don't have a problem with divorce, 
and don't always believe people are meant to be together forever. I'm sure that sounds 
hypocritical as someone getting married in the next year, but I truly believe that if _______ and I 
reached a place where we were no longer happy and felt like we'd tried everything to find 
happiness in each other and our relationship and had fallen short, we'd both rather divorce than 
stay in that place and see the other person unhappy. 
 
Not living together before marriage is just one more human construct from religion that I'm quite 
happy to totally ignore, as it's pretty freaking illogical. But hey, that's just me. :) 
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I think going against the factors that I listed in question 3 would be the biggest. 
Also, financial burden. 
 
What _______ said. 
Hmmm…I think this one is just the reverse of the previous question. We may become 
unsuccessful if we each change so much and want different things (different values and goals) 
and don’t communicate those things with each other and how to make those differences work. 
But I don’t think this has anything to do with whether or not a couple live together before 
marriage or not. 
 
Commentary 
The committee would like to receive other exemplars written by those who decided not to co-
habitat or who decided to get married in order to achieve a higher standard of covenant based 
relationship. Other questions that the committee would like the dialogue sessions to consider 
are: 
The Community of Christ upholds the idea of “covenant” as an important quality and criteria of 
a Christian relationship.  How do you understand and define the word “covenant” and its 
relevance to your relationship in cohabiting? 
- Are the benefits of cohabiting any different from the benefits of living together in a formal 

marriage relationship?  If so, how? 
- How would you word a new policy that provides for committed, long-term relationships, but 

does not open the door to casual liaisons that can be hurtful? What exceptions would you 
include?  What categories of people would be covered?  ) 
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The Dialogue Focus Questions 
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The Facilitated Dialogue Guidelines 
The following possible recommendations, as presented by the Committee, are emerging 
from the motions approved at the past CEM conference. However, the facilitated dialogue 
groups may come up with other sample recommendations or resolutions of their own.  
 
The Facilitated Dialogue Parameters 
1) The dialogue is intended to open all ‘marital status’ areas for dialogue, including definitions of 
morality that would effect both priesthood members and members in general. However, the 
primary goal of the dialogue session is to specifically focus on administrative responses to 
priesthood immorality in respect to the practice of cohabitation. 
 
2) The dialogue does not have authority (even if it achieves high levels of consensus) on its own 
to change policy, ignore policy, or speak with an authority that overrides the authority of our 
leadership, either in the local arena, or the global arena. 
 
3a) The dialogue can lead to a consensus in your group that will be compared to the reports from 
other groups and drafted by the PCS Committee into an acceptable resolution(s) or 
recommendations for the CEM conference and if approved these can be forwarded to the 2016 
International World Conference in a form that would not be ruled out of order. (Note that the 
2016 conference may be using a new process in which the conference itself determines what 
“proposals” will receive priority in its sessions.) 
 
b) The dialogue can lead to a consensus in your group that will be compared to the reports from 
other groups and drafted by the PCS Committee into an acceptable recommendation to the First 
Presidency for them to establish a process such as set up a task force on Marriage, Marital 
Morality, and Covenant, (title to be determined), to explore and make recommendations back to 
the First Presidency or develop a resolution to be brought back to the International World 
Conference. 
 
c) Presently, the PCS Committee is assuming that this issue cannot be brought forward to a 
National Conference with the ability to make resolutions or recommendations to the First 
Presidency, however, we could ask the First Presidency or Apostle to allow us to develop a 
National Forum that could make an advisory report back to the First Presidency. 
 
4) In terms of more general recommendations the CEM Conference can provide suggestions and 
then request that the First Presidency review, update or clarify the Priesthood Manual or 
Administrative Handbook as they continue to interpret issues of sacraments and priesthood.  
 
5) CEM Conference could ask the First Presidency through the Council of Twelve to conduct an 
International survey among the Western nations to obtain feedback and comments from a 
broader population of members. CEM Conference could ask the First Presidency to explore and 
then report back to us on some identified issues. 
 
PLEASE SEE APPENDIX 10 - Some Comments About the Dialogue Questions (Apostle Susan 
Oxley)  
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The Dialogue Focus Questions 
 

To Be Handed Out and Collected from Everyone at End of the Dialogue  
Reporters Please Send Back to Committee 

 
 
 

Your	  Gender:	  	   	   Female___	   	   Male___	  

	  

Age	  Category:	  (circle	  your	  age	  category)	  

16	  and	  below…	  	  	  	  	  17	  to	  24	   25	  to	  35	  	  	  	  36	  to	  45	  	  	  46	  to	  55	   56	  to	  65….66	  to	  75…….76	  to	  85	  …..	  
Above	  

 
Scoring	  System	  
1	  Strongly	  Disagree.	  I	  have	  major	  concerns	  that	  cause	  me	  to	  believe	  that	  this	  is	  not	  where	  God	  is	  calling	  the	  church	  to	  be	  at	  this	  time.	  
2	  Disagree.	  I	  have	  some	  concerns	  that	  cause	  me	  to	  believe	  that	  this	  may	  not	  be	  where	  God	  is	  calling	  the	  church	  to	  be.	  
3	  Neutral,	  Neither	  agree	  nor	  disagree	  (if	  a	  large	  minority	  is	  in	  this	  position	  it	  means	  more	  dialogue	  is	  needed)	  
4	  Agree.	  	  I	  have	  few	  concerns	  and	  believe	  this	  is	  where	  God	  is	  calling	  the	  church	  to	  be	  at	  this	  time.	  
5	  Strongly	  Agree.	  	  I	  have	  little	  or	  no	  concerns	  and	  believe	  strongly	  that	  this	  is	  where	  God	  is	  calling	  the	  church	  to	  be	  at	  this	  time.	  
On	  each	  question	  circle	  the	  appropriate	  level	  of	  support	  and	  then	  hand	  these	  pages	  	  into	  the	  facilitator	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  day.	  
	  

	  

Dialogue	  Priority	  #1	  	  -‐	  Policy	  Guidelines	  for	  Moral	  Marital	  Unions.	  

	  

1A	   	  What	  is	  your	  level	  of	  support	  for	  the	  current	  policy	  and	  practice*	  that	  would	  have	  cohabitating**,	  non-‐
married	  priesthood	  be	  released	  from	  active	  priesthood	  status	  until	  the	  cohabitation	  situation	  is	  
otherwise	  resolved?	  

	   Strongly	  disagree	   	  	   Disagree	  	   Neutral	   	   Agree	   	   Strongly	  agree	  

	  

1B	   What	  is	  your	  level	  of	  support	  for	  recommending	  to	  the	  First	  Presidency	  that	  they	  redefine	  marital	  status	  
more	  broadly	  than	  those	  relationships	  having	  a	  marriage	  license	  from	  a	  ceremony	  recognized	  by	  civil	  
authority?	  	  	  

	   Strongly	  disagree	   	  	   Disagree	  	   Neutral	   	   Agree	   	   Strongly	  agree	  

	  

1C	   What	  is	  your	  level	  of	  support	  for	  recommending	  to	  the	  First	  Presidency	  that	  the	  values	  as	  stated	  in	  
Doctrine	  and	  Covenants	  Section	  164:	  6a	  &	  b	  (attached)	  be	  the	  guidelines	  for	  administrative	  decisions	  
related	  to	  suspension	  regarding	  priesthood	  cohabitation?	  

	   Strongly	  disagree	   	  	   Disagree	  	   Neutral	   	   Agree	   	   Strongly	  agree	  
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Definitions	  

*If	  a	  priesthood	  member	  has	  been	  found	  to	  be	  in	  a	  cohabitation	  relationship,	  the	  normal	  practice	  is	  as	  
follows:	  	  	  To	  suspend	  through	  a	  voluntarily	  or	  involuntarily	  process	  of	  his/her	  priesthood	  license	  until	  
such	  time	  the	  situation	  is	  aligned	  with	  world	  church	  policy.	  

**	  Priesthood	  Cohabitation	  as	  defined:	  is	  a	  priesthood	  member	  living	  with	  another	  person	  in	  a	  spousal	  
relationship	  to	  whom	  he/she	  is	  not	  legally	  married.	  

Voluntary:	  is	  at	  the	  individual’s	  request	  	  

Involuntary:	  the	  individual	  is	  not	  willing	  to	  accept	  suspension	  and	  thus	  has	  a	  right	  to	  an	  appeal	  process.	  

	  

Doctrine	  &	  Covenants	  	   	  Section164	  

6	  a.	  As	  revealed	  in	  Christ,	  God,	  the	  Creator	  of	  all,	  ultimately	  is	  concerned	  about	  behaviors	  and	  
relationships	  that	  uphold	  the	  worth	  and	  giftedness	  of	  all	  people	  and	  that	  protect	  the	  most	  vulnerable.	  
Such	  relationships	  are	  to	  be	  rooted	  in	  the	  principles	  of	  Christ-‐like	  love,	  mutual	  respect,	  responsibility,	  
justice,	  covenant,	  and	  faithfulness,	  against	  which	  there	  is	  no	  law.	  
	  
b.	  If	  the	  church	  more	  fully	  will	  understand	  and	  consistently	  apply	  these	  principles,	  questions	  arising	  
about	  responsible	  human	  sexuality;	  gender	  identities,	  roles,	  and	  relationships;	  marriage;	  and	  other	  
issues	  may	  be	  resolved	  according	  to	  God’s	  divine	  purposes.	  Be	  assured,	  nothing	  within	  these	  principles	  
condones	  selfish,	  irresponsible,	  promiscuous,	  degrading,	  or	  abusive	  relationships.	  
	  
c.	  Faced	  with	  difficult	  questions,	  many	  properly	  turn	  to	  scripture	  to	  find	  insight	  and	  inspiration.	  Search	  
the	  scriptures	  for	  the	  Living	  Word	  that	  brings	  life,	  healing,	  and	  hope	  to	  all.	  Embrace	  and	  proclaim	  these	  
liberating	  truths.	  
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Dialogue	  Priority	  #2-‐	  Administrative	  Authority	  

	  

2A	   What	  is	  your	  level	  of	  support	  for	  the	  practice	  of	  allowing	  dialogue	  and	  collaboration	  between	  Mission	  
Centre	  Administrators,	  pastors	  and	  when	  appropriate	  congregations,	  before	  applying	  administrative	  
guidelines?	  

	   Strongly	  disagree	   	  	   Disagree	  	   Neutral	   	   Agree	   	   Strongly	  agree	  

	  

2B	   What	  is	  your	  level	  of	  support,	  prior	  to	  releasing	  of	  a	  priesthood	  member,	  that	  local	  administrators	  
develop:	  

i. a	  peer	  support	  group	  (only	  if	  the	  person	  consents)	  be	  formed	  that	  will	  provide	  administrative	  
coaching	  and	  emotional	  support	  to	  the	  person	  being	  released	  from	  priesthood	  responsibilities?	  
	  

	   Strongly	  disagree	   	  	   Disagree	  	   Neutral	   	   Agree	   	   Strongly	  agree	  

	  
ii. develop	  a	  proper	  process	  in	  the	  congregation	  to	  fill	  any	  voids	  in	  elected	  offices	  produced	  by	  the	  

release?	  
	  

	   Strongly	  disagree	   	  	   Disagree	  	   Neutral	   	   Agree	   	   Strongly	  agree	  
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NOTES 
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Readers Digest Commentaries for the Essay 
 
Commentary for Priority #1: Policy Guidelines for Value Based Unions 
A) retains current policy 
B) requires only a change in definition of marriage that would be applied to all handbooks and 
manuals as well as administrative decisions and perhaps explained in various statements 
produced by the First Presidency or its committees. 
C) requires changes in all Administrative Handbooks, Priesthood Manuals etc. because it would 
be a new values policy statement intended to clarify what is and what is not an acceptable 
marital status in terms of priesthood ordination 
 
*Definition of Value Based Unions 
The Administrative resources of the Community of Christ use several different definitions for 
various types of spousal unions. (See Appendix 13 of the Essay for the context for some of these.) 
 
Terms Used for Unions 
British Isles: civil marriage, same-gender marriage, same gender civil partnership (legal in 
British Isles accept Guernsey), marriage-like relationships (where same-gender is not legal 
unions will be recognized as marriage-like relationships, covenant companion, engaged couple, 
covenant commitment relationships – opportunity to express the principle of sacred covenant, 
Canada: Same-sex/Gender Marriages, Long-term Committed Relationships, marriage 
companion, same sex marriage, same gender marriage, same sex marriage, same gender/sex 
committed relationships, same gender couples, same-sex/gender marriages  
Australia: same-sex/gender orientation, same-sex/gender de facto relationships, de facto 
relationship, long-term committed relationship, domestic partners, marriage-like relationship 
USA: same-gender civil unions, legal domestic partnerships, dame-gender marriages, Same-
sex/Gender Marriages, Long-term Committed Relationships, legal relationship, covenant 
commitment 
 
Standard Required of Priesthood 
British Isles: D and C 164:6a, priesthood are expected to establish the most equivalent 
relationship to marriage that applicable law permits 
British Isles: priesthood members are eligible to officiate at a wedding ceremony where 
applicable law permits such marriages or a covenant blessing service where applicable law 
provides for civil partnerships 
Canada: D and C 164:6a, legal marriage is permitted therefore it is the highest standard 
Australia: D and C 164:6a, priesthood in de facto relationships are eligible to be called… as if 
they were in a legal marriage. 
USA: D and C 164:6a, same-gender marriages, civil unions and legal relationships will be 
treated like marriages whether sacramental or not, must establish the most equivalent 
relationship to marriage that applicable law permits, covenant  
 
Ceremonial Vows 
British Isles: same sex marriage – covenant companion 
Canada :same sex marriage -  marriage companion 
Australia: same sex marriage – marriage companion 
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Australia: heterosexual marriage – each other’s companions, husband and wife, 
USA: same sex marriage – be each other’s marriage companion 
USA: Same sex Civil Union – be each other’s covenant companion 
USA: Same sex legal relationship – be each other’s covenant companion 
 
Defining a Values Based Union 
One of the CEM motions in 2015 used the following terms to describe a morally appropriate 
values based union. A moral union of two individuals is defined as: having had a legal or 
sacramental marriage ceremony, a covenant blessing service or who are living in a legal, 
mutually supportive, consensual, long-term committed relationship of love; such relationships 
referred to legally and/or culturally using various terms such as marriage, common law, 
cohabitation, engagement, domestic partnership, spousal union, de-facto, marriage-like; for the 
reason that in many situations the covenant values expressed in D & C 164:6a are lived out in 
these types of relational unions? 
 
**D) Reviewing the Scriptures: 
(Section 163:6a>) Priesthood is a sacred covenant involving the highest form of stewardship of 
body, mind, spirit, and relationships. The priesthood shall be composed of people of humility and 
integrity who are willing to extend themselves in service for others and for the wellbeing of the 
faith community. 
(Section 164 Intro>) Serious questions about moral behavior and relationships continue to arise 
in many nations…. They include cleansing and exploitation of widows, harsh conflicts over 
same-gender attraction and relationships, and varying legal, religious, and social definitions of 
marriage, to name just a few. 
(Section 164: 6a>) As revealed in Christ, God, the Creator of all, ultimately is concerned about 
behaviors and relationships… Such relationships are to be rooted in the principles of Christ-like 
love, mutual respect, responsibility, justice, covenant, and faithfulness, against which there is no 
law. 
(Section 164:6b>) If the church more fully will understand and consistently apply these 
principles, questions arising about responsible human sexuality; gender identities, roles, and 
relationships; marriage; and other issues may be resolved according to God’s divine purposes. Be 
assured, nothing within these principles condones selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, degrading, 
or abusive relationships. 
 
The use of the term “relationships” indicates clearly that these are moral values that are wholly 
covenantal in nature. When applied to marriage they could be the test for the highest standard of 
Christian conduct.  
 
 
Stating Present Policy 
WCR 1192 states Ministers are charged with the personal responsibility of maintaining the 
highest standard of Christian conduct. Church policy (unwritten) states that the highest standard 
applied to spousal unions is a legal marriage license/ceremony, if it is available. This policy 
position is based on Doctrine and Covenants 163:6a…  “Priesthood is a sacred covenant 
involving the highest form of stewardship of body, mind, spirit, and relationships.” (163:6a)  The 
First Presidency has interpreted this scripture to mean that priesthood are called to the highest 
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level of sacramental covenant in personal relationships that is possible (which is a legal 
marriage, civil or sacred)… Therefore, provision must be made for those in same-sex committed 
relationships who cannot marry (legally), but are living out relationships that express the highest 
level of sacramental covenant allowed by law. In Australia these provisions allow homosexual 
partners, who are not legally married, to be ordained. In Canada, because it is deemed that the 
highest level of sacramental covenant allowed by law is a legal marriage ceremony, both 
heterosexual and homosexual couples are required to have a legal marriage license before they 
can be considered for ordination or to prevent them being released from their present priesthood 
ministry. (The above paragraph was provided by Susan Oxley) 
 
Could this policy be extended and applied to those in legal, moral cohabitation unions? 
 
Stating the Issue 
The issue is, are there other standards that could be applied that are of an even higher standard 
than a legal marriage ceremony? The infamous, spur of the moment, irresponsible Las Vegas 
marriage is legal but questionable, as it represents a pretty low standard in terms of personal 
responsibility. Consequently, perhaps some standards of morality could be of a higher order 
than the standards required by a marriage ceremony. 
 
A) If the position is that a legal marriage represents the highest standard for Christian conduct, 
and if it is to be made on the authority of scripture, then Doctrine and Covenants Section 111 
(1835) (a non-revelatory document, see the Essay pg 63 Identifying the Important Scriptures) 
clearly states that marital status occurs only after a legal marriage ceremony is conducted in 
public and celebrated by a “feast” between a man and a women. The main purpose is to have 
the man and women, preferably both members of the church, make a promise of sexual fidelity to 
each other, until one dies, then the other can remarry. It is a very clear statement supporting the 
position that a legal marriage is the only acceptable standard of morality for either members or 
priesthood within Community of Christ. (Church policy has extended “man” and “women” 
stipulations, could it extend definition of marriage to include other value based unions? 
 
B) If the position is that the highest standards of morality represent the highest standard for 
Christian conduct, and if it is to be made on the authority of scripture, then Doctrine and 
Covenants Section 164:6 (2010) clearly applies. It clearly focuses on marriage as a subset of 
“moral behaviour and relationships” that require moral standards and then it lists several of 
these moral standards or principles… “uphold the worth and giftedness of all people, 
responsible human sexuality, Christ-like love, mutual respect, responsibility, justice, covenant, 
and faithfulness, against which there is no law.” (164 6a) It is a very clear statement supporting 
the position that a morality based spousal union upholding the moral values/principles listed in 
the scripture, is the only acceptable standard of morality for either members or priesthood 
within Community of Christ. D and C 164:6 gives support to a value based union approach. 
 
Commentary 
It is important to note that in A) the marriage license is not the only administrative consideration 
and in C) that the marriage license would also be an added administrative consideration. 
 



	   58	  

It is important to note that administrative policy statements do not have to be made based only 
on scriptural authority. The recent policy on homosexual unions certainly does not use Doctrine 
and Covenants Section 111 (a non-revelatory document) as their basis of authority, however, 
they do use Doctrine and Covenants Section 164. The same-gender policies for Canada, USA, 
Australia and British Isles also used D and C Section 164 as setting the highest moral standards 
for priesthood relationships. 
 
It is important to note that if part of the standards of conduct is related to the legality of the 
spousal union then cohabitation and common law have the same legal contractual status as a 
licensed marriage in some Provincial courts and legislatures in Canada. A couple has to sign a 
prenuptial agreement to avoid these legal contractual responsibilities. 
 
It is to be noted that a precedent for accepting D and C Section 164:6 as the authority for moral 
decisions has been set by the International Leaders Council in their Community of Christ 
Statement of Sexual Ethics (2012). They do not reference D and C Section 111. This provides an 
interesting precedent in terms of what references are being used by world church bodies when 
dealing with the issues of sexual morality and how these could be applied to the related issues of 
marital status and cohabitation. 
 
Commentary 
Priesthood members reside both within their societal culture and within the Community of Christ 
culture. Both cultures define morality in general and specifically the moral and legal 
responsibilities and expectations of a marital relationship. These two cultures can differ in terms 
of legal and administrative definitions of responsible marital relations. 
 
It is important to note that cohabitation is not illegal anywhere in Canada, and in most situations 
is not considered to be immoral, especially in situations of common law which is considered a 
marital status in Canada. However, it also important to note that a prophetic people can also 
determine to stand against civil authority and legislation when they feel it goes against their 
higher standards of morality. 
 
It is to be noted that in a homosexual partnership in Australia (where the partners cannot be 
legally married) it is considered that the highest standard of marital status cannot be legally 
achieved, so the Church policy is they can be priesthood ministers, if all other aspects of their 
partnership is morally acceptable.  
 
 
 
Commentary Dialogue Priority #2 - Administrative Guidelines for Value Based Unions 
Commentary 
Discussion Considerations could include such items as: 
a) determining if the relationship includes the moral values outlined in D & C 163:6a and 
164:6a 
b) determining if there is a reasonable explanation for not fulfilling a higher standard of 
covenant relationship in their spousal union 
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c) determining if the local congregation is showing support or approval of the person’s living 
arrangements (for example if they have been elected to a position in the congregation) 
d) determining if the relationship is a short term situation that has intent and plans in motion 
(less than two years) to produce a higher standard of covenant relationship 
e) determining if it would be appropriate to identify some sacraments, administrative offices or 
ministries that the individual can continue to participate in 
f) determining if it would be appropriate (eg. if large families on both sides of a divorce co-exist 
in the same congregation) to have the person transfer to another congregation  
g) determining if there is no reasonable opposition from the congregational membership or from 
other priesthood members, or from the next level of authority; then to exercise broad discretion 
and interpretation rather than apply strict interpretations and definitions (eg. when in a matter 
of time the issue will be solved) 
 
 
 
Commentary 
Many of the CEM motions of 2014 that were approved were attempting to focus on matters of 
Administrative authority with a tendency to move decision making closer to the where the issues 
such as cohabitation were being experienced. 
A, B and C above relates to giving pastors and Mission Presidents or their designates greater 
administrative discretion or not. Presently, decisions are made based on the one phrase, highest 
standard of conduct defined restrictively to the marriage ceremony. To some this seems to be 
extremely restrictive almost to the point of destroying any chance of dialogue on a specific 
situation or mounting a suitable defence. To others there is little in written policy to determine 
the context in which this definition has been developed. 
 
Commentary 
The CEM conference motions indicated that the assembly was not pleased with the way these 
priesthood releases were administered. In one case the congregation had elected the person for 
five years in a row as its pastor. Their levels of toleration or willingness to bear the sin of 
cohabitation in this situation were much greater than the Mission and World Church levels. This 
requires dialogue. In another case the pastor himself refused to initiate the release of the 
individual from priesthood ministry and continues to disagree in his personal blog with the 
present World Church policies. This requires dialogue. 
 
Commentary 
The transition from a people with a prophet to identifying as a prophetic people will require that 
congregational and mission conferences, as well as national conferences; and other dialogue 
venues begin to take on greater responsibility in determining administrative polices and mission 
initiatives that achieve relationships of sacred community and an identity of prophetic 
community in the places where they reside. Is the CEM Conference ready to initiate a dialogue 
with its Apostle and the First Presidency in terms of greater authority and responsibility? 
 
Commentary 
Administrating standards of conduct across a diverse global context is complex. There is a 
tension between wanting a common set of standards for the whole global community and 
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requiring flexible policies that can be adapted to specific cultures, specific legal jurisdictions 
and individual situations. One way to resolve the tension is to provide a common set of values, 
rather than a set of specific policies. The common values can be satisfied by various levels of 
administrators confronted with a diversity of behaviours, a diversity of definitions of marital 
status and legal circumstances. Common values can be provided to administrative levels within 
the organization, allowing lower levels of authority to have greater discretion and decision-
making ability. Support for this values approach, as opposed to a policy manual approach, 
comes from the Sexual Ethics Committee and from D and C 164.  
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THE COMMITTEE HAS DETERMINED THAT THIS QUESTION CAN BE DEALT WITH 
AFTER THE FIRST PHASE OF DIALOGUE QUESTIONS ARE REVIEWED. 

Commentary Dialogue Priority #3 - Establishing Sacred Covenant Ceremonies 
Commentary 
A) retains and expands present policy 
B) provides a new ceremony to resolve situations where cohabitation is moral but not legal 
 
Commentary 
The use of the term ‘covenant’ is beginning to be commonly used within the International World 
Church official publications. It is also a word used in Doctrine and Covenants 163:6a and 
164:6a. Covenant Principles for Faithful Priesthood Ministry is a resource that is being 
presently developed which includes a set of “covenant expectations” that are to be accepted by 
all priesthood members and ordinands. These precedents in the use of this term would suggest 
that it would be an appropriate term to use to describe a second option within the sacrament of 
marriage. 
a) In the British Isles the term used for this ceremony is “covenant blessing service.” 
b) In the USA the term used for this ceremony is “__________________________”. 
c) In Australia: This ceremony is not stated in their interim policy, they have made provision that 
a same sex de facto union is all that is required to accept a priesthood call. 
d) Canada does not need this term in respect to same-sex unions since same sex marriages are 
legal in Canada; however, it would if cohabitation was an acceptable union under a value based 
policy. 
 
A covenant ceremony within the sacrament of marriage, (similar to the sacrament of communion 
in which we have a choice of prayers to bless the emblems) would provide a choice in the 
following circumstances: 
a) homosexual partners who cannot legally be married in their jurisdiction but desire a 
sacramental blessing on their long term relationship and/or who desire to have a status that 
would allow them to be ordained as priesthood members 
b) partners who cannot legally marry their present partner due to circumstances beyond their 
control such as: long term (more than 2 years) divorce proceedings, economic implications of 
re-marrying after the death of a spouse (this effects a growing senior population). 
c) partners who choose for private reasons to delay a formal marriage or have never over a long 
term period never had a legal marriage, but who are satisfied to remain in a common law, de-
facto or cohabitation marital relationship, but who desire to have a covenant ceremony in order 
to fulfill a higher standard of Christian conduct and/or be ordained as priesthood members. 
d) partners who have had a legal civil marriage but would like to have a covenant ceremony in 
order to fulfill a higher standard of Christian conduct. 
e) partners who would like to have a ceremony to celebrate a re-commitment to the original 
covenant they made in their original marriage. (Note: the International Administrative 
Handbook edition has several ceremonial outlines for silver, golden etc. wedding anniversary 
celebrations that include a recommitment component.) 
 
Commentary 
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The Church recognizes two levels of marital status, that of having performed a civil marriage 
ceremony and that of having performed a sacramental/covenant/solemnized marriage ceremony. 
Both practices have equal standing administratively in the church, however, some confusion 
exists in terms of which represents the highest standard of covenant relationship. For example, a 
position can be taken that cohabitation marital status has no covenant commitment therefore is 
not worthy of administrative recognition within the Community of Christ. However, a civil 
marriage also has no covenant commitment; so both have a non-covenant status within the 
church, however, one is administratively acceptable, the other is not. This requires further 
dialogue. 
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The Resources Essay 

 
Part Six 

Official Resources Available from Community of Christ 
 
The resources of the Community require study and understanding of what is available to us. 
Being a people open to continued revelation provides us with rich scriptural resources and an 
natural openness to all other resources, including those produced by scholars and settings of 
higher learning. The following is a compilation of resources available to the Community of 
Christ to help us in dealing with issues of morality and acceptable standards of conduct in 
general; and cohabitation in specific. 
 
A) Our Scriptural Resources 
Scriptural resources are important for all in the community but especially for those who depend 
on reading scriptures as their primary resource for guidance in all aspects of life. 
 
1) Guidelines in Using the Scriptures 
One source or resource for the dialogue that are extremely important are the scriptures. For many 
in our community the scriptural resources are important in helping them determine how to vote 
on issues such as cohabitation. Scriptural authority is a longstanding tradition upheld by our 
community in conferences. 
 
a) The scriptures are “the standard of authority on all matters of church government and doctrine, 
and final standard of reference on appeal in all controversies arising, or which may arise in this 
Church of Christ” – (World Conference Resolution 215) 
 
b) The scriptures are the “standard of reference in case of controversy and difference of opinion 
upon questions of doctrine and practice in the church.” (WCR 222) This was passed in 1879 for the 
purpose of making it official that the Doctrine & Covenants was to be regarded, with the Bible and 
the Book of Mormon, as part of our scriptures. 
 
c) Further guidelines were provided in counsel to the Church in 2007. 

7 a. Scripture is an indispensable witness to the Eternal Source of light and truth, which 
cannot be fully contained in any finite vessel or language. Scripture has been written and 
shaped by human authors through experiences of revelation and ongoing inspiration of 
the Holy Spirit in the midst of time and culture. 
b. Scripture is not to be worshiped or idolized. Only God, the Eternal One of whom 
scripture testifies, is worthy of worship. God’s nature, as revealed in Jesus Christ and 
affirmed by the Holy Spirit, provides the ultimate standard by which any portion of 
scripture should be interpreted and applied. 
c. It is not pleasing to God when any passage of scripture is used to diminish or oppress 
races, genders, or classes of human beings. Much physical and emotional violence has 
been done to some of God’s beloved children through the misuse of scripture. The church 
is called to confess and repent of such attitudes and practices. 
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d. Scripture, prophetic guidance, knowledge, and discernment in the faith community 
must walk hand in hand to reveal the true will of God. Follow this pathway, which is the 
way of the Living Christ, and you will discover more than sufficient light for the journey 
ahead. (D. and C. 163:7 2007). 
 

c) The Administrators Handbook (2005 edition) provides guidelines on how scripture is to be 
used.  

“Therefore, the authority of scripture is not the authority to oppress, control, or 
dominate. If Jesus came to serve, how much more should the books that point to him be 
treated as a servant of the saving purposes of God.” (pg 83) “Faith, experience, tradition, 
and scholarship each have something to contribute to our understanding of scripture. In 
wrestling to hear and respond to the witness of scripture, the church must value the light 
that each of these sources may offer.”(pg 83) 
“Disciples are called to grow in their knowledge and understanding of the scriptures so 
that they may ever increase in love for God, neighbor, and self (Matthew 22:37–40; 
Mosiah 1:49), uphold the dignity and worth of all persons (Doctrine and Covenants 
16:3c–d), and faithfully follow the Way of Jesus Christ.” (Pg 83) 

 
Commentary 
The Scriptural Problem: Level of Authority 
The questions within the Community of Christ and within Christianity in general is how literal 
versus how open to interpretation are the scriptures to be read. Essentially, are scriptures the 
beginning of the dialogue or are they the definitive end of the dialogue. Within Christianity this 
separates the evangelicals from the progressives, the fundamentalists from the liberals along a 
continuum quite familiar to both scholars and the general membership. Most Christian 
bookstores have two sections, one appealing to the evangelicals (with the starting central 
assumption being that the Bible is the word of God) the other appealing to what is generally 
called the progressives (those who accept the Bible as a human explanation of spiritual 
meanings). In the middle are those who sense that the Bible, although not to be taken literally, is 
inspired. The multiple denominations and schisms within Christianity in general are essentially 
the result of this continuum of tension within Christianity. The same tension is within the Jewish 
and Moslem religions, since each have scriptural resources. The interesting and perhaps 
essential difference between Christianity and the Restoration is that the Restorationists have no 
problem with adding modern additions to ancient scriptures under the rubric of continuing 
revelation. For them truth evolves. They are evolutionists in the sense that they believe that God 
has more light and truth to convey as humanity continues to evolve towards higher levels of 
morality, civility and understanding. For them the gospel is continually evolving towards the 
horizon, never completely fully realized. This is a radical departure from orthodox and 
evangelical Christianity. However, despite this liberal acceptance of new scripture, once 
received the “scriptural problem” still remains. Within the Restoration Movement there have 
been over one hundred schisms (See Steven L. Shields works) essentially a result of differing 
interpretations of modern scriptures. For a more detailed outline of the longstanding duration of 
this tension within the Community’s history a good resource is The Church Through the Years 
Volume 2 (1993) by Richard Howard. Pg. 416. 
 
For a clear understanding of how Scripture is used in the Community of Christ refer to Appendix 9, 
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“Sharing in Community.” Scripture is always culturally determined and is open to multiple 
interpretations. This would indicate that scripture needs a dialogue that discusses its historical 
context and clarifies its meanings before it can contribute to the dialogue. It seems that scripture is 
best understood as a resource for the dialogue, it never ends the dialogue. Consequently, below we 
will quote the scriptures in detail that effect our understanding of the cohabitation issue. 
 
 
2) Identifying the Important Cohabitation Scriptures D & C 111 and 164 
In reviewing the literature and the resources that have been compiled by the World Church it is 
evident that two primary scriptures being cited are the Doctrine and Covenants Section 111 from 
1835 and Section 164 from 2010. It is of interest that the Priesthood Manual (2004) not only 
cites Section 111 but lists the understandings of this document as the “basis for marriage in the 
church.” (pg 215). The Administrator’s Handbook (2005) in contrast uses WCR 1182 as its 
authoritative reference and in a similar way extracts the “principles” of marriage which in turn 
make some reference to section 111. However the more recent Statement of Sexual Ethics (2012) 
cites only Section 164 as its authoritative reference, without mention to Section 111 or WCR 
1182. It is also to be noted that in the First Presidency Statement on Priesthood Calling, 
Ordination, and Ministry in All Nations giving guidance for Policies specific to Canada in the 
section on Priesthood Ethics makes direct reference to D and C 164:6a and 6b as “clear guidance 
for moral behavior and relationships.” This same document makes reference to 111:2b as 
guidance in including the phrase pertaining to life long fidelity within a marriage by husbands 
and wives or/and marriage companions. 
 
It is be understood that in both the Priesthood Manual and the Administrator’s Handbook the D 
and C 111 and the WCR 1182 documents being cited are not revelations. Both, however, have 
been approved by the Church in appropriate conferences. In the Doctrine and Covenants 2004 
edition (pg 151) the following explanation is offered. 

 “This section on marriage is not a revelation. It was prepared while the Book of Doctrine 
and Covenants was being compiled and was read by W.W. Phelps at the general 
assembly of August 17, 1835. It was adopted unanimously by that assembly as part of the 
Book of Doctrine and Covenants. 

 This makes it scripture for the Community of Christ. (It is interesting in passing that it sets a 
precedent allowing items that do not come from the prophet, but come from the people to be 
included in our canon.) 
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3) D & C Section 111 
According to the custom of all civilized nations, marriage is regulated by laws and 
ceremonies… Therefore we believe, that all marriages in this Church of Christ of Latter 
Day Saints should be solemnized in a public meeting, or feast, prepared for that purpose 
And that the solemnization should be performed by a presiding high priest, not even 
prohibiting those persons who are desirous to get married, of being married by other 
authority. 
 
We believe that it is not right to prohibit members of this church from marrying out of the 
church… but such persons will be considered weak in the faith of our Lord and Savior 
Jesus Christ. (111:1 1835) 

 
Marriage should be celebrated with prayer and thanksgiving; and at the solemnization, 
the persons to be married, standing together, the man on the right, and the woman on the 
left… You both mutually agree to be each other’s companion, husband and wife, 
observing the legal rights belonging to this condition; that is, keeping yourselves wholly 
for each other, and from all others, during your lives?” (111:2b 1835) 

 
All legal contracts of marriage made before a person is baptized into this church, should be held 
sacred and fulfilled (D. and C. 111:4a). (PM Section 8 pg   ) 
 
Inasmuch as this Church of Christ has been reproached with the crime of fornication, and 
polygamy: we declare that we believe that one man should have one wife; and one 
woman but one husband, except in case of death, when either is at liberty to marry again. 
(111:4b 1835) 
 

 
 
Commentary 
Section 111 is clearly focused on offering guidelines to a man and a women solemnizing their 
marriage in a public ceremony that has legal as well as sacred implications. 
 
It is important to note the importance this section places on legal marriages being recognized. If 
in British Columbia common law marriages are legally recognized, section 111 could be read as 
supporting recognition of that marital status within the church. 
 
A literal reading of Doctrine and Covenants section 111 above would conclude that its primary 
focus was the solemnization through marriage of the sexual fidelity of the women and the man 
for life, with a secondary focus on encouraging members to marry within the faith. 
a) This is to be contrasted with section 164 that focuses much more broadly on moral behavior 
as it applies to all issues of human sexuality, only one of which is marriage. 
b) This is to be contrasted with the interpretation of section 111 included in the Priesthood 
Manual (see below) that is greatly expanded especially in discussing marriage out of the faith. 
c) Finally, this revelation has been re-interpreted by the Community in national conferences to 
include same sex unions essentially striking the references to a man and woman. The First 
Presidency has also rewritten the wedding vows portion of section 111 to allow same-
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sex/Gender Marriages to state “to be each other’s marriage companion” substituting for “to be 
each other’s companions, husband and wife”. Since the Community of Christ has already 
broadened this definition of what constitutes marital status to include same sex partners, it does 
set the precedent that scriptures are to be read within the context of the times that they were 
given. Scriptures themselves must be understood as an evolving dialogue between the Divine and 
the Community within the context of an evolving culture. 
 
Flexible Interpretations of Section 111 
a) Marrying Out of the Church 
“The phrase “marrying out of the church” has been interpreted to refer to marriage by other 
authorities as indicated above. This is the logical interpretation when seen in the context of the 
verses preceding paragraph 1d. Another interpretation, however, is that it refers to marriage 
between a member of this church and a person who is not a member.1 In the past members were 
frequently discouraged from marrying nonmembers because of the high probability that they 
would cease active participation in the church. On the other hand, many members are successful 
in bringing their nonmember spouses into active participation in the church and even into 
membership. In a world that now provides for multiple interactions with people from other world 
religions, Christian denominations, spiritual traditions, and philosophies, it is essential that the 
role of religion be considered carefully before marriage. Multi-faith families can be a source of 
enrichment and spiritual development, or they can weaken the faith of one or both partners, or 
the children. The minister can help create an environment of openness and respect, as well as 
honest consideration of potential conflicts due to differences in faith tradition.” (Section 5 pg 216 
of Priesthood Manual.) 
 
Commentary 1 
However, it is important to note that the Priesthood Manual writers have broadly interpreted 
section 111 to have meaning beyond its literal statements. One example is it’s reference to those 
marrying out of the church.  “Such persons will be considered weak in the faith of our Lord and 
Savior Jesus Christ.” The Manuel indicates that there are positives as well as negatives in these 
marriages, especially in our current culture. To bring balance to this scripture it explains, 
“multi-faith families can be a source of enrichment and spiritual development…”  
 
In summary, the above commentary simply points out that using scripture is an interpretative 
process that requires flexibility if its meanings and statements of truth are to have more than 
literal application and relevance in new times and places. 
 
b) Extra-Marital Relationships 
The marriage relationship is unique. Part of the marriage vow reads as follows: “Keeping 
yourselves wholly for each other, and from all others, during your lives” (D. and C. 111:2b; see 
also 42:7d). “This statement suggests that spouses enjoy a depth of relationship with and 
commitment to each other that surpasses that in their relationships with other individuals.” 
(Priesthood Manual Section 4 pg 218) 
 
“ Even though this phrase has usually been interpreted as prohibiting extramarital sexual 
relationships, it is broader than that. It suggests that spouses hold each other’s interests and 
welfare uppermost when they make decisions regarding the use of their time, money, and other 



	   68	  

resources. Extremely flexible interpretations of the statement run the risk of violating the spirit of 
the marriage relationship. However, extremely literal interpretations run the same risk. A view of 
marriage that denies spouses the opportunity for interaction with other people stunts their growth 
as individuals seeking fulfillment in all aspects of their lives.” (Priesthood Manual Section 4 pg 
218) 
 
Commentary 2 
This example is shown only to indicate that the First Presidency feels free to broadly interpret 
and add context to scriptural authority. This is a common practice and acceptable as long as the 
community understands that this is an interpretative process open to change and progressive 
understanding as new editions of the manuals and handbooks of the organization are produced. 
They do this in terms of the same section when they elaborate that when a man and wife mutually 
agree to be each other’s companion for life and remain faithful to each other that this goes 
beyond just “prohibiting extramarital sexual relationships, it is broader than that. It suggest that 
spouses hold each other’s interests and welfare uppermost when they make decisions regarding 
the use of their time, money and other resources.” (Priesthood Manual pg 218). They conclude, 
“Extremely flexible interpretations of the statement run the risk of violating the spirit of the 
marriage relationship. However, extremely literal interpretations run the same risk.” 
(Priesthood Manual pg 219). 
 
 
Marriage as a Covenant Relationship 
This section along with Genesis 2:24 and 2:30 Inspired Version and Matthew 19:6 have been 
expanded in the Priesthood Manual to introduce the concept that marriage has a covenant 
status. It is to be noted that this is a theological expansion of the definition of marriage and that 
the word covenant is not used by these scriptures themselves to describe the marriage 
relationship. 
 
“In the marriage ceremony, the minister acts on behalf of God in joining together a man and 
woman… Marriage is a covenant made between two individuals in the presence of God with the 
church as witness. The words, “you both mutually agree to be each other’s companion…” (D 
and C 111:2b, indicate the nature of the marriage covenant. It is a commitment to 
companionship, mutual support, shared responsibility, and love toward each other. The 
marriage covenant has as its ideal the depth and integrity that characterize God’s covenant 
relationship with humanity. The sacramental nature of the marriage covenant derives from its 
relationship to God’s covenant with humankind. And in marriage two individuals embark on a 
covenant relationship in which they commit themselves to express their best understanding of the 
demands of Christian discipleship.” (The Priesthood Manual section 3 pg 218).  
 
This discussion on the source of defining marriage as a covenant relationship has been 
developed by the First Presidency as they have studied, examined, and counseled on issues of 
priesthood, cohabitation, and marriage. They indicate, based on D and C 162:6 that within the 
Community of Christ that a marriage ceremony expresses the highest standard of covenant 
relationship available to a heterosexual priesthood couple, consequently, this interpretation sets 
the standard for priesthood conduct in marriage. Similarly, for homosexuals if they live in a 
jurisdiction where same sex marriage is illegal, the highest covenant relationship available to 
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them would be cohabitation. This commentary is simply pointing out that introducing the concept 
of a covenant relationship is a theological expansion of a specific scripture. If were taken 
literally it clearly explains that the purpose of marriage is to have children. Essentially, properly 
understood, it is a theological position that was developed with the writing of the Priesthood 
Manual. The concept of covenant relationship has been further expanded in recent editions of 
the Herald as they have commented on D and C 164. Beyond this the concept as it relates to 
marriage has been a part of the Christian heritage as well as the Jewish heritage for millennia.  
The application of covenant to Christian marriage is not exclusive to our denomination, nor is it 
a new concept in the history of Christianity. In any true and open dialogue, the concept of 
covenant in marriage must be faced, discussed, and receive some focus for various perspectives 
to be expressed. (Please refer to Appendix 7) However, since this interpretation is being used as 
the basis of administers involuntarily releasing priesthood members, it is important to realize its 
source and note that it is not a particularly clear cut value or principle easily understood by the 
Community of Christ membership. This brings us back to the dialogue at hand, having the 
Community of Christ, through a consensus process develop a more acceptable definition of 
marital morality. 
 
In Covenant Principles for Faithful Priesthood Ministry Part 1 pg 18 of Ministry and Priesthood 
in Community of Christ draft, the covenant relationship is mentioned, however, not in terms of 
marriage but in terms of priesthood responsibilities. (See Appendix) Within this covenant 
relationship it refers to the need of priesthood members to lead “an ethical, moral, and holistic 
lifestyle.” The commentary simply indicates that this use of the term covenant simply brings us 
back to the dialogue at hand, finding a suitable definition of morality within the context of 
various marital models. 
 
 
4) D & C Section 164 

…Serious questions about moral behavior and relationships continue to arise in many 
nations. These issues are complex and difficult to understand outside their particular 
settings because of strikingly different cultural histories, customs, and understandings of 
scripture. For example, the issues include female submission, female genital mutilation, 
child brides, forced marriages, and sexual permissiveness. They include cleansing and 
exploitation of widows, harsh conflicts over same-gender attraction and relationships, and 
varying legal, religious, and social definitions of marriage, to name just a few. (164:Intro 
to 5  2010) 
 
As revealed in Christ, God, the Creator of all, ultimately is concerned about behaviors 
and relationships that uphold the worth and giftedness of all people and that protect the 
most vulnerable. Such relationships are to be rooted in the principles of Christ-like love, 
mutual respect, responsibility, justice, covenant, and faithfulness, against which there is 
no law. (164:6a) 
 
If the church more fully will understand and consistently apply these principles, questions 
arising about responsible human sexuality; gender identities, roles, and relationships; 
marriage; and other issues may be resolved according to God’s divine purposes. Be 
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assured, nothing within these principles condones selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, 
degrading, or abusive relationships. (164:6b) 

 
Commentary 
Of interest to students of these scriptures is that the focus is on relational interactions, not types 
of marital models. They tend to leave open the question of how marital relationships can be 
formalized, yet they are very specific in respect to the nature of the interactions between couples 
and for that matter any one in a relationship with anyone else. In a sense they are stating that 
marital relations have the same expectations of all other relationships in life and that the same 
principles should apply. The types of relationships expressed in these scriptures are divided as 
follows: 
 

In the Positive    In the Negative 
   Christ-like love   female submission 
   mutual respect    selfish 
   responsibility    irresponsible 
   justice     promiscuous, sexual permissiveness 
   covenant    degrading 
   faithfulness    abusive 
   uphold the worth of all people forced marriages 
   uphold the giftedness of all people child brides 
   protection of the vulnerable  conflicts over same-gender attraction 
        female genital mutilation 
 
In more general terms our recent scriptures indicate what type of people we should attempt to be 
in terms of our dialogue with each other and our relationships with each other. The relevance 
for the cohabitation dialogue is; are these scriptural statements on relationships capable of 
being our test of morality. If that is the case a marriage ceremony no longer qualifies as the test 
of morality. A couple in cohabitation following the above relationship guidelines would be 
considered to be living a life at the highest standards of morality. 
	  
Commentary 
Our dialogue must note the use of the word “covenant” in this scripture.  The question is 
whether a relationship of cohabitation involves “covenant” or not.   
	  
Priesthood Calling, Ordination, and Ministry in All Nations  June 2013 
Interim Policies for Canada:  
Ordination of Priesthood of Same-Sex/Gender Orientation  
Authorizing and Officiating at Same-Sex/Gender Marriages 
 
Priesthood Ethics 

1. The ethical standards expected of those who are called and ordained to serve in the priesthood 
are presented in the “Priesthood Standards and Qualifications” portion of the 
“Recommendation for Ordination Form” in the Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 
Edition.  
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2. In addition, Doctrine and Covenants 164:6a provides clear guidance for moral behaviour and 
relationships by listing ethic principles: Christ-like love, mutual respect, responsibility, justice, 
covenant, and faithfulness. To ensure clarity, Section 164:6b identifies types of behaviours and 
relationships that are not moral: selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, degrading, or abusive. 

3. Additional priesthood ethics statements will be developed in the future and will be considered 
part of priesthood policies when made available.  
 
The above exemplar indicates the First Presidency’s reliance on D and C 164 to define moral 
behaviour and ethical principles. It supports that this may be the basis for developing a new 
definition of morality that can be applied to situations such as cohabitation. 
 

 

5) D & C Section 163 
6 a. Priesthood is a sacred covenant involving the highest form of stewardship of body, 
mind, spirit, and relationships. The priesthood shall be composed of people of humility 
and integrity who are willing to extend themselves in service for others and for the well 
being of the faith community. 
b. Truly authoritative priesthood ministry emerges from a growing capacity to bring 
blessing to others. Unfortunately, there are some who have chosen to view priesthood as 
a right of privilege or as a platform for promoting personal perspectives. Others hold 
priesthood as a casual aspect of their lives without regard to appropriate levels of 
preparation and response. 
c. The expectation for priesthood to continually magnify their callings through spiritual 
growth, study, exemplary generosity, ethical choices, and fully accountable ministry is 
always present. How can the Spirit fill vessels that are unwilling to expand their capacity 
to receive and give according to a full measure of God’s grace and truth? 
d. Counsel given previously regarding the need to develop ways whereby priesthood can 
magnify their ministry or determine their commitment to active service remains 
applicable and should be more intentionally implemented. The First Presidency will 
provide guidelines for processes to be applied in culturally respectful ways in the various 
fields of the church. Fundamentally, however, the ultimate responsibility for priesthood 
faithfulness rests on the individual in response to the needs and expectations of the faith 
community. 
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6) Section 49 (1831) 
Whoso forbiddeth to marry, is not ordained of God, for marriage is ordained of God unto 
man; wherefore it is lawful that he should have one wife, and they twain shall be one 
flesh, and all this that the earth might answer the end of its creation; and that it might be 
filled with the measure of man, according to his creation before the world was made.—D. 
and C. 49:3a–c 

 
Commentary 
This requires little commentary other than it focuses the purpose of marriage exclusively on the 
creation of children. Present cultures have an equal if not greater focus on the mutually 
supportive long term committed relationships that a marriage produces. 
 
 
7) Section 150 (1972) 

Monogamy is the basic principle on which Christian married life is built. Yet, as I have 
said before, there are also those who are not of this fold to whom the saving grace of the 
gospel must go. When this is done the church must be willing to bear the burden of their 
sin, nurturing them in the faith, accepting that degree of repentance which it is possible 
for them to achieve, looking forward to the day when through patience and love they can 
be free as a people from the sins of the years of their ignorance. (150: 10 1972) 

 
Commentary 
D and C Section 150 (1972) is another scripture, that in a sense, is scripture talking to scripture, 
and asking that we give flexibility of interpretation to the section 111. It was in response to new 
members in other polygamous cultures joining our church along with their multiple wives. Given 
the historical embarrassment polygamy has been to us as a people it is fascinating that this 
revelation asks us in some cases, not to apply the law (as stated clearly in section 111), but to 
bear the burden of our fellow members as part of our commitment to community. 
 
Although this scripture does reaffirm that monogamy is the preferred practice, it certainly 
provides options for flexible Administrative policy. Essentially, it provides a precedent for issues 
like cohabitation. Perhaps some congregations would be willing to bear the burden when some 
of their members choose lifestyles for whatever reasons that go against literal interpretations of 
Administrative policy or scriptural statements. It certainly provides a precedent for a flexible 
approach to applying administrative policy. 
 
It is to be noted that the church leaders have been very careful about using this as a precedent 
over the years.  Multiple occasions have arisen when it might have been used as a precedent, but 
the leadership has refrained from doing so.  Following this precedent too lightly not only sends 
us down a slippery slope that could lead to accusations of moral relativity, it also automatically 
labels any behavior under its application as a “sin” to be borne by the church.) 
 
It is to be kept in mind that we are not talking about “members”-- we are talking about 
priesthood leaders with authority to represent the church and the Christ.  It is one thing to bear 
the burdens when some members choose a lifestyle that is not in alignment with “covenant” 
relationships.  It is another issue when that member is a priesthood leader or even pastor.    
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B) Our Historical Resources 
1) Reinterpretations of History and Theologies 
As L.P. Hartley stated in respect to the past, “The past is a foreign country; they do things 
differently there.” (Christ Actually by James Carroll pg 79) As John Hamer states in respect to 
the present, “All churches exist within their own time and place in history and are subject to 
cultural biases like all human institutions. All churches err and must repent of that error in order 
to learn from that error.” He affirms that it is our Community of Christ openness to new truths 
and new wisdom that allows us to confess and repent of wrong attitudes and practices. (D & C 
163:7c ). This is the role of dialogue and especially historical dialogue. It allows us to take the 
myths out as they are discovered and deal with the realities as they are exposed. It allows us to 
restate history more accurately within an ongoing dialogue of both professional and amateur 
historians. In a word it allows us to be progressive. Other denominations are stuck trying to 
protect historical positions and mindsets that are no longer tenable given new research and 
understandings. 
 
History can be and is apologetics, as well as new interpretations, that from time to time can 
change our perspectives on past events. Richard Howard in The Church Through the Years 
Volume 2 (1993) pg. 420 reviews the “new history” writers that emerged in the 1960’s, a group 
of scholars who took the time to carefully review our history, its people and its leaders. These 
represent another group of members and non-members who at an academic professional level 
provide peer reviewed articles, join with each other in annual conferences and publish in journals 
that examine our old and present interpretations of history and theology as well as provide new 
interpretations. (eg. John Whitmer Association). They have a great deal of freedom of thought as 
a result of being outside of the official organization. At points these individuals and their 
writings can exert considerable influence. Often these individuals are invited by the Church to sit 
on committees that are exploring new statements prior to them going forward to become a WCR 
or prior to updating administrative handbooks or other official position statements of the 
Leadership. Their articles are available to the membership through various journals, especially 
for those who wish to enter the dialogue at a more detailed or disciplined level. 

History is first a foremost an examination of evidence, mining source materials of 
autobiographies, letters, dairies and memos; business meeting minutes and other official 
documents; then taking the preponderance of evidence and coming to tentative conclusions. This 
is what allows us as a human institution to always be learning from our erorrs. 

2) Present Realities of Pluralism 
It is a reality of any dialogues within an international, multi-cultural organization such as the 
Community of Christ that there is always a wide diversity of perspectives and a structured 
pluralism that lends itself to a lively dialogue among the membership. In general there is always 
a conservative dynamic within the leadership that tends to be more conscious of the implications 
of change and the reality that it will cause some to become alienated from the organization, 
reducing monetary support and perhaps even leaving the organization to join other faith 
expressions. The one example that is historically prominent is when the leadership after many 
years of ruling motions dealing with women in the priesthood out of order, through revelatory 
counsel, made an abrupt change allowing women to be ordained. It is estimated by some that 
conservatively 7% of the book membership and in some journal articles up to 25% of the active 
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membership either left or reduced their support to the organization over the next two to five 
years. Could a different dialogue among the people resulted in a different result? Essentially, it 
conveys the importance for our Community, that the membership understand that the quality of 
dialogue and their willingness to enter into the emerging dialogues are as important as the issues 
within the dialogue. 
 
Our history is constantly under interpretation however, in general it is rich in diversity both in 
terms of how it heroically met tremendous challenges time and time again but also in how our 
leaders and our people at times past had a reduced dialogue and an expanded dialogue. The 
period of Frederick Madison Smith brought attention to this tension as the concepts of Supreme 
Directional Control and the definitions of theocracy were dialectically debated. To go into detail 
on some of these occasions is beyond the scope of this essay, however some of our broad 
historical trends parallel the tensions felt in our scriptures in terms of differing interpretations 
and tendencies within the church. 
 
Our history indicates that the tension between a people with a prophet and a prophetic people can 
be divided between revelatory initiated changes and dialogue initiated changes in administrative 
and organizational practices. It is to be kept in mind that in almost all cases, but not all, the 
people in conference assented after an opportunity for dialogue, to each of the revelatory 
changes. 
 
Organizational Practices Historically Categorized 

a) Revelatory Initiated - ordination of women [1984], open communion [1994], lineal 
succession [1996]), change of church name [2001], acceptance of some other baptisms 
[2010] 
 
b) Dialogue Initiated - support of a seminary [2000], a more liberal, non literal usage of 
scripture [driven by several scholars, Bill Russell, etc, and confirmed in D & C 163, 
2007], a replacement of apologetic history with scholarly supportable “new” history 
[Edwards 1991, Howard 1992, Scherer 2013], four national cultural conferences deciding 
on the homosexual issue [2014]. 

 
Commentary 
The historical commentary as read from the works of Scherer and Howard confirm that there 
has been an ongoing tension between what changes in organizational practice can be initiated 
by the Prophet or Presidency and what changes can be and must be initiated by the people. In 
highly generalized terms it is concluded that we began under the strong authority of the prophet 
Joseph Smith establishing most of the organizational structure and practices using revelatory 
initiatives, however it should not be omitted that the people in conference assenting to his 
authority and at times establishing their own initiatives was always a part of the process and 
tension of the movement. The Reorganization began in conferences, beginning as early as April 
1853 many years before Joseph Smith III would arrive on the scene. Briggs, Marks and Gurley 
and others who spent time preparing the way for the Reorganization in the 1850’s focused on the 
model of a people in conference guiding the movement. During this initial start-up period all 
energy and interest was on having people deliberating in their congregational and area wide 
conferences. This eventually resulted in the first one attended by Joseph Smith III on April 6th, 
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1860 at Amboy. The character and personality of Joseph Smith III, from all accounts tended 
towards a more dialogical approach to decision-making. Today our general conferences make 
more initiatives than other denominations in the movement and consequently it can be concluded 
that the Community of Christ has positioned itself and is constantly moving towards being a 
prophetic people following the democratic principles and governance expectations of a modern 
civil society. 
 
The conclusion is that on issues such as cohabitation it is not only appropriate but perhaps 
expected that the community would meet in the appropriate conferences in order to dialogue 
through the complexities of this and similar issues. It is to be repeated that authority for 
interpretation of policy on priesthood and sacraments resides solely with the First Presidency.  
Dialogue can occur, requests for changes in policy can be made, but the final authority does not 
lie with the conferences.   
 
3) The New Development of National Conferences 
It is a reality of any dialogues within an international, multi-cultural organization such as the 
Community of Christ that there is always a wide diversity of perspectives and a structured 
pluralism that lends itself to a lively dialogue among the membership. Our international based 
gives us a broad dialogue in terms of definitions of morality. The Community in order to 
establish processes to deal more effectively with this tension requires sustained dialogue among; 
our conservative and progressive administrators, our conferring membership and our vocal 
liberalized social change advocates, our international representatives from around the world that 
come to us from multiple cultures and experiences. In the past all of these groups within the 
organization have shown the courage and resolve that has allowed our journey to be progressive 
and fulfilling. In short it requires informed dialogue that includes all interests and sectors of the 
community. This requirement for increased dialogue has been acknowledged by the Community 
and clarified from within its recent scriptural foundations. (Although it is beyond the scope of 
this essay, this process of a people in dialogue exercising the skills of consensus building and 
community building, within the context of a sacred forum (the Temple and beyond) practicing 
the disciplines of spiritual discernment of God’s will for humanity, may become our contribution 
to a fractured world in need of the Peace of Christ.) 

Counsel has been given to the Church (Section 163: 6a-d) in terms of dealing with some issues 
not at the congregational level, not at the Mission level and not at the World Church level, but at 
the National level. Cohabitation may be or may not be one of the issues best determined at a 
National Level of conferencing. 
 

Priesthood is a sacred covenant involving the highest form of stewardship of body, mind, 
spirit, and relationships. The priesthood shall be composed of people of humility and 
integrity who are willing to extend themselves in service for others and for the well-being 
of the faith community. 
b. Truly authoritative priesthood ministry emerges from a growing capacity to bring 
blessing to others. Unfortunately, there are some who have chosen to view priesthood as 
a right of privilege or as a platform for promoting personal perspectives. Others hold 
priesthood as a casual aspect of their lives without regard to appropriate levels of 
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preparation and response. 
c. The expectation for priesthood to continually magnify their callings through spiritual 
growth, study, exemplary generosity, ethical choices, and fully accountable ministry is 
always present. How can the Spirit fill vessels that are unwilling to expand their capacity 
to receive and give according to a full measure of God’s grace and truth? 
d. Counsel given previously regarding the need to develop ways whereby priesthood can 
magnify their ministry or determine their commitment to active service remains 
applicable and should be more intentionally implemented. The First Presidency will 
provide guidelines for processes to be applied in culturally respectful ways in the various 
fields of the church. Fundamentally, however, the ultimate responsibility for priesthood 
faithfulness rests on the individual in response to the needs and expectations of the faith 
community.	  
	  
A worldwide prophetic church must develop cultural awareness and sensitivity to 
distinguish between issues that should be addressed by the World Conference and those 
that are best resolved nationally or in other ways. (164 7a) 
 
b. Fundamental principles of ethical behavior and relationships should be addressed by 
the World Conference. The Conference should not decide specific policies for all nations 
when those decisions likely will cause serious harm in some of them.  
 
c. However, timely resolution of pressing issues in various nations is necessary for the 
restoring work of the gospel to move forward with all of its potential. Therefore, let the 
proper World Church officers act in their callings—as already provided in church law—
to create and interpret church policies to meet the needs of the church in different nations 
in harmony with the principles contained in this counsel.  
 
d. Where possible and appropriate, convene national or field conferences to provide 
opportunities for broader dialogue, understanding, and consent. In those gatherings, let 
the spirit of love, justice, and truth prevail. Sec 163 6 a-d. 
 

 

For further insight on our Historical Resources and how they are used in a learning dialogical 
community….  see Appendix 12 
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C) Our Administrative Resources 
As in any organization the Community of Christ has a variety of authoritative administrative 
manuals and statements. The following is not an exhaustive review but covers off most of the 
guidelines that inform our organization. They are not quoted in any particular order of priority. 
The following are some of the resources available for making judgements in respect to the broad 
question surrounding marital morality. 
 
1) Community of Christ Statement of Sexual Ethics (2012) 
This short and concise statement has been vetted by a group of 84 representatives (the 
International Leaders Council) from around the worldwide church and the “ILC reached general 
agreement about the statement’s basic principles and affirmations…” (C of C Statement of 
Sexual Ethics, June 18th 2012 Draft, pg. 3). It states that “we will uphold the principles of moral 
behaviour and relationships provided in Doctrine and Covenants 164:6a (2010) approved by the 
World Conference, as foundational for sexual ethics throughout the worldwide church.” (Ibid. 
pg. 3). This statement clearly points the membership, not to a new set of administrative policies 
and rules, but back to the foundational values and principles that should be present in not only 
marriage, but all relationships. Speaking in the positive D and C 164:6a states “relationships are 
to be rooted in the principles of Christ-like love, mutual respect, responsibility, justice, covenant, 
and faithfulness, against which there is no law.” Then for clarification in terms of human 
sexuality it states, “Be assured, nothing within these principles condones selfish, irresponsible, 
promiscuous, degrading, or abusive relationships.” 164:6b. 
 
Commentary 
It is extremely important to note that for the purposes of this essay and the further dialogue on 
cohabitation that the people will participate in that it is acknowledged that this statement on 
sexual ethics is sourced from within an international dialogue (see scriptural references to 
diversity above), that it sources its guidelines in values rather than policies and that it sources 
its authority in current scripture (2010), not administrative handbooks. It is also an interesting 
to point out that the traditional central D and C reference on marriage; Section 111 (1835) is 
not referenced in this draft report. It also should be indicated that Section 150 (1972) is 
referenced. It provides an interesting model in terms of what references are being used by world 
church bodies when dealing with the issues of marital status, cohabitation and sexual morality. 
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2) WCR Resources 
The Priesthood Manual quotes WCR 1182 (1964) in full and offers it as the current 
administrative policy on marriage and termination of marriage. Sections of the WCR that make 
reference to marriage are provided below. There is very little direct consideration of modern 
issues such as homosexuality and cohabitation. In terms of homosexual issues section 4 refers to 
WCR 1182 that affirms celibacy for homosexuals.  
 
a) WCR 1182 
Whereas “Monogamy is the basic principle on which Christian married life is built” (Doctrine and Covenants 150: 
10a); and Whereas, The church believes that God intends that husband and wife remain married to each other for as 
long as they both shall live (Doctrine and Covenants 111:2b, 4b); 
 
Whereas, Voluntary termination of marriage has become an increasingly common occurrence in many cultures; 
therefore, be it Resolved, That the church reaffirms marriage as an institution, a covenant, a sacrament ordained of 
God, and a legal contract; and be it further Resolved, That the church supports the following principles for guidance 
to all persons: 
 
1. Marriage is a vital institution in all cultures of the world. It helps provide opportunities for healthy, constructive 
development of persons. Monogamous marriage provides a setting for a relationship of enduring love and mutual 
companionship, thus nurturing a social environment in which the couple support and strengthen each other as 
persons of worth. 
3. Marriage is sacred when it expresses the nature of God through the relationship of husband and wife.  
4. The church upholds the validity of a legal marriage authorized by civil and religious authorities and affirms the 
potential for sacred relationships that can result. However, the church recognizes that authorized ceremonies, 
whether in the church or by other authorities, do not guarantee the development of a sacramental relationship.  
5. As a legal contract, marriage imparts to both parties certain legal rights and duties which are generally 
enforceable in the various states and nations of the world. In addition to legal enforceability, such rights and duties 
impose ethical and moral responsibilities on the parties. This contractual nature of marriage is an important 
consideration prior to and throughout the marriage relationship. 
6. The church recognizes that in some cases either or both partners may have legal and/or moral grounds for 
termination of the marriage. Termination of marriage by divorce or other legal dissolution formalizes the 
termination of the marriage covenant. The church affirms that its primary function in these situations is to provide 
ministry rather than to render judgment. It should respond in the spirit of Christian caring to the needs of persons for 
support and understanding 
7. In cases of the termination of marriage where priesthood status or possibility of charges related to unchristian 
conduct are involved, the church has a legitimate concern in conducting a review of the circumstances. In these 
cases, special attention of the administrative officers of the church will be required with healing and reconciling 
ministry as the primary goals. 
That this resolution supersedes WCR 1034 
 
Commentary 
It is to be noted that this WCR is superseded now in certain national jurisdictions where 
conferences have made recommendations to the First Presidency to establish administrative 
procedures for the marriage of same sex couples. In terms of the current administration 
practices this is a somewhat dated authority, consequently it doesn’t hold much authority in 
terms of its inference regarding some forms of cohabitation. 
 
In summary the Handbook is clear that in cases of divorce the parties are to withdraw from all 
leadership activities and all cohabitation activities. 
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WCR 1192. MINISTERIAL SILENCES AND APPEALS (Adopted April 11, 1986) (Supersedes WCR 1158) 
 
Whereas, Persons are called of God to function as ordained ministers of the gospel, and WHEREAS, The call to 
priesthood is subject to recognized administrative procedures of the church; and 
 
Whereas, The church is charged with maintaining the highest standards of conduct of the ministers who represent it; 
and 
 
Whereas, There continues to be a need to clearly outline the reasons for which a minister may be silenced and to 
outline the procedure to be followed in silencing; and 
 
Whereas, The interests of Christian justice would be best served if supervising administrative officers had available 
to them a concise description of silenceable offenses and the procedures to be followed; and 
 
Whereas, The minister involved has the right to adequate notice, the right to present a defense, and the right to be 
informed of the procedure involved; therefore be it 
 
RESOLVED, That the following standards and principles be adopted to govern the silencing of priesthood. 
 
1. Minister is charged with the personal responsibility of maintaining the highest standards of Christian conduct. 
2. Grounds for silencing may include but not be limited to any one or more of the following: 
A. Conviction of a felony or other serious crime. 
B. Conduct constituting moral turpitude. 
F. Such other disregard for the standards of Christian conduct as may result in loss of power to minister effectively. 
3. Silencing is an administrative action which does not affect membership status and is not within the jurisdiction of 
the civil or church courts. 
 
RESOLVED, That the First Presidency shall continue to publish descriptive guidelines for implementation of this 
resolution, including definitions of the terms used herein; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED, That this resolution shall supersede WCR 1158 and shall govern all future silencing procedures; 
however, the validity of any silencing procedure heretofore taken shall not be affected 
 
Commentary 1 
This is an important resolution as it is the only place where the phrase “the highest standards of 
Christian conduct” are used. In the CEM in various emails, public statements and sessions with 
the priesthood members losing their license, this phrase is used. It is deemed that a marriage 
ceremony, civil or sacred, is the highest standard of marital union, therefore this is the standard 
expected of all priesthood. It is to be noted that this definition of highest standard derives from a 
mindset that is based on a ceremony. If the civil ceremony is completed in a trip to Las Vegas as 
the result of an immature spur of the moment decision, it is still considered an appropriate test 
for a marital union. If however, one’s mindset is attracted to values, such as those clearly stated 
in Section 164: of the Doctrine and Covenants, then the highest standard of Christian conduct 
would be measured in terms of these values. It would be judged according to values such the 
level of long term commitment, the level of mutual support the couple has and is willing to 
provide to each other, the level of love etc etc. Once these values are achieved and each partner 
in their own private way conveys this to the other partner then all the tests of morality have been 
achieved and all the tests of a covenant relationship have be obtained. The commentary simply 
points out that “highest standard of Christian conduct” depends on what mindset or paradigm 
you are using to guide your life, one of legalisms or one of values. The commentary challenges 
that holding priesthood to a higher standard, and then using marriage ceremony as the act that 
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signifies that the standard has been met is not a full dialogue of the issue and is not an 
appropriate test of giving or taking of a priesthood license. 
 
 
3) The Church Administrator’s Handbook 2005 (This is the latest published edition.) 
The Church Administrator’s Handbook is published by the First Presidency, which at the time of 
publishing were Grant McMurray, Kenneth N. Robinson and Peter A. Judd. 
 
The Handbook does not speak directly concerning cohabitation but makes some interesting 
statements that might be relevant and set some precedents that should be considered within the 
cohabitation dialogue. 
 
1) The Handbook points to D and C 111:2b as establishing the “covenantal spirit for all marriage 
services, civil or religious.” (Administrator’s Handbook Section 17. Marriage pg 58). 
(For a discussion of the status and content of D and C 111, especially the use of the term 
covenant, please refer to the statement above in the section on scriptural resources.) 
 
2) The Handbook points to WCR 1182 as a guide that “provides a positive affirmation of 
marriage and an emphasis on competent pastoral care and supportive ministry to people in a 
marriage… Monogamous marriage provides a setting for a relationship of enduring love and mutual 
companionship, thus nurturing a social environment in which the couple support and strengthen each 
other as persons of worth.” (WCR 1182  1) 
 
It then highlights the principles from that World Conference resolution. (For the content of this 
resolution see section in this essay above titled WCR Resources or the complete version of WCR 
1182 in the appendix.) 
 
3) Defining Marital Immorality 
The Handbook defines immorality. The Handbook provides guidelines as to on what conditions 
‘administrative suspension or silence’ is required by the immorality of the situation and who is 
responsible for making the judgement. Immorality is defined as “adultery, desertion, murder, 
personal abuse, conviction of a felony, etc. … Judgments are to be made only when it is part of 
the administrative or court action, and then only by the ministers charged with that 
responsibility.” (WCR 1182 section E2 pg 59)  
 
In extreme cases, administrative silence of priesthood members and/or question of membership 
may result because of the situation that has precipitated the marriage termination process. When 
charges of unchristian conduct are made covering such activities as adultery, desertion, murder, 
personal abuse, conviction of a felony, etc., (WCR 1182 E2 pg 59) 
 
Commentary 
It is to be noted that two of these definitions would be dealt with as criminal matters, therefore, 
they do not need a moral judgment applied by the organization, administrative action would be 
quite clear. 
 
4) Refraining from Ministry During Divorce Proceedings 
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In some cases where marriage termination involves a member of the priesthood or unordained 
church leader (i.e., officially appointed or elected jurisdictional leaders), further administrative 
action may be required. The priesthood member or leader should be asked to refrain from public 
ministry until the legal termination process is completed. (Public ministry is defined as that 
which requires the person to pray, preside, teach, etc., in the presence of an officially assembled 
church group. In addition, for priesthood members, public ministry means situations that require 
administrative decisions within the jurisdiction.) Usually this limitation is temporary…. No 
administrative report is required in this situation, unless a silence is imposed. (See “Suspension,” 
page 30.) 
 
Commentary 1 
This situation could be deemed to be similar to that of an engaged cohabiting couple prior to 
marriage. The parallel is the same in both cases in that the marital status is in limbo, but only 
for a temporary period of time. This status of retaining ones license but refraining from pubic 
ministry would relieve administrators from having to impose silencing or permanently affecting 
a person’s priesthood status. 
 
Please note that in all recent cases in Canada where administrative action was taken concerning 
priesthood cohabiting, the supervising minister suggested and encouraged voluntary ministerial 
suspension as the mode of dealing with the situation.  This was understood to be a temporary 
release from priesthood function, refraining from public ministry until the situation changed.  In 
all cases but one, the offer of voluntary suspension was accepted, and implemented.  In one case, 
the person chose not to accept voluntary suspension, and indicated that if action needed to be 
taken, it would have to be an administrative action taken against their wishes.  That left no 
options but involuntary suspension --“silencing” to use the older term.  It was not the will of the 
supervising minister to move in that direction, but the will of the priesthood member 
 
Commentary 2 
It might be raised that this section is difficult to apply in all situations. Some divorces are very 
lengthy in timeline; consequently, individuals moving on with their lives find cohabitation a 
required option (or they stand to lose a developing relationship with a new partner) until 
remarriage is possible under the circumstances. In some cases by the time the divorce is public, 
both individuals have moved on with their emotional and relational lives, it’s only the legal 
proceedings that are continuing. The time for reconciliation ministry is long gone. The lives of 
those involved in the divorce are quite calm, well ordered and they are quite capable of 
managing their work careers, their children etc. and if given the opportunity quite capable of 
ministering and administering effectively within their congregations. It would seem that the 
reality of relationship breakdowns is that Handbook policies should be considered guidelines 
allowing local administers along with the individuals involved in divorce to determine in each 
individual case whether a license to minister or to administer should be removed. However, as 
stated before too much latitude can lead to different policies being applied in different 
jurisdictions.  
 
Commentary 3 
In the above it may be appropriate to allow the congregation to determine their acceptance of 
the priesthood or administrative duties of the person in question. If a congregation by vote 
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accepts a person into an administrative office of the congregation perhaps this should over-ride 
the need for the administrative officers to act. The dialogue must continue to keep in mind that 
presently our practice is that action on priesthood status is an administrative activity. (See WCR 
1182). 
 
5) Celibacy During the Legal Divorce Period 
In terms of cohabitation the Handbook infers in section 3a that in cases of divorce “during this 
waiting period neither party to the marriage covenant is legally free to remarry. Inasmuch (in 
divorce proceedings) as they are still married people, both parties should govern themselves 
accordingly in their individual relations with other people.” (Section 3a) 
 
Commentary 
This doesn’t state but infers that cohabitation would not be possible during the divorce 
proceedings… even long-term protracted proceedings. 
 
6) Example of Flexibility Precedents 
The Handbook indicates that there is precedent for broader interpretations of the statements 
within World Church resolutions. In full it makes this statement regarding same sex or 
homosexual marriages. 
 
The language of WCR 1182 does not provide authorization for ministers of the Community of 
Christ to perform marriages between two persons of the same sex, even in jurisdictions where 
such marriages are legally valid. The resolution does, however, provide for the recognition of 
legally valid marriages. Thus, a same sex marriage may be entered into the church records as a 
legal fact, just as in other instances where the church recognizes legally valid marriages that it 
may not choose to solemnize. (Administrator’s Handbook, Section 17:C4 pg.59) 
 
Commentary 
Legal But Not Solemnized 
This establishes the precedent for defining a marital status category as being legal but not 
solemnized. In C1 of the same document it states very clearly. “The church recognizes all legally 
performed marriages.” (C.1 pg 58) Just as in 2005 the Church Administrators in the Handbook, 
see #6 above felt that they could interpret world conference resolutions and scriptures broadly 
rather than legalistically the precedent may have been set for a broader definition of 
cohabitation as a marital status. In direct parallel with the situation addressed in 2005 
regarding legal homosexual marriages, if cohabitation as a marital status is accepted as a legal 
marriage in any jurisdiction, then that would allow, even compel, Administrators to immediately 
accept, that it is recognized as a marriage by the Church. 
 
So that there may be an opportunity, where cohabitation is considered a legal marital status, 
example, British Columbia in Canada, to have these unions entered as a “legal fact” but ‘not 
solemnized’ and accepted as marriages by the Church. There may be other jurisdictions in which 
this same situation of declaring cohabitation, common law and other forms of marriage, legal. 
By extension, it would perhaps be administratively possible to accept cohabitation as a legal 
marriage category in the Church Community, even though the persons involved do not live in 
British Columbia. 
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This section of the Administrator’s Handbook is dated in that the issue of the legality of the 
marital status of homosexuals has been resolved since Australia, Canada, England and the 
United States have requested through national conferences and received First Presidency 
authorization for new administrative procedures that facilitate homosexual partners 1) having 
their union solemnized and 2) homosexuals holding priesthood offices. However, it does show 
that WCRs and the scriptures they used were being Administratively flexibly applied prior to the 
issue being more clearly resolved by the people and the First Presidency in dialogue. 
 
7) Priesthood of One Marital Status Marrying Individuals of Another Status 
The Handbook does not speak to the issue of whether it is unethical for a priesthood member in a 
cohabitation situation to perform the sacrament of marriage. The parallel would be a 
heterosexual priesthood member performing the sacrament of marriage for a homosexual couple 
or even a single priesthood member performing the marriage sacrament for any couple. The 
status of the presiding minister has little to do with the sanctity or the correctness of the 
sacrament itself. However, where church policy indicates that a priesthood member must refrain 
from public ministry that includes performing all sacraments of the church. 
 
8) Ministerial Conscientious Objection 
The Handbook does not speak to the issue of whether minister or priesthood member can be 
forced to marry a couple that qualify for a solemnized wedding, but for whom the priesthood 
member does not accept the World Church position. Essentially, it could be declared that 
priesthood have the ability to make a stand based on conscientious objection.  
 
It is clear in the guidelines provided concerning homosexual unions, that no priesthood can be 
forced to solemnize a marriage against his or her will.  By long-standing tradition and practice, 
it has been understood and taught among priesthood members that no priesthood member can be 
forced to perform a ceremony of a heterosexual union. It may not be clearly stated in the 
Handbook, but the change in policy for homosexual unions, and the long practice in 
heterosexual unions is sufficient to cover this and that a statement of clarification when the 
Handbook is updated may be in order. 
 
9) Status of Voice and Vote after Losing Priesthood License 
The Handbook pg 60 approximately… provides a definition of the legislative rights of a 
member. “Members’ legislative rights are based on the principle of common consent (D. and C. 
25:1b and 125:9). Every member in good standing has voice and vote… Membership in good 
standing means that a member has not been given the status of “excommunicated” by a church 
court. 
 
It is interesting to note that; “ Members are responsible in their conduct to the jurisdiction most 
convenient to their home even though their recorded membership may be in another 
jurisdiction.” (Handbook Section F. Enrolment pg 61). “… the member does not have voice and 
vote at congregational conference until enrolled locally (WCR 594)” (Ibid. pg 61) 
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Commentary 
This implies that even if priesthood license and administrative abilities were taken away, that the 
persons judged to be immoral in terms of their marital status, such as cohabitation, would still 
have the right to voice and vote at the congregational level and could be elected as a delegate at 
other levels of the Church.  
 
 
4i) The Priesthood Manual (2004) 
The Priesthood Manual is published under the names of the Presidency, Grant McMurray, 
Kenneth N. Robinson and Peter A. Judd. 
 
The Priesthood Manual in chapter 25, the Sacrament of Marriage does not speak directly 
concerning cohabitation. 
 
The Priesthood Manual points to D and C Section 111 as a central authoritative document in 
terms of the Church’s understanding and definitions of marriage. The Manual examines this 
scripture and provides a list of “basic understandings and provisions” that it derives from this 
document. (Chapter 25 pg 215) For a discussion of the status and content of D and C 111 please 
refer to the statement above in the section on scriptural resources. 
 
The Priesthood Manual is speaks strongly to the issues of adultery. “The church has always stood 
adamantly opposed to adultery. In the same spirit as the Ten Commandments (see Exodus 
20:13–15), modern-day scripture admonishes the church, “Thou shalt not steal; neither commit 
adultery, not kill, nor do anything like unto it” (D. and C. 59:2c). Adultery is seen as a flagrant 
violation of the marriage covenant.”(Priesthood Manual Section 5 pg 218) 
 
Flexibility of Interpretation 
a) Marrying Out of the Faith 
The Priesthood Manual broadens the understanding of the counsel against marrying out of the 
church as being weak in the faith. (Chapter 25 pg 218 section 5) This expansion is an example 
and perhaps a precedent for those who might advocate for a more flexible reading of other 
scriptural statements. (See above commentary on this Scripture in section on Scriptural 
Resources.) 
 
b) Covenantal Relationship More than Fidelity 
The Priesthood Manual broadens the understanding of what it means to be a partner in a 
covenantal relationship…(Pg 218). 
 
2) The Priesthood Manual points to WCR 1182 as the ”current position of the church” in terms 
of the “church’s official administrative policy on marriage and termination of marriage.” 
(Chapter 25 pg. 219) See the full WCR 1182 in appendix. 
 
Commentary 1- 
The Priesthood Manual provides considerable background information on the sacrament of 
marriage. 
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The Term Marital Morality Defined 
There are some phrases in the Priesthood Manual that might help us define the term marriage. 
It is a “sacred sacrament”. (PM pg 217 section 1 on the The Meaning of Marriage) 
“It is a commitment to companionship, mutual support, shared responsibility, and love toward 
each other.”(PM pg 218 section 3) 
 
It is a covenant made between two individuals 
“…in marriage two individuals embark on a covenant relationship in which they commit 
themselves to express their best understanding of the demands of Christian discipleship.” (PM 
section 3)  
 
“It suggests that spouses hold each other’s interests and welfare uppermost when they make 
decisions regarding the use of their time, money, and other resources. Extremely flexible 
interpretations of the statement run the risk of violating the spirit of the marriage relationship. 
However, extremely literal interpretations run the same risk. A view of marriage that denies 
spouses the opportunity for interaction with other people stunts their growth as individuals 
seeking fulfillment in all aspects of their lives.”(PM Section 3 pg 218)  
 
Commentary 2 - Moral Authority pg 93 
“Moral authority is an important element in the authority exercised by ordained ministers. This 
is the authority that comes to a person because of the goodness or moral quality of his or her 
life. An honest, compassionate, and righteous person carries a quality about his or her life that 
gives authority far beyond the one who is known to be deceitful, crafty, or untrustworthy. Part of 
the authority exercised by Jesus was the goodness and righteousness of his own life.” (PM pg 
96) 
 
“Individuals who are ordained, therefore, are responsible to the church and its administrative 
officers. They should function in their priesthood as a part of the team.” (PM pg 97) 
 
“Priesthood members are not free to flaunt the church’s rules or frustrate the work of the body; 
when they persist in doing so, they may be removed from the priesthood, and their authority to 
represent Christ and the church be taken from them. Neither are priesthood members free to 
engage in activities or styles of living that bring disrepute on the church. The church has a right 
to expect that those it authorizes to represent it in the priesthood will affirmatively support and 
promote the work of the church.” (PM pg 97) 
 
Commentary 3 - The Priesthood Manual offers its Own Commentary on Exercising Legal 
Authority (PM pg 91,92) 
One section of the Priesthood Manual refers to the processes involved to guide authorities when 
disciplinary actions are required. 
 
“Subjection to authority within the church is modified by the fact that membership in the church 
is voluntary. We can discipline or dis-fellowship unruly members but we cannot compel them to 
obey church rules. There are times when legal authority must be employed with full power. 
There should be no pride, selfishness, vanity, oppression, greed, or personal ambition used in 
this exercise of authority. However, the one who is appointed to take charge of a meeting is 
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expected to do so—and must do so—if the work of the church is to be done. Someone must make 
decisions, and the government of the church provides that those in various priesthood offices 
have the right to lead in ways prescribed as the legal rights of that office. The application of 
church law must sometimes be interpreted in specific cases. This authority to interpret rests with 
those who are called to minister through administrative responsibility. Traveling and supervising 
ministers occasionally find situations in which they must use their legal authority to protect the 
church and its people. Legal authority must be exercised sometimes when it is necessary to 
withdraw ministerial authority from one who acts in ways unbecoming of a minister. Legal 
authority applied for disciplinary purposes, however, should be used only as a last resort. The 
labor of love and kindly persuasion should be employed as far as possible. Reconciliation should 
always be the hope of the church and the goal of any attempt to work with one who is struggling 
with ministerial responsibilities. In all human interactions the principles of reconciliation and 
repentance should be primary. If persons can be led to see the value of church policies and 
procedures, and persuaded to take the right course of action voluntarily, we have succeeded in 
the exercise of our authority on a very high level. We are told, “all things shall be done by 
common consent in the church” (D. and C. 25:1b). This is one of the wisest and finest laws of the 
church. The idea of common consent does not preclude the need for moral persuasion and 
loving-kindness that may modify people’s actions. There are situations, however, in which moral 
persuasion is rebuffed and the maintenance of order requires the use of legal authority. The law 
of the land in many nations respects the legal authority of the church and its representatives in 
some acts such as marriage ceremonies, or the right of the church to regulate its internal affairs. 
In these the church is held accountable for the actions of its representatives.” (PM pg. 92) 
 
 
4ii) The Priesthood Manual International Edition September 2013 
Commentary 
It is interesting to review some of the standards of conduct of priesthood as stated within an 
international context. Some areas of interest are highlighted in yellow. This document also 
expands on the area of sacred commitment and recommitment ceremonies, giving detailed 
reference on how to celebrate and conduct a silver and golden wedding anniversary ceremony. 
(See pg 83/84) 
 
Common Responsibilities   
There are certain duties and responsibilities expected of all offices of the priesthood, whether 
they are Aaronic or Melchisedec.  All must be diligent in their work and carry out all their duties 
faithfully and as quickly as possible.  They must live moral lives and not use alcohol, tobacco, 
drugs (except those prescribed by a medical professional) or narcotics.  Members of the 
priesthood are called to minister by teaching, expounding, and preaching the gospel.  They are to 
invite all to come to Christ. 
Members of the priesthood should set the example and follow the principles of “Disciple’s 
Generous Response”.  This is but one area in which the priesthood member should live an 
exemplary life-not only being a member of the priesthood but also fulfilling his or her agreement 
with God made in the waters of baptism.  Members of the priesthood are expected to be good 
leaders in obeying all laws of the church. (Pg 8) 
 
Voluntary Service  
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God is calling to us to offer our gifts and talents in a voluntary form.  It is the tradition of 
Community of Christ to offer opportunities for voluntary service in response to the love of God 
and our giftedness.  It is why most priesthood members offer their work (abilities and talents) 
without pay; only in special cases do priesthood members receive salaries for fulfilling specific 
roles.  
We take volunteer service seriously because it puts into practice Disciple’s Generous Response, 
one of the teachings that distinguish the theology of Community of Christ.  Disciple’s Generous 
Response encourages us to evaluate abilities and interests that can be used in service for 
advancing the mission of the church, and to offer that service freely and without pay. (pg 10) 
Discipleship 
The priesthood does not exist independently from the people who exercise the priesthood or the 
circumstances in which it is exercised.  This is to say that priesthood membership is not a state of 
being, but a response to a call to service.  God is made obvious through the gifts given us so we 
might minister to one another and to the church. (pg 22) 
 
Responsibility, Ethics, and Authority (Pg 26 to 28) 
Community of Christ believes God acted through divine initiative to set up the church in modern 
times.  Part of God’s actions in setting up the church was to provide for a divinely sanctioned 
ministry.  The authority in the church is granted to the priesthood to represent God through 
giving the sacraments, ministering to the people, and setting up the kingdom of justice and peace 
in the world. 
 
Moral and Ethical Ministerial Authority 
Moral authority is an important part of the authority exercised by ordained ministers. An honest, 
compassionate, and righteous person carries a quality about his or her life that gives authority. … 
This moral right to act is felt by the priesthood member and by the people who receive that 
ministry. …The priesthood member who is unwilling to forgive or be restored with a brother or 
sister will not be fully authoritative in the ministry of harmony. ...The foundations of Christian 
ethics are in the words of Jesus.  Reciting Deuteronomy 6:5 he said, “You should love the Lord 
your God with all your heart, and with all your soul and with all your might” and from Leviticus 
19:18 (and Matthew. 22: 37–39), “You should love your neighbour as yourself.”  Jesus said, “On 
these two commandments depend all the law and the prophets” (Matthew 22:37–40).  On another 
occasion, he said, “Do to others as you would have them do to you” (Luke 6:31). 
 
A minister’s moral authority is displayed in his or her quality of life. … The personal 
responsibility of priesthood members is for each one to uphold the highest moral values of 
Christian conduct; and to uphold a good reputation, especially with precise payment of financial 
debts. … 
A minister must uphold a good reputation in social conduct and be a model for others.  A 
priesthood member is one of the leaders of the congregation, and his or her conduct has an 
important influence over the life of the church. As a leader within the church, it is important 
chiefly to affirm that all in the church are individuals of integrity and honesty.  People do not 
respect leaders unless the leaders respect the people. …People expect a high level of 
confidentiality in their relations with priesthood members when looking for advice, support, 
sharing confessions, and building relations. …There are subjects that not even their spouses must 
know.  The members of the congregation hope, as we have already pointed out, for a minister 
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who is honest, reliable, and a person of integrity. …All members of the priesthood should know 
the words of the prophetic voice: “You hold precious lives in your hands. Be gentle and gracious 
with one another” (Doctrine and Covenants 162:6c).  To have precious lives in our hands means 
to care for them, to not let anything hurt them, even our words. 
Commentary 
A common thread for both the 2004 edition and the 2013 International Edition is that both refer 
strongly to the scriptures in terms of finding the principles and values that should guide ethical 
behaviour. 
 
Marriage in Community of Christ (pg 69) 

1. The church recognizes that marriage is subject to the legal rules set up by various 
nations and states (Doctrine and Covenants 111:1a).  This aspect of marriage 
makes it unique among the sacraments of the church. 

 

2. The church recognizes the marriages of anyone who choose to be married by 
authorities outside the church (Doctrine and Covenants 111:1c).  This can be by 
civil authorities or ministers of other faiths.  Recognition of this kind is based on 
the understanding that marriage is regulated by rules of the state. 

 
 
5) Ministry and Priesthood in Community of Christ Part 1:Theological Foundations 
September 2013 (Draft) 
 
“One dimension of priesthood authority we must not overlook is moral authority. This is the 
authority that comes from the alignment of one’s private and public life with the church’s 
mission, Enduring Principles, beliefs, and ethics.” (Ministry and Priesthood Part 1…Pg16) 
 
 
6) The Bylaws of the Community of Christ 
Commentary 
Flexible Interpretations (Assent vs. Consensus) 
This statement fails to speak to the reality that it is the membership that often proposes 
resolutions to the appropriate conference. Essentially their proposals are equal in authority to 
any received from the World Church leadership. Section E below indicates that the Common 
Consent Advisory Team corrects this to indicate clearly that it is both the membership and the 
leadership that initiate proposals and move the dialogue forward.  
 
The Bylaws of the Community of Christ point out the following regarding decision making in 
the church: 

“A basic principle of decision making in the Community of Christ is common consent. 
Common consent respects the rights of the people to assent to the general conduct of 
business within the church and to sustain those called of God to provide leadership. 
Common consent is exercised when members assemble in conferences in congregations, 
mission centers, and at the World Conference. Leadership is exercised through the 
responsibility of presiding officers and members to make proposals to the various 
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conferences to which they are responsible and through recognizing that these conferences 
have the responsibility to review such proposals, to share points of view, and to vote as 
they feel led by the Holy Spirit.” (pg 114 Priesthood Manual) 

 
 
7) Report of the Common Consent Advisory Team 2012 
 

Pg 1   As a prophetic people you are called, under the direction of the spiritual authorities 
and with the common consent of the people, to discern the divine will for your own time 
and in the places where you serve. You live in a world with new challenges and that 
world will require new forms of ministry. —Doctrine and Covenants 162:2c (Pg 1) 
 
Pg 5  Community of Christ is attentive to the varied backgrounds of members in looking 
for new ways to make decisions in an international body with diverse concerns and 
cultures. From the beginning of the church, leaders have adjusted procedures to better fit 
the church’s needs and composition. That trend continues now. (Pg 5) 
 
Central Role of Common Consent. The meaning of common consent has been explored 
to some depth over the years. This idea continues to be fundamental as we look at 
possible systems for the future. We must carefully evaluate any potential system to make 
sure we preserve this value. 
 
Theocratic Democracy. The governing authorities of the church have an understanding of 
the will of God. Church members have an understanding of the will of God. These two 
forces should be in healthy relationship, neither overruling the other. One force does not 
“win” while another “loses.” Instead, the church makes the best decisions it can at a 
given time. Then the church continues to re-evaluate its direction in the face of 
experience as it responds to the ongoing leadings of the Holy Spirit. We must preserve 
this value. 
 
Enduring Principles. The essence of the church’s identity, mission, and message should 
inform any potential system. We must continue to align our procedures and practices with 
our best understanding of our Enduring Principles. 
 

Commentary 
The broad interpretation of both the governing authorities and the church members having an 
understanding of the will of God, neither over-ruling the other is broader interpretation of 
common consent that that found in Section (131:4 a-b) or that found in the Church’s bylaws. The 
journey towards being a prophetic people will require new understandings and interpretations of 
theocratic democracy, which within our civil society is essentially an oxymoron holding very 
little support. 
 
I may be of importance for committees such as the above to examine the European 
Parliamentary System, which has some elements of consensus, built into its processes.  
 
 



	   90	  

8) Statement of Faithful Disagreement 
The following is the full statement as prepared by the First Presidency. 
 
Definition 
Faithful disagreement is defined as actions and/or responses by a person or group of people 
holding a different viewpoint regarding a particular policy, belief, principle or other position as 
established by Community of Christ. This disagreement with the established Community of 
Christ position or direction is constructive, responsible, faithful, and bounded by loyalty and 
commitment to the overarching identity, message, mission, and beliefs of Community of Christ. 
Those who faithfully disagree are welcome to share their constructive voice regarding the 
established position with which they do not agree, with the intent of improving the overall 
faithful response of the church to God’s intended direction and without being categorized by 
others as unfaithful. 

Principles 

1. Community of Christ is characterized by Enduring Principles that allow for faithful 
disagreement as expressed through the principles of Blessings of Community, Worth of All 
Persons, Responsible Choices, and Unity in Diversity. The commitment, in general, to the 
overall identity, message, mission, and beliefs of Community of Christ may serve to keep a 
person in the faith community even when that person strongly disagrees with a particular 
position. One’s love for the faith community is stronger than any particular disagreement. 

2. Holding a differing viewpoint from the Community of Christ position on a particular matter 
does not diminish in any way a person’s participation as a faithful, committed, and responsible 
member of the church, nor does it impact a person’s ability to hold a priesthood office. As an 
example, Communion is not to be withheld from a person because she or he has expressed a 
differing viewpoint to the Community of Christ position on a particular matter. 

3. A person with a differing viewpoint on a particular position is to be respected by the body and 
allowed to voice her or his viewpoint as a personal opinion during discussions, meetings, training 
opportunities, and other conversations where it is appropriate to share personal opinions. At no 
time is any personal sharing of opinions to be disrespectful, dehumanizing, or harmful to the 
body. 

4. A person is not to be ostracized by a congregation or mission center because they hold a 
differing viewpoint on a particular Community of Christ position. 

5. A person with a differing viewpoint is not to use public ministry opportunities, as a member or 
as a priesthood member, to speak out publicly against the identity, message, mission, or beliefs 
of Community of Christ or to publicly criticize the Community of Christ stance on the particular 
position with which the person does not agree. Public ministry must focus on proclaiming the 
Good News in a way that is aligned with Community of Christ identity, message, mission, and 
beliefs. 
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6. Agreeing with positions, both official and unofficial, taken by Community of Christ is not to 
be used as a test of faith for priesthood, members, and friends. 

7. In seeking to create authentic signal communities, we listen respectfully to one another’s 
viewpoints and attempt to view situations from each other’s perspective while trusting in each 
person’s commitment to Christ and motivation to see the mission of Community of Christ 
flourish. We seek to celebrate our unity while also learning from our diversity. 

8. As a community that embraces Continuing Revelation, we strive to always remain open to the 
leadings of the Holy Spirit. We understand that sometimes both individually and collectively we 
respond wisely to these leadings and sometimes we are misguided. Through our vulnerability to 
the Holy Spirit, we trust that God will continue to guide us in shaping or even changing positions 
held by Community of Christ. 

9. A person holding a differing viewpoint is allowed to continue to seek change to the position 
with which they do not agree through the various legislative and consent building processes used 
by Community of Christ. 

 

Background Information: 
Doctrine and Covenants 131:4 a–b 
1988 Standing High Council Statement on Ethical Dissent 
 
Commentary 
This statement is welcomed, as it is needed to help individuals who feel called to initiate changes 
within their community. Such people, often referred to as visionaries, require the respect of the 
governing authorities and in turn they need to respect the boundaries in terms of how quickly 
their initiatives and by what processes their initiatives can be dealt with within the 
organizational structures of the Community of Christ. 
 
Essentially, civil society has established democratic processes by which to allow initiate change 
and conduct various forms of non-violent dissent. The ‘loyal opposition’ within the British 
parliamentary system may have precedents and guidelines that would help the Community of 
Christ develop a fuller statement. 
	  
	  
9) Statements of Civil Rights and Human Rights 
In some jurisdictions there is strong separation between church and state, in other jurisdictions 
Human Rights Legislation and Civil Rights Legislation trumps the policies of any organization 
including churches. Sections of interest are highlighted in yellow. 
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a) The Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
Whereas the peoples of the United Nations have in the Charter reaffirmed their faith in 
fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person and in the equal rights 
of men and women 
 
Now, Therefore THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY proclaims THIS UNIVERSAL 
DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS as a common standard of achievement for all peoples 
and all nations, to the end that every individual and every organ of society, keeping this 
Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect for 
these rights and freedoms and by progressive measures, national and international, to secure their 
universal and effective recognition and observance, both among the peoples of Member States 
themselves and among the peoples of territories under their jurisdiction. 
 
Article 2 
Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without 
distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, 
national or social origin, property, birth or other status. Furthermore, no distinction shall be made 
on the basis of the political, jurisdictional or international status of the country or territory to 
which a person belongs, whether it be independent, trust, non-self-governing or under any other 
limitation of sovereignty. 
 
Article 10 
Everyone is entitled in full equality to a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial 
tribunal, in the determination of his rights and obligations and of any criminal charge against 
him. 
 
Article 12 
No one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference with his privacy, family, home or 
correspondence, or to attacks upon his honour and reputation. Everyone has the right to the 
protection of the law against such interference or attacks. 
 
Article 16 
(1) Men and women of full age, without any limitation due to race, nationality or religion, have 
the right to marry and to found a family. They are entitled to equal rights as to marriage, during 
marriage and at its dissolution. 
(2) Marriage shall be entered into only with the free and full consent of the intending spouses. 
(3) The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection 
by society and the State. 
 
Article 18. 
Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes 
freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others 
and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and 
observance. 
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Article 19. 
Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold 
opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any 
media and regardless of frontiers. 
 
Article 29. 
(1) Everyone has duties to the community in which alone the free and full development of his 
personality is possible. 
 
 
b) Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Part of Canada’s Constitution) 
Interpretation quoted from “Lawyers Letter available at www.thedialogueplace.ca.” pg 5. 
“Section 15 of the Charter goes on to say that “every individual is equal before and under the law 
and has the right to equal protection and equal benefit of the law without discrimination and, in 
particular, without discrimination based on race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, 
age or mental or physical disability… marital status is an analogous ground to those set out in 
Section 15 and is deserving equal protection. The Courts have gone on to hold that sexual 
orientation is similarly protected.” 
 
 
c) Ontario Human Rights Code 
Interpretation quoted from “Lawyers Letter available at www.thedialogueplace.ca.” pg 6. 
“With respect to the actions of private actors, the second piece of legislation, the Ontario Human 
Rights Code, applies… Various sections of this statute guarantee the right of individuals to be 
free from discrimination because of…marital status… marital status defined in the Code as status 
of being married, single, widowed, divorced or separated and includes the status of living with a 
person in a conjugal relationship outside of marriage… The Human Rights Code is remedial 
legislation, which allows for individuals who have suffered forms of discrimination in certain 
settings to file a claim and seek compensation before the Ontario Human rights Tribunal. 
 
though the right to freedom of religion is similarly protected under the various forms of 
legislation, it does not automatically trump the other protected rights. Numerous case have been 
heard and reported wherein a religious organization was found to be in breach of the Human 
Rights Code for discriminating against individuals on protected grounds… These cases, taken 
together, stand for the proposition that simply being a religious institution does not immunize the 
institution from the obligation to adhere to the Human Rights Code. Though some exceptions 
exist, they only exist where the discrimination is inherently wound up in the creed of the 
institution in question, as represented by its doctrine and beliefs of the embers. As already stated, 
there is not explicit Church doctrine at present, which prohibits pre-marital cohabitation, and 
there is not evidence that the members of the Church unanimously hold any rule of that nature as 
a cherished belief. The opposite, in fact, appears to be true. The Church recognizes all forms of 
marriage and would not treat any one member differently from another on that ground. … formal 
marital status holds no relationship to … ability to fulfill … responsibilities, particularly in light 
of the overwhelming tolerance which our society has for cohabitating couples.” (pg 7) 
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Quotes Directly from the Code 
http://www.ohrc.on.ca/en/ontario-human-rights-codeCa  
 
“The Code includes two grounds that provide protections for persons in relationships: marital 
status and family status. “Marital status” is defined in section 10 of the Code as “the status of 
being married, single, widowed, divorced or separated and includes the status of living with a 
person in a conjugal relationship outside marriage”, including both same-sex and opposite sex 
relationships.” 
 
“Family status” is defined as “the status of being in a parent and child relationship.”  This can 
also mean a parent and child “type” of relationship, embracing a range of circumstances without 
blood or adoptive ties but with similar relationships of care, responsibility and commitment. 
The grounds of marital and family status intersect to cover a range of family forms, including 
lone parent and blended families, as well as families where the parents are in a ‘common law’ 
relationship.” 
 
 
10) Other Community of Christ Official Resources That May be Helpful 
Community of Christ Mission Initiatives 
Discernment / Transformative Practice for a Prophetic People 
Our Mission is Christ’s Mission Spiritual Formation Study Guide 
Pastor-and-Leaders-Field Guide 
Ways of Discovering God’s Will Listening Guide 
Sharing in Community of Christ: Exploring Identity, Mission, Message, and Beliefs, 3rd Ed. 
(www.CofChrist.org/ourfaith/SharingCofChrist-3ed.pdf) 
Community of Christ Statement of Sexual Ethics (Draft) June 2012 
 
11) Other Unofficial Resources 
Blog by David Donoghue entitled: Cohabitation & Priesthood 
https://ddonblog.wordpress.com/2014/10/01/cohabitation-priesthood/ 
Community Place+ Dialogue Website 
www.thedialogueplace.ca 
 
 
 
Concluding Commentary of the CEM Priesthood Cohabitation Survey Committee 

Having assembled the above group of resources and having dialogued weekly for two months 
our committee is proposing for consideration a “guiding values based” protocol for 
administrators and the body of the church to understand and bless all “highest standard” unions 
of co-habitation by whatever term they are named…. 

a) That D&C 163:6a & 164:6a,b are foundational scriptures that frame the principles 
and values of healthy, loving, life covenant relationships. 
b) The Community of Christ “Sexual Ethics Task Force” has already discussed and 
created a statement based upon this framework of values. 
c) National conferences, as well, have upheld values based lifestyles in their statements. 
They have enacted, “highest standards” guidelines for scenarios where civil ceremonies 
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were not permissible, for sacramental covenants to be conducted and honoured to enable 
provisions for the blessings of such unions. 

  
In bringing these recent scriptural, task force and national conference consensus forums into 
cohesion through common consent, the church has already acknowledged the framework of 
“values based relational co-habitation unions” in every way except policy. Therefore, we 
propose that Priesthood living within the context of these “value based lifestyles” be “ upheld” 
as being blessed and empowered by the calling of the Spirit as evidenced through a principled 
lifestyle and with the support of congregations (context of culture) to minister the sacraments. 
Recognizing that ministry must be received to be given as was acknowledged and stated in the 
USA National Conference actions, provisions for local field jurisdictions to have autonomy 
through dialogue with all parties including the local congregation to make decisions of 
Priesthood status accordingly is what we propose. 
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The Approved Motions of the CEM Conference 
Amendment to Resolution 2014-1 Chatham/Woodfield Congregation Motion Restorative Ministries  
1. Whereas, Community of Christ has been called in Doctrine and Covenants 163 to “whole-life 
stewardship dedicated to expanding the churches restoring ministries, especially those devoted to asserting 
the worth of persons, protecting the sacredness of creation, and relieving physical and spiritual suffering;” 
and 
 
2. Whereas, The union of two individuals, living in a mutually consensual, long-term, committed 
relationship (referred to by different terms in different nations) and recognized by the laws of the nation in 
which they reside giving rights and responsibilities attending to each party, is a primary foundation of 
community and family life; and 
 
3. Whereas, The breakdown of these mutual commitments and the subsequent restructuring of living 
arrangements, occurring in about half of these long-term relationships, involves delicate and often painful 
negotiations that can continue for years; and 
 
4. Whereas, These negotiations can affect the legal, emotional and physical well-being of all members of 
the family involved during and after the separation process; and 
 
5. Whereas, The substance of this process brings lasting changes to the mental, spiritual and physical 
condition of children, couples and others involved; and 
 
6. Whereas, for couples that include priesthood members, intervention by Community of Christ 
administrative officers to impose suspension, ministerial silence, or release from priesthood status during 
this restructuring period can have a very hurtful personal affect on members of the family, as well as having 
significant effect upon legal and relational negotiations that are a part of the restructuring process, and 
 
7. Whereas, such action has sometimes caused a significant reduction in the perceived level of support by 
the Community of Christ to these families, sparking discussion and resentments that may last a lifetime, 
therefore, be it  
 
1) Resolved, That where a judgment has been requested or imposed as to restrictions for a priesthood 
member, a jury of 3 peers (equals) be encouraged to be appointed to support the person under judgment, if 
that person wishes to participate in the dialogue. The mandate of such jury will be to advocate for the 
person’s continued activity in church life. The team will not have any mandate to interfere or recommend 
interference by others, in any legal processes of the person’s family restructuring. The team membership is 
encouraged to be appointed within six weeks following the conference or from the date of any judgment 
being made in the future, and will consist of one person chosen by the judging administrator, one person 
chosen by the person under judgment and one person chosen jointly by the administrator and the person 
under judgment.  
 
2) Resolved, That a Priesthood Cohabitation Survey Committee be established within three months to 
develop a list of questions surrounding the issue of non-marital cohabitation involving priesthood members, 
in particular the leadership possibilities of such persons and attitudes of the membership of the Canada East 
Mission Centre. The committee will consist of five members to be appointed by the CEM President from a 
diverse make-up of gender and membership status, and one member from each of the juries from the first 
Resolved. The committee will solicit input from any jury teams as mentioned above in drafting the 
questions. The committee will survey the membership by a dialogue process somewhat similar to that of 
the recent Canadian Conference. The committee will prepare a report for the 2015 CEM conference, with 
any recommendations, including any to the First Presidency. 
 
The resolution as amended was Carried. 
CEM14-169  
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2014-5 AMENDED MOTION ON PRIESTHOOD COHABITATION – Stratford Congregation 
1) Whereas, it is the custom of church administrative leadership to revoke authority from priesthood 
members living with their significant others, when such arrangements are noted; and Whereas, such action 
is based on an unwritten policy; and  
 
2) Whereas, such action is in conflict with a written policy, which states: “Sexual ethics should be the same 
for all people without discrimination” -Statement of Sexual Ethics, Page 3, section “H”; and  
 
3) Whereas, such action is in conflict with the Standard of Authority of the church, which states: “where 
there is no law given there is no punishment” –Second Nephi 6: 51; and  
 
4) Whereas, such action implies that the priesthood member is immoral; and 
 
5) Whereas, societal norms in first world nations indicate that such living arrangements are no  
longer regarded as immoral; therefore, be it  
 
1) Resolved, That we recommend to the First Presidency that priesthood members living in long term, 
committed relationships will no longer have priesthood authority changed based solely on their living 
arrangements; and be it further  
 
2) Resolved, That we recommend to the First Presidency that priesthood members living in long term, 
committed relationships who have already had priesthood authority changed solely on account of their 
living arrangements, be reinstated without delay; and be it further  
 
3) Resolved, That we recommend to the First Presidency that a review happen of the current related 
policies and practices on this issue with the intent of discerning if changes are warranted.  
 
The resolution as amended was Carried. 
 
CEM14-170  
2014-5 Motion on Priesthood Cohabitation – Scarborough was withdrawn as a result of redundancy due to 
2014-6. ?????? Doesn’t make sense, I think -6 may have been withdrawn due to redundancy with -5. 

 
 
 

2014-3. Motion Defining Morality – Bryce Taylor & Willow Congregation 
1) Whereas the Church has been called in Doctrine and Covenants 164 4c to recognize that “Serious 
questions about moral behavior and relationships continue to arise in many nations. These issues are 
complex and difficult to understand outside their particular settings because of strikingly different cultural 
histories, customs, and understandings of scripture. For example, the issues include... varying legal, 
religious, and social definitions of marriage... The church has been told in previous counsel that we have 
been given the struggles and joys of diversity for divine purposes (Doctrine and Covenants 162:4).”  
 
2) Whereas, The interpersonal union of two individuals, living in a mutually consensual, long-term, 
committed union (such relationships referred to legally and/or culturally using various terms such as 
marriage, common law, engagement, spousal) is understood within Canada as an acceptable way for 
individuals to form a legal relationship that has rights and obligations defined and protected under law 
across Canada; and  
 
3) Whereas, increasing numbers of Canadians, both young adults and seniors and all ages in between, are 
choosing or in order to deal with specific circumstances are using interpersonal unions (common law 
marital status is the fastest growing sector of the Canadian population) that begin prior to or remain outside 
of a traditional marriage ceremony,  
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4) Whereas, The process of developing and maintaining or severing an interpersonal union, for other than 
criminal actions, is considered to be an extremely private matter between the partners to be shared only 
with intervening counselors and legal representatives of their own choosing; and  
 
5) Whereas, intervention of Community of Christ Administrators in terms of involuntarily removing 
priesthood licenses or even membership for other than criminal actions, involves a moral judgment; and  
 
6) Whereas, the reality of declaring a person or persons immoral, who are not involved in criminal actions, 
a) has lasting sometimes irreversible spiritual and psychological impacts on their mental health b) has 
lasting sometimes irreversible damage to relationships they have developed with members of their family, 
members of this Community of Christ and members of the larger society c) has the potential to be raised as 
a character flaw in the legal proceedings of divorce actions d) has legal implications under the various 
Human Rights Legislations of Canada if the morality judgment in question can be shown to be false, 
discriminatory or a direct or indirect attack on the reputation of the person named; and  
 
7) Whereas, the lack of written clear rules or policies (the scriptures, the Administrative Handbook, the 
Priesthood Manual and the Priesthood and Ministry in the Community of Christ handbook (draft) all use 
general phrases such as “accepted standards of Christian conduct” and “ministerial ethics” which are open 
to multiple interpretations) regarding our definition of moral values leaves ‘immorality’ to be defined 
solely by Administrative Officers based on their own interpretations; and,  
 
8) Whereas, in at least one recent case in Ontario, Administrative Officers within the Community of Christ, 
disagreed among themselves in terms of these interpretations; therefore be it,  
 
1) Resolved, That this Conference request that the Administrators at all levels of the Community of Christ, 
until such time as a defining statement can be developed using National Conferences or some other 
appropriate process, use the Community of Christ Doctrine and Covenants Section 164 6,7 as their guiding 
document in making determinations of immorality. This document defines moral relationships using terms 
such as “Christ-like love, mutual respect, responsibility, justice, covenant, and faithfulness” and defines 
immoral relationships using terms such as “selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, degrading and abusive.”  
Carried  
 
2) Resolved, That until a uniform policy for each nation is made available to guide administrators; that past, 
present and future judgments of priesthood or membership status related to issues of marital morality be 
reviewed and in cases in which there is no immorality (as defined by the interim values stated above), that 
the priesthood license and/or membership be retained by the individual, if they so desire. 
Carried  
 
3) Resolved, That as part of the dialogue moving towards a written uniform policy for marital relationships, 
for each nation or cultural group, that consideration be given to having standards of morality be established 
by local groups of Peers, if the accused so desires; the composition and guidelines of this process to be 
determined by a national conference or some other acceptable forum, acceptable to the First Presidency of 
the Community of Christ. 
Carried  
 
4) Resolved, That as part of the dialogue moving towards a uniform policy for each nation that Human 
Rights Codes and Charter of Rights and Freedoms developed by the United Nations and national 
legislatures of democratic nations be consulted and made available to the members in dialogue. 
Carried  
 
5) Resolved, That if a priesthood member desires temporarily or permanently, to give up ministerial 
responsibilities during any type of duress in their life stages, that nothing in this resolution would prevent 
them from initiating the proper process for doing so with the proper Administrative Official.  
Carried 
 
CEM14-171  
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2014-4 Motion defining Morality – Barry & Bruce MacGregor & Willow Congregation 
1) Whereas the definition of morality and acceptable behaviour is not uniform throughout CEM or 
Community of Christ, nor is it clearly defined.  
 
2) And whereas currently policy may be in conflict with Canadian law and congregational will,  
 
3) And whereas there is not always room for discretion as to whether policy should be applied in all cases 
prior to priesthood restrictions being enforced,  
 
4) And whereas changes to policy are outside the powers of CEM to act upon therefore,  
 
1) Be it Resolved, That until this issue of morality and acceptable behaviour has been definitively dealt 
with at appropriate levels, this body requests that if the person chooses, he/she may share with his/her 
congregation to provide input to the administration about the congregation’s willingness to accept ministry 
from this person. If an individual’s priesthood is restricted the priesthood member should be informed as to 
how long the restriction will be in effect and/or what circumstance will result in their priesthood being 
restored; and be it further  
Carried  
 
2) Resolved, That this motion be forwarded to the First Presidency along with our request that local bodies 
be given the ability to use their discretion regarding if or how current policy is enforced until this matter 
has been reviewed by a forum and validated by the First Presidency.  
Carried 
 
CEM14-172  
 

 
 

2014-2 A Resolution on Restorative Justice for the Canada East Mission – Stratford Congregation 
1) Whereas, The First Presidency of the Community of Christ has established a worldwide  
committee on Justice that endorses the ideal of Restorative Justice. And,  
 
2) Whereas, Restorative Justice is an approach to Justice that focuses on the needs of the victims and the 
offenders, as well as the involved community, instead of satisfying abstract legal principles, policies or 
punishing the offender. And,  
 
3) Whereas, Victims take an active role in the process, while offenders are encouraged to take 
responsibility for their actions, "to repair any harm they've done by apologizing, making restitution, or 
service in the community". And,  
 
4) Whereas, Restorative Justice involves both victim and offender and focuses on their personal needs. In 
addition, it provides help for the offender in order to avoid future offences. It is based on a theory of Justice 
that considers wrongdoing to be an offence against an individual or community, rather than the church. 
And,  
 
5) Whereas, Restorative Justice helps meet the needs of people faced with conflict in an inclusive and 
meaningful way. Restorative Justice practices provide voluntary opportunities for those who have been 
harmed and those who have caused harm to be active participants on their journey for justice, 
accountability, and reconciliation. And,  
 
6) Whereas, Apostle Susan Oxley has outlined in her excellent article on “Justice” 
(http://www.cofchrist.org/christspeace/july2013susanoxley.asp)  
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“It (restorative justice) seeks to correct the errors of proportional justice. God is not bound by human laws 
and concepts of justice. God’s intent for human beings is wholeness, so divine grace overlooks what a 
person has “earned” and gives unbounded love, forgiveness, and restoration instead. “Therefore the divine 
justice can appear as plain injustice...creative justice is the form of reuniting love” (Tillich).  
Hosea forgave unrepentant Gomer when she was unfaithful, simply because he loved her. This undeserved 
mercy is like the grace and love of God toward Israel (Hosea 11:7–9). Isaiah assured Judah of God’s 
blessings despite the faithless people (Isaiah 30:18–26). The prophets continually called Israel back into 
covenant relationship with God. This message of hope, mercy, and illogical grace becomes the foundation 
of Jesus’ teachings and reveals God’s shalom justice.” And,  
 
7) Whereas, Restorative Justice is a principle that is solidly based in scripture Matthew 18:15-17:  
15 “If another member of the church sins against you, go and point out the fault when the two of you are 
alone. If the member listens to you, you have regained that one.16 But if you are not listened to, take one or 
two others along with you, so that every word may be confirmed by the evidence of two or three witnesses. 
17 If the member refuses  to listen to them, tell it to the church; and if the offender refuses to listen even to 
the church, let such a one be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector.  
 
8) Whereas, Restorative Justice that fosters dialogue between victim and offender shows the highest rates 
of victim satisfaction and offender accountability. And,  
 
9) Whereas, Community of Christ is a church based in “Peace, Reconciliation and Healing of the Spirit”, 
therefore be it,  
 
1) RESOLVED, That the principles of Matthew 18:15-17 be applied in all instances where a complaint is 
filed with a church officer, of appropriate administrative jurisdiction, and a matter of transgression is the 
complaint. And be it further,  
 
2) RESOLVED, That when conflicts of interpretation of what is or what is not an immoral act may occur 
resulting in false accusations of guilt, that the principles of Restorative Justice be applied even before there 
is a proven offender. And be it further,  
 
3) RESOLVED, That for the purposes of the Canada East Mission the steps for Restorative Justice shall be:  
1. A person with a concern regarding another's morality be required to approach their pastor or another 
person with administrative authority and this person then accompanies them to a meeting with the accused 
in the role of a 'restoring' facilitator. If the person with the concern is not willing to operate within the 
‘restoring’ model, then the issue goes no further, unless the administrator themselves now becomes a 
person with concerns. Again the same process would occur, the administrator would find a restoring 
facilitator to accompany them in their initial approaches to the offending person. At no time should a 
person with concern be able to confidentially or anonymously state their judgment of an offence of 
morality standards. If one is offended one has to put their name on the line knowing that their name will be 
transparently shared with the party accused.  
2. If the matter cannot be brought to mutual understanding and healing at the initial stage, the Pastor, or if 
the Pastor is personally involved, a representative from the Canada East Mission, will involve one or two 
Evangelists and/or qualified Teachers, who are of a similar age or life stage or have had a similar 
experience as the accused, who are mutually agreed upon by those involved in the conflict, to prayerfully 
meet with the persons involved and find healing.  
3. If the two foregoing stages cannot effect reconciliation and healing that the Pastor (or representative 
from the Canada East Mission) call a meeting of the congregation, with the Evangelists presiding, to 
prayerfully meet, discuss and foster a climate of healing and reconciliation.  
4. If all the foregoing steps fail in bringing about peace, reconciliation and healing, the involved parties 
meet with the involved Evangelists and Mission Centre Presidency for healing. And be it further,  
 
4) RESOLVED, That no action be taken on the Priesthood Status of the individuals involved until all stages 
of the process shall have been fully explored, all attempts at peace, reconciliation and healing have been 
exhausted and the voice of the congregation shall have been fully considered.  
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Recent additional scriptural resources, from our Church Leadership, are available for persons or study 
groups, for understanding in dialogue on the resolution for restorative justice. These materials are available 
in the Doctrine and Covenants and on the Church Website:  
SECTION 161, SECTION 162, SECTION 163 
Words of Counsel presented at the 2013 World Conference  
 
5) RESOLVED , That the resolution 2014-2 on Restorative Justice (Distributed pages 7-9) be referred to 
the First Presidency for study and discussion with a request that policy and procedure be adjusted and 
report back to a future Mission Conference.  
Carried 
 
CEM14-173  
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Appendix Two 
A	  Template	  for	  Creating	  Group	  Opportunities	  for	  

Productive	  Dialogue	  

	  

Background	  

Do	  you	  think	  we	  need	  to	  “talk	  more”?	  We	  should	  be	  more	  proactive	  instead	  of	  “lurching	  from	  crisis	  to	  
crisis”?	  We	  should	  be	  building	  on	  our	  good	  Canadian	  experience	  of	  “creating	  consensus”	  instead	  of	  
waiting	  for	  pronouncements	  from	  somewhere	  else	  (Guelph,	  Independence,	  the	  President,	  Divine	  
revelation).	  

Have	  you	  ever	  thought	  that	  we	  don’t	  know	  our	  own	  history,	  theology,	  attitudes	  to	  current	  social,	  ethical,	  
moral	  issues?	  That	  the	  “church	  of	  today	  and	  tomorrow”	  is	  sometimes	  ill-‐prepared	  to	  deal	  with	  issues	  of	  
the	  day	  from	  an	  appropriate	  spiritual,	  scriptural	  perspective?	  Have	  you	  felt	  untrained	  or	  lacking	  
experience	  to	  decide	  about	  some	  question	  of	  faith	  from	  your	  children,	  you	  neighbours,	  your	  
congregation?	  	  
	  
Have	  you	  ever	  been	  confronted	  by	  such	  as	  “You’re	  a	  Christian;	  what	  do	  you	  think	  about…?”	  or	  “What	  
does	  your	  church	  believe	  about	  such-‐and-‐such?”	  

Fill	  in	  the	  blank:	  fundamentalism,	  war,	  crime	  and	  punishment,	  the	  current	  election,	  priesthood	  
authority,	  church	  and	  politics…whatever	  is	  the	  “hot	  topic”	  in	  your	  area.	  	  

Perhaps	  you’ve	  hoped	  Someone	  Else	  would	  organize	  more	  dialogue	  sessions,	  opportunities	  to	  get	  
together	  with	  folks	  of	  like	  mind	  (and	  different)	  	  for	  a	  good	  productive	  dialogue—because,	  indeed,	  many	  
of	  us	  have	  truly	  enjoyed	  such	  events	  in	  the	  past	  and	  have	  wanted,	  even	  asked	  for,	  more.	  (Why	  don’t	  our	  
leaders	  listen	  to	  us?)	  

BUT	  

• Time	  and	  resources	  are	  limited;	  people	  are	  busy	  (the	  eternal	  rationale)	  

• Paid	  staff	  have	  more	  duties	  and	  less	  time	  to	  take	  on	  such	  endeavours	  

• We	  lack	  centralized	  facilities	  to	  host,	  cater,	  organize	  large	  events	  

• There	  aren’t	  enough	  trained	  or	  unbiased	  researchers,	  facilitators…	  

• People	  will	  only	  come	  for	  controversy	  or	  conflict,	  despite	  what	  they	  may	  say	  

	  

Here	  are	  some	  things	  YOU	  might	  do	  in	  response	  to	  your	  own	  laudable	  desire	  for	  more	  faithful	  dialogue.	  
Because	  DIALOGUE	  IS	  SACRED!	  

	  

	  

So	  you	  want	  to	  have	  more	  opportunities	  for	  productive	  dialogue.	  
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Try	  this:	  

• Identify	  a	  question,	  issue	  or	  topic	  that	  you	  think	  is	  worthy	  of	  a	  broader	  dialogue.	  Test	  your	  own	  
idea	  by	  talking	  to	  one	  or	  two	  others	  who	  you	  think	  can	  help	  you	  clarify	  your	  idea.	  

• One	  way	  to	  proceed	  could	  be	  to	  put	  together	  a	  small	  working	  group	  who	  will	  do	  the	  pre-‐

dialogue	  research.	  This	  group	  may	  be	  your	  congregation’s	  adult	  class,	  or	  a	  supportive	  group	  who	  
have	  expressed	  similar	  concerns,	  wish	  for	  clarity,	  desire	  to	  study	  or	  who	  want	  to	  help	  out	  

• Advance	  research	  should	  include	  the	  following:	  

• 6-‐8	  relevant	  scriptures	  from	  more	  than	  one	  Community	  of	  Christ	  texts	  

• Pertinent	  rules,	  regulations,	  policies,	  official	  statements,	  historical	  documents	  (may	  

include	  such	  as	  the	  Statement	  on	  Scripture,	  Christology	  Statement,	  etc.)	  

• Useful	  advice	  on	  structuring	  dialogue	  such	  as	  Guidelines	  for	  Dialogue;	  check	  out	  

CofChrist.org	  website	  for	  a	  huge	  supply	  of	  helpful	  resources,	  tips	  &	  tools,	  ideas	  and	  
content	  to	  help	  you.	  

• As	  you’re	  gathering	  resources	  begin	  to	  decide	  the	  range	  of	  your	  eventual	  dialogue	  event.	  Will	  it	  

be	  congregational,	  multi-‐congregational,	  mission-‐wide.	  Check	  in	  with	  CEM/Guelph	  for	  calendar	  

information	  if	  you	  want	  to	  reach	  beyond	  you	  own	  congregation	  .	  Are	  there	  obvious	  things	  to	  
avoid	  or	  with	  which	  you	  might	  piggy-‐back?	  Can	  someone	  offer	  you	  advice	  about	  booking	  or	  
scheduling	  the	  kind	  of	  event	  you’re	  thinking	  about?	  (e.g.	  Mission	  Advocate,	  CEM	  Administrators)	  

• What	  kind	  of	  venue	  will	  work	  best	  for	  your	  event?	  Central	  congregation,	  campground,	  school	  or	  
retreat	  centre?	  Be	  creative.	  Can	  you	  think	  of	  something	  new?	  Another	  denomination’s	  facility,	  

hotel,	  etc.	  What	  will	  you	  do	  about	  child	  care,	  food,	  parking,	  if	  applicable?	  

• Identify	  a	  person	  or	  small	  group	  who	  can	  create	  a	  pre-‐event	  package.	  It	  should	  include	  such	  

things	  as	  

• Scriptures	  for	  study	  and	  meditation	  

• Context	  documents	  (rules,	  policies,	  historical	  documents,	  social	  context	  e.g.	  news	  items,	  

etc.	  

• Reminders	  about	  principles	  and	  guidelines	  for	  good	  dialogue.	  

• Think	  hard	  about	  the	  process	  you’ll	  use	  at	  the	  event.	  Some	  possibilities	  are	  World	  Café	  model,	  

expert	  panel	  followed	  by	  Q&A,	  conference	  setting	  i.e.	  moderator,	  or	  chair	  person	  with	  open	  
mikes,	  alternating	  speakers,	  small	  groups	  and	  plenaries,	  facilitated	  workshop	  format.	  Use	  your	  
working	  group	  and	  expert	  advisors	  to	  help	  with	  this	  process.	  Make	  a	  decision	  and	  announce	  it	  

too.	  

• Create	  a	  promotional	  package.	  Announce	  the	  event;	  include	  as	  much	  information	  as	  you	  can	  

that	  will	  help	  people	  decide	  to	  come	  and	  participate.	  Give	  yourself	  enough	  lead	  time.	  Give	  
people	  enough	  time	  to	  do	  the	  pre-‐event	  work;	  ensure	  this	  is	  long	  enough,	  but	  not	  too	  long	  (info	  
package	  referred	  to	  above).	  Get	  all	  this	  stuff	  sent	  out.	  Consider	  creating	  this	  on-‐line	  for	  down-‐

loading	  by	  potential	  participants	  (save	  copying	  and	  mailing	  costs).	  
	  
In	  Summary	  

It	  sounds	  like	  a	  lot	  (and	  it	  is),	  but	  it	  is	  not	  impossible	  and	  can	  be	  done	  well	  by	  a	  very	  small	  group	  
of	  excited	  people	  working	  together.	  Your	  event	  will	  do	  best	  if	  you	  take	  the	  time	  and	  invest	  the	  
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energy	  to	  make	  it	  work.	  You	  can	  definitely	  benefit	  from	  a	  pilot	  activity,	  perhaps	  in	  your	  
congregation	  or	  with	  an	  interested	  focus	  group.	  Who	  knows?	  You	  may	  discover	  some	  talented	  

researchers	  or	  facilitators	  who	  have	  been	  longing	  for	  someone	  to	  ask	  them	  to	  participate	  in	  such	  
activity.	  The	  more	  of	  those	  folks	  we	  can	  identify,	  the	  more	  of	  these	  excellent	  dialogues	  we	  can	  
have.	  

	  
The	  goal	  should	  probably	  be	  for	  more	  events	  than	  for	  big	  events.	  Build	  some	  experience,	  find	  
some	  interest,	  generate	  some	  enthusiasm,	  add	  to	  the	  good	  skill	  of	  consensus	  building	  and	  

respectful	  dialogue.	  Thanks	  for	  your	  interest,	  now	  Go	  for	  it!	  

	  

	  

Draft	  Template	  created	  by	  Marion	  Smith	  following	  CEM	  mission-‐wide	  dialogue	  meeting	  December	  13/14	  

For	  more	  information	  contact	  marionontheroad@yahoo.ca	  
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Appendix Three 
World Conference Resolutions 

	  
	  

WCR 1182 - 1964 
“Monogamy is the basic principle on which Christian married life is built” (Doctrine and Covenants 150: 10a); and 
Whereas, The church believes that God intends that husband and wife remain married to each other for as long as 
they both shall live (Doctrine and Covenants 111:2b, 4b); 
 
Whereas, Voluntary termination of marriage has become an increasingly common occurrence in many cultures; 
therefore, be it Resolved, That the church reaffirms marriage as an institution, a covenant, a sacrament ordained of 
God, and a legal contract; and be it further Resolved, That the church supports the following principles for guidance 
to all persons: 
 
1. Marriage is a vital institution in all cultures of the world. It helps provide opportunities for healthy, constructive 
development of persons. Monogamous marriage provides a setting for a relationship of enduring love and mutual 
companionship, thus nurturing a social environment in which the couple support and strengthen each other as 
persons of worth. 
2. Marriage is a sacred covenant between husband and wife in which God participates with sanction, blessing, and 
guidance. The church is committed to providing premarital preparation and other caring ministries to strengthen and 
nurture faithful marriage relationships. 
3. Marriage is sacred when it expresses the nature of God through the relationship of husband and wife. The 
marriage ceremony, when performed by the authority of the church, is intended to be a solemnization and public 
witness of the covenanting couple with God, and is thus considered a sacrament. The marriage partners, the 
officiating minister, and all others participating in the ceremony should approach it with mature consideration and 
adequate preparation. They should expect that God will bless them in the fulfillment of their various responsibilities. 
4. The church upholds the validity of a legal marriage authorized by civil and religious authorities and affirms the 
potential for sacred relationships which can result. However, the church recognizes that authorized ceremonies, 
whether in the church or by other authorities, do not guarantee the development 
of a sacramental relationship. In a marriage where the sacred aspect of covenant is felt to be lacking, the couple are 
encouraged to resolve before God to strengthen their relationship. The preparation, the ceremony, and the continuing 
marriage can testify of the sacredness of the marriage covenant. 
5. As a legal contract, marriage imparts to both parties certain legal rights and duties which are generally 
enforceable in the various states and nations of the world. In addition to legal enforceability, such rights and duties 
impose ethical and moral responsibilities on the parties. This contractual nature of marriage is an important 
consideration prior to and throughout the marriage relationship. 
6. The church recognizes that in some cases either or both partners may have legal and/or moral grounds for 
termination of the marriage. Termination of marriage by divorce or other legal dissolution formalizes the 
termination of the marriage covenant. The church affirms that its primary function in these situations is to provide 
ministry rather than to render judgment. It should respond in the spirit of Christian caring to the needs of persons for 
support and understanding. The church should facilitate and mediate a ministry of healing to persons as they explore 
all avenues for reasonable reconciliation. If either or both partners decide to terminate the marriage, the church 
should continue to provide caring ministry for all persons involved. 
7. In cases of the termination of marriage where priesthood status or possibility of charges related to unchristian 
conduct are involved, the church has a legitimate concern in conducting a review of the circumstances. In these 
cases, special attention of the administrative officers of the church will be required with healing and reconciling 
ministry as the primary goals. 
8. The remarriage of a person whose previous marriage has been terminated should be approached with the same 
careful consideration and preparation as that appropriate for every marriage. In cases where the previous marriage 
was terminated by legal action the officiating minister should insure that marital preparation will include an 
exploration of the factors that characterized the marital history; and be it further Resolved, That this resolution 
supersedes WCR 1034 
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WCR	  1192	  -‐	  1986	  

MINISTERIAL SILENCES AND APPEALS (Adopted April 11, 1986) (Supersedes WCR 1158) 
 
Whereas, Persons are called of God to function as ordained ministers of the gospel, and WHEREAS, The call to 
priesthood is subject to recognized administrative procedures of the church; and 
 
Whereas, The church is charged with maintaining the highest standards of conduct of the ministers who represent it; 
and 
 
Whereas, There continues to be a need to clearly outline the reasons for which a minister may be silenced and to 
outline the procedure to be followed in silencing; and 
 
Whereas, The interests of Christian justice would be best served if supervising administrative officers had available 
to them a concise description of silenceable offenses and the procedures to be followed; and 
 
Whereas, The minister involved has the right to adequate notice, the right to present a defense, and the right to be 
informed of the procedure involved; therefore be it 
 
RESOLVED, That the following standards and principles be adopted to govern the silencing of priesthood. 
 
1. Minister are charged with the personal responsibility of maintaining the highest standards of Christian conduct. 
2. Grounds for silencing may include but not be limited to any one or more of the following: 
A. Conviction of a felony or other serious crime. 
B. Conduct constituting moral turpitude. 
C. Willful disregard of church law, administration, or the properly exercised authority of a supervising 
administrative officer. 
D. Willful failure to preserve or maintain a shared confidence. 
E. Misuse or abuse of priesthood privileges. 
F. Such other disregard for the standards of Christian conduct as may result in loss of power to minister effectively. 
3. Silencing is an administrative action which does not affect membership status and is not within the jurisdiction of 
the civil or church courts. 
4. The minister to be silenced shall be given written notice of the silence, including a concise statement describing 
one or more grounds for silencing and the facts supporting each ground, written description of the appeal process, 
the right to be heard at the appellate level, the right to present relevant evidence at the appellate level to support the 
appeal, and the right to appeal on grounds that a substantial error was committed. 
5. A minister may function in priesthood office and calling until the right to function is suspended by silence, by 
excommunication, or by termination of membership in the church. 
6. Upon receiving notice of the silence action, the silenced minister shall refrain from functioning in that priesthood 
office until the silence has been terminated. The pendency of an appeal shall not suspend the operation of the 
silence, unless so ordered by the appellate officer. 
7. It is the obligation of the supervising administrative officer to attempt redemptive ministry with the minister to be 
silenced. The Silence action is not invalidated, however, by failure to achieve redemptive ministry, and it cannot be 
considered a prerequisite to silence. 
8. A silenced minister has the right to appeal the silence to the next higher supervising administrative officer within 
sixty days after receiving notice of the silence or notice of the denial of an appeal. The appellate officer shall, 
without unreasonable delay, review the silence to see that it is both procedurally and substantively correct. The 
silenced minister may-by letter, in person, or through an appropriately appointed church representative-present 
evidence to the appellate officer. After hearing and reviewing all of the evidence, the appellate officer shall, without 
unreasonable delay, notify both the silenced minister and the supervising administrative officer who imposed silence 
whether or not the silence is upheld and the specific reasons therefor. 
9. Either the silenced minister or supervisory administrative officer may appeal an adverse ruling until all levels of 
appeal are exhausted. The decision of the highest supervisory administrative officer shall be final. In the event the 
original silence is imposed by the First Presidency, the silenced minister's right to appeal is governed by Doctrine 



	   108	  

and Covenants 104 and 122. 
10. A silencing action shall not be barred by lapse of time except as follows: 
A. Failure of the silencing officer to act within a reasonable time after gaining knowledge of the grounds for silence 
may be procedural grounds on appeal for dismissal of the silence. 
B. In no event shall a silencing action be commenced later than five years after the commission of a silenceable 
offense; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED, That the First Presidency shall continue to publish descriptive guidelines for implementation of this 
resolution, including definitions of the terms used herein; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED, That this resolution shall supersede WCR 1158 and shall govern all future silencing procedures; 
however, the validity of any silencing procedure heretofore taken shall not be affected. 

 
 
Priesthood Manual International A4 September 2013 
The Manual clarifies and simplifies the above (pg 24). 
 
Status of Activity in the Priesthood 
Active Most priesthood members are in this category.  Continuing active status is the objective for all 
priesthood members. 
Inactive  Most members of the priesthood serve actively, regularly responding to the call of God and 
diligently applying themselves to study and service.  When personal commitments, geographic location, 
or other special circumstances prevent priesthood members from fulfilling the expectations of priesthood 
service, it is recommended that, while they resolve the circumstances causing their inactivity, they ask to 
be put on inactive status; “inactive status” recognizes that personal or circumstantial conditions may 
decide the priesthood member cannot actively work in their office or calling indefinitely, but carries no 
negative connotation on the person’s church record.  When this inactivity becomes permanent, the 
member of the priesthood must be released. 
Release  During the review, in cases where it is not wise or fitting for the member of the priesthood to 
continue with their responsibilities, the priesthood member and pastor (congregation presider) may agree 
the priesthood member be “released”(the person no longer holds priesthood office but continues to be 
regarded as a member in good standing) or if proper, the member of the priesthood could seek honorable 
retirement (superannuation).  Neither of these categories reflects negatively on the life and ministry of the 
priesthood member.  In addition, the pastor (congregation presider), in consultation with the mission 
center president or other administrative officer (such as field apostle), can take administrative action to 
place a priesthood member in the category of “inactive” or “involuntary release” but the priesthood 
member would have the right of appeal to the correct administrative officer.  
Suspension  When a member of the priesthood is in a circumstance that prevents him or her from 
providing effective ministry, an administrative officer can place them under suspension.  In this category 
the member of the priesthood can keep their ministerial license and officiate in priesthood tasks only with 
special permission.  When the crisis has been resolved, the suspension can be lifted immediately. 
Silence  If a member of the priesthood acts in a way that is unacceptable for a minister he or she is placed 
under “silence,” an action in which their priesthood license is revoked.  This person no longer has the 
authority to work as part of the priesthood.  The silenced priesthood member has the right of appeal.  For 
more details, consult the Church Administrator’s Handbook. 
Honorable Retirement  Some members of the priesthood who have served faithfully and for a long time 
can receive an honorable retirement (superannuation).  In these circumstances, this person may continue 
their ministry according to their dedication and physical strength.  The priesthood is neither a privilege 
nor a right, but a call to service in the church (Doctrine and Covenants 119:8b).  This call is to bring the 
ministry of Jesus Christ to all people.   
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Conclusion  Priesthood ministry should focus on “the blessing and salvation of humanity” (Doctrine and 
Covenants 156:7a).  Today, the call of God to individuals to serve in the priesthood is based on their gifts 
and their goodwill to help others grow as disciples of Christ and to transform this work into the hoped for 
kingdom of peace. 
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Appendix	  Four	  
Enduring	  Principles	  

 
Our Enduring Principles define the essence, heart, and soul of our faith community. They 
describe the personality of our church as expressed throughout the world. 
 
The Foundation: God, Christ, Holy Spirit 
God’s revelation in Jesus Christ and continuing presence through the Holy Spirit, as proclaimed 
by scripture, is the foundation of our faith, identity, mission, message, and beliefs. We do our 
best to uphold these principles (values, concepts, themes) as a faithful response to our heritage 
and our continuing experience with God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit. 
 
Enduring Principles 

Grace and Generosity 
Sacredness of Creation 
Continuing Revelation 
Worth of All Persons 
All Are Called 
Responsible Choices 
Pursuit of Peace (Shalom) 
Unity in Diversity 
Blessings of Community 
 

Each principle includes statements that help explain its meaning. These statements are not meant 
to be limiting or comprehensive.  
 
Grace and Generosity 
God’s grace, especially as revealed in Jesus Christ, is generous and unconditional. 
Having received God’s generous grace, we respond generously and graciously receive the 

generosity of others.  
We offer all we are and have to God’s purposes as revealed in Jesus Christ.  
We generously share our witness, resources, ministries, and sacraments according to our true 

capacity. 
 
Sacredness of Creation 
• In the beginning, God created and called it all good. 
• Spirit and material, seen and unseen, are related. 
• Creation’s power to create or destroy reminds us of our vulnerability in this life. 
• God is still creating to fulfill divine purpose. 
• We join with God as stewards of care and hope for all creation. 
 
Continuing Revelation 
• Scripture is an inspired and indispensable witness of human response to God’s revelation of 

divine nature.  
• God graciously reveals divine will today as in the past. 
• The Holy Spirit inspires and provides witness to divine truth. 
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• In humility, individually and in community, we prayerfully listen to understand God’s will for 
our lives, the church, and creation more completely. 

 
Worth of All Persons 
• God views all people as having inestimable and equal worth. 
• God wants all people to experience wholeness of body, mind, spirit, and relationships. 
• We seek to uphold and restore the worth of all people individually and in community, 

challenging unjust systems that diminish human worth.  
• We join with Jesus Christ in bringing good news to the poor, sick, captive, and oppressed. 
 
All Are Called 
• God graciously gives people gifts and opportunities to do good and to share in God’s purposes. 
• Jesus Christ invites people to follow him by becoming disciples who share his life and 

ministry. 
• Some disciples are called and ordained to particular priesthood responsibilities and ministries 

for the sake of the community, the congregation, and the world.  
• We respond faithfully, with the help of the Holy Spirit, to our best understanding of God’s 

call. 
 
Responsible Choices 
• God gives humans the ability to make choices about whom or what they will serve. Some 

people experience conditions that diminish their ability to make choices. 
• Human choices contribute to good or evil in our lives and in the world.  
• Many aspects of creation need redemption because of irresponsible and sinful human choices.  
• We are called to make responsible choices within the circumstances of our lives that contribute 

to the purposes of God. 
 
Pursuit of Peace (Shalom) 
• God wants shalom (justice, reconciliation, well-being, wholeness, and peace) for all of 

creation. 
• Jesus Christ, the embodiment of God’s shalom (peace), reveals the meaning of God’s peace in 

all aspects of life.  
• The vision of Zion is to promote God’s reign on earth, as proclaimed by Jesus Christ, through 

the leavening influence of just and peaceful communities.  
• We courageously and generously share the peace of Jesus Christ with others. 
• Led by the Holy Spirit, we work with God and others to restore peace (shalom) to creation.  
• We celebrate God’s peace wherever it appears or is being pursued by people of good will. 
 
Unity in Diversity 
• Community of Christ is a diverse, international family of disciples, seekers, and congregations.  
• Local and worldwide ministries are interdependent and important to the church’s mission.  
• The church embraces diversity and unity through the power of the Holy Spirit.  
• We seek agreement or common consent in important matters. If we cannot achieve agreement, 

we commit to ongoing dialogue and lovingly uphold our common faith in Jesus Christ 
and the mission of the church. 

• We confess that our lack of agreement on certain matters is hurtful to some of God's beloved 
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children and creation. 
 
Blessings of Community 
• The gospel of Jesus Christ is expressed best in community life where people become 

vulnerable to God’s grace and each other.  
• True community includes compassion for and solidarity with the poor, marginalized, and 

oppressed. 
• True community upholds the worth of persons while providing a healthy alternative to self-

centeredness, isolation, and conformity.  
• Sacred community provides nurture and growth opportunities for all people, especially those 

who cannot fully care for themselves. 
• We value our connections and share a strong sense of trust in and belonging with one 

another—even if we never have met.  
• Some disciples are called and ordained to particular priesthood responsibilities and ministries 

for the sake of the community, the congregation, and the world.  
We are called to create communities of Christ’s peace in our families and congregations and 
across villages, tribes, nations, and throughout creation. 
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Appendix	  Five	  
	  

Faithful	  Disagreement	  

	  In	  Community	  of	  Christ	  

Definition	  

Faithful	  disagreement	  is	  defined	  as	  actions	  and/or	  responses	  by	  a	  person	  or	  group	  of	  people	  holding	  a	  
different	  viewpoint	  regarding	  a	  particular	  policy,	  belief,	  principle	  or	  other	  position	  as	  established	  by	  
Community	  of	  Christ.	  This	  disagreement	  with	  the	  established	  Community	  of	  Christ	  position	  or	  direction	  
is	  constructive,	  responsible,	  faithful,	  and	  bounded	  by	  loyalty	  and	  commitment	  to	  the	  overarching	  
identity,	  message,	  mission,	  and	  beliefs	  of	  Community	  of	  Christ.	  Those	  who	  faithfully	  disagree	  are	  
welcome	  to	  share	  their	  constructive	  voice	  regarding	  the	  established	  position	  with	  which	  they	  do	  not	  
agree,	  with	  the	  intent	  of	  improving	  the	  overall	  faithful	  response	  of	  the	  church	  to	  God’s	  intended	  
direction	  and	  without	  being	  categorized	  by	  others	  as	  unfaithful.	  

Principles	  

1.	  Community	  of	  Christ	  is	  characterized	  by	  Enduring	  Principles	  that	  allow	  for	  faithful	  disagreement	  as	  
expressed	  through	  the	  principles	  of	  Blessings	  of	  Community,	  Worth	  of	  All	  Persons,	  Responsible	  Choices,	  
and	  Unity	  in	  Diversity.	  The	  commitment,	  in	  general,	  to	  the	  overall	  identity,	  message,	  mission,	  and	  beliefs	  
of	  Community	  of	  Christ	  may	  serve	  to	  keep	  a	  person	  in	  the	  faith	  community	  even	  when	  that	  person	  
strongly	  disagrees	  with	  a	  particular	  position.	  One’s	  love	  for	  the	  faith	  community	  is	  stronger	  than	  any	  
particular	  disagreement.	  

2.	  Holding	  a	  differing	  viewpoint	  from	  the	  Community	  of	  Christ	  position	  on	  a	  particular	  matter	  does	  not	  
diminish	  in	  any	  way	  a	  person’s	  participation	  as	  a	  faithful,	  committed,	  and	  responsible	  member	  of	  the	  
church,	  nor	  does	  it	  impact	  a	  person’s	  ability	  to	  hold	  a	  priesthood	  office.	  As	  an	  example,	  Communion	  is	  
not	  to	  be	  withheld	  from	  a	  person	  because	  she	  or	  he	  has	  expressed	  a	  differing	  viewpoint	  to	  the	  
Community	  of	  Christ	  position	  on	  a	  particular	  matter.	  

3.	  A	  person	  with	  a	  differing	  viewpoint	  on	  a	  particular	  position	  is	  to	  be	  respected	  by	  the	  body	  and	  
allowed	  to	  voice	  her	  or	  his	  viewpoint	  as	  a	  personal	  opinion	  during	  discussions,	  meetings,	  training	  
opportunities,	  and	  other	  conversations	  where	  it	  is	  appropriate	  to	  share	  personal	  opinions.	  At	  no	  time	  is	  
any	  personal	  sharing	  of	  opinions	  to	  be	  disrespectful,	  dehumanizing,	  or	  harmful	  to	  the	  body.	  

4.	  A	  person	  is	  not	  to	  be	  ostracized	  by	  a	  congregation	  or	  mission	  center	  because	  they	  hold	  a	  differing	  
viewpoint	  on	  a	  particular	  Community	  of	  Christ	  position.	  

5.	  A	  person	  with	  a	  differing	  viewpoint	  is	  not	  to	  use	  public	  ministry	  opportunities,	  as	  a	  member	  or	  as	  a	  
priesthood	  member,	  to	  speak	  out	  publicly	  against	  the	  identity,	  message,	  mission,	  or	  beliefs	  of	  
Community	  of	  Christ	  or	  to	  publicly	  criticize	  the	  Community	  of	  Christ	  stance	  on	  the	  particular	  position	  
with	  which	  the	  person	  does	  not	  agree.	  Public	  ministry	  must	  focus	  on	  proclaiming	  the	  Good	  News	  in	  a	  
way	  that	  is	  aligned	  with	  Community	  of	  Christ	  identity,	  message,	  mission,	  and	  beliefs.	  

6.	  Agreeing	  with	  positions,	  both	  official	  and	  unofficial,	  taken	  by	  Community	  of	  Christ	  is	  not	  to	  be	  used	  as	  
a	  test	  of	  faith	  for	  priesthood,	  members,	  and	  friends.	  
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7.	  In	  seeking	  to	  create	  authentic	  signal	  communities,	  we	  listen	  respectfully	  to	  one	  another’s	  viewpoints	  
and	  attempt	  to	  view	  situations	  from	  each	  other’s	  perspective	  while	  trusting	  in	  each	  person’s	  
commitment	  to	  Christ	  and	  motivation	  to	  see	  the	  mission	  of	  Community	  of	  Christ	  flourish.	  We	  seek	  to	  
celebrate	  our	  unity	  while	  also	  learning	  from	  our	  diversity.	  

8.	  As	  a	  community	  that	  embraces	  Continuing	  Revelation,	  we	  strive	  to	  always	  remain	  open	  to	  the	  
leadings	  of	  the	  Holy	  Spirit.	  We	  understand	  that	  sometimes	  both	  individually	  and	  collectively	  we	  respond	  
wisely	  to	  these	  leadings	  and	  sometimes	  we	  are	  misguided.	  Through	  our	  vulnerability	  to	  the	  Holy	  Spirit,	  
we	  trust	  that	  God	  will	  continue	  to	  guide	  us	  in	  shaping	  or	  even	  changing	  positions	  held	  by	  Community	  of	  
Christ.	  

9.	  A	  person	  holding	  a	  differing	  viewpoint	  is	  allowed	  to	  continue	  to	  seek	  change	  to	  the	  position	  with	  
which	  they	  do	  not	  agree	  through	  the	  various	  legislative	  and	  consent	  building	  processes	  used	  by	  
Community	  of	  Christ.	  

	  

Background	  Information:	  

Doctrine	  and	  Covenants	  131:4	  a–b	  

1988	  Standing	  High	  Council	  Statement	  on	  Ethical	  Dissent	  
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Appendix Six 
 

Statement of Policy on Homosexuality, ���Marriage, and Ordination  (PDF) January 2013 
The First Presidency has received requests for clarification about the content and status of the 
1982 Standing High Council Statement on Homosexuality. 1We have been requested to make 
clear the difference between background commentary and recommendations at the time of the 
statement and official church policy today. 
 
It is important to understand the nature of statements developed by the Standing High Council. 
Primarily, this council serves an advisory function, assisting the Presidency in reflecting on 
matters of current concern within the church. Statements resulting from the deliberations of this 
council are offered to assist the Presidency in development of church policy. Statements by the 
Standing High Council are not church policy. The First Presidency may choose to develop and 
share with the church policy that reflects the valued advice of the Standing High Council. 
The Presidency discussed this 1982 statement with the World Church Leadership Council and 
the Standing High Council. Both concluded this statement is not adequate to meet the church’s 
needs today. These bodies also noted that much contained in this statement is background 
commentary and recommendations, which should be understood in the context of the time they 
were written. As a result, the Presidency agreed that clarification of what is official church policy 
will be helpful to discussion and decision making about national policies related to 
homosexuality, marriage, and ordination. Clarification focuses the discussions on current church 
policy. 
 
Therefore, to provide maximum clarity and to assist translations into multiple languages, the 
Presidency is stating the current policy provisions arising from the 1982 Standing High Council 
Statement on Homosexuality. 
 
The following statements are official church policy unless revised policies for a nation are 
formally approved according to provisions of Doctrine and Covenants 164:7.2 
The sacrament of marriage is for one man and one woman who become husband and wife. 
Community of Christ priesthood members are not authorized by the church to perform same-

sex/gender marriages even if they are legal in the civil jurisdiction where the marriage 
will be performed. 

People of same-sex/gender orientation can be considered for priesthood calls, according to 
established standards and procedures, if they abstain from homosexual activity.3 

In addition, the following information is provided as direction for those who administer church 
policy: 
World Conference Resolution 1182 states the church upholds the validity of legally performed 

marriages. Therefore, if a same-sex/gender couple is legally married, the marriage is 
recorded in membership records by identifying the couple as “spouses.” 

Transgressions of priesthood sexual ethics, regardless of sexual orientation, should be addressed 
according to established policies and procedures as detailed in the most recent version of 
the Church Administrator’s Handbook. 

The church’s general policy is that ordination authorizes priesthood members to provide 
priesthood ministry wherever they live or travel. There is also a policy that priesthood 
ministry coming from outside of a church jurisdiction should be approved by the 
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appropriate church officers. Usually, this applies to ministry from outside of one’s 
mission center, but mission centers may establish their own procedures for congregations 
within the mission center (Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition, pg. 20). The 
basic principle is that requesting or receiving priesthood ministry is the responsibility of 
pastors, mission center presidents, supervising apostles, and other presiding officers of 
the church. 

If a policy change is approved for a nation that allows people in committed same-sex/gender 
relationships to be ordained, there are other nations where such priesthood activity would 
create serious harm and disruption to church organization and mission. Same-sex/gender 
relationships are not legal in several nations, and people could be put in serious danger. 
Therefore, if such ordinations are approved in a nation, there will be other nations where 
the priesthood ministry of people in committed, same-sex/gender relationships should not 
be offered and will not be accepted. Additional details, including a list of nations where 
priesthood ministry by people in same-sex/gender relationships should not be offered and 
will not be accepted, will be provided before any policy changes are implemented. 

We believe this concise statement of policy provides the clarification needed throughout the 
church. 
Written By the First Presidency 
 
1. See www.CofChrist.org/OnlineResources/issues/1982homosexuality.asp?pr=yes. 
2. 7a. A worldwide prophetic church must develop cultural awareness and sensitivity to distinguish between issues 
that should be addressed by the World Conference and those that are best resolved nationally or in other ways. 
b. Fundamental principles of ethical behavior and relationships should be addressed by the World Conference. The 
Conference should not decide specific policies for all nations when those decisions will likely cause serious harm in 
some of them. 
c. However, timely resolution of pressing issues in various nations is necessary for the restoring work of the gospel 
to move forward with all of its potential. Therefore, let the proper World Church officers act in their callings—as 
already provided in church law—to create and interpret church policies to meet the needs of the church in different 
nations in harmony with the principles contained in this counsel. 
d. Where possible and appropriate, convene national or field conferences to provide opportunities for broader 
dialogue, understanding, and consent. In those gatherings let the spirit of love, justice, and truth prevail. 
—Doctrine and Covenants 164:7 
3. The term “homosexual activity,” while true to the 1982 Statement, is ambiguous and difficult to define. For the 
purposes of interpretation, this phrase generally will be understood to mean “abstain from sex.” 

 
Commentary 
This can be an example of expansive re-interpretation. D and C section 111, which is focused on 
man and women marriages, civil or solemnized, are re-interpreted inclusively to allow civil 
homosexual marriages to be accepted as legal marriages, therefore recorded by the church as a 
marriage of spouses. Historically, this originally would not have been the reason for including 
acceptance of civil marriages, however, the First Presidency has felt that current clarifications 
can be stated on former positions. 
 
It is important to notice that national differentiation is now acceptable, not all jurisdictions of 
the International Church are required to have the same policies.  
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Appendix	  Seven	  

Covenant	  Principles	  for	  Faithful	  Priesthood	  Ministry	  

(For	  all	  priesthood	  members	  and	  ordinands)	  

	  

Priesthood	  faithfulness	  begins	  with	  faithful	  discipleship.	  Faithful	  discipleship	  emerges	  from	  ongoing	  faith	  
and	  spiritual	  formation.	  The	  constant	  call	  is	  to	  follow	  the	  Living	  Christ	  and	  to	  abide	  in	  increasing	  measure	  
in	  God’s	  love	  and	  vision	  for	  creation.	  Being	  comes	  before	  doing.	  	  	  	  

The	  following	  expectations	  will	  help	  me	  serve	  as	  a	  faithful	  priesthood	  member.	  In	  response	  to	  God’s	  
sacred	  call	  and	  priesthood	  authority	  granted	  by	  Community	  of	  Christ,	  I	  covenant	  to…	  

• Engage	  in	  ongoing	  faith	  and	  spiritual	  practices	  to	  deepen	  my	  relationship	  with	  God	  and	  others	  

through	  study	  and	  spiritual	  formation.	  

• Affirm	  and	  promote	  Christ’s	  mission	  of	  invitation,	  compassionate	  ministries,	  and	  justice	  and	  

peacemaking;	  helping	  prepare	  others	  for	  Christ’s	  mission;	  and	  partnering	  with	  other	  priesthood	  
in	  leading	  congregations	  in	  Christ’s	  mission.	  

• Provide	  ministry	  consistent	  with	  the	  church’s	  identity,	  mission,	  message,	  and	  beliefs	  as	  

expressed	  in	  Sharing	  in	  Community	  of	  Christ:	  Exploring	  Identity,	  Mission,	  Message,	  and	  Beliefs,	  
3rd	  Ed.	  (www.CofChrist.org/ourfaith/SharingCofChrist-‐3ed.pdf)	  and	  other	  current	  official	  
documents.	  

• Model	  an	  ethical,	  moral,	  and	  holistic	  lifestyle.	  

• Model	  generosity	  as	  a	  regular	  contributor	  to	  local	  and	  world	  mission	  tithes,	  according	  to	  my	  true	  

capacity.	  

• Protect	  the	  safety	  and	  well-‐being	  of	  children	  and	  youth,	  including,	  where	  applicable,	  being	  a	  

Registered	  Children	  and	  Youth	  Worker.	  

• Actively	  participate	  in	  congregational	  life	  or	  similar	  church	  expressions	  when	  congregational	  life	  
is	  not	  available.	  	  

• Participate	  annually	  in	  educational	  or	  spiritual	  formation	  experiences	  offered	  by	  my	  
congregation,	  mission	  center,	  apostolic	  mission	  field,	  or	  World	  Church.	  

• Develop	  and	  implement	  a	  plan	  for	  ministry	  that	  uses	  my	  gifts	  to	  advance	  Christ’s	  mission.	  	  

Commentary 
This list of principles is being included by the First Presidency in all nation specific policy 
statements for ordination of priesthood. 
 
Priesthood	  Standards	  and	  Qualifications	  
(To	  be	  completed	  by	  officer	  initiating	  the	  call	  and	  also	  to	  be	  used	  when	  the	  candidate	  
is	  approached	  about	  the	  call.)	  
The	  following	  qualities	  and	  factors	  should	  be	  considered	  when	  reviewing	  the	  history	  and	  call	  of	  the	  
candidate.	  Be	  sensitive	  
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to	  anything	  that	  might	  be	  a	  problem	  in	  acceptance	  or	  ministry	  of	  the	  candidate.	  Make	  a	  brief	  
notation,	  or	  if	  necessary	  
explain	  on	  a	  separate	  sheet	  of	  paper.	  
1.	  Do	  you	  have	  a	  conviction	  that	  this	  person	  is	  being	  called	  to	  priesthood	  function	  in	  the	  Community	  
of	  Christ?	  
2.	  What	  are	  the	  gifts	  and	  potential	  for	  ministry	  evident	  in	  this	  person’s	  life	  for	  immediate	  and	  long-‐
term	  ministry?	  How	  
do	  they	  relate	  to	  a	  calling	  of	  a	  specific	  office?	  
3.	  Is	  there	  need	  in	  the	  congregation	  or	  in	  other	  church	  settings	  for	  this	  person’s	  ministry?	  
4.	  How	  will	  this	  ordination	  affect	  the	  balance	  of	  ministry	  according	  to	  priesthood	  offices	  in	  the	  
congregation?	  
5.	  Is	  this	  person	  affirmative	  in	  testimony	  and	  positive	  in	  support	  of	  all	  levels	  of	  church	  life:	  
congregation,	  mission	  center,	  
and	  World	  Church?	  
6.	  Is	  this	  person’s	  life	  currently	  “in	  order”	  in	  regard	  to	  personal	  relationships,	  morality,	  response	  to	  
the	  principles	  of	  personal	  
stewardship	  and	  finances?	  
7.	  If	  the	  person	  has	  been	  divorced,	  has	  inquiry	  been	  made	  regarding	  the	  circumstances?	  
8.	  Does	  this	  candidate	  exhibit	  good	  stewardship	  of	  health	  and	  hold	  high	  standards	  of	  behavior,	  
avoiding	  the	  abuse	  of	  
chemical	  substances	  and	  refraining	  from	  the	  use	  of	  alcohol	  and	  tobacco?	  
9.	  Does	  the	  candidate	  actively	  support	  the	  church	  to	  the	  best	  of	  his	  or	  her	  ability	  in	  terms	  of	  
attendance,	  general	  and	  local	  
contributions,	  and	  responsiveness	  to	  the	  principle	  of	  financial	  accounting?	  
10.	  Does	  the	  candidate	  evidence	  a	  positive	  attitude	  toward	  study,	  personal	  improvement,	  and	  
spiritual	  growth?	  
11.	  If	  this	  person	  has	  been	  involved	  in	  any	  conduct	  which	  could	  reflect	  negatively	  on	  her	  or	  his	  
ability	  to	  minister,	  have	  
you	  counseled	  with	  the	  mission	  center	  president	  to	  determine	  if	  this	  should	  be	  a	  factor	  in	  
processing	  this	  recommendation?	  
12.	  Is	  the	  candidate’s	  appearance	  and	  manner	  of	  dress	  acceptable	  to	  the	  congregation?	  
13.	  Does	  the	  candidate	  enjoy	  adequate	  health	  to	  fulfill	  the	  demands	  of	  the	  office?	  
14.	  What	  is	  the	  reaction	  of	  your	  counselors	  to	  this	  call?	  
15.	  What	  will	  be	  the	  likely	  reaction	  of	  the	  people	  assembled	  in	  legislative	  session	  of	  conference	  to	  
this	  call?	  
16.	  What	  will	  be	  the	  likely	  reaction	  of	  the	  spouse	  and	  other	  members	  of	  the	  candidate’s	  family	  to	  
this	  call?	  
17.	  Please	  share	  how	  the	  ministry	  of	  this	  person	  can	  be	  related	  to	  the	  congregation’s	  ministry	  to	  its	  
members	  in	  terms	  of:	  
“Each	  One,	  Reach	  One”	  and	  “A	  Disciple’s	  Generous	  Response.”	  
18.	  Please	  list	  persons	  who	  could	  serve	  as	  a	  potential	  mentor	  to	  this	  person. 
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Appendix Eight 

Bylaws of Community of Christ 

Article III - Theocratic Democracy  

Section 1. Definition. The church, as defined by President Joseph Smith III, is a theocratic democracy. It 
was brought into being by divine initiative, is guided and administered by divine authority, is sustained by 
the light of the Holy Spirit, and exists for divine purposes. In response to divine initiative, members share 
responsibility for governing the church. “. . . all things must be done in order and by common consent in 
the church, by the prayer of faith” (Doctrine and Covenants 27:4).  

Section 2. Priesthood. The government of the church is by divine authority through priesthood. It should 
be noted that the government of the church is through priesthood, not by priesthood. The distinction is 
important. Ministers must first of all be disciples. Disciples are those who seek to transform this world 
into the kingdom of God and Christ. In no other way can their claim to divine authority become rich and 
meaningful.  

Section 3. Priesthood Calls. The basic principles pertaining to priesthood calls are that all calls shall be 
initiated by appropriate administrative officers, shall receive necessary administrative approvals, shall be 
presented to the candidate for acceptance, and shall be approved by an appropriate conference of 
members. Specific procedures are established by the First Presidency.  

Section 4. Common Consent. A basic principle of decision making in the Community of Christ is 
common consent. Common consent respects the rights of the people to assent to the general conduct of 
business within the church and to sustain those called of God to provide leadership. Common consent is 
exercised when members assemble in conferences in congregations, mission centers, and at the World 
Conference. Leadership is exercised through the responsibility of presiding officers and members to make 
proposals to the various conferences to which they are responsible and through recognizing that these 
conferences have the responsibility to review such proposals, to share points of view, and to vote as they 
feel led by the Holy Spirit.  

The rights of the body are safeguarded through the process of common consent as follows:  

1. By the guidance of the Holy Spirit in calling members to the priesthood. All priesthood members 
are to be ordained according to the gifts and callings of God unto them, and they are to be 
ordained by the power of the Holy Spirit which is in those who ordain them.  

2. By the requirement that calls to the priesthood be presented for approval to an appropriate 
conference.  

3. By the right of approval and disapproval which rests with the people who are asked to sustain 
World Church leaders at World Conference, and local leaders at local conferences.  

4. By the requirement that all things be done with due regard for the duties and privileges of other 
ministers and members and in harmony with the legislative enactments of the body.  

5. By the provisions for correcting disorder (Doctrine and Covenants 122:10, 126:10).  
6. By the understanding that, for the good of all, properly selected leaders must be allowed to do 

their work without undue interference, subject always to the provisions made to cover special 
situations.  
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Section 5. Leadership and Administrative Functions. Leadership and administration is through 
members of the priesthood, acting according to their several callings and with the consent of the church. 
Supervisory leadership of the ministries of the church is vested in the following groups:  

1. The First Presidency is composed of the president and two counselors, and they preside over the 
whole church. This includes responsibility for the World Conference, field ministries, priesthood 
quorums and orders, and headquarters functions.  

2. The Council of Twelve Apostles is responsible for the evangelistic witness of the church. 
Individual apostles may be assigned to various responsibilities of church leadership, including 
field administration.  

3. The Presiding Bishopric is composed of the presiding bishop and two counselors. They are the 
chief financial officers and trustees of the church, and are responsible for the administration of the 
temporal affairs of the whole church.  

Together these groups function as the leadership body of the church known as the World Church 
Leadership Council. To this council, from time to time, additional persons are added because of the 
unique contribution they make to the administrative, programmatic, or missionary ministries of the 
church. Other leadership functions are vested in the following councils, quorums, and orders: Council of 
Presidents of Seventy 
Quorums of Seventy 
Quorum of High Priests  
Order of Bishops Order of Evangelists 
 
Section 6. Legislative Functions. Legislation is considered and enacted in World Conference, field 
conferences, national conferences, cultural area conferences, mission center conferences, and in 
congregational conferences. These conferences meet at the call of the responsible administrative officers, 
at times and places determined by the bodies concerned, or without such provisions at times and places 
set by the responsible administrative officers.  

1. Authority of Conferences. Each conference has authority to legislate for those it represents, 
insofar as it does not usurp rights lawfully centered elsewhere. Accordingly, no congregational 
conference can legislate for its mission center, such as requiring certain acts on the part of 
mission center leaders and no congregational or mission center conference can enact binding 
legislation on matters of World Church importance.  

2. Limits. No legislative body can rightfully take to itself administrative or judicial functions.  
3. Right to Nominate. It is the right of all members to make nominations in filling elective offices 

in the jurisdictions of the church, but this action in no sense denies the right of presiding officers 
to present concurrent nominations for the filling of such elective offices nor does it suppose that 
every office should be filled by election. Often program assistants are appointed by presiding 
officers and sustained by the appropriate conference.  

Section 7. Judicial Functions. When conflicts between members or on issues of church polity arise, 
every attempt should be made to resolve them through the ministry of reconciliation. When these attempts 
have not been successful, in extreme cases, members of the church have right of access to the courts of 
the church for protection or redress. Bishop's courts, or where these are not feasible, elders’ courts, are 
standing courts and have original jurisdiction. The Standing High Council exists at the World Church 
level. It has original jurisdiction in some matters and may hear appeals from bishop's courts. However, the 
First Presidency has the authority to determine whether any case is subject to a court hearing or a 
rehearing on appeal.   
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Appendix Nine 
 
Sharing in Community of Christ: Exploring Identity, Mission, Message, and 
Beliefs 3rd Edition 
 
Scripture in the Community of Christ Pg 25 
 
Preamble 
Scripture provides divine guidance and inspired insight for life when responsibly interpreted and 
faithfully applied. Scripture helps us believe in Jesus Christ. Its witness guides us to eternal life 
and enables us to grow spiritually, to transform our lives, and to participate actively in the life 
and ministry of the church. 
 
Affirmation One 
We declare that Jesus Christ—who lived, was crucified, was raised from the dead, and comes 
again—is the Living Word of God. It is to Christ that scripture points. It is through Christ that we 
have life (John 5:39–40). It is Christ whom we must hear (Mark 9:7). 
 
Affirmation Two 
We find the Living Word in and through scripture. Scripture is the indispensable witness of the 
saving, transforming message that God has entrusted to the church. The church formed the canon 
of scripture so that it might always have a way to hear the good news, nurture its faith, measure 
its life, test its experience, and remember its identity. 
 
Affirmation Three 
Scripture is a library of books that speaks in many voices. These books were written in diverse 
times and places, and reflect the languages, cultures, and conditions under which they were 
written. God’s revelation through scripture does not come to us apart from the humanity of the 
writers, but in and through that humanity. In the earthen vessels of scripture we have been given 
the treasure of divine love and grace (2 Corinthians 4:7). 
 
Affirmation Four 
Scripture’s authority is derived from the model of Christ, who came to be a servant (Mark 
10:45). Therefore, the authority of scripture is not the authority to oppress, control, or dominate. 
If Jesus came to serve, how much more should the books that point to him be treated as a servant 
of the saving purposes of God. 
 
Affirmation Five 
Scripture is vital and essential to the church, but not because it is inerrant (in the sense that 
every detail is historically or scientifically correct). Scripture makes no such claim for itself. 
Rather, generations of Christians have found scripture simply to be trustworthy in keeping 
them anchored in revelation, in promoting faith in Christ, and in nurturing the life of 
discipleship. For these purposes, scripture is unfailingly reliable (2 Timothy 3:16–17). 
 
Affirmation Six 
Faith, experience, tradition, and scholarship each have something to contribute to our 
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understanding of scripture. In wrestling to hear and respond to the witness of scripture, the 
church must value the light that each of these sources may offer. 
 
Affirmation Seven 
As the church tries to interpret scripture responsibly, it seeks the help of the Holy Spirit. Jesus 
promised that the Spirit would guide his disciples into new truth (John 16:12–15). By the 
Spirit, the ancient words of scripture can become revelatory, allowing us to grasp what may not 
have been seen or heard before. 
Scripture in 
Affirmation Eight 
Disciples are called to grow in their knowledge and understanding of the scriptures so 
that they may ever increase in love for God, neighbor, and self (Matthew 22:37–40; Mosiah 
1:49), uphold the dignity and worth of all persons (Doctrine and Covenants 16:3c–d), and 
faithfully follow the way of Jesus Christ. 
 
Affirmation Nine 
With other Christians, we affirm the Bible as the foundational scripture for the church. In 
addition, Community of Christ uses the Book of Mormon and the Doctrine and Covenants as 
scripture. We do not use these sacred writings to replace the witness of the Bible or improve 
upon it, but because they confirm its message that Jesus Christ is the Living Word of God 
(Preface of the Book of Mormon; Doctrine and Covenants 76:3g). We have heard Christ speak in 
all three books of scripture, and bear witness that he is “alive forever and ever” (Revelation 
1:18). For our time we shall seek to live and interpret the witness of scripture by the Spirit, with 
the community, for the sake of mission, in the name of the Prince of Peace. 
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Appendix	  Ten	  

Some	  Comments	  About	  the	  Dialogue	  Questions	  

By	  Apostle	  Susan	  Oxley	  

LOTS	  OF	  QUESTTIONS	  

The	  Cohabitation	  Committee	  has	  been	  very	  creative	  and	  far-‐reaching	  in	  providing	  numerous	  dialogue	  
questions	  that	  could	  be	  considered	  in	  discussions	  and	  discernment.	  There	  are,	  in	  fact,	  too	  many	  
questions	  for	  a	  reasonable	  dialogue	  session.	  	  Open	  dialogue	  usually	  requires	  a	  minimum	  of	  twenty	  
minutes	  per	  question,	  in	  order	  to	  allow	  everyone	  to	  participate.	  	  	  

Therefore,	  it	  will	  be	  important	  to	  select	  the	  questions	  that	  are	  most	  central	  to	  the	  main	  issue	  of	  
dialogue,	  and	  that	  will	  provide	  the	  most	  helpful	  feedback	  to	  the	  Cohabitation	  Committee	  as	  they	  draft	  
recommendations	  to	  the	  CEM	  Conference.	  	  The	  Cohabitation	  Committee	  has	  attempted	  to	  sort	  out	  
which	  questions	  are	  central	  to	  priesthood	  cohabitation,	  and	  which	  ones	  are	  important,	  but	  not	  central.	  	  
Those	  questions	  considered	  secondary,	  even	  though	  important	  and	  interesting,	  will	  be	  available	  for	  
survey	  and	  comments	  in	  an	  electronic	  form	  for	  people	  to	  access.	  	  That	  information	  will	  also	  inform	  the	  
committee’s	  work	  as	  they	  draft	  recommendations	  and	  resolutions.	  

QUESTIONS	  THAT	  RAISE	  EXPECTATIONS	  

Human	  nature	  responds	  to	  questions	  by	  creating	  expectations	  about	  outcomes.	  	  If	  I	  were	  to	  ask	  you	  “Do	  
you	  want	  an	  ice	  cream	  cone,”	  you	  would	  assume	  and	  expect	  that	  it’s	  possible	  for	  me	  to	  give	  you	  an	  ice	  
cream	  cone.	  	  	  If	  I	  don’t	  have	  one	  to	  give	  you,	  then	  why	  would	  I	  ask?	  	  	  

The	  same	  dynamic	  functions	  with	  dialogue	  questions.	  	  Each	  question	  raises	  the	  expectation	  that	  a	  “yes”	  
response	  means	  there	  is	  a	  possibility	  of	  achieving	  that	  goal.	  	  However,	  it’s	  important	  to	  point	  out	  that	  
many	  of	  the	  questions	  being	  considered,	  either	  for	  dialogue	  purposes	  or	  on	  the	  electronic	  feedback	  
survey,	  may	  raise	  expectations	  among	  the	  members	  that	  cannot	  be	  fulfilled.	  

Here	  are	  two	  examples:	  	  	  

	  “1)	  What	  is	  your	  level	  of	  support	  for	  recommending	  to	  the	  First	  Presidency	  updating	  the	  
present	  Administrator’s	  Handbook	  (2005)	  including	  a	  section	  that	  clearly	  indicates	  in	  writing	  
what	  values	  and/or	  specific	  policies	  will	  form	  the	  guidelines	  for	  judging	  the	  marital	  morality,	  
standards	  and	  status	  of	  priesthood	  members	  of	  the	  Community	  of	  Christ;	  and	  the	  line	  of	  
authority	  that	  will	  deal	  with	  these	  matters?”	  

	  
This	  question	  raises	  expectations	  that	  can	  be	  fulfilled.	  	  It	  assumes	  the	  following:	  

• that	  it’s	  possible	  for	  the	  Adminstrator’s	  Handbook	  to	  be	  updated	  (It’s	  not	  a	  closed	  book.)	  
• that	  the	  First	  Presidency	  has	  the	  right	  to	  update	  the	  Administrator’s	  Handbook	  (or	  authorize	  

those	  updates	  to	  be	  written)	  	  
• that	  a	  positive	  consensus	  on	  this	  question	  would	  result	  in	  a	  recommendation	  going	  to	  the	  First	  

Presidency	  to	  authorize	  that	  update.	  	  
All	  these	  can	  be	  fulfilled.	  	  Do	  keep	  in	  mind,	  of	  course,	  that	  just	  because	  the	  Canadians	  reach	  a	  consensus	  
on	  this	  issue,	  the	  result	  will	  be	  that	  a	  recommendation	  is	  sent.	  	  It	  does	  not	  ensure	  that	  the	  First	  
Presidency	  will	  act	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  recommendation.	  	  I	  personally	  believe	  they	  would.	  	  But	  they	  
still	  have	  the	  right	  to	  decide	  not	  to	  do	  so.	  
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“2)	  What	  is	  your	  level	  of	  support	  for	  allowing	  the	  local	  administrators	  and	  the	  business	  meetings	  
of	  congregations,	  to	  determine	  their	  own	  definitions	  of	  morally	  acceptable	  unions	  for	  the	  local	  
priesthood	  members	  in	  their	  own	  jurisdiction?”	  	  	  

	  
This	  question	  raises	  expectations	  that	  can’t	  be	  fulfilled.	  	  It	  assumes	  the	  following:	  

• that	  at	  present,	  someone	  other	  than	  local	  administrators	  and	  business	  meetings	  can	  set	  the	  
definitions	  of	  morality	  for	  priesthood	  	  (That	  is	  true.)	  

• that	  it	  is	  possible,	  if	  local	  consensus	  is	  reached,	  for	  the	  local	  administrators	  to	  set	  local	  
definitions	  of	  morality	  for	  local	  priesthood	  	  

• that	  such	  local	  definitions	  would	  supersede	  any	  definitions	  set	  by	  other	  authorities	  in	  the	  global	  
church.	  

Assumptions	  2	  and	  3	  above	  are	  not	  correct.	  	  If	  we	  were	  Congregationalists,	  where	  every	  congregation	  
stands	  alone	  with	  no	  accountability	  to	  anyone	  else,	  it	  would	  be	  possible.	  	  But	  we	  belong	  to	  a	  global	  
church,	  where	  every	  congregation	  is	  a	  part	  of	  a	  larger	  jurisdiction	  (Mission	  Centre);	  and	  every	  
congregation	  is	  connected	  in	  a	  worldwide	  network	  to	  the	  global	  church.	  	  	  Standards	  of	  conduct	  for	  
priesthood	  members	  are	  established	  for	  the	  entire	  global	  church,	  to	  be	  implemented	  everywhere	  in	  the	  
same	  fashion.	  	  And	  those	  with	  the	  authority	  to	  establish,	  change,	  and	  interpret	  such	  guidelines	  are	  the	  
members	  of	  the	  First	  Presidency.	  	  	  
	  
I	  cannot	  make	  any	  suggestions	  for	  changing	  language	  in	  this	  question	  and	  still	  keep	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  
question	  intact.	  	  It	  is	  written	  expressly	  to	  change	  the	  boundaries	  of	  authority	  that	  have	  been	  
established,	  simply	  by	  a	  single	  jurisdiction	  agreeing	  to	  make	  those	  changes.	  	  	  
	  
BOUNDARIES	  OF	  AUTHORITY	  
	  
Throughout	  the	  history	  of	  our	  movement,	  the	  members	  and	  leaders	  of	  the	  church	  have	  recognized	  the	  
First	  Presidency	  as	  the	  leaders	  responsible	  for	  setting	  and	  interpreting	  policy	  concerning	  sacraments	  and	  
priesthood.	  	  But	  this	  is	  not	  just	  a	  common	  practice,	  casual	  agreement,	  or	  custom.	  	  It	  is	  policy	  and	  
standard	  procedure	  that	  is	  supported	  and	  authorized	  by	  World	  Conference	  action	  and	  the	  Bylaws	  of	  the	  
Church.	  	  It	  is	  implied	  in	  the	  appeal	  process	  established	  and	  used	  for	  involuntary	  changes	  in	  priesthood	  
status.	  	  It	  has	  been	  lived	  out	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  ways	  through	  the	  years	  and	  consistently	  applied	  for	  all	  
policies	  concerning	  sacraments	  and	  priesthood.	  	  WCR	  1182	  makes	  it	  clear	  that	  issues	  of	  priesthood	  
status	  are	  administrative	  actions,	  which	  fall	  under	  the	  oversight	  of	  the	  First	  Presidency.	  And	  Article	  III,	  
Section	  6,	  Paragraph	  a	  of	  the	  Bylaws	  state	  ““	  .	  .	  .	  a	  mission	  center	  cannot	  enact	  binding	  legislation	  on	  
matters	  of	  World	  Church	  importance.”	  	  	  
	  
In	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  paragraph	  it	  indicates	  that	  “Each	  conference	  has	  authority	  to	  legislate	  for	  those	  it	  
represents,	  insofar	  as	  it	  does	  not	  usurp	  rights	  lawfully	  centered	  elsewhere.”	  At	  various	  conferences,	  
issues	  have	  arisen	  in	  which	  the	  authority	  to	  change	  policy	  has	  been	  attempted	  through	  resolutions,	  but	  
they	  have	  been	  ruled	  out	  of	  order	  because	  they	  violate	  this	  guideline.	  	  The	  right	  of	  the	  First	  Presidency	  
to	  set	  and	  interpret	  policies	  on	  sacraments	  and	  priesthood	  issues	  has	  been	  consistently	  upheld	  by	  World	  
Conference	  delegates.	  	  It	  there	  were	  a	  need	  to	  change	  that	  authority,	  then	  the	  World	  Church	  
Conference	  resolution	  would	  need	  to	  seek	  out	  all	  the	  places	  that	  state	  or	  imply	  that	  the	  First	  President	  is	  
the	  authority	  in	  such	  matters,	  and	  suggest	  changes	  be	  made	  to	  all	  those	  documents.	  	  	  
	  
So	  as	  you	  dialogue	  about	  issues	  of	  priesthood	  cohabitation,	  remember	  two	  things:	  

3. You	  can	  discuss	  anything!	  	  It’s	  okay	  to	  talk	  about	  changing	  authority	  boundaries.	  
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4. Talking	  about	  it,	  and	  even	  coming	  to	  consensus	  about	  it,	  doesn’t	  change	  the	  fact	  that	  we	  do	  not	  
have	  the	  authority	  locally	  to	  make	  the	  changes	  ourselves.	  	  Not	  when	  it	  impacts	  the	  global	  church	  
guidelines,	  policies,	  structure,	  and	  administration.	  	  	  

	  
NATIONAL	  CONFERENCES	  
	  
One	  more	  word	  of	  explanation:	  	  At	  CEM	  Conference	  and	  also	  in	  the	  exploration	  of	  this	  dialogue	  process,	  
people	  have	  mentioned	  the	  possibility	  of	  holding	  a	  National	  Conference	  to	  explore	  and	  discuss	  possible	  
changes	  in	  policy	  concerning	  priesthood	  cohabitation.	  	  	  I	  want	  to	  make	  sure	  everyone	  understands	  that	  
is	  not	  an	  option.	  	  
	  
According	  to	  Doctrine	  and	  Covenants	  164,	  and	  the	  definition	  upheld	  by	  the	  First	  Presidency,	  National	  
Conferences	  can	  be	  convened	  to	  discuss	  issues	  that	  	  

1. Are	  too	  dangerous	  to	  discuss	  at	  World	  Conference	  because	  it	  may	  put	  in	  jeopardy	  some	  of	  our	  
delegates;	  or	  

2. Are	  specific	  to	  only	  one	  nation,	  and	  have	  no	  relevance	  in	  others	  nations.	  	  	  
Priesthood	  cohabitation	  does	  not	  fit	  either	  category.	  	  It	  can	  be	  discussed	  in	  every	  nation	  around	  the	  
globe	  where	  the	  church	  exists.	  	  And	  it	  is	  an	  issue	  that	  involves	  people	  in	  many	  different	  cultures	  and	  
nations.	  	  
	  
That	  doesn’t	  mean	  the	  Canadians	  are	  barred	  from	  ever	  discussing	  this	  at	  a	  conference.	  	  The	  Bylaws	  state	  
that	  an	  apostle	  can	  call	  a	  Special	  Conference	  to	  deal	  with	  issues.	  	  The	  Mission	  Centre(s)	  can	  	  establish	  a	  
seminar,	  weekend	  workshop,	  colloquy,	  retreat,	  conference	  of	  exploration…	  	  Any	  number	  of	  venues	  can	  
be	  set	  up	  to	  allow	  national,	  regional,	  or	  local	  dialogue	  and	  consideration	  of	  these	  issues.	  	  But	  you	  can’t	  
call	  it	  a	  “National	  Conference,”	  and	  such	  an	  event	  would	  not	  be	  a	  legislative	  conference.	  	  It	  would	  be	  an	  
informational,	  dialogical	  conference.	  	  Out	  of	  it	  can	  come	  recommendations,	  statements,	  resources,	  
further	  plans	  for	  dialogue,	  proposed	  resolutions	  to	  consider	  at	  MC	  Conferences,	  or	  statements	  to	  inform	  
the	  larger	  global	  church	  issues.	  	  And	  you	  can’t	  assume	  that	  a	  recommendation	  from	  such	  a	  conference	  
will	  automatically	  be	  fulfilled	  by	  the	  First	  Presidency,	  because	  such	  a	  conference	  doesn’t	  have	  the	  
authority	  to	  enact	  action	  binding	  on	  the	  First	  Presidency,	  the	  World	  Church,	  or	  the	  MC’s	  of	  Canada.	  	  	  
	  
I	  hope	  this	  provides	  helpful	  information	  for	  you	  as	  you	  consider	  these	  important	  issues	  and	  continue	  
your	  dialogue	  and	  discernment	  process.	  	  	  
	  
I	  offer	  my	  prayerful	  support	  for	  a	  clear,	  peaceful,	  and	  deepening	  experience	  for	  everyone	  as	  you	  journey	  
together.	  	  May	  God	  bless	  your	  understanding	  and	  the	  process	  of	  dialogue.	  
	  
Blessings,	  
Susan	  
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Appendix Eleven 
Guiding Principles for Common Consent Team 

 
The Common Consent Team began by developing 10 guiding principles for common 
consent: 
 
1. Be Faithful to Enduring Principles. Our Enduring Principles call us to reflect and 
reconsider our decision-making practices when we assemble in Conference. We respect 
the Worth of All Persons and remember that All Are Called according to the gifts of God 
to them. Our ability to make Responsible Choices is a gift from God, a gift we take 
seriously. We pursue God’s vision of peace on Earth. Together we listen for God’s will 
through Continuing Revelation. God blesses us when we are together, giving us Unity in 
Diversity. 
 
2. Honor our Legacy of Common Consent. We value our tradition of seeking common 
consent on important issues. Our legacy of “theocratic democracy” affirms that God 
speaks to and through church leadership and through the people. 
 
3. Value Wisdom in the Conference. We affirm there is wisdom in the Conference 
assembled. We value a reliable and clearly understood process that develops common 
consent. We want to use methods that trust the people, make their perspectives visible, 
and invite the Holy Spirit to be part of the process. 
 
4. Listen to the Prophetic Voice. Christian tradition teaches us that a single person or a 
few people often hear the call of God before the majority does. Listening for God and 
understanding the voice of prophecy across different cultural perspectives will improve 
how we make decisions together. 
 
5. Invest Time and Effort. Effective decision making takes time, reflection, scripture 
study, intentional listening, spiritual preparation, and openness. The time we take 
together in seeking God’s will before we make decisions helps implementation and 
broader acceptance of the decision. 
 
6. Seek Broad Participation. Many people reaching common consent on a few issues is 
preferable to a few people making many decisions. 
 
7. Struggle Together in Love. A healthy church expects disagreement and deals with it 
openly. We want to understand one another even when we disagree. Common consent is 
rooted in love, respect, and the unity of the body of Christ. Even when we disagree we 
seek to follow our best understanding of God’s will in our time. We also seek to remain 
united as God’s people. As we struggle together toward common consent we assume 
everyone in the discussion wants what is best for the church. 
 
8. Hear and Respect Minority Voices. Everyone holds a minority opinion sometimes. As a 
group we commit to hear, respect, and learn from minority voices. We also commit to 
accepting the decisions of the Conference when we agree by common consent. Requiring 
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unanimity in decision making probably would mean not being able to make important 
changes. When we seek common consent we respect all points of view. Minority voices 
can be a great blessing. They will be heard and respected, though the church as a whole 
will not be bound by their view. 
 
9. Focus on What Matters Most. The mission of Jesus Christ is what matters most. 
Decision making that leads to common consent should bring about trust and unity, 
allowing all to take part. 
 
10. Be Realistic. Work before Conference should be efficient and practical, mindful of other 
church priorities when using church resources like work assignments, time, and money. 
Some decisions within the assembly are important. Other decisions are best made through 
majority voting (such as sustaining priesthood calls, sustaining officers, electing boards). 
All tools used to help develop common consent should be accurate and reliable. People of 
all ages, languages, and cultures should be able to use them easily without confusion. 
 
Four-step Common Consent Process Overview 
From these guiding principles, the team developed tools and procedures it recommends 
for future World Conferences when seeking common consent on matters of significance. These 
tools are designed to allow in-depth discussion of the true issues underlying proposals. 
 
The objectives for this method are to: 
·	  capture a more accurate picture of the nuances involved in individual decision making, 
because few people are entirely for or entirely against most proposals; 
·	  deliberately expose all delegates to the full diversity of perspectives, rather than only 
those delegates able to gain the floor; 
·	  provide immediate and accurate information to the Conference on the extent of support 
for a proposal, and provide that information before making a final decision; 
·	  use surveys to provide delegates with information on why a proposal has support or not 
and what concerns are limiting support; 
·	  structure decision-making procedures so it is socially acceptable for delegates to adjust 
their opinions in light of group deliberation; and 
·	  shift the voting process from a personal expression of opinion to a collective act of 
decision making. 
 
Several major differences from the current decision-making model should be highlighted: 
·	  Mission Centers may submit proposals, rather than pass resolutions as under the current 
system, for consideration by World Conference. The format will be simpler, yet provide 
more information. Proposals will be more fluid and subject to revision. 
·	  World Conference delegates will prioritize the proposals at the outset of the Conference, 
assuring that topics of greater significance will receive more time for deliberation. 
Proposals with the lowest prioritization might not be considered by the World 
Conference. 
·	  Proposals will be considered using one of two methods. Depending on how the 
Conference views the importance of a proposal, either a full discernment process or a 
shortened form of the discernment process may be used. The full discernment process 
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will be used for the key topic(s) of primary importance. 
·	  An attitude of discernment will be encouraged for all World Conference decisions. 
Suitable spiritual practices during proposal creation and during deliberation and voting 
will be encouraged. Spiritual practices and discernment will be more deliberate and 
extensive for topics of primary importance to the church during Conferences. This also 
can be done between World Conferences. Each proposal will be assigned to a Proposal 
Refinement Committee. Each committee will host an open forum(s), prepare surveys of 
concerns, and suggest revisions to the proposal during World Conference in response to 
the expressed views of the assembly. 
·	  Deliberation and decision making will be distinctly separate phases as each proposal is 
considered. A collection of tools (such as listening and surveying) is suggested to help 
the delegates hear and weigh perspectives on a proposal. These tools are instructive, but 
are not designed to reach binding decisions. 
·	  When the delegates agree to proceed to decision making, voting will be on a five-point 
scale measuring the support delegates have for the proposal. The committee recommends 
the World Conference establish a rule that common consent is said to be achieved when 
at least 80 percent of the delegates who vote express their support by choosing levels 3, 4, 
or 5. 
 
Several parts about this process are important to emphasize. What these bodies pass are 
proposals rather than formal resolutions. Proposals contain a statement of context, the proposal 
itself, any supporting information, and the name of a proposal steward from the originating body 
who will help refine the proposal as it goes through deliberation. Proposals are considered 
flexible to the point of final approval to avoid the necessity of using formal amendments to 
propose changes. 
 
Discernment and spiritual practices will be expected components of proposal development by 
mission centers and World Church councils, quorums, and orders. The First Presidency will 
provide discernment guidelines and spiritual-formation resources. The World Conference 
expresses its preference for those items it considers most important and timely for deliberation at 
present. This preference is given near the beginning of the Conference and is accomplished by 
delegates prioritizing the proposals. The prioritization by World Conference delegates will be 
advisory for the First Presidency, which ultimately will be responsible for setting the agenda. 
Transparency in this process is especially important because the Conference probably will not 
consider some proposals. (Pg 7-9) 
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Appendix 12 
Perspectives on Church History 

 
By President Stephen M. Veazey 
The gavel Joseph Smith III used to preside over conferences of the Reorganization sits atop a 
credenza in my office at the Temple. I do not own it; it belongs to the church. 
Occasionally, while mulling over thorny church issues, I walk over and pick up the gavel, 
respectfully examining its slightly cracked ivory head and beautifully carved wood handle. 
Cradling it in my hands, I feel that I have some tangible connection to the past. Thus engaged, 
my mind wanders back through time to ponder the personalities, events, and circumstances that 
shaped today’s church. Although I have read many church history books, I always want to know 
more about my religious ancestors and the historical contexts in which they expressed their faith. 
While I was much more than casually aware of church history previously, since becoming 
president of the church I have engaged in an extensive study of our story. I have explored books 
and articles from a wide spectrum of scholars, authors, and publishers, ranging from the faithful 
to the skeptical and in between. Truth has nothing to fear from scrutiny. 
During recent decades there has been a mounting wave of added information as religious 
historians have gained access to more source material and have written with increasing frankness 
about various topics. Also, in the past few years, the media spotlight—including several high-
profile television series—has been turned on to Latter Day Saint history because of the Mitt 
Romney campaign for the U.S. Presidency and the disturbing activities of LDS fundamentalist 
groups. 
Because of my exploration of various credible works, and probing discussions with historians, 
some of my previously held notions have been challenged and adjusted in the face of additional 
knowledge. The “apologetic” approach to church history—presenting our story in as favorable a 
light as possible—is not sufficient for the journey ahead. That approach does not evidence the 
integrity that must be fundamental to our witness and ministry. 
While I have adjusted some personal perspectives, I have mainly found a deeper understanding 
of the many complex, interrelated factors that shaped the church over the years. I have come to 
see more clearly how God’s Spirit worked in the lives of imperfect, but highly dedicated people 
to shape a faith movement that continues to play a vital role in God’s unfolding purposes today. 
As a result, I have gained even greater confidence that the same Spirit that saw the church 
through seemingly insurmountable challenges in the past will continue to sustain and guide us in 
the future. 
As the First Presidency has joined with others in exploring issues emerging from the ongoing 
study of Restoration history, we decided it would be timely to provide a set of “Church History 
Principles” to help guide the church’s reflections and discussions. These principles have been 
distilled from the insights of past and present World Church leaders, church historians, 
theologians, and others. We hope the statements will prove useful as the church continues to 
explore the personalities, events, and meanings of our church’s colorful, inspiring story. 
 
Church History Principles 
Continuing exploration of our history is part of identity formation. As a church we seek always 

to clarify our identity, message, and mission. In our faith story, we see clearly God’s 
Spirit giving this faith community tools, insights, and experiences for divine purposes. A 
people with a shared memory of their past, and an informed understanding of its 
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meaning, are better prepared to chart their way into the future. 
 
History informs but does not dictate our faith and beliefs. The foundation and continuing source 

for our faith is God’s revelation in Jesus Christ. Studying history is not about proving or 
disproving mystical, spiritual, or revelatory experiences that birth or transform religious 
movements. Sound history informs faith, and healthy faith leads to insights about history. 
Theology and faith, guided by the Holy Spirit, must play an important role in discovering 
the enduring meaning of such events as well as the deeper truths found in them. Our 
understanding of our history affects our faith and beliefs. However, our past does not 
limit our faith and beliefs to what they were historically.  

 
The church encourages honest, responsible historical scholarship.  Studying history involves 

related fields. Historians use academic research to get as many facts as they can; then, 
they interpret those facts to construct as clear a picture as possible of what was going on 
in the past. This includes analyzing human culture to see how it affected events. 
Historians try to understand patterns of meaning to interpret what the past means for our 
future. This process should avoid “presentism,” or interpreting the past based on a current 
worldview and culture instead of the culture of the time. 

 
The study of church history is a continuing journey. If we say that a book on history is the only 

true telling of the story, we risk “canonizing” one version, a tendency we have shown in 
the past. This blocks further insights from continuing research. Good historical inquiry 
understands that conclusions are open to correction as new understanding and 
information comes from ongoing study. 

 
Seeing both the faithfulness and human flaws in our history makes it more believable and 

realistic, not less. Our history has stories of great faith and courage that inspire us. Our 
history also includes human leaders who said and did things that can be shocking to us 
from our current perspective and culture. Historians try not to judge—instead, they try to 
understand by learning as much as possible about the context and the meaning of those 
words and actions at the time. The result is empathy instead of judgment. Our scriptures 
are consistent in pointing out that God, through grace, uses imperfect people for needed 
ministry and leadership. 

 
The responsible study of church history involves learning, repentance, and transformation. A 

church with a mission focused on promoting communities of reconciliation, justice, and 
peace should be self-critical and honest about its history. It is important for us to confess 
when we have been less than what the gospel of Jesus Christ calls us to be. This honesty 
prompts us to repent, and it strengthens our integrity. Admitting past mistakes helps us 
avoid repeating them and frees us from the influences of past injustices and violence in 
our history. We must be humble and willing to repent, individually and as a community, 
to contribute as fully as possible to restoring God’s shalom on earth. 

 
The church has a long-standing tradition that it does not legislate or mandate positions on matters 

of church history. Historians should be free to draw their own conclusions after thorough 
consideration of evidence. Through careful study and the Holy Spirit’s guidance, the 
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church is learning how to accept and responsibly interpret all of its history. This includes 
putting new information and changing understandings into proper perspective, while 
emphasizing the parts of our history that continue to play a role in guiding the church’s 
identity and mission today.  

 
We need to create a respectful culture of dialogue about matters of history. We should not limit 

our faith story to one perspective. Diverse viewpoints bring richness to our understanding 
of God’s movement in our sacred story. Of course, historians will come to different 
conclusions as they study. Therefore, it is important for us to create and maintain a 
respectful culture that allows different points of view on history. Our conversation about 
history should be polite and focused on trying to understand others’ views. Most 
important, we should remain focused on what matters most for the message and mission 
of the church in this time. 

 
Our faith is grounded in God’s revelation in Jesus Christ and the continuing guidance of the Holy 

Spirit. We must keep our hearts and minds centered on God’s revelation in Jesus Christ. 
As God’s Word alive in human history, Jesus Christ was and is the foundation of our 
faith and the focus of the church’s mission and message. 
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Appendix 13 A 

British Isles Policies on Same Gender Marriages 

Reference: [WCR] Policy Number: National Policy-  

[Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition 6G;] [Doctrine and Covenants 17; 163; 164] 
[Priesthood Manual 2004] 
[Ministry and Priesthood planning]  

[National Conferences: General Questions and Answers, May 22, 2012]  

Effective Date: July 1, 2014 Revision Date:  

BRITISH ISLES MISSION CENTRE INTERIM POLICY FOR RECOGNISING SAME-
GENDER MARRIAGES AND SAME-GENDER CIVIL PARTNERSHIPS  

Introduction for Same-gender Marriages and Civil Partnerships  

The status of same-gender marriage differs amongst the nations of the British Isles. Legislation 
to allow same-gender marriage in England and Wales was passed by the Parliament of the 
United Kingdom in July 2013 and came into force in March 2014. Legislation to allow same-
gender marriage in Scotland has been introduced into the Scottish Parliament. There are 
currently no plans to introduce legislation allowing for same-gender marriage in the Irish nations. 
Civil partnerships, which give same-gender couples most, but not all, of the rights and 
responsibilities of civil marriage are legal throughout all of the British Isles apart from in the 
bailiwick of Guernsey.  

Interim Policy  

1. Same-gender marriages that are valid under applicable law will be recognised as 
marriages within the British Isles church.  

2. Same-gender civil partnerships that are valid under applicable law in nations where same-
gender marriage is not legal will be recognised as marriage-like relationships within the 
British Isles church.  

3. Same-gender marriage terminations will be recognised as marriage terminations within 
the British Isles church.  

4. For a same-gender couple’s relationship to be in accordance with this policy, they are 
expected to establish the most equivalent relationship to marriage that applicable law 
permits. If applicable law later changes and permits a more equivalent relationship to 
marriage, a same-gender couple is expected to establish the most equivalent relationship 
to marriage that applicable law permits.  

5. If a same-gender couple later establishes a more equivalent relationship to marriage they 
will be eligible (but not required) to have another Community of Christ ceremony that 
establishes or recognises the establishment of that relationship.  

 

Reference: [WCR] Policy Number: National Policy-  
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[Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition 6G;] [Doctrine and Covenants 17; 163; 164] 
[Priesthood Manual 2004] 
[Ministry and Priesthood planning]  

[National Conferences: General Questions and Answers, May 22, 2012]  

Effective Date: July 1, 2014 Revision Date:  

INTERIM POLICY FOR AUTHORISING AND OFFICIATING SAME-GENDER 
MARRIAGES AND SAME-GENDER CIVIL PARTNERSHIP COVENANT BLESSING IN 
THE BRITISH ISLES MISSION CENTRE ONLY  

Performing Same-gender Marriages  

In the British Isles, Community of Christ Aaronic priests and Melchisedec priesthood members 
are eligible to officiate at a wedding ceremony where applicable law permits such marriages or a 
covenant blessing service where applicable law provides for civil partnerships. Aaronic priests 
and Melchisedec priesthood must meet the legal requirements to officiate at such ceremonies.  

Interim Policy  

1. Community of Christ and government prescribe certain procedures within the marriage 
ceremony itself.  

Ceremonial Vows  

The following covenant statement approved by the First Presidency will be used for same-gender 
couples during the celebration of marriage:  

Marriage—You both mutually agree to be each other’s marriage companion, observing the legal 
rights belonging to this condition: that is keeping yourselves wholly for each other and from all 
others during your lives?  

The following covenant statement approved by the First Presidency will be used for same-gender 
couples during the covenant blessing service for civil partnership:  

Civil partnership—You both mutually agree to be each other’s covenant companion, observing 
the legal rights belonging to this condition: that is keeping yourselves wholly for each other and 
from all others during your lives?  

2. An Aaronic priest or Melchisedec priesthood member is not required to perform any 
marriage or covenant blessing service that he or she feels uncomfortable with. In such a 
situation he or she should refer the engaged couple to another priesthood member in an 
appropriately sensitive, pastoral manner.  

3. According to existing policy, any marriage or covenant blessing service at a 
congregational facility requires approval from the pastor of the congregation. Use of a 
church campground requires approval from the mission centre president. Using other 
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church-owned property requires administrative approval from the First Presidency’s 
office.  

4. Nothing in this policy is intended to, or should be construed to, violate or oppose the laws 
of the nations within the British Isles Mission Centre. A couple in a same-gender 
marriage or civil partnership must satisfy the current legal definition of the law where the 
couple resides.  

5. If there are conflicts between the provisions of this policy and the laws of the nations 
within the British Isles Mission Centre, immediately contact your mission centre 
president and apostle.  

Reference: [WCR] Policy Number: National Policy-  

[Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition 6G;] [Doctrine and Covenants 17; 163; 164] 
[Priesthood Manual 2004] 
[Ministry and Priesthood planning]  

[National Conferences: General Questions and Answers, May 22, 2012]  

Effective Date: July 1, 2014 Revision Date:  

INTERIM POLICY FOR RECOGNISING SAME-GENDER COVENANT COMMITMENTS 
IN THE BAILIWICK OF GUERNSEY ONLY  

Introduction for Recognising Same-gender Covenant Commitments Only in the bailiwick of 
Guernsey 
Covenant commitment relationships are recognised only by Community of Christ and have no 
legal rights according to governmental laws. The provision for a covenant commitment 
relationship is to give opportunity to express the principle of sacred covenant between same-
gender couples where nations in the mission centre do not allow for same-gender marriage or 
civil partnership.  

Interim Policy  

For purposes of policy administration:  

1. Same-gender covenant commitments are available only in the bailiwick of Guernsey 
where applicable law does not permit same-gender marriage or civil partnership. Only 
same-gender couples are eligible to make covenant commitments, because marriage is 
available to all heterosexual couples.  

2. Same-gender covenant commitments that are in accordance with this policy will be 
treated like marriages only within the bailiwick of Guernsey.  

3. Same-gender covenant-commitment terminations will be treated like marriage 
terminations only within the church in the bailiwick of Guernsey.  

4. For a same-gender couple’s relationship to be in accordance with this policy, the couple 
is expected to establish the most equivalent relationship to marriage that applicable law 
permits. If applicable law in the bailiwick of Guernsey changes and permits a more 
equivalent relationship to marriage, a same-gender couple is expected  



	   135	  

to establish the most equivalent relationship to marriage that applicable law then  

permits.  

5. If a same-gender couple later establishes a more equivalent relationship to marriage,  
they will be eligible (but not required) to have another Community of Christ  
ceremony that establishes or recognises the establishment of that relationship.  

6. Either or both persons in a same-gender couple may terminate their covenant 
commitment in accordance with guidelines provided by the First Presidency.  

Reference: [WCR] Policy Number: National Policy-  

[Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition 6G;] [Doctrine and Covenants 17; 163; 164] 
[Priesthood Manual 2004] 
[Ministry and Priesthood planning]  

[National Conferences: General Questions and Answers, May 22, 2012]  

Effective Date: July 1, 2014 Revision Date:  

INTERIM POLICY FOR AUTHORISING AND PERFORMING SAME-GENDER 
COVENANT COMMITMENT SERVICES IN THE BAILIWICK OF GUERNSEY ONLY  

Introduction for Performing Same-gender Covenant Commitment Services  

In the bailiwick of Guernsey, Community of Christ Aaronic priests and Melchisedec priesthood 
members are eligible to officiate at ceremonies that establish same-gender covenant 
commitments where applicable law does not permit same-gender marriages or civil partnerships.  

Interim Policy  

1. Community of Christ prescribes certain procedures within the covenant commitment 
ceremony itself.  

CEREMONIAL VOW  

The following covenant statement approved by the First Presidency will be used for same-gender 
couples during the celebration of their covenant commitment:  

Covenant commitment—You both mutually agree to be each other’s covenant companion, that is 
keeping yourselves wholly for each other and from all others during your lives?  

2. An Aaronic priest or Melchisedec priesthood member is not required to perform any covenant 
commitment ceremony with which he or she is uncomfortable. In such situations, he or she 
should refer the couple to another priesthood member in an appropriately sensitive, pastoral 
manner.  
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3. According to existing policy, a covenant commitment ceremony at a congregational facility 
requires approval from the pastor of the congregation. Use of a church campground requires the 
approval of the mission centre president. Use of other church-owned property requires 
administrative approval from the First Presidency’s office.  

Reference: [WCR] Policy Number: National Policy-  

[Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition 6G; 4] [Doctrine and Covenants 156; 163; 164] 
[Priesthood Manual 2004] 
[Ministry and Priesthood planning]  

[National Conferences: General Questions and Answers, May 22, 2012]  

Effective Date: July 1, 2014 Revision Date:  

INTERIM POLICY FOR ORDINATION 
OF PRIESTHOOD OF SAME-GENDER ORIENTATION IN THE BRITISH ISLES MISSION 
CENTRE ONLY  

Introduction for Ordination  

Ordination of members of same-gender orientation in the British Isles Mission Centre is 
authorised and will follow the policies established by the church for ordination. Policies and 
procedures for initiating calls are outlined in the current Church Administrator’s Handbook: 
2005 Edition. The First Presidency provides guidelines for ethics and patterns of behaviour that 
are applicable for all priesthood.  

Interim Policy  

1. God calls people to the priesthood according to God’s freedom, wisdom, and purposes. 
Race, ethnicity, size, physical ability, sex/gender, and sexual orientation are not grounds 
for deferring the calling of a person or approval of an ordination to any priesthood office. 
Calls to the priesthood are processed and approved according to established policies and 
procedures that are the same for all persons.  

2. Church members in same-gender marriages, civil partnerships in nations where same-
gender marriage is not legal, covenant commitments that are in accordance with this 
policy or in same-gender relationships in which they refrain from sexual activity are 
eligible to be called to serve in the priesthood according to established procedures.  

3. This policy pertains to the ordination of Aaronic and Melchisedec priesthood members 
from among church members who are citizens or permanent residents of nations within 
the British Isles Mission Centre, reside in the British Isles Mission Centre, or whose 
church membership is recorded in the British Isles Mission Centre.  

4. If a person in a same-gender marriage, civil partnership or covenant commitment is 
approved for ordination, the sacrament of ordination for a person in such a relationship 
should occur within the legal jurisdiction of the British Isles Mission Centre. Any 
exception to this policy must be specifically approved by the supervising apostle or 
apostles involved.  
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5. An Aaronic priest or Melchisedec priesthood member is not required to perform any 
ordination that he or she is uncomfortable with. In such situations, the priesthood 
ordinand should be referred to another priesthood member in an appropriately sensitive, 
pastoral manner.  

6. Nothing in this policy is intended to, or should be construed to, violate or oppose the laws 
of the nations within the British Isles Mission Centre.  

7. If there are conflicts between the provisions of this policy and the laws of the nations 
within the British Isles Mission Centre, immediately contact your mission centre 
president and apostle.  

Distribution  

This interim policy will be distributed to the following church leaders:  

• •  WCLC members  
• •  World Church Legal Services  
• •  British Isles Mission Centre officers, staff members, and employees  
• •  All pastors in the British Isles Mission Centre  
• •  Other field officers, staff, and employees, as needed  
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Priesthood Calling, Ordination, and Ministry in All Nations 

Interim Policies for Canada: 
Ordination of Priesthood of Same-Sex/Gender Orientation Authorizing and 
Officiating at Same-Sex/Gender Marriages  

Preface  

This document is an overview of administrative policies for priesthood calling, ordination, and ministry in 
all nations. Additional policy details are found in the most current edition of the Church Administrator’s 
Handbook and First Presidency official statements.  

Introduction  

Priesthood is a covenant relationship with God and the church community. It involves committing one’s 
life to bring blessing to others through the sacraments and an exemplary life of discipleship devoted to 
Christ’s mission.  

Priesthood calling and ordination involve God’s grace-filled initiative in human life and people’s humble 
response. Ordination is a sacred act of covenant-making that includes God’s promise to bless priesthood 
members and the church community as priesthood members faithfully serve in their roles.  

The following foundational principles relate to faithful priesthood ministry. Consistent application of 
these principles results in fulfilling, effective, and joyous priesthood ministry. These principles define 
“active” priesthood ministry.  

Covenant Principles for Faithful Priesthood Ministry 

(For all priesthood members and ordinands)  

Priesthood faithfulness begins with faithful discipleship. Faithful discipleship emerges from ongoing faith 
and spiritual formation. The constant call is to follow the Living Christ and to abide in increasing measure 
in God’s love and vision for creation. Being comes before doing.  

The following expectations will help me serve as a faithful priesthood member. In response to God’s 
sacred call and priesthood authority granted by Community of Christ, I covenant to...  

• Engage in ongoing faith and spiritual practices to deepen my relationship with God and others 
through study and spiritual formation.  

• Affirm and promote Christ’s mission of invitation, compassionate ministries, and justice and 
peacemaking; helping prepare others for Christ’s mission; and partnering with other priesthood in 
leading congregations in Christ’s mission.  

• Provide ministry consistent with the church’s identity, mission, message, and beliefs as expressed 
in Sharing in Community of Christ: Exploring Identity, Mission, Message, and Beliefs, 
documents.  

• Model an ethical, moral, and holistic lifestyle.  
• Model generosity as a regular contributor to local and world mission tithes, according to my  

true capacity.  
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• Protect the safety and well-being of children and youth, including, where applicable, being a  
Registered Children and Youth Worker.  

• Actively participate in congregational life or similar church expressions when congregational life 
is not available.  

• Participate annually in educational or spiritual formation experiences offered by my congregation, 
mission center, apostolic mission field, or World Church.  

• Develop and implement a plan for ministry that uses my gifts to advance Christ’s mission.  
 
Administrative Procedures  
The following statements highlight church policies regarding priesthood matters. They are provided to 
help church officers fulfill their responsibilities and to inform all priesthood members.  
Priesthood Calls  
The priesthood calling process includes:  

1. Recommendation for ordination by the appropriate administrative officer in response to the spirit  
of discernment, wisdom, and divine direction. Full attention should be given to all elements of the 
“Recommendation for Ordination Form” in the Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition, 
on page 88.  

2. Confirmation of necessary administrative approvals as specified in current policies.  
3. Presentation of call to the candidate for prayerful consideration once administrative approvals are  

received.  
4. Demonstration of support by a vote in a conference of the appropriate church jurisdiction.  

 
Priesthood Ordination  

1. The sacrament of ordination provides formal authority to function within a specific priesthood 
office in the church.  

2. An ordination normally is performed by two members of the priesthood authorized to ordain 
people to a specific office. In some cases situations in local areas may require the ordination to be 
performed by one authorized priesthood member.  

3. The ordinand and the administrative officers will choose the ordaining priesthood members. 
Qualifications for priesthood who can officiate in the sacrament of ordination can be found in the 
Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition, page 28.  

4. The ordination is reported by the congregation or mission center recorder. Where possible, the 
congregation or mission center recorder should report details of the ordination to the Office of 
Membership Records at International Headquarters.  

5. Recording of the ordination at International Headquarters results in the World Church secretary 
issuing a priesthood license, which certifies the individual as an ordained minister in Community 
of Christ.  

Priesthood Ethics  
1. The ethical standards expected of those who are called and ordained to serve in the priesthood are 

presented in the “Priesthood Standards and Qualifications” portion of the “Recommendation for 
Ordination Form” in the Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition.  

2. In addition, Doctrine and Covenants 164:6a provides clear guidance for moral behavior and 
relationships by listing ethics principles: Christ-like love, mutual respect, responsibility, justice, 
covenant, and faithfulness. To ensure clarity, Section 164:6b identifies types of behaviors and 
relationships that are not moral: selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, degrading, or abusive.  

3. Additional priesthood ethics statements will be developed in the future and will be considered part 
of priesthood policies when made available.  

Priesthood Ministry and Ordination  
1. The church’s general policy is that ordination authorizes priesthood members to provide 

priesthood ministry wherever they live or travel. There is also a policy that priesthood ministry 
coming from outside a church jurisdiction should be approved by the appropriate church officers 
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serving both the jurisdiction of residence and the jurisdiction in which the priesthood member 
will travel. Usually, this applies to ministry from outside one’s mission center, but mission 
centers may establish their own procedures for congregations within the mission center (See: 
Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition, page 20). The basic principle is that requesting 
or receiving priesthood ministry is the responsibility of pastors, mission center presidents, 
supervising apostles, and other presiding officers of the church.  

2. Priesthood members are not required to accept an invitation to officiate in an ordination. If, for 
any reason, a priesthood member is unable or unwilling to officiate in an ordination, the 
priesthood candidate should be referred to another priesthood member in an appropriately 
sensitive and pastoral manner.  

 
Ordination of Individuals in Same-sex/Gender Marriages or Long-term Committed Relationships  

1. If a policy is approved for a nation that permits people in same-sex/gender marriages or long-term 
committed relationships to be ordained, that policy is applicable only in that nation. In nations 
where same-sex/gender relationships are not legal serious harm and disruption to individuals, 
church organization, and mission could be caused by offering ministry from people in same- 
sex/gender marriages or long-term committed relationships. Therefore, there will be nations 
where the priesthood ministry of people in same-sex/gender marriages or long-term committed 
relationships should not be offered and will not be accepted (see Appendix).  

2. If a nation has a policy that permits people in same-sex/gender marriages or long-term committed 
relationships to be ordained, a person in such a relationship must be a citizen or permanent 
resident of the nation, reside in the nation, and be registered as a church member there, to be 
considered for a priesthood call. If an ordained person in a same-sex/gender marriage or long- 
term committed relationship moves to a nation with policies that do not allow for ordination of 
such persons, the person’s priesthood license will not be removed simply because of that move. 
However, as stated above, there will be nations where the priesthood ministry in committed, 
same-sex/gender relationships should not be offered and will not be accepted.  

3. Priesthood members will be allowed to ordain those in same-sex/gender marriages or long-term 
committed relationships only in nations where civil law and church policy permit such marriages 
or long-term committed relationships as legally recognized. Priesthood members must always 
abide by church policies and civil laws in the nation where they are offering ministry.  

4. Priesthood members can travel to a nation where church policy allows ordination for those in 
same-sex/gender marriages or long-term committed relationships and be the officiating 
priesthood minister, provided they have approval from the pastor and the mission center president 
of the jurisdiction of residence as well as the jurisdiction in which the ordination is to take place. 
If no congregational participation is involved, only the mission center presidents must approve.  

5. In mission centers that have congregations in two or more nations that have different national 
policies, congregations must abide by the policies of the nation where the congregation is 
physically located.  

6. Priesthood members are always responsible for determining how their involvement in ordination 
for those in same-sex/gender relationships will impact their ability to bring effective ministry in 
their home congregation, mission center, field, or nation.  

 
Priesthood Ministry and Marriage  
Aaronic priests and Melchisedec priesthood members are eligible to perform wedding ceremonies in all 
nations, subject to any legal restrictions of the governmental jurisdiction in which the wedding will occur. 
In addition, the following policies apply:  

1. Marriage preparation should begin six months to one year before the marriage ceremony. While 
exceptions may occur, adequate time must be provided for premarital discussions between the 
officiating minister and the couple.  
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2. All marriages should be reported by the congregation or mission center recorder, and the officiant 
should follow all reporting requirements established by civil authorities.  

3. For information concerning marriage standards, preparation, reporting requirements, marital 
discord, termination, remarriage, and other related topics, see the relevant sections on marriage in 
the Church Administrator’s Handbook: 2005 Edition. In the case of previous divorce, the 
officiant must confirm the divorce is recorded with the church authorities prior to solemnizing the 
marriage, if the marriage involves a Community of Christ member or members. In situations of 
multiple divorces, the minister also should check with World Church officers for any additional 
information or guidance.  

4. Priesthood members traveling into an area to perform a marriage must receive approval from the 
mission center president and apostle of the jurisdiction of residence, as well as from the 
jurisdiction in which the marriage is to take place. When a Community of Christ congregation is 
involved, approval by the pastor of the congregation where the sacrament is to take place is also 
required.  

 
Priesthood Ministry and Heterosexual Marriage  
The following statement will be used for heterosexual marriages:  
The sacrament of marriage as celebrated in Community of Christ should be aligned with Doctrine and 
Covenants 111:2b. Thus, during the exchange of vows, the couple should be asked:  
You both mutually agree to be each other’s companions, husband and wife, observing the legal rights 
belonging to this condition; that is, keeping yourselves wholly for each other, and from all others, during 
your lives?  
After answering in the affirmative, the officiating minister pronounces the couple “husband and wife” in 
the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, and by virtue of the laws of the country and authority vested in 
him/her. Then, the officiating minister typically offers this blessing:  
May God add his blessings and keep you to fulfill your covenants from henceforth and forever. Amen.  
 
Priesthood Ministry and Same-sex/Gender Marriage  
If a nation has an officially approved policy that permits priesthood members to perform same-sex/gender 
marriages where they are legal, the following policies apply:  

1. The following statement approved by the First Presidency will be used for same-sex couples 
during their marriage:  

2. You both mutually agree to be each other’s marriage companion, observing the legal rights 
belonging to this condition; that is, keeping yourselves wholly for each other and from all others 
during your lives?  

3. After answering in the affirmative, the officiating minister pronounces the couple married in the 
name of the Lord Jesus Christ, and by virtue of the laws of the country and authority vested in 
him/her. Then, the officiating minister typically offers this blessing: May God add his blessings 
and keep you to fulfill your covenants from henceforth and forever. Amen.  

4. Priesthood members are not required to perform same-sex/gender marriages.  
5. Priesthood members will not be allowed to perform same-sex marriages in nations where World 

Church policy and civil laws do not allow it. Priesthood members must always abide by church 
policies and civil laws in the nation where they are offering ministry.  

6. Priesthood members can travel to a nation where the church policy allows priesthood members to 
perform same-sex marriages and be the officiating minister, if certain conditions are met: 
compliance with all relevant national and local government regulations and certifications.  

7. Priesthood members are always responsible for determining how their involvement in 
solemnizing same-sex marriages would impact their ability to bring effective ministry in their 
home congregation, mission center, nation, or field.  
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INTERIM POLICIES FOR CANADA ONLY  
Reference: [WCR] 
[Church Administrator’s Handbook 6G; 4]  
[Doctrine and Covenants 17; 156; 163; 164] [Priesthood Manual 2004] 
[Priesthood Faithfulness planning]  
[National Conferences: General Questions and Answers, May 22, 2012]  
PolicyNumber: 
Effective Date: June 1, 2013 Revision Date: April 8, 2013  
 
CANADA INTERIM POLICY FOR 
ORDINATION OF PRIESTHOOD OF SAME-SEX/GENDER ORIENTATION  
Preface  
Ordination of members of same-sex/gender orientation in Canada is authorized and will follow the 
policies established by the church for ordination. Policies and procedures for initiating calls are outlined 
in the current Church Administrator’s Handbook. The First Presidency provides guidelines for ethics and 
patterns of behavior that are applicable for all priesthood.  
 
Introduction for Ordination  
The following interim policy regarding ordination of priesthood members of same-sex/gender orientation 
is approved for implementation in Canada beginning 1 June 2013. This interim policy will be 
implemented in accordance with all World Church policies regarding priesthood calling, ordination, and 
ministry. The church in Canada will follow this interim policy for two years. At the end of this time the 
interim policy will be evaluated and revised as needed.  
Interim Policy  

1. God calls people to the priesthood according to God’s freedom, wisdom, and purposes. Race, 
ethnicity, size, physical ability, sex/gender, and sexual orientation, are not grounds for deferring 
the calling of or for the approval of an ordination to any priesthood office if all other church 
policy expectations are met.  

2. Church members in Canada in same-sex/gender marriages are eligible to be called to serve in the 
priesthood.  

3. This policy pertains to the ordination of Aaronic and Melchisedec priesthood members from 
among church members who are citizens or permanent residents of Canada, residing in Canada, 
whose church membership is recorded in Canada.  

4. If a person in a same-sex/gender marriage is approved for ordination, the sacrament of ordination 
for a person in such a relationship should occur within the legal jurisdiction of Canada. Any 
exception to this policy must be specifically approved by the supervising apostle or apostles 
involved.  

5. Nothing in this policy is intended to, or should be construed to, violate or oppose the provinces, 
territories, or federal laws of Canada. A couple living in a same-sex/gender marriage must satisfy 
the current legal definition of the province or territory where they reside. With respect to that 
marriage, a couple must abide by the legal rights and responsibilities defined by the province or 
territory where they reside.  

6. If there are conflicts between the provisions of this policy and the laws of Canada, immediately 
contact your mission center president and apostle.  

 
Distribution  
This interim policy will be distributed to the following church leaders:  

• •  WCLC members  
• •  World Church Legal Services  
• •  Canadian mission center officers, staff members, and employees  
• •  All pastors in Canada  
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• •  All priesthood members in Canada  
• •  Other field officers, staff and employees, as needed.  
 
CANADA INTERIM POLICY FOR 
AUTHORIZING AND OFFICIATING AT SAME-SEX/GENDER MARRIAGES  

Preface  
Aaronic priests and all Melchisedec priesthood are authorized to officiate at same-sex/gender 
marriages in Canada according to federal, provincial, and territorial laws, and church policy. 
Church policies and procedures for officiating marriage ceremonies are outlined in the current 
Church Administrator’s Handbook.  
 
Introduction for Officiating at Same-sex/Gender Marriages  
The following interim policy is approved for implementation in Canada beginning 1 June 2013. 
This interim policy will be implemented in accordance with all World Church policies regarding 
marriage. The church in Canada will follow this interim policy for two years. At the end of this 
time the interim policy will be evaluated and revised as needed.  
Interim Policy  

1. Canadian law permits same-sex/gender marriage. Community of Christ Aaronic priests and all 
Melchisedec ministers are eligible to officiate at a wedding ceremony in any province or territory 
where they are licensed by the government to perform marriages. Nothing in this policy is 
intended to, or should be construed to, violate or oppose the provinces, territories, or federal laws 
of Canada.  

2. For same-sex/gender marriages performed in Canada, the following covenant statement provided 
by the First Presidency will be used during the celebration of marriage vows:  You	  both	  mutually	  
agree	  to	  be	  each	  other’s	  marriage	  companion,	  observing	  the	  legal	  rights	  belonging	  to	  this	  
condition;	  that	  is,	  keeping	  yourselves	  wholly	  for	  each	  other	  and	  from	  all	  others	  during	  your	  
lives?	   

3. This policy pertains only to same-sex/gender marriages in Canada. 
a. Where Canadian law allows visiting non-Canadian couples to be married in Canada,  Aaronic 
priests and all Melchisedec ministers are authorized to officiate same-sex/gender marriages only 
for couples who are citizens or permanent residents of nations where church policy has been 
changed to allow for same-sex/gender marriages.  

4. If there are conflicts between the provisions of this policy and the laws of Canada, immediately 
contact your mission center president and apostle.  

 
Distribution  
This interim policy will be distributed to the following church leaders:  

• •  WCLC members  
• •  World Church Legal Services  
• •  Canadian mission center officers, staff members, and employees  
• •  All pastors in Canada  
• •  All priesthood members in Canada  
• •  Other field officers, staff and employees, as needed. 
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Interim Policies Concerning  
Ordination and Same-sex Marriages in Canada Only  

Questions and Answers  
 

9.  What is the ethical standard required of those who are called by the Holy Spirit and ordained 
to serve in the priesthood? 

The ethical standards of those called and ordained to priesthood are presented in several 
official documents. The “Priesthood Standards and Qualifications” portion of the 
“Recommendation for Ordination Form” in the Church Administrator’s Handbook (2005 
Edition) contains excellent information in the form of a list of questions. Chapter 11 in The 
Priesthood Manual (2004 Edition) has information on “Ministerial Ethics.” 

In addition, Doctrine and Covenants 164:6a provides clear guidance for moral behavior and 
relationships by listing ethics principles: Christ-like love, mutual respect, responsibility, 
justice, covenant, and faithfulness. To ensure clarity, Section 164:6b identifies types of 
behaviors and relationships that are not moral: selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, degrading, 
or abusive. 

The church has released a draft Statement of Sexual Ethics that applies the counsel in Doctrine 
and Covenants 164 to ethical standards for members and the priesthood. This statement is 
being reviewed by various church leadership bodies and then will be finalized. That statement 
is available at www.CofChrist.org/ethics. 

10.  Under what authority was the statement of covenant for same-sex couples created?  

The statement listed in the interim policy is based on the statement in Doctrine and Covenants 
111.  It has been approved by the First Presidency in marriage ceremonies for same-sex 
couples.   
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Priesthood	  Calling,	  Ordination,	  and	  Ministry	  in	  All	  Nations	  	  

	  

Interim	  Policy	  for	  Australia:	  

Ordination	  of	  Priesthood	  of	  Same-‐Sex/Gender	  Orientation	  

Priesthood	  Ethics	  

1. The	  ethical	  standards	  expected	  of	  those	  who	  are	  called	  and	  ordained	  to	  serve	  in	  the	  priesthood	  
are	  presented	  in	  the	  “Priesthood	  Standards	  and	  Qualifications”	  portion	  of	  the	  
“Recommendation	  for	  Ordination	  Form”	  in	  the	  Church	  Administrator’s	  Handbook:	  2005	  Edition.	  

2. In	  addition,	  Doctrine	  and	  Covenants	  164:6a	  provides	  clear	  guidance	  for	  moral	  behavior	  and	  
relationships	  by	  listing	  ethics	  principles:	  Christ-‐like	  love,	  mutual	  respect,	  responsibility,	  justice,	  
covenant,	  and	  faithfulness.	  To	  ensure	  clarity,	  Section	  164:6b	  identifies	  types	  of	  behaviors	  and	  
relationships	  that	  are	  not	  moral:	  selfish,	  irresponsible,	  promiscuous,	  degrading,	  or	  abusive.	  

3. Additional	  priesthood	  ethics	  statements	  will	  be	  developed	  in	  the	  future	  and	  will	  be	  considered	  
part	  of	  priesthood	  policies	  when	  made	  available.	  

	  

Priesthood	  Ministry	  and	  Heterosexual	  Marriage	  

The	  following	  statement	  will	  be	  used	  for	  heterosexual	  marriages.	  The	  sacrament	  of	  marriage	  as	  
celebrated	  in	  Community	  of	  Christ	  should	  be	  aligned	  with	  Doctrine	  and	  Covenants	  111:2b.	  Thus,	  during	  
the	  exchange	  of	  vows,	  the	  couple	  should	  be	  asked:	  

You	  both	  mutually	  agree	  to	  be	  each	  other’s	  companions,	  husband	  and	  wife,	  observing	  the	  legal	  
rights	  belonging	  to	  this	  condition;	  that	  is,	  keeping	  yourselves	  wholly	  for	  each	  other,	  and	  from	  all	  
others,	  during	  your	  lives?	  
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After	  answering	  in	  the	  affirmative,	  the	  officiating	  minister	  pronounces	  the	  couple	  “husband	  and	  wife”	  in	  
the	  name	  of	  the	  Lord	  Jesus	  Christ,	  and	  by	  virtue	  of	  the	  laws	  of	  the	  country	  and	  authority	  vested	  in	  
him/her.	  Then,	  the	  officiating	  minister	  typically	  offers	  this	  blessing:	  

May	  God	  add	  his	  blessings	  and	  keep	  you	  to	  fulfill	  your	  covenants	  from	  henceforth	  and	  forever.	  
Amen.	  

Priesthood	  Ministry	  and	  Same-‐sex/Gender	  Marriage	  

If	  a	  nation	  has	  an	  officially	  approved	  policy	  that	  permits	  priesthood	  members	  to	  perform	  same-‐
sex/gender	  marriages	  where	  they	  are	  legal,	  the	  following	  policies	  apply:	  

	  

1. The	  following	  statement	  approved	  by	  the	  First	  Presidency	  will	  be	  used	  for	  same-‐sex	  couples	  
during	  their	  marriage:	  
	  
You	  both	  mutually	  agree	  to	  be	  each	  other’s	  marriage	  companion,	  observing	  the	  legal	  rights	  
belonging	  to	  this	  condition;	  that	  is,	  keeping	  yourselves	  wholly	  for	  each	  other	  and	  from	  all	  others	  

during	  your	  lives?	  
	  
After	  answering	  in	  the	  affirmative,	  the	  officiating	  minister	  pronounces	  them	  married	  in	  the	  name	  

of	  the	  Lord	  Jesus	  Christ,	  and	  by	  virtue	  of	  the	  laws	  of	  the	  country	  and	  authority	  vested	  in	  him/her.	  
Then,	  the	  officiating	  minister	  typically	  offers	  this	  blessing:	  
	  

May	  God	  add	  his	  blessings	  and	  keep	  you	  to	  fulfill	  your	  covenants	  from	  henceforth	  and	  forever.	  
Amen.	  
	  

2. Priesthood	  members	  are	  not	  required	  to	  perform	  same-‐sex/gender	  marriages.	  
3. Priesthood	  members	  will	  not	  be	  allowed	  to	  perform	  same-‐sex	  marriages	  in	  nations	  where	  World	  

Church	  policy	  and	  civil	  laws	  do	  not	  allow	  it.	  Priesthood	  members	  must	  always	  abide	  by	  church	  
policies	  and	  civil	  laws	  in	  the	  nation	  where	  they	  are	  offering	  ministry.	  

4. Priesthood	  members	  can	  travel	  to	  a	  nation	  where	  the	  church	  policy	  allows	  priesthood	  members	  to	  
perform	  same-‐sex	  marriages	  and	  be	  the	  officiating	  minister,	  if	  certain	  conditions	  are	  met:	  
compliance	  with	  all	  relevant	  national	  and	  local	  government	  regulations	  and	  certifications.	  

5. Priesthood	  members	  are	  always	  responsible	  for	  determining	  how	  their	  involvement	  in	  solemnizing	  
same-‐sex	  marriages	  would	  impact	  their	  ability	  to	  bring	  effective	  ministry	  in	  their	  home	  
congregation,	  mission	  center,	  nation,	  or	  field.	  
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INTERIM	  POLICIES	  FOR	  AUSTRALIA	  ONLY	  
	  

Reference:	  	  [WCR]	   Policy	  Number:	   	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  [Church	  Administrator’s	  Handbook	  6G;	  4]	   Effective	  Date:	  	  June	  1,	  2013	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  [Doctrine	  and	  Covenants	  17;	  156;	  163;	  164]	   Revision	  Date:	  	  April	  8,	  2013	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  [Priesthood	  Manual	  2004]	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  [Priesthood	  Faithfulness	  planning]	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  [National	  Conferences:	  	  General	  Questions	  and	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Answers,	  May	  22,	  2012]	  

	  

	  

	  

AUSTRALIA	  INTERIM	  POLICY	  FOR	  ORDINATION	  OF	  PRIESTHOOD	  OF	  SAME-‐SEX/GENDER	  ORIENTATION	  

 
Preface  
Ordination	  of	  members	  of	  same-‐sex/gender	  orientation	  in	  Australia	  is	  authorized	  and	  will	  follow	  the	  
policies	  established	  by	  the	  church	  for	  ordination.	  Policies	  and	  procedures	  for	  initiating	  calls	  are	  outlined	  
in	  the	  current	  Church	  Administrator’s	  Handbook.	  The	  First	  Presidency	  provides	  guidelines	  for	  ethics	  and	  
patterns	  of	  behavior	  that	  are	  applicable	  for	  all	  priesthood.	  

	  

Introduction	  

The	  following	  interim	  policy	  regarding	  ordination	  of	  priesthood	  members	  of	  same-‐sex/gender	  
orientation	  is	  approved	  for	  implementation	  in	  Australia	  beginning	  1	  June	  2013.	  This	  interim	  policy	  will	  
be	  implemented	  in	  accordance	  with	  all	  World	  Church	  policies	  regarding	  priesthood	  calling,	  ordination,	  
and	  ministry.	  The	  church	  in	  Australia	  will	  follow	  this	  interim	  policy	  for	  two	  years.	  At	  the	  end	  of	  this	  time	  
the	  interim	  policy	  will	  be	  evaluated	  and	  revised	  as	  needed.	  

	  

Interim	  Policy	  

1. God	  calls	  people	  to	  the	  priesthood	  according	  to	  God’s	  freedom,	  wisdom,	  and	  purposes.	  Race,	  
ethnicity,	  size,	  physical	  ability,	  sex/gender,	  and	  sexual	  orientation,	  are	  not	  grounds	  for	  deferring	  
the	  calling	  of	  or	  for	  the	  approval	  of	  an	  ordination	  to	  any	  priesthood	  office	  if	  all	  other	  church	  
policy	  expectations	  are	  met.	  
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2. Church	  members	  in	  Australia	  in	  same-‐sex/gender	  de	  facto	  relationships	  are	  eligible	  to	  be	  called	  to	  
serve	  in	  the	  priesthood	  as	  if	  they	  were	  in	  a	  legal	  marriage.	  Legal	  terminology	  used	  to	  identify	  and	  
define	  same-‐sex/gender	  de	  facto	  relationships	  varies	  across	  Australian	  states	  and	  territories.	  For	  
the	  purposes	  of	  administration	  of	  this	  policy,	  the	  terms	  “de	  facto	  relationship,”	  	  “long-‐term	  
committed	  relationship,”	  “domestic	  partners,”	  and	  “marriage-‐like	  relationship”	  will	  all	  be	  
included	  under	  the	  one	  term	  “de	  facto	  relationship,”	  regardless	  of	  specific	  local	  legal	  
terminology.	  

3. This	  policy	  pertains	  to	  the	  ordination	  of	  Aaronic	  and	  Melchisedec	  priesthood	  members	  from	  
among	  church	  members	  who	  are	  citizens	  or	  permanent	  residents	  of	  Australia,	  residing	  in	  
Australia,	  whose	  church	  membership	  is	  recorded	  in	  Australia.	  

4. If	  a	  person	  in	  a	  same-‐sex/gender	  de	  facto	  relationship	  is	  approved	  for	  ordination,	  the	  sacrament	  
of	  ordination	  for	  a	  person	  in	  such	  a	  relationship	  should	  occur	  within	  the	  legal	  jurisdiction	  of	  
Australia.	  Any	  exception	  to	  this	  policy	  must	  be	  specifically	  approved	  by	  the	  supervising	  apostle	  or	  
apostles	  involved.	  

5. Nothing	  in	  this	  policy	  is	  intended	  to,	  or	  should	  be	  construed	  to,	  violate	  or	  oppose	  the	  state,	  
territory,	  or	  federal	  laws	  of	  Australia.	  A	  couple	  living	  in	  a	  same-‐sex/gender	  de	  facto	  relationship	  
must	  satisfy	  the	  current	  legal	  definition	  of	  the	  state	  or	  territory	  where	  they	  reside.	  With	  respect	  
to	  that	  relationship,	  a	  couple	  must	  abide	  by	  the	  legal	  rights	  and	  responsibilities	  defined	  by	  the	  
state	  or	  territory	  where	  they	  reside.	  

6. If	  there	  are	  conflicts	  between	  the	  provisions	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  the	  laws	  of	  Australia,	  immediately	  
contact	  your	  mission	  center	  president	  and	  apostle.	  

	  

Distribution	  

This	  interim	  policy	  will	  be	  distributed	  to	  the	  following	  church	  leaders:	  

• WCLC	  members	  
• World	  Church	  Legal	  Services	  
• Australia	  Mission	  Centre	  officers,	  staff	  members,	  and	  employees	  
• All	  pastors	  in	  Australia	  
• All	  priesthood	  members	  in	  Australia	  
• Other	  field	  officers,	  staff,	  and	  employees,	  as	  needed.	  

	  

	  

	  

 

Interim Policies Concerning  
Ordination in Australia Only  

Questions and Answers 
 
  

8.  What is the ethical standard required of those who are called by the Holy Spirit and ordained 
to serve in the priesthood? 
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The ethical standards of those called and ordained to priesthood are presented in several 
official documents. The “Priesthood Standards and Qualifications” portion of the 
“Recommendation for Ordination Form” in the Church Administrator’s Handbook (2005 
Edition) contains excellent information in the form of a list of questions. Chapter 11 in The 
Priesthood Manual (2004 Edition) has information on “Ministerial Ethics.” 

In addition, Doctrine and Covenants 164:6a provides clear guidance for moral behavior and 
relationships by listing ethics principles: Christ-like love, mutual respect, responsibility, 
justice, covenant, and faithfulness. To ensure clarity, Section 164:6b identifies types of 
behaviors and relationships that are not moral: selfish, irresponsible, promiscuous, degrading, 
or abusive. 

The church has released a draft Statement of Sexual Ethics that applies the counsel in Doctrine 
and Covenants 164 to ethical standards for members and the priesthood. This statement is 
being reviewed by various church leadership bodies and then will be finalized. That statement 
is available at www.CofChrist.org/ethics. 

9.  If persons in same-sex de facto relationships in Australia are eligible for calling and 
ordination to priesthood, can persons in opposite-sex de facto relationships also be eligible for 
calling and ordination?   

No.  “Priesthood is a sacred covenant involving the highest form of stewardship of body, mind, 
spirit, and relationships.” (Doctrine and Covenants 163:6a)  The First Presidency has interpreted 
that scripture to mean that priesthood are called to the highest level of sacramental covenant in 
personal relationships that is possible.  Opposite-sex couples can marry in Australia, but the law 
does not make the same provision for same-sex couples.  Where it is legal by state law for same-
sex couples to marry, appeals to the federal government call that law into question.  Therefore, 
provision must be made for those in same-sex committed relationships who cannot marry, but 
are living out relationships that express the highest level of sacramental covenant allowed by 
law.   

The 2012 Australia Mission Centre Conference sent a request to the First Presidency to examine 
the policy concerning heterosexual de facto relationships.  Work is still underway on that issue.  
It does not affect this interim policy on ordination for those in same-sex committed relationships 
in Australia.   
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USA INTERIM POLICY FOR RECOGNIZING SAME-GENDER 

MARRIAGES, CIVIL UNIONS, AND LEGAL RELATIONSHIPS 

  

Introduction for Same-gender Marriages 

Same-gender marriage is permitted in some places but not everywhere in the USA. Some states 
and other governmental units (e.g., the District of Columbia) permit same-gender marriages. 
Some permit, instead, same-gender civil unions or legal relationships such as domestic 
partnerships. Others, however, do not permit or recognize same-gender marriages, civil unions, 
or legal relationships from other states. 

Same-gender legal relationships and the procedures by which they are established under 
applicable law vary between the states in the USA and other governmental units that permit 
them. Some states grant couples in same-gender legal relationships the same rights and duties as 
spouses. Others, however, grant them some, but not all, of those rights and duties. 

For purposes of policy administration: 

All states and other governmental units will be included in the term “state.” 

All same-gender “legal relationships” defined by some states in different ways (e.g., domestic 
partnerships) in which couples have rights and duties under law the same as or similar to those of 
spouses will be included in the term “legal relationship,” regardless of specific local legal rights, 
duties, and terminology. The term “legal relationship” is different than marriage or civil union. 

  

Interim Policy 

Same-gender marriages, civil unions, and legal relationships that are valid under applicable law 
and in accordance with this policy will be treated like marriages within the church in the USA. 
The church has a long-standing policy of recognizing and recording civil or legal marriages, 
whether sacramental or not. 

Same-gender marriage, civil union, and legal relationship terminations will be treated like 
marriage terminations within the church in the USA. 

For a same-gender couple’s relationship to be in accordance with this policy, the couple is 
expected to establish the most equivalent relationship to marriage (marriage, civil union, or legal 
relationship) that applicable law permits. If applicable law later changes and permits a more 
equivalent relationship to marriage, a same-gender couple is expected to establish the most 
equivalent relationship to marriage (marriage, civil union, or legal relationship) that applicable 
law then permits. This situation may occur if the couple’s state(s) of permanent legal residence 
changes applicable law, or if the couple changes their state(s) of permanent legal residence. 

If a same-gender couple later establishes a more equivalent relationship to marriage, they will be 
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eligible (but not required) to have another Community of Christ ceremony that establishes or 
recognizes the establishment of that relationship. 

 
 
 

INTERIM POLICY FOR RECOGNIZING SAME-GENDER 

COVENANT COMMITMENTS ONLY IN THE USA 

  

Introduction for Recognizing Same-gender Covenant Commitments Only in the USA 

Covenant commitment relationships are recognized only by Community of Christ and have no 
legal rights according to federal and state civil and governmental laws. The provision for a 
covenant commitment relationship is to give opportunity to express the principle of sacred 
covenant between same-gender couples where state laws do not allow for same-gender marriage, 
civil unions, or legal relationships. 

  

Interim Policy 

For purposes of policy administration: 

  

 

1.      Same-gender covenant commitments will be available only in states where applicable law 
does not permit same-gender marriages, civil unions, and/or legal relationships, and only when 
both persons in a couple have permanent legal residence in such state(s). Only same-gender 
couples, therefore, will be eligible to make covenant  

2.      Same-gender covenant commitments that are in accordance with this policy will be treated 
like marriages only within the church in the USA. 

3.      Same-gender covenant-commitment terminations will be treated like marriage terminations 
only within the church in the USA. 

4.      For a same-gender couple’s relationship to be in accordance with this policy, the couple is 
expected to establish the most equivalent relationship to marriage (marriage, civil union, or legal 
relationship) that applicable law permits. If applicable law later changes and permits a more 
equivalent relationship to marriage, a same-gender couple is expected to establish the most 
equivalent relationship to marriage (marriage, civil union, or legal relationship) that applicable 
law then permits. This situation may occur if the couple’s state(s) of permanent legal residence 
change applicable law, or if the couple changes their state(s) of permanent legal residence. 

5.      If a same-gender couple later establishes a more equivalent relationship to marriage, they 
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will be eligible (but not required) to have another Community of Christ ceremony that 
establishes or recognizes the establishment of that relationship. 

6.      Either or both persons in a same-gender couple may terminate their covenant commitment 
in accordance with guidelines provided by the First Presidency. 

  

 

 

 

Introduction for Performing Same-gender Covenant Commitment Services 

In the USA, Community of Christ Aaronic priests and Melchisedec priesthood members are 
eligible to officiate at ceremonies that establish same-gender covenant commitments in states 
where applicable law does not permit same-gender marriages, civil unions, and/or legal 
relationships, and when both persons in a couple have permanent legal residence in such state(s). 

  

Interim Policy 

[if !supportLists]1.      [endif]Community of Christ prescribes certain procedures within the 
covenant commitment ceremony itself. 

  

CEREMONIAL VOW 

The following covenant statement approved by the First Presidency will be used for same-
gender couples during the celebration of their covenant commitment: 

  

Covenant commitment—You both mutually agree to be each other’s covenant companion, that is 
keeping yourselves wholly for each other and from all others during your lives? 

  

[if !supportLists]2.      [endif]An Aaronic priest or Melchisedec priesthood member is not 
required to perform any covenant commitment ceremony with which he or she is uncomfortable. 
He or she should refer the couple to another priesthood member in an appropriately sensitive, 
pastoral manner. 

[if !supportLists]3.      [endif]According to existing policy, a covenant commitment ceremony at 
a congregational facility requires approval from the pastor of the congregation. Use of a church 
campground requires the approval of the mission center president. Use of other church-owned 
property requires administrative approval from the First Presidency’s office. 
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

USA Same-gender Policies 

  

What are the fundamental principles of the policies that are important to remember? 

  

Calls to the priesthood are established according to the same standards and procedures for all 
people. 

Couples in same-gender relationships need to establish the most equivalent relationship to 
marriage applicable by law. 

People must follow the provisions of national and state laws where they live and the policies 
where their church membership is registered (see other responses in this Q&A to better 
understand this principle about state laws). 

As has been the case, priesthood members are not required to perform any marriage or 
participate in the ordination of any person. 

As has also been the case, no congregation is required to host a marriage in its facilities. 

 
5.            Suppose the following situation occurs. A same-gender couple lives in a state that 

permits same-gender legal relationships (such as domestic partnerships). They 
therefore establish a domestic partnership there, rather than a marriage, civil union, or 
covenant commitment. The state later changes its laws to permit same-gender civil 
unions, but the couple does not establish a civil union in that state. What is the couple’s 
Community of Christ membership and priesthood status? 

  

a.            Applicable law would have changed because the state where the couple lives has 
changed its laws to permit same-gender civil unions. Civil union would be a more 
equivalent relationship to marriage than a domestic partnership, and the most 
equivalent relationship to marriage that their state would now permit. They therefore 
would be expected to establish a civil union there. By not doing so, their Community 
of Christ relationship status (which is currently a legal relationship by virtue of their 
domestic partnership) would not be in accordance with this policy. 

b.            An unordained person in the couple would not be sanctioned. Their membership status 
would not change, but they would not be eligible to be called to serve in the priesthood 
until the couple establishes a civil union, which is the most equivalent relationship to 
marriage that applicable law would now permit. 
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c.             An ordained person in the couple would not be sanctioned and their membership and 
priesthood status would not change, but they would not be eligible to be called to serve 
in another priesthood office until the couple establishes a civil union, which is the most 
equivalent relationship to marriage that applicable law now would permit. 

  

6.            Suppose the following situation occurs. A same-gender couple lives in State 1, which 
does not permit same-gender marriages, civil unions, or legal relationships. They 
therefore establish a covenant commitment. They later move and live in State 2, which 
permits same-gender legal relationships (such as domestic partnerships), but they do 
not establish a domestic partnership in State 2. What is the couple’s Community of 
Christ membership and priesthood status? 

  

a.            Applicable law would have changed because the couple has moved and now lives in 
State 2, which permits same-gender legal relationships (such as domestic partnerships). 
Domestic partnership would be a more equivalent relationship to marriage than a 
covenant commitment, and the most equivalent relationship to marriage that State 2 
would permit. They would therefore be expected to establish a domestic partnership in 
State 2. By not doing so, their Community of Christ relationship status (which is 
currently covenant commitment) would not be in accordance with this policy. 
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Appendix 14 
Canadian Definitions for Marital Status 

 
http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/tx/ndvdls/tpcs/ncm-tx/rtrn/cmpltng/prsnl-nf/mrtl-eng.html 
 
Spouse 
This applies to a person to whom you are legally married. 
Common-law partner 
This applies to a person who is not your spouse, with whom you 
are living in a conjugal relationship, and to whom at least one of 
the following situations applies. He or she: 
has been living with you in a conjugal relationship, and this 

current relationship has lasted at least 12 continuous 
months; Note !In this definition, 12 continuous months 
includes any period you were separated for less than 90 
days because of a breakdown in the relationship. 

is the parent of your child by birth or adoption; or 
has custody and control of your child (or had custody and control 
immediately before the child turned 19 years of age) and your 
child is wholly dependent on that person for support. 
 
http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/helpcentre/answer.asp?q=346&t=14 
 

What does the Government of Canada consider 
to be a common-law relationship? 
You may apply to sponsor a common-law partner, of the opposite 
sex or the same sex. If so, you have to prove you have been 
living with your partner for at least 12 consecutive months in a 
relationship like a marriage. 
That means living together for one year without any long periods 
where you did not see each other. Either partner may have left 
the home for work or business travel, family obligations, and so 
on. However, that separation must have been temporary and 
short. 
A common-law relationship ends when at least one partner does 
not intend to continue it. 


