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Following a meeting at 10 Downing St on the 10th February 2022, a group of Christian ministers 
have reported promises from the UK Government that any legal ban on so-called conversion 
therapy—attempts to force LGBT people to reject and disavow their identities—would not affect 
their work. The group comprised 5 of 11 authors of a letter, signed by over 2500 church leaders in 
the UK, sent to the Minister for Women and Equalities opposing the Government’s proposal to 
ban such practices as put before parliament in November 2021. The letter, combined with a 
lengthy explanatory document, is entitled simply the Ministers’ Consultation Response. Despite 
the title’s implications, its contents represent solely the views of one constituency of the 
conservative wing of the UK Church. A very large amount of the impetus behind its creation and 
promotion have come from those identified as evangelical, for reasons that will become clear 
below.


The letter acknowledges that the Government’s consultation expressed the intention not to 
disrupt the “normal practice of religion”, and yet, it states, concerns remain. The letter and the 
‘Background & Analysis’ document accompanying it (hereafter referred to together as ‘the MCR’), 
can be understood as an attempt to define the boundaries of ‘normal’ Christian practice which the 
authors believe the law must protect. This preempts a rhetorical move, made throughout the 
MCR, to raise the convictions and concerns of this group to the status not just of normal, but of 
obligatory Christian belief and practice such that all contestation and variation within the tradition 
is not merely ignored but invalidated.


Conversion and confusion 

The letter begins with a statement that, as ministers, the authors “always seek to act in love, with 
gentleness and respect, for the good of all, and never with any form of coercion or control”. 
Initially, at least, these two terms represent what the authors acknowledge as problematic, though 
they immediately move to put distance between contemporary Christian belief and practice and 
any wrongdoing, denouncing “evil and disreputable past practices which are already illegal and 
which Christians are the first to condemn” (line 19–20). The evil which the law seeks to prevent, 
the authors claim, belongs to the past, is already sufficiently regulated, and not only have 
Christians condemned it, they have led the way in doing so. This is very clearly a highly 
contestable and problematic set of claims rolled into a single, short phrase. The authors seek 
nowhere to justify them, through either argument or evidence; they simply stand as one of the 
MCR’s foundational assumptions.


Despite some slight concessions to the notion of new legislative measures elsewhere in the MCR, 
the authors’ starting point is clearly that no new law is needed. But, eclipsing the sense in which it 
is unnecessary, the MCR argues that the big problem with a potential ban on conversion therapy 
is that it would risk, or even necessarily constitute, an attack on orthodox Christianity. One 
concern registered is that the concept of ‘conversion therapy’ is “so broad as to be essentially 
meaningless”. This is an unusual claim, especially as the addendum to the letter specifically 
proposes certain overlaps between the meaning of conversion therapy in the proposal and the 
work of Christian ministry (§24–29). As such, there appears here to be a confusion between 
meaningfulness and usefulness. However, this claim about breadth of scope quickly morphs into 
another, more specific, claim which represents the main thrust of the authors’ objection.


The letter claims that the word ‘conversion’—which in this context means forcing or coercing 
someone to deny that they are gay or trans and to change their life accordingly—has the effect of 
“implying an equivalence between” this and the phenomenon of religious conversion, specifically 
the work the authors and signatories do as ministers to ‘convert’ people to their version of 
Christianity. There is a risk, in fact a likelihood, the claim goes, that the baby would be thrown out 
with the font water. As a result of the use of this word in a new law, Christian ministers (and 
especially evangelicals, for whom conversion plays a central role in the practice of their faith) 
would be castigated or inadvertently criminalised for simply continuing to do their ‘normal' work. 
As such, according to one of the only concrete recommendations included in the MCR, it would 
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therefore be preferable “to call the things the government wishes to ban ‘coercive therapies’ or 
‘abusive therapies’” (§4).


However, this claim—that because the word conversion has two meanings confusion is bound to 
occur—is not only thin and unsupported, it is bizarre. It seems to me that there is no reason, 
beyond a faint paranoia, to think that these two quite distinct uses of the same word would 
become legally confused. The MCR states that “The phrase ‘Conversion Therapy’ seems to carry 
the implication that Christians are particularly associated with the disreputable, cruel and 
thoroughly unchristian practices of some quack therapies in the past. For some, at least, who are 
calling for a ban, this implication seems deliberate” (§2). In addition to suggesting a curious 
inability to recognise how the language involved operates beyond their own very specific context, 
this conspiratorial note is surely disingenuous. The extent to which conversion therapy and 
Christianity are linked in the minds of the Church’s critics or in the public imagination does not 
turn on the word ‘conversion’ but rather on the widespread and ongoing connection between 
certain Christian groups and churches and abusive and coercive treatment of LGBTQ people: the 
name is the very least of it. Of course, the authors refuse to acknowledge this link and the harms 
involved, so in order to make their point they must point to (or create) a link of another sort. 

Revealingly, the phrase “evil and disreputable past practices…which Christians are the first to 
condemn” bears a striking resemblance to arguments commonly offered by voices from this 
tradition defending Christianity against criticism associated with European colonialism and the 
legacy of slavery, or indeed in relation to cases of historic sexual abuse. In this one move, the 
MCR denies that the abuse associated with conversion therapy is a problem within the 
contemporary Church and pivots to the claim that the proposed legislation would constitute an 
attack on Christianity. Christians are not the abusers here, they are the victims.


An assault on 'orthodoxy' 

Anyone familiar with the world of conservative evangelical Christianity will immediately recognise 
this pattern. Evangelical theology and practice are exercised by a particularly strong form of 
originalism, whereby individuals and congregations are encouraged to model themselves on the 
early Church in particular. As such, the spectre of state persecution (which is commonly both 
feared and fetishised) is ever-present. The letter is, in part, a crystallisation of a fear that 
captivates this element of the Church and is regularly weaponised by its most vocal spokespeople 
to rally members against legal and cultural shifts in directions seen as undesirable.


The implicit but clear message to those within the world of evangelicalism is that the proposed 
law would both be a direct blow against the work of the Church and form part of a much 
anticipated slippery-slope scenario, perhaps signalling the onset of an all-out onslaught on 
Christianity. It seems likely that this phenomenon fuelled circulation of the MCR and was a 
prominent motivation among its signatories. An odd but very powerful facet of this form of 
Christianity is the way it both longs for (and occasionally fabricates) the validation that comes 
from perceived persecution, and yet also fights aggressively against any loss of the various legal 
and social privileges and exemptions from which Christianity benefits.


The claim that the proposed terminology is too broad functions as a cue for the terms of reference 
of the MCR to become broad themselves. In essence, the MCR goes on to clarify, this complaint 
is not really about “coercive and abusive therapies”, but rather a legal threat to the very freedom 
to practice Christianity. One seemingly clear goal of the MCR is to push legislators into stepping 
back by claiming that the ban as proposed would be widely understood to constitute the formal 
persecution of British Christians.


From establishing that the proposal is so broad as to risk criminalising ‘normal’ Christian ministry, 
the MCR proceeds to strengthen this claim further by demonstrating why it is not the case that 
Christian practice just might be captured by the proposal, but rather that this would happen 
necessarily. And it is in the construction of this case that the MCR both overstates and deflates its 
legal case and reveals the highly problematic nature of its theological claims.


In service of this attempt to show that the proposal constitutes an attack on ‘normal’ Christian 
belief and practice—that the issue “has nothing to do with therapy; it has everything to do with 
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what it means to be a Christian” (lines 30–31)—the letter, in brief, and the supporting document, 
at more length, attempt to set out relevant Christian belief.


The definition offered of what it means to be Christian revolves, utterly unsurprisingly for anyone 
who knows anything about the seemingly never-ending ‘sexuality’ debates in various branches of 
the Christian Church, around the status of marriage within the doctrine of Creation. In short, the 
letter argues that God’s work in creation reveals that humans are by design only and always either 
male or female and that God’s law holds that marriage between a man and woman is the only 
permissible context for sex. Given that this is the case, the letter argues, it is essential that 
Christian leaders uphold these rules and that ministers and Christian parents teach, counsel, and 
discipline those for whom they are responsible in accordance with them.


Importantly, the theological guidance is very clear that when the claim is made that these 
obligations are essential, both those words are to be taken entirely literally. These things are 
“binding” (§13) and failing to do them, or being compelled to retreat from them, would constitute 
not merely “a dereliction of our sacred duty to God” (§13) but in fact a denial of Christianity itself 
(§7).


The language employed in the 'Background & Analysis’ supplement is fittingly grand and 
absolute. The claim is made, for example, that every Christian “must accept and live by” the fact 
that they were created by God as either male of female and that this cannot be changed and that 
this idea has been a “constant feature of Christian belief from the time of Christ onwards” (§6). 
Similarly, it is asserted that marriage, defined as “exclusively the lifelong, oath-bound union of the 
lives and bodies of one man and one woman” (§7) is a "non-negotiable touchstone of Christian 
sexual ethics”, that “Christian morality has therefore always required that sexual union and 
pleasure is confined within the bounds of marriage” (§8), and that “God’s pattern of marriage is 
therefore binding upon all who are Christians or who wish to become Christians” (§13). Similarly, it 
is stated unequivocally that “Christians cannot ever endorse the denial of our created sex, nor the 
physical harm inflicted upon a healthy body which is involved in ‘gender transitioning’” (§22).


Big talk and black swans 

In the context of conservative religious discourse, such grand statements are often made as a 
rhetorical flourish. For all of human history this fact I am elucidating has been true not least 
because it comes directly from God and therefore I win. We might also say that this way of 
arguing has parallels in political contexts—aggrandised claims delivered with a confidence and a 
force that functions to sweep up those who are unsure and deter those who are might question 
but who couldn’t match this level of assurance. 


However, here the nature of these claims is very particular. These are not just examples of a kind 
of crude but perhaps understandable rhetorical overreach in the service of passion and earnest 
conviction. In order to function in the way the letter draws on them, these claims cannot be 
backed off or softened even slightly, they must hold up as stated. The major thrust of the MCR as 
a whole is that Christian ministers have no option but to act in ways that this proposal might be 
about to criminalise. It’s not a matter of limiting one approach to being a Christian minister or even 
limiting a widespread approach to being a Christian minister; the claim being made is that, if made 
law, this proposal would de facto outlaw Christian ministry. 


These statements of fact, historical and theological, are such that falsifying them would not just 
diminish the force of the letter, but disintegrate its whole thrust. The case being made—that the 
obligation to minister as the letter describes is not just felt by the signatories as a moral obligation 
but objectively defines the category ‘Christian’—therefore falls if it is possible to point to Christian 
practice outside of the narrow constraints adduced. As such, it is a terminal problem for this letter 
that several of the claims on which it relies are very easily shown to be false in precisely this way.


It is simply untrue, for example, that “Christians cannot ever endorse the physical harm inflicted 
upon a healthy body which is involved in ‘gender transitioning: in fact, a large number of 
Christians do endorse just that (I am one among that number, though in this context one black 
swan is enough). Likewise it is not true that Christians are ‘bound’ by the pattern of marriage that 
the MCR sets out, as is apparent from the many Christians who have married same-sex partners 
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and indeed the Christian denominations that facilitate the necessary means and endorse and 
bless them in doing so. These are opinions magically becoming facts.


It is crucial here to note that the authors of this letter have no authoritative recourse to invalidate 
the position of those Christians who disagree. Some among the authors have experience 
constructing these kinds of submissions within the context of their own denominations’ debates 
about sexuality, a context in which they often have established principles and statements to which 
they can appeal for authority and which are in various ways binding of members of the 
denomination. But here, writing as a group comprised of Anglican, Presbyterian, and free-church 
evangelical members, they can make no such move with any compelling force. They have no 
legally relevant authority by which to accuse those Christians and churches whose beliefs and 
practices violate what they consider to be inviolable of being in error or indeed (as some of their 
language implies) of not really being Christians at all—as Protestants, they abide a long way from 
extra Ecclesiam nulla salus. If they want to, they can point to the practices of other Christians and 
say “that is not true Christian practice”, but legislators have no reason to or basis on which see 
that claim as definitive.  

In this, the heart of letter is evacuated. A claim like “We the undersigned oppose this proposal 
because of our beliefs” becomes “The proposal is an attack on Christianity”. Again, this might be 
persuasive within the community speaking, but it can bear no weight outside it. A statement of the 
first sort does hold some legal weight—it relates to existing freedom of religion rights and 
exemptions, to which any new legislation would be subject—but it does not by any means 
support the framing of the proposal as a threat to the very essence of Christianity itself, an 
apparent attempt by the authors to impress upon the Government that this issue goes beyond 
individual, congregational, or denominational belief.


So much then for the overwhelming legal impetus that the letter tries to construct and wield. 
However, as suggested above, I think there is more revealed here than just the extent to which the 
letter’s political point is hollow. The specific claims made about the monolithic nature of Christian 
belief and practice across time are themselves predicated on the more basic claim that “anyone 
who becomes a Christian is required, among other things, to accept and submit to God’s 
commandments.” And it is in its exposition of the implications of this notion of required 
submission that the MCR reveals something crucial about the theology of its authors and 
signatories.


A theology of coercion 

At the beginning of the section titled ‘Our Concerns’ (§15–34), the supplementary document 
chides the Government for “an ignorance of basic Christian teaching” (§17) which in the authors’ 
opinion undermines their stated commitment that “simply expressing the teachings of a religion 
will not constitute conversion therapy”. In the sections that follow, the MCR appears above all 
else to underscore the extent to which practices that the authors are convinced would fall foul of 
the proposed legislation are fundamental to Christian ministry.


Despite the initial specific concern of the letter being tied to the language of ‘conversion’ and the 
authors themselves recommending that what is to be outlawed should be described as ‘coercive 
therapies’, what begins to emerge in the later sections of the document begins to look a lot like a 
theological defence of coercion or perhaps even the elucidation of a theology of coercion. 


God has revealed God’s law, the authors assert, and as such it is not just among the practical 
duties of a minister to counsel people to live accordingly, but the very essence of Christian 
ministry compels this, such that the faithful will have no choice but to break the law if it is 
introduced as proposed (§14). In a chain of compulsion, God compels the ministers of the gospel 
to compel, in turn, those over whom they have authority to live in the way that God has ordained 
(§21–22).


What God has ordained is understood and communicated by the ministers of the gospel and has 
nothing to do with what those under their authority ‘feel’ (§11; 18). In fact, given the doctrine of 
Original Sin, a Christian minister should expect that people over whom they exercise authority will 
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want to pursue sinful desires and must be made to understand that denial of themselves and their 
feelings and submission to rightful spiritual authority is the only appropriate course of action (§10).


Just this basic line of reasoning might already give the reader cause to question whether those 
operating under such a belief would be able, let alone want, to condemn and commit to the 
elimination of ‘coercion therapy’ any more than of ‘conversion therapy’. Moreover, the longer it 
goes on, the more the document provokes the suspicion that a significant bait and switch has 
occurred and what began as a concern about the (unconvincingly established) potential for 
confusion on the basis of terminology is actually something quite different altogether.


This suspicion is significantly underscored in §26 by an especially troubling assertion. The authors 
turn to the fact that it is as much (if not more) the word ‘therapy’ as the adjective preceding it that 
troubles them. They believe that in the context of the proposal the word therapy is in danger of 
being stretched beyond its rightful, limited scope.


Despite the very many medical analogies that the Christian tradition has employed extensively 
since its origins—not least the concept of salvation—Christian ministers do not, the authors claim, 
understand what they do as in any sense a ‘therapy’. In their words, “Christians…do not define 
people in these terms. We do not believe we have any ‘therapy’ to offer which would change 
people in this way, nor do we approve of the attempt.” However, the descriptions used of 
‘therapies’ in the proposal would, the authors fear, bring their ‘normal’ work under the umbrella of 
that moniker. It is the two sentences that follow the statement above that are worthy of much 
more than a raised eyebrow.


Yet those who are converted to Christ will renounce both the denial of their created sex 
and homosexual behaviour, for these contravene God’s command to live according to the 
pattern of marriage. The confusion created by the term ‘conversion therapy’ means that 
we fear our quite legitimate call to people to live in a Christian way will be judged as if we 
were guilty of this intention. (§26)


 

On a superficial level this is another example of an opinion raised to the level of an objective fact 
about the essential nature of Christianity, and indeed another which can be easily falsified. But the 
implications of the particular language used go deeper than that and appear to reveal something 
very important about the MCR.


Given that it is untrue that “those who are converted to Christ will renounce both the denial of 
their created sex and homosexual behaviour” (emphasis mine), the fact that the authors think it 
necessary to make the claim is very revealing, and the practical implications of the very 
predictable dissonance thus created—between what someone might know to be true and what 
they are being told—are troubling. A renunciation of the sort described is very clearly the authors’ 
unwavering expectation concerning the work of God, though they offer no word on the range of 
means by which this renunciation should be expected, or perhaps helped, to manifest. In turn, it 
would appear that anyone who has not done this has either not legitimately ‘converted’ or 
perhaps the process of their conversion has not yet been completed. 


Either way, however, the assertion is clear: where faith is genuine this will happen. They will do 
this. YOU WILL DO THIS. And when the LGBT person relents and conforms, it will (praise the 
Lord!) have been God that did this work in their lives.


Safeguarding and spiritual abuse 

I do not want to hyperbolise or over-escalate this reflection. However, I cannot reflect truthfully 
upon it without registering my concern that what we have in this document is not only a 
theological justification of Christian ministers being coercive by necessity, but also a very tangible 
description of how this belief constructs one very classic and recognisable context of abuse.


And yet, where there is plenty of scope for the authors to reflect on the potential for abuse, they 
instead affirm that, by definition, a minister applying God’s law and counselling others to do the 
same cannot but be acting in the best interests of someone to whom they are ministering, 
regardless of how that person feels about the situation. The authors insist that “[i]t can never be 
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harmful to people to live according to human nature as God designed it; conversely, great harm 
arises from following our internal desires when they are contrary to the design, and the 
commands, of God. It is good to deny our feelings when, as they so often do for all of us, they 
would lead us to do this” (§9). 

One implication very much arising from the MCR is the question of how its authors (primarily) and 
its signatories (secondarily) understand and practice their legal safeguarding obligations. I cannot 
speak to the specifics of how many of the churches represented undertake this, but I do have a 
fair amount of insight into how those obligations have historically been and are currently being 
managed within the Church of England, in which 6 of the 11 authors and a very large number of 
signatories minister.


Of course, any recourse to concerns about safeguarding arising from the MCR would likely be 
very quickly met with the retort that the document merely represents the accepted teachings of 
the Church of England as they relate to marriage and sexuality. And, for now at least, that is true. 
However, I’d suggest that even accepting this premise, the MCR raises a range of red flags in 
relation to how those teachings should be applied in pastoral ministry. This is clear not least in the 
total absence of acknowledgement of ways in which the kind of ministry set out might in some 
circumstances become or promote the spiritual coercion and abuse of children or vulnerable 
adults (a category into which most if not all LGBTQ+ people fall in many church contexts).


While spiritual abuse is not currently a statutory category* [*AFAIK], the Church of England’s 
safeguarding training for its ministers does recognise and provide guidance under that heading, 
understood as a particular context in which ‘controlling and coercive behaviour’ (which is a 
statutory category) might operate. CofE training material highlights ‘requirements to be obedient’, 
‘pressure to conform’, ‘oppressive teaching’, ‘censorship of decision making’, ‘intrusive or forced 
healing and deliverance ministries or rituals’, and ‘the denial of the right to faith or the opportunity 
to grow in the knowledge and love of God’ as potential markers of spiritual abuse and offers the 
following example: “It might be seen in a leader who is intimidating and imposes their will on other 
people… They may say that God has revealed certain things to them and so they know what is 
right. Those under their leadership are fearful to challenge or disagree, believing they will lose the 
leader’s (or, more seriously God’s) acceptance and approval.”


Moreover, the CofE’s Guidelines for the Professional Conduct of Clergy acknowledge the potential 
for the abuse of the power ministers wield by means of their role:


The clergy are placed in a position of power and authority over others, in pastoral 
relationships, with lay colleagues, and sometimes with other ministers. In all forms of 
ministry, in leadership, teaching, preaching and presiding at worship, the clergy should 
resist all temptation to exercise power inappropriately. This power needs to be used to 
sustain others and harness their strengths, and not to abuse, bully, manipulate or 
denigrate. (§12.2)


Pastoral care should never seek to remove the autonomy given to the individual. In 
pastoral situations the other party should be allowed the freedom to make decisions that 
may be mistaken. (§12.3) (rev. ed., 2015: 17)


The total absence of any acknowledgement in the MCR of basic principles of this sort is deeply 
sobering. I wonder how many people reading the above guidelines would feel confident that they 
would (or can) be fulfilled by the authors and signatories. I cannot say the MCR leads me into 
such confidence; in fact, quite the opposite. 


To my mind, the lack of acknowledgement of areas of disagreement or variations of interpretation 
among Christians—indeed the attempts to insist that such variation cannot exist—coupled with 
explicit emphasis on the expectation of the authors that those to whom they minister will likely not 
understand themselves accurately but that their true nature and the true mind of God is already 
straightforwardly known by the authors, that any individual’s own feelings or beliefs are irrelevant 
in that respect, and that if their conversion to Christianity is genuine it can be expected always to 
manifest in a person’s conformity to the author’s conception of faith, all constitute significant 
cause for concern in this context.
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Conclusion 

Initially, this document builds its case on the flimsiest of propositions—that people will naturally 
confuse the term conversion therapy with the unrelated concept of Christian conversion. Given 
that the authors are unwilling to acknowledge any context for such a muddying of the waters 
anchored in contemporary Christian practice, it’s not clear why conversion therapy should be 
confused with Christian conversion any more than loft conversion. However, as the MCR goes on 
it reveals that the concern is less about the term conversion than it is about the term therapy and, 
moreover, that the really pressing concern is not about the language at all, but about the wider 
issue of the ability to be a normal Christian minister within the law.  


Having set out their understanding of what constitutes not a Christian account, or their preferred 
Christian account, but the Christian account of creation, anthropology, and sexual ethics 
alongside the Christian conception of the relevant arising ministerial obligations, the authors 
conclude by saying that they “therefore cannot see how, despite the assurances of para. 25, both 
normal Christian parenting and normal Christian pastoral ministry of children and teenagers would 
not constitute ‘conversion therapy’ under the proposed descriptions.” And, frankly, I’m inclined to 
agree that Christian ministry thus conceived could very easily come to constitute conversion 
therapy. In fact, not just ‘conversion therapy’ but also ‘coercion therapy’, or indeed even ‘abusive 
therapy’ for that matter.

 

In its attempt to make a watertight case that the scope of legislation to control Christian ministry 
should be extremely curtailed, the MCR sets out a narrow, monolithic, particular version of 
Christianity and elevates it to the status of non-negotiable and all-encompassing fact. It paints a 
picture of ministry that raises all sorts of red flags concerning the potential for coercion and 
provides very minimal scope for even basic mitigations against abuses of spiritual power. 


Moreover, it rolls both of these in a theological wrapper that portrays faithful Christian ministers as 
those who are, by definition, compelled to compel others to conform to God’s law. That law is 
presented as something which has been revealed to such ministers, beyond mystery or 
interpretation, and which not only trumps any other person’s feelings or beliefs but should be 
expected regularly to conflict with them. However, faithful ministers, the MCR makes clear, can be 
certain that where they act on what they know to be the mind of God, regardless of appearances, 
no harm can ever result. Indeed, it is in the denial of any and all ideas or feelings contrary to the 
known will of God that true goodness abides.


Though I think it both bleak and troubling, the shape of this theology and its conclusions will be 
no particular surprise to most informed observers. Why the authors have adopted in response the 
approach that they have, however, is not entirely clear, though I have offered some educated 
guesses. But what is clear is that they have deliberately and knowingly misrepresented the scope 
of the Christian tradition. 


The notion that a Christian minister has no option to fully affirm same-sex relationships, endorse 
same-sex marriage, or support gender transition is untrue, as is proven by the many hundreds of 
Christian ministers who do precisely those things. All of those who signed the MCR have the 
option to do likewise while remaining a Christian and indeed remaining a minister, and the same 
options are open to all those to whom they minister. That the signatories disagree is not (as they 
claim) down to a necessary, inviable, objective obligation that overarches their convictions, but is 
rather the implication of their personal convictions, convictions which are protected in law. Their 
spiritual siblings who have different convictions worship the same God as members of the same 
Church universal. In this respect, it seems that the authors are in fact relying on legislators being 
ignorant of Christian tradition, something for which they specifically chide them.


Analysed in this way, the MCR looks far less like a self-defeatingly hyperbolic plea to the 
Government to think carefully about specific legislative language and much more like a warning 
from the signatories, backed by the threat of civil disobedience, that any further regulation which 
might be understood as restricting their ministry as they conceptualise it would signal the crossing 
of a very risky political threshold. The authors are clear from the outset that in their roles as 
ministers it is never their intent to act “with any form of coercion or control” and the MCR as 
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whole seems to imply that this self-identification should be sufficient. Beyond that, they argue, 
what forms ministry should take, indeed must take, with respect to LGBT people has already been 
determined by Almighty God and thus lies out of their hands.


Not only do the authors, in effect, dismiss all testimonies of harm inflicted in Christian contexts, 
they make it very clear that, and why, they will continue to dismiss all such testimonies. If assent 
to this response is all that someone knows of a certain church or a particular minister’s stance on 
these issues, what could they reasonably expect to happen if they raised concerns of spiritual 
abuse? It seems very likely that they would conclude that their account would be ignored, or that 
any psychological harm reported would be understood as evidence of sinful resistance to God’s 
will.


Whether or not the promises the authors of the letter say they have received from the Government 
will be either manifest in relevant future legislation or indeed constitute the withdrawal of the 
intention to tighten the law remains to be seen. In any event, it will likely be difficult to determine 
precisely the scale of the impact the Ministers’ Consultation Response has had on the 
consultation process. But, more broadly, there are many critical questions to be asked of the 
document, the ideas that it expounds, and the beliefs and practices of its signatories—not least 
regarding concerns it raises about their conceptions of spiritual abuse, coercion, and control, and 
their commitments to the safeguarding of LGBT children and adults in their congregations and 
communities. 
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