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Consultation on Marriage 
 

Reference  ‘Village Christmas and Other Notes on the English Year’  by Laurie Lee. pages 120-124, 
Notes  on Marriage.  Penguin Classics 2015 

 
It has the same customary basis to marriage that was enumerated at the meeting but does not cover 
some of the more contemporary issues such as homosexuality whilst polygamy is given a scathing 
mention. The case for revisiting the definition of marriage is strong when practice is so dramatically 
different from Christian convention and when society is undergoing great change.  Like the law, our 
conventions are increasingly out of date. 
 
I would include in the important drivers of change the need to anticipate an increasing proportion of 
our population with very different belief systems which is often made more difficult by our prejudice 
and the cruelty of our sanctions on deviant (in our eyes) behaviour. Also one of the consequences of 
the rapidly increasing income and wealth disparity may make dynastic marriage arrangements more 
important. Longevity is also more of a practical issue than it used to be which can challenge some of 
the rules of pension arrangements determined by the needs of partners, however defined. 
 
Lee does come to a conventional conclusion of what might be described as the Holy State of unity, 
something which society celebrates but without sufficient understanding.  That is difficult too  when 
we consciously dared to get married, what the delightful and unexpected end state would be like 
which Lee so ably describes. 
 
There are other harsher truths about alternative arrangements including the potential scars imposed 
on children and the disappointed. Discipline cannot be avoided including that which is derived from 
the need to set a good example.  I find it difficult to accept for example the much publicised 
examples of celebrity gays engineering children.  Is this not mere indulgence without thought of the 
child or the surrogate mother?  I could accept adoption however. 
 
I would be in favour of a re-visitation if it is done in a positive way.  Lee stresses the importance of 
hope and faith in the future as a basis of marriage (relationships) and this also applies to 
procreation. Such qualities are central to our discipleship. 
 
I can imagine a press release at the end of such an exercise being seized upon for ulterior purposes 
by wide ranging interest groups including the growing anti -Christian movement.  We need to be 
bold but not unwise in our choice of core messages. 
 
I am thus fearful of long lists of rules and exceptions being produced which while designed to 
simplify choice (and life) could produce unintended consequences not least of which would be the 
distraction from our more positive messages of love and hope. 
 
The perspectives of Smith and McBratney are good in that they are an example of mutual co-
existence of two different points of view or an illustration of the moderation of prejudice. But 
without studying the document in enough detail they both seem to me to be searching for answers 
(God’s instruction) in the scriptures where consensual and relevant rules and definitions are unlikely 
to be found.  The different emphases in the quadrilateral approach need to be more heavily 
weighted towards the reason and experience axes. I would go so far as to say that scripture is only 
one of several traditions and also one dominated by men in societies very different to our own. 


