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READING:	The Marriage Vow (excerpt)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This vow, signed by Michelle Bachmann, among other conservative politicians, is excerpted from “The Marriage Vow,” from The Family Leader website, found at http://www.thefamilyleader.com/the-marriage-vow] 

A Declaration of Dependence upon Marriage and Family


Faithful monogamy is at the very heart of a designed and purposeful order–as conveyed by Jewish and Christian Scripture, by Classical Philosophers, by Natural Law, and by the American Founders–upon which our concepts of Creator-endowed human rights, racial justice and gender equality all depend.
Enduring marital fidelity between one man and one woman protects innocent children, vulnerable women, the rights of fathers, the stability of families, and the liberties of all American citizens under our republican form of government. Our exceptional and free society simply cannot endure without the transmission of personal virtue, from one generation to the next, by means of nurturing, nuclear families comprised of sexually-faithful husbands and wives, fathers and mothers. We acknowledge and regret the widespread hypocrisy of many who defend marriage yet turn a blind eye toward the epidemic of infidelity and the anemic condition of marriages in their own communities. Unmistakably, the Institution of Marriage in America is in great crisis:
Slavery had a disastrous impact on African-American families, yet sadly a child born into slavery in 1860 was more likely to be raised by his mother and father in a two-parent household than was an African-American baby born after the election of the USA’s first African-American President…
Social protections, especially for women and children, have been evaporating as we have collectively “debased the currency” of marriage. This debasement continues as a function of adultery; “quickie divorce;” physical and verbal spousal abuse; non-committal co-habitation; exemplary infidelity…among celebrities, sports figures and politicians; anti-scientific bias which holds, in complete absence of empirical proof, that non-heterosexual inclinations are genetically determined, irresistible and akin to innate traits like race, gender and eye color; as well as anti-scientific bias which holds, against all empirical evidence, that homosexual behavior in particular, and sexual promiscuity in general, optimizes individual or public health.
Therefore, in any elected or appointed capacity by which I may have the honor of serving…I the undersigned do hereby solemnly vow to honor and to cherish, to defend and to uphold, the Institution of Marriage as only  between one man and one woman.





SERMON:	The Sanctity of Marriage
Reverend Kent Hemmen Saleska


	On this Sunday before Valentines, we come together at church today to talk about legality and love, and look toward this year’s vote over whether to amend the Minnesota state constitution to define marriage as between one man and one woman.  In May 2011, the Minnesota legislature passed SF 1308 (“Senate File 1308”).  This bill proposes an amendment that would read, “Only a union of one man and one woman shall be valid or recognized as a marriage in Minnesota.”  This amendment will be voted on this fall in the November elections.
	Now, Minnesota has dealt with the issue of marriage between same-sex partners for a long time.  In fact, according to the Minnesota Legislative Reference Library, our state was one of the first in the nation to rule on the issue of marriage between same-sex couples.  As far back as 1971, the Baker v. Nelson decision held that Minnesota Statutes prohibited marriages between same-sex partners.  The case was appealed to the United States Supreme Court, but forty years ago, the Supreme Court issued a one-sentence dismissal that stated, “The appeal is dismissed for want of a substantial federal question.”[footnoteRef:2]  Then, a few years later in 1977, a law was made that amended the Minnesota Statutes by adding the phrase, “between a man and a woman” after the phrase, “Marriage, so far as its validity in law is concerned, is a civil contract” (between a man and a woman).  To the best of my knowledge, this is the statute we deal with today.  That is, same-sex marriage is already illegal in the state of Minnesota, but some legislators want to make it a double-dog time-out by making both illegal, and then sealing it with a state amendment. [2:  All facts on this Minnesota legal history come from the online Minnesota Legislative Reference Library, found at this location: http://www.leg.state.mn.us/lrl/issues/issues.aspx?issue=gay ] 

	For those of you who don’t understand, this legislation comes from people who say they want to protect the “sanctity of marriage.”  They say they want to “defend traditional marriage” because traditional marriage is “biblically based.”
	Now, I know a large number of Unitarian Universalists are not very well versed in the content of the bible, and we would be hard-pressed to find many, or any, among us who have read the scripture from cover to cover.  But fortunately, I am a minister and I went to seminary where we learned about books like the Bible.  And it is a good thing you called me to be your minister, so that I can stand before you today and teach you heathens a little about what the Bible says about marriage.
	First off, from the very beginning, there is Adam and Eve.  I’m pretty sure most of you have heard about them.  In the Bible, they were the first man and first woman, and they were created by God.  So in the first story, marriage indeed is between one man and one woman.  So far so good.
	But then their two children, Cain and Abel, both male, got into a fight, and Cain killed his brother Abel.  Six verses later (Genesis 4:17), the story mentions Cain having a wife.  But the story never mentions Adam and Eve having any more children.  If we take the Bible literally, as so many lawmakers like to do, then the only logical conclusion is that Eve and Cain had sexual relations that produced children.  Then, only two verses later (Genesis 4:19), one of Cain’s descendants, Lamech, married two women (Adah and Zillah).
	In the Sixteenth chapter of the Book of Genesis, we learn that Abraham’s wife, Sarah, is actually his half-sister.  She is the daughter of Abraham’s father and not his mother.
	In the 22nd chapter of Deuteronomy (22:28-29) we learn that if a man rapes a woman, as punishment, he needs to pay her father fifty skeckels for violating her, and then he has to marry the woman.
In the first book of Kings, Chapter 11 (11:3), we learn that King Solomon, one of the greatest kings in Jewish history, had 700 wives and 300 concubines.
	In the first book of Chronicles, Chapter 2 (2:34-35), we learn that a man named Sheshan had two daughters, and he gave one of his daughters in marriage to one of his slaves.
	Also in the first book of Chronicles, Chapter 3 (3:1-9), we learn that King David, another famous Jewish king, had at least seven wives, and a number of unnamed concubines.
	
	There is more we could explore, but for now, I’ll take it easy on you.  So – to recap what we’ve learned, Biblically-based marriage:
· Is between one man (Adam) and one woman (Eve)
· Is between one man who is a murderer (Cain) and his mother (Eve)
· Is between one murdering man and his half-sister from his sexual relations with his mother
· Is between one man (Lamech) and two women
· Is between one woman and her rapist
· Is between one woman and her father’s slave
· Is between one man, 700 women and 300 more women who are concubines
But just to be clear, a Bible-based marriage is NOT between one man and another man because that, of course, would be immoral.

	I hope you have been able to follow my humor in all this.  This is some very important background to the same-sex marriage issue, but it also pretty silly.  To imply or state that “traditional marriage” is between one man and one woman is as ludicrous as Michelle Bachman saying that black children were better off during slavery in the United States than they are now.  
	There are some on the far right end of Christianity who say that all this stuff from the Hebrew Scriptures – especially all the old laws from the third book of the Bible, Leviticus – was wiped away by the coming of Jesus, that the old law of Abraham and Moses was wiped away by the new law of Christ.  But the thing is, Jesus does not say one word about homosexuality.  Jesus does say in the book of Matthew (22:34-40) that the greatest commandment in the law is to “Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind.”  But he doesn’t just leave it there.  Jesus then goes on to say, “This is the first and greatest commandment.  And the second is like it: “Love your neighbor as yourself.”  And he concludes by saying, “All the Law and the Prophets hang on these two commandments.”
	So even when we take the conservative Christian notion of wiping the Hebrew Scriptures clean, what we are left with is the founder of Christianity saying that the most important commandment is to love your neighbor as yourself, and that everything else hangs on that teaching.
	Of course, some conservatives interpret “love” as meaning that you love someone so much that you’ll do anything you can by any means necessary to change them into a person who conforms to your way of thinking and believing.  But when we take that comment from Jesus to love your neighbor as the most important commandment, and place it next to the fact that he, the founder of Christianity, says nothing whatsoever about homosexuality being a sin, I think it becomes quite easy to make a compelling argument that even conservative literalist Christians have no biblical basis for condemning homosexuality.
	I know that in this congregation, unlike some other more conservative churches, my statements and beliefs on homosexuality will not be very shocking to our members.  Many years ago this congregation went through the process created by the Unitarian Universalist Association to become a Welcoming Congregation.  After the service you can go into the North Room and see the framed purple/pink poster on the wall that is kind of the “diploma” for completing the program.  This official designation says that our congregation is welcoming to people who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender.  According to the UUA website:

The Welcoming Congregation Program is a completely volunteer program for Unitarian Universalist congregations that want to take intentional steps to become more welcoming and inclusive of people of all sexual orientations and gender identities.
First launched in 1990, the program grew out of an understanding that widespread prejudices and ignorance about lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) people existed within Unitarian Universalism, which resulted in the exclusion of LGBT people from our congregations.
Today, 65% of U.S. Unitarian Universalist (UU) congregations and 94% of Canadian UU congregations are recognized as Welcoming Congregations. The program is supported by LGBT Ministries.

	Without a question, our denomination has gone through some struggles with this.  But no matter what our own denominational struggles are and have been, we have also been a leader compared to the rest of the world.  As long ago as 1970, at the very same time the state of Minnesota was in the process of creating legal definitions to make same-sex marriages illegal, the 1970 General Assembly of the Unitarian Universalist Association voted to approve a general resolution statement that said the Assembly “Urges all peoples immediately to bring an end to all discrimination against homosexuals, homosexuality, bisexuals, and bisexuality, with specific immediate attention to the following issues: a person’s sexual orientation or practice shall not be a factor in the granting or renewing of federal security clearance, visas, and the granting of citizenship or employment [and] calls upon the Unitarian Universalist Association and its member churches, fellowships, and organizations immediately to end all discrimination against homosexuals in employment practices, expending special effort to assist homosexuals to find employment in our midst consistent with their abilities and desires.”
	The UUA has reaffirmed that public religious stance many times and in many forms, including GA resolutions, sex education for both children and adults, and marriage equality.  The first time a UU minister came out publically was the Reverend James L. Stoll in 1969.  Unfortunately, after coming out he never served a congregation again.  But only ten years later, two out gay ministers were called to serve two of our congregations.  The Reverend Douglas Morgan Strong was called to All Souls Church in Augusta, Maine, and the Reverend Mark Belletini was called to the First UU Society in San Francisco, California.
	The first openly Transgender person was ordained in 1988, and in 2002, the first out transgender minister called to serve a congregation was the Reverend Sean Dennison, who was called to South Valley UU Society in Salt Lake City, Utah.  When I did my ministerial internship in Denver in 2003-2004, I was in the Mountain Desert District, the same district where Sean was a minister, and I had the good fortune to talk with Sean several times during my year there.
Regarding marriage equality, the first ceremony of union performed by a UU minister for a same gender couple was reportedly done in the late 1950s, and became more commonplace in the 1970s and early 1980s.  In 1984, a General Assembly resolution affirmed the practice of conducting services of union for gay and lesbian couples.
In 2003, as the result of a legal suit, Massachusetts was the first U.S. state to legalize same-sex marriage, and seven of the 14 plaintiff couples identified as UU. The first same gender couple to get a marriage license in Massachusetts, in May 2004, was a UU couple, and it was issued by the UU city clerk, and the marriage was conducted by our then-President, the Reverend Bill Sinkford.  In 2009 Standing on the Side of Love was launched, a public advocacy campaign that seeks to harness love’s power to stop oppression.  Among other causes, the campaign provides a platform for marriage equality efforts.  The UUA has received more publicity on its work for equal marriage than any other issue.
	So while it still may be difficult for some segments of our society, and even considered a sin by some far right branches of some religions, in our faith, the whole realm of being homosexual, bisexual or transgender is, in most of our congregations, a non-issue.  It is also a non-issue for us to ordain or marry people who are gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgender.
	Those of us on the liberal end of many faith traditions who support human and civil rights for BGLT people have done our work well.  When voters are asked why people who are homosexual want to get married, the response now is almost always something along the lines of, “they want all the medical, family and legal benefits that heterosexual couples get when they get married.”
At a recent gathering of Twin Cities area UU ministers, though, we heard a different, and very obvious reason from Javen Swanson, who is the Faith Organizer at OutFront Minnesota.  Javen is a gay man who will soon be ordained as a pastor in the Evangelical Lutheran Church of America, and he said while it is true that benefits are a huge part of the issue, perhaps we have done our work too well.  The research shows that voters know intellectually now that benefits are crucial – but that knowledge does not inspire them to change their vote to support gay rights.  What does change people’s minds are personal stories.
There is a much more obvious and much more basic reason why people who are gay or lesbian want to get married.  The question isn’t about why people who are homosexual want to get married, the question is just simply, “Why does anyone want to get married?”  Love!  Love.
This fall our state will vote on whether or not to amend our state constitution to define marriage as between one man and one woman.  The unfortunate part about this is that same-sex marriage is already illegal in our state, so even if we are able to prevent this measure from becoming part of the state constitution, it will not change existing laws.  Those of us who care about this have our work cut out for us even after November.  So rather than argue with people over issues of legality or benefits, or even the supposed biblical “sanctity” of marriage, same-sex marriage advocates are beginning to change the conversation to talk more deeply and purposefully about love.
The issue, and these laws, are not about the sanctity of marriage.  The issue is about whether we, as a society, will allow our citizens to marry the people they love.  Jesus said loving your neighbor was the greatest commandment.  It is also the only road that will get us where we want to go.  May we leave here today inspired with good humor and good faith to begin that journey of love. 
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