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I am writing this essay as a sign of deep concern about the recent decision of the General Synod
of the Anglican Church of Canada to alter Canon XXI to redefine Christian marriage to be the
intimate relation not of a man and a woman but also of a man and a man and a woman and a
woman.  In this essay I wish to call attention to some of the spiritual and theological dangers that
threaten the spiritual health of the Anglican Church in Canada, now that our denomination has
taken this first step to declare as valid before God a same-sex “marriage.”  

I am convicted that this issue is not one, such as differences over whether we prefer worship with
an organ or a guitar, the BCP or the BAS.  The issue, I believe, is whether we shall continue to
live out of the Scriptural teaching, as taught for generations by the church catholic, or whether
we shall follow new teachings inspired by the spirit of the age.  By way of this essay I am asking 
Canadian Anglicans to continue to witness to our denomination and to our society the Scriptural
teaching that marriage is a Divine institution of a life-long union of a man and a woman.  Let me
begin with two assumptions:

1.  My petition is not inspired by homophobia.  In fact, I recognise that the Christian Church has
been deeply remiss in having failed to love homosexual neighbours, both in our society as well as
our brothers and sisters within the church who are attracted sexually to people of the same
gender.  Further, I acknowledge that Christians have far too often failed to include in their circle
of friendship those, whether heterosexual or homosexual, who are not able to marry or to have
families of their own. 

2.  We need to recognise at the outset of our discussion that the issue at stake is not a political
one, namely, civic rights for gays, but a theological one: will we, as part of the Christian church,
continue to be governed by the Biblical account of what God intends marriage to be?  The
Scriptures make it clear that Christians, as followers of “The Way,” are expected to follow our
Creator and his laws, not idols of our own making.       

The gist of this essay is that faithfulness to God and his instruction to us, his people, is that we
need to reaffirm the Scriptural teaching about marriage on the basis of the following
considerations:

A. The Biblical teaching about marriage; 
B.  The Biblical rejection of intimate same-sex relations;
C.  Sin and redefining God’s laws; and
D.  God or gods?

A.  The Biblical Teaching about Marriage
There have been a number of commentators who have argued that there are but a few verses in
the Bible that condemn same-sex relations and that these are inconclusive and not relevant to
our culture.  These assertions are specious, as I shall argue in the next section.  However, the



most overwhelming case against same-sex “marriage” is not found in the verses explicitly
condemning same-sex relations, but in the foundational Biblical passages declaring the origin,
nature, and purpose of marriage.

The two creation accounts in Genesis have always been recognised by the Hebrews and by the
Church of the New Testament as setting out the foundation of the Divine institution of marriage. 
Following God’s creation of dry land and its vegetation and of fish and birds:

Then God said, ‘Let us make humankind in our image, according to our likeness; and let
them have dominion ... So God created humankind in his image, in the image of God he
created them; male and female he created them. God blessed them, and God said to them,
‘Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and subdue it; ... God saw everything that he
had made, and indeed, it was very good. (Genesis 1:26, 27, and 31: all Biblical quotations
from the NRSV)

It is clear from the first creation account that maleness and femaleness are integral to marriage
and to God’s purpose in creation.  Day six is the culmination of the days of creation when for the
first time God announces that He has blessed all of his creation and made them able to multiply
under the rule of the first pair of the human race – male and female joined together. They are
commanded to reproduce and to govern the creation as God’s image bearers.  Christopher Seitz
points out:

This humankind, this very good creation, is male and female, in the image of God.  The
fundamental act of differentiation is somehow mysteriously grounded in God’s own
character.  God creates everything every day through his word, arche, with the Spirit of
God mysteriously and sacramentally present.  Christ is the true image and likeness of God. 
Male and female are created with reference to him, and in some sense mirroring the
differentiation of the one God who is the fellowship of Father, Son and Holy Spirit ....1

The complementarity of male and female is fundamental here to marriage as God’s institution. 
This is seen equally clearly in the second creation account.  In it, we are told that God had placed
Adam in the garden to tend it and:

Then the Lord God said, “It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a
helper as his partner.” ... but for the man there was not found a helper as his partner. So
the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon the man, and he slept; then he took one of
his ribs and closed up its place with flesh. And the rib that the Lord God had taken from
the man he made into a woman and brought her to the man. Then the man said, “This at
last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; this one shall be called Woman, for out of
Man this one was taken.”  (Genesis 2:18-23)

1Christopher Seitz, “The Ethics of Sex, Marriage, and the Family,” David Balch, ed.,

Homosexuality, Science, and the ‘Plain Sense’ of Scripture,” (Grand Rapids, 2000), p. 8. 

2



Imagine for a minute the first wedding.  God walked down the aisle with the first bride, whom he
had sculpted with his own hand, and presented her to the first bridegroom.  What was (and is)
God’s intention for marriage?  Could He have made his plan for marriage any clearer?  

Lest there be any ambiguity of God’s intention for marriage, the creation account closes with:

Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and clings to his wife, and they become
one flesh.  (Genesis 2:24)

God’s institution of marriage as the life-long union of a man and a woman is the rule for all time. 
Should we have questions that this is so, as does the Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada,
we need to read, and to re-read, the words of our Lord Jesus Christ.  A group of Pharisees tried to
test our Lord by asking him whether it was lawful for a man to divorce his wife, as Moses had
allowed.  Jesus’ reply to them remains his reply to us:

Have you not read that the one who made them at the beginning “made them male and
female,” and said, “For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined
to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh”? So they are no longer two, but one flesh.
Therefore what God has joined together, let no one separate.  (Matthew 19:4-6) 

This definitive teaching of our Lord needs to resonate in our minds in the next two years, before
2019, as we take time to reconsider whether the initial decision of Synod deserves to stand.  It
will be overturned if we heed the Biblical message – our Lord’s message – about marriage.  Our
Lord challenged the Pharisees, as he challenges us today.  First, Christ directed them to go back
to what had been instituted by God, “at the beginning.”  Second, what Christ declared to be
binding on the Pharisees, and on us, was that God “made them male and female,” adding that
“for this reason, a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two
shall become one flesh.”  Third, Christ warned the Pharisees, as he continues to warn us:
“Therefore what God has joined together, let no one separate.”  

In responding to the trap set by the Pharisees, Christ challenged them to read and to go back to
“the beginning.”  That beginning of a man and a woman – a husband and a wife – joined for life
as “one flesh” was what God had declared to be “very good.”  God’s ordinance of marriage is one
of the fundamental institutions created by God; it is a lasting condition enabling humans to live a
consecrated, holy life.  What the Anglican Synod has done is to throw in God’s face that his “very
good” can be improved upon with same-sex “marriages.” Our task as Anglicans in the next two
years is to study God’s word and to recover what God has taught his church about marriage.  We
need to go back to “the beginning.”     

B.  The Biblical Rejection of Intimate Same-Sex Relations 
We have seen what God instituted marriage to be.  In the law that God gave to Moses we learn
what marriage is not.  In three chapters in the book of Leviticus (chapters 18-20), God has given
a very deliberate charge about what he meant by declaring marriage to be his ordinance uniting a
man and a woman in marriage, as well as his strictures against illicit versions of marriage and
sexual relations.  The verses calling for sexual purity are part of a longer delineation of the
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meaning of the Ten Commandments.  Alongside laws about sexuality are stipulations to provide
for the poor and sojourner, to refrain from stealing, not to profane the Name of God, to respect
the aged, to use just weights and measurements and, in summary, to love God and our neighbour
as ourselves, all directives on how we continue to be called to live in obedience to God.

The material on sexual morality is prefaced by a strong introduction informing the Israelites (and
us) that the various laws have in common an injunction that God’s people are to live a life of holy
consecration to God, in which God’s people are to live contra mundum, separate from, and
contrary to, the spirit of the age.  The opening paragraph of chapter 18 is God’s word to Moses:

The Lord spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to the people of Israel and say to them: I am the
Lord your God. You shall not do as they do in the land of Egypt, where you lived, and you
shall not do as they do in the land of Canaan, to which I am bringing you. You shall not
follow their statutes. My ordinances you shall observe and my statutes you shall keep,
following them: I am the Lord your God. You shall keep my statutes and my ordinances;
by doing so one shall live: I am the Lord.  (Leviticus 18:1-5)

God, speaking through Moses in chapter 18, highlighted five sins that had been rife among both
the Egyptians and the Canaanites, as being especially heinous in his eyes: incest, adultery,
sacrificing children to Molech (an Ammonite fertility god), homosexual practices, and bestiality. 
God’s word is clear.  The Israelites (and we) are to keep God’s “statutes and ordinances” and by
doing so a person “shall live.”(Leviticus 18:5) The fundamental ordinance in Leviticus 18 is
God’s ordinance of marriage, instituted from the beginning as the intimate union of a man and a
woman.  For that reason, the prohibition of homosexual relations is simple and without
exception: “You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination”(Leviticus 18:22). In
Leviticus 20 the prohibitions against homosexual practices as well as incest, adultery, and
bestiality are repeated.  In each instance these crimes are punished with the death penalty to
cleanse the nation of Israel from a pollution that undermined the holy ordinance of marriage
designed by God “at the beginning.”

As a member of the Anglican Church of Canada, I am bewildered that our Synod so lightly
dismissed God’s law about marriage.  Synod apparently felt that God’s teaching about marriage
consisted of archaic verses about sexual purity of little but antiquarian interest today.  We need
to read again the importance God attaches to the judgement he brings on those who disregard his
moral law.  God spoke most clearly that the sins of incest, adultery, child sacrifice, homosexual
practices, and bestiality were, in particular, those that He was punishing:

Do not defile yourselves in any of these ways, for by all these practices the nations I am
casting out before you have defiled themselves. Thus the land became defiled; and I
punished it for its iniquity, and the land vomited out its inhabitants. But you shall keep
my statutes and my ordinances and commit none of these abominations, ... otherwise the
land will vomit you out for defiling it, as it vomited out the nation that was before you.
For whoever commits any of these abominations shall be cut off from their people. So
keep my charge not to commit any of these abominations that were done before you, and
not to defile yourselves by them: I am the Lord your God.  (Leviticus 18:24-30)
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Several things stand out in this passage: first, God proclaimed that the sexual sins He highlighted
were those that both the Egyptians and the Canaanites had practised, and as a consequence of
doing so “the land became defiled.”

Anglicans need to heed God’s warning that his people must obey his laws and may not take their
bearings from the consensus of their culture, neither from the Egyptians and Canaanites nor from
Canada’s Parliament and public opinion.  God’s proclamation is that He used the Israelites to
expel the Canaanites as punishment for defiling the land with their sexual sins.  The second point
is directly pertinent to our Synod’s pronouncement on same-sex “marriage.” God warns the
Israelites, as He now warns us, never to practise these sexual sins, all of which He calls
“abominations.” 

It should be very clear, both that God’s prohibitions against the sexual sins of the Canaanites are
emphatic and that they have never been abrogated.  The Christian church early on rejected as
heretical the teachings of Marcion (85-160 AD), that Christianity has nothing to do with
Judaism and that the God proclaimed by the Law and Prophets is a lower being than the Father of
Jesus Christ.  The Anglican confessions also agree with the church catholic that “the Old
Testament is not contrary to the New Testament” and that no Christian is free from obedience to
the Moral Law.2  

We shall see now that New Testament writings are of one piece with the Moral Law given in the
Old Testament.

Jesus Christ, himself, declared: “Do not think that I have come to abolish the law or the prophets;
I have come not to abolish but to fulfil. For truly I tell you, until heaven and earth pass away, not
one letter, not one stroke of a letter, will pass from the law until all is accomplished...”(Matthew
5:17-18). 

Paul spoke similarly at his trial before Felix, saying that: “But this I admit to you, that according
to the Way, which they call a sect, I worship the God of our ancestors, believing everything laid
down according to the law or written in the prophets”(Acts 24:14).

Especially pertinent to the issues of sexuality and marriage was the pivotal decision made by the
church council at Jerusalem concerning whether Gentile Christians were obliged to practise
circumcision and to continue following the dietary and ceremonial instructions of the Mosaic
Law.  The Jerusalem Council concluded:  

For it has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to impose on you no further burden
than these essentials: that you abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols and from
blood and from what is strangled and from fornication. If you keep yourselves from these,
you will do well.  (Acts 15:28-29)

2 “Article VII, “Of the Old Testament,” Articles of Religion, The Book of Common Prayer
(Cambridge, 1959) p. 701.
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In commanding that Christians “abstain ... from fornication,” the Council simply declared what
Paul had confessed at his trial, that he continued to abide by God’s laws governing sexual
immorality in Leviticus 18-20.  The same is illustrated clearly in Paul’s dealings with the church
in Corinth, where he was horrified to learn that the Corinthian Christians had failed to censure a
church member living in an incestuous relationship.  Paul wrote:

It is actually reported that there is sexual immorality among you, and of a kind that is not
found even among pagans; for a man is living with his father’s wife. And you are arrogant!
Should you not rather have mourned, so that he who has done this would have been
removed from among you?...now I am writing to you not to associate with anyone who
bears the name of brother or sister who is sexually immoral or greedy, or is an idolater,
reviler, drunkard, or robber.  Do not even eat with such a one. For what have I to do with
judging those outside? Is it not those who are inside that you are to judge? God will judge
those outside. “Drive out the wicked person from among you.” (I Corinthians 5:1-2;11-
13)

Paul was not instituting a new practice or law among Christians.  His horror at the Corinthian
acceptance of a fellow Christian living in an incestuous relationship was the horror God
expressed to Moses in Leviticus 18:8, and the penalty was similar.  Paul charged: “Drive out the
wicked person from among you.”  His precedent was the Mosaic Law: “For whoever commits any
of these abominations shall be cut off from their people.”  (Leviticus 18:29)

The fullest treatment in the New Testament to rearticulate God’s moral law affirming the
ordinance of marriage between a man and a woman, and prohibiting homosexual relations as an
illicit perversion of the sexual order instituted by God “at the beginning,” is provided by Paul:

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and wickedness of
those who by their wickedness suppress the truth. For what can be known about God is
plain to them, because God has shown it to them. Ever since the creation of the world his
eternal power and divine nature, invisible though they are, have been understood and
seen through the things he has made. So they are without excuse; for though they knew
God, they did not honour him as God or give thanks to him, but they became futile in
their thinking, and their senseless minds were darkened. Claiming to be wise, they became
fools; and they exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling a mortal
human being or birds or four-footed animals or reptiles.

Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, to the degrading of
their bodies among themselves, because they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and
worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed for ever!
Amen.

For this reason God gave them up to degrading passions. Their women exchanged natural
intercourse for unnatural, and in the same way also the men, giving up natural intercourse
with women, were consumed with passion for one another. Men committed shameless
acts with men and received in their own persons the due penalty for their error.
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And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them up to a debased mind
and to things that should not be done. They were filled with every kind of wickedness,
evil, covetousness, malice. Full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, craftiness, they are gossips,
slanderers, God-haters, insolent, haughty, boastful, inventors of evil, rebellious towards
parents, foolish, faithless, heartless, ruthless. They know God’s decree, that those who
practise such things deserve to die—yet they not only do them but even applaud others
who practise them.  (Romans 1:18-32)

Paul’s teaching reflects the central teaching of the full Scriptures, in both the Old and the New
Testaments, that God is the sovereign Creator and lawgiver of the universe, the evidences of
whose power are to be seen throughout the universe.  When humans refuse to acknowledge God
as the Sovereign, God blinds them.  In their blindness they give their ultimate allegiance to
creatures rather than to the Creator and are “filled with every kind of wickedness,” including
exchanging natural sexual relations for same-sex relations.

One of the striking things about Synod’s response to Paul’s teaching is that instead of listening to,
and wrestling with, what Paul wrote about sexuality, the Synod devoted its energy to trying to
debunk what Paul wrote.  Synod tied itself into theological knots arguing that Paul really did not
mean to say what he appears to say and what he has been understood to say for two millennia.
The scholars given credence by Synod argue that Paul does not condemn all homosexual unions
but only bad kinds of homosexuality.  The suggestion is that the bad kind consists of homosexual
activity carried out by people who are not actually homosexual in orientation and by older men
abusing boys (pederasty).

In fact, the ancient world was very familiar with a great variety of homosexual activities and
relationships, so there are not good reasons to suppose that New Testament prohibitions against
same-sex behaviour refer only to pederasty and exploitation in the Ancient World.  A standard
text on the great variety of homosexual practices in the Ancient World is chronicled by a classics
professor, Thomas K. Hubbard, in Homosexuality in Greece and Rome.3  Another well-known
source from the Ancient World, found in numerous undergraduate university anthologies, is
Plato’s Symposium.  In it we can read the speeches given by eminent Greek men at a drinking
party in the year 416 BC.  The speeches extol the naturalness of same-sex love, including
between lovers in long-lasting relationships.  Again, the evidence contradicts those who allege
that the prevalence of homosexuality in Antiquity was mainly of the exploitive kind.  

Let me end with this analysis of Paul’s condemnation of all homosexual acts, by the late Louis
Crompton, a gay man and pioneer in queer studies, in his authoritative book, Homosexuality and
Civilization:

Some interpreters, seeking to mitigate Paul’s harshness, have read the passage [in Romans 

3 Thomas K. Hubbard, Homosexuality in Greece and Rome: A Sourcebook of Basic Documents
(Berkeley, 2003), pp. 5-6, 7-8, 383. 
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1] as condemning not homosexuals generally but only heterosexual men and women who
experimented with homosexuality.  According to this interpretation, Paul’s words are not
directed at ‘bona fide’ homosexuals in committed relationships.  But such a reading,
however well-intentioned, seems strained and unhistorical.  Nowhere does Paul or any
other Jewish writer of this period imply the least acceptance of same-sex relations under
any circumstances.  The idea that homosexuals might be redeemed by mutual devotion
would have been wholly foreign to Paul or any Jew or early Christian. 4

Sadly, it is precisely on such an unhistorical reading of homosexual relations in Antiquity that the
Synod bases its acceptance of same-sex “marriage.”  My own bishop in the Diocese of Ontario,
attempting to persuade parishioners in his diocese to accede to last summer’s synodical
judgement, concluded his Bishop’s Letter to us stating that we ought to accept homosexual
“marriage” as a new normal, on the grounds that such homosexual unions are monogamous.5 
Why does our bishop think that monogamy sanctifies such relationships?  Presumably, because
God in the Creation and in his Law instituted marriage from the beginning to be monogamous, as
set out first in Genesis and rearticulated by Jesus, the Apostles, and the early Church.  But the
same Law declares homosexual acts to be “an abomination.”  Synod’s reasoning is incoherent on
logical grounds as well as being unscriptural.        

The New Testament Church carried on the traditional teaching of “the law and the prophets,” 
about the consequences of breaking God’s laws.  A difference was that the insistence on leading a
consecrated life – a holy life – was even more radical than found in the Old Testament.  Breaking
the law still led to death, but it now was no longer capital punishment within the nation of Israel,
but exclusion from the Kingdom of God – everlasting death.  

Paul warned that “the unrighteous,” that is, those who willfully broke God’s laws, would be
excluded from God’s Kingdom.  He warned:

Do you not know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be
deceived! Fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, male prostitutes, sodomites, thieves, the
greedy, drunkards, revilers, robbers—none of these will inherit the kingdom of God. And
this is what some of you used to be. But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our God.  (1 Corinthians
6:9-11)

Several things stand out in Paul’s address to the Corinthians.  Once again, he repeats the stern
warning, based on God’s law, that those guilty of sexual sins, including homosexual practices, will
not inherit the Kingdom of God.  But it must be recognised too that, along with the sexual
sinners listed, he included not only thieves and swindlers, but those who are greedy.  Clearly, all
of us need to recognise that in God’s eyes we are all under judgement.  Paul adds, after giving his

4 Louis Crompton, Homosexuality and Civilization (Cambridge, MA, 2003), p 114.
5 Letter of the Anglican Bishop of Ontario to the churches in the Diocese of Ontario, 15 July

2016. 
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list of heinous sinners, “And this is what some of you used to be.”  Paul concludes with the
reassuring promise though that whatever sins have defiled us, penitent sinners of all kinds have
been washed, sanctified, and justified “in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of
our God.”  

It needs to be acknowledged that homosexuals have a legitimate complaint that the Christian
Church has too long and too often condemned them as beyond the pale, as outcasts, beyond any
hope of redemption.  The good news in 1 Corinthians is that those who have carried out 
homosexual practices, no less than adulterers, thieves, swindlers and the greedy, can be washed
clean by the blood of Jesus Christ and “inherit the kingdom of God.”  No sin, but the sin against
the Holy Spirit (Mark 3:29), is so great as to be unforgivable by the grace of God.   

But here’s the rub.  The error of our Synod in sanctifying same-sex “marriage,” is not the heart of
the problem.  It is but a symptom of even deeper wrongs.  Synod has lost its way in failing to
recognise the reality of sin, in redefining God’s laws, and, in effect, of seeking to neuter God, to
exchange Him with post-modern idols of wood and stone, making gods of ourselves.

C.  Sin and redefining God’s laws
One of the most powerful Biblical accounts of how sin and law relate is given in the Gospel story
of Jesus’ encounter with the woman taken in adultery.  The scribes and Pharisees reminded Jesus
that Moses had commanded that an adulterer was to be stoned.  Jesus answered them: “Let
anyone among you who is without sin be the first to throw a stone at her.”  When her accusers
slunk away, leaving none to condemn her, Jesus declared to her, “Neither do I condemn you. Go
your way, and from now on do not sin again” (John 8:7,11).  Jesus’ offer of forgiveness was radical
and gracious, but he did not say that adultery didn’t matter.  Jesus condemns the sin of adultery as
did God’s law according to Moses (in fact, He died to atone for it).  But Jesus called on her to
repent and to go and sin no more.

That same spirit is missing in Synod’s treatment of homosexuality.

It is striking that Synod’s decision to redefine marriage shows such little sense of God’s holiness or
of his hatred of sin.  It is tone-deaf to the language and sense of Leviticus 18-20 and of 1
Corinthians 5, which state graphically God’s judgement on those who disdain God’s moral laws
and, in particular, who undermine his ordinance of marriage as given at “the beginning.”   

Synod does not follow Christ, telling sinners to sin no more.  It reassures those who want to
continue homosexual practices not to worry; they are not really sinning.  Synod’s findings are that
human progress and scientific studies show that homosexual practices are not actually sin; they
are merely a legitimate alternative mode of the fundamental human right to individual sexual
self-expression. This invention makes the sacrificial death of Jesus Christ for our sins unnecessary. 
Why bother with a doctrine of sacrificial atonement for sin, if church authorities can simply
redefine sin so that it is no longer sin?

Those who complacently suggest that the Anglican marriage canon can be amended easily and
satisfied by adding a second liturgy for same-sex “marriages” are deeply mistaken.  Changing the
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marriage canon cannot be accomplished without reworking the entire story of the Bible: all that
it tells us about God as the sovereign lawgiver of the universe, the reality and pervasiveness of
human sin, the role of penitence in addressing sin, and the possibility of redemption. The main
issue is not same-sex “marriages” at all.  The issue is about submitting to God’s law and about
accepting or denying the reality of sin.  If human beings can supercede God’s laws and redefine
sin, they have no need (or room) for the Christian God.   

The decision to rewrite the Anglican marriage canon requires the reinterpretation of both the
Scriptures and 2000 years of Christian teaching about marriage as well as some 1300 years of
Hebrew teaching before the birth of Christ (and continuing to today).  The redefinition of
marriage proposed by last summer’s Synod marks a sea change in the Christian Faith.  Without
question, it reveals the priorities of our Synod.  Synod was more concerned to justify same-sex
relations than to submit to the Old Testament Law and the Prophets, the teachings of our Lord,
as well as his apostles, and the unbroken interpretation of two millennia of Christian history.  

Synod’s approach to dealing with the marriage question is one of overweening hubris.  To begin,
its methodology is entirely skewed.  The Council of General Synod formed a commission to,
among other things, “provide(s) a biblical and theological rationale for this change in teaching on
the nature of Christian marriage.” So the commission set out, ostensibly to listen to the
Scriptures, having already determined to write a rationale to change the Christian teaching on marriage. 
To ensure that they would not be led away from their determination to arrive at a heterodox
conclusion, they decided to include not even one Biblical scholar, theologian, or historian who
was known to accept orthodox interpretations on the subject.        

Any study in the university world to employ such a methodology would be ruled incompatible
with sound academic scholarship and would be denied research funding by every reputable
funding agency.  In the Church the stakes are even higher.  Although Biblical scholars recognise
that humans are incapable of studying any topic, including the Scriptures, free of bias, sound
Biblical scholars discipline themselves to do at least two things: first, to subject themselves, in
prayer and in the fear of God, to read the entire scope of biblical writings on the subject being
studied; and second, to subject their own, subjective, time-bound, interpretations to the
consensus of the doctors and theologians of the Christian Church from the earliest times.  In the
language of the fifth-century Gallic Father of the Church, St. Vincent de Lerins, they need to
follow the practice of the “Catholic Church ... (to) take the greatest care to hold that which has
been believed everywhere, always and by all.” 

The Anglican Synod appeared ignorant of the Scriptures and dismissive of the consensus of 2000
years of Biblical interpretation by the church catholic.  Consequently, its conclusions deserve to
be reversed.  The next Anglican Synod ought, to borrow an analogy from the world of law, to
declare a mistrial and begin afresh.

D.  God or gods?
There is an even deeper error than to rewrite the laws of God; it is to attempt to redefine God,
Himself. I believe that this is what Synod has done in refashioning the marriage canon.  
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Let us return once more to Paul’s treatment of avoiding sexual immorality in 1 Corinthians,
where he provides the spiritual and theological grounds for avoiding sexual immorality, including
implicitly adultery and homosexual acts:   

The body is meant not for fornication but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body. And
God raised the Lord and will also raise us by his power. Do you not know that your bodies
are members of Christ? Should I therefore take the members of Christ and make them
members of a prostitute? Never! Do you not know that whoever is united to a prostitute
becomes one body with her? For it is said, “The two shall be one flesh.” But anyone united
to the Lord becomes one spirit with him. Shun fornication! Every sin that a person
commits is outside the body; but the fornicator sins against the body itself. Or do you not
know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit within you, which you have from God,
and that you are not your own? For you were bought with a price; therefore glorify God in
your body.  (1 Corinthians 6:13-20)

Paul states clearly that, “the body is not meant for fornication.”  We are created embodied beings. 
Our bodies are part of the teleology of the universe, whose end or purpose, is to serve and honour
God. We are creatures, subject to the Creator who fashioned us.  In this passage, though, he goes
beyond our creation to point to our re-creation in Christ.  He argues that as God raised Christ
from the dead, He will raise our bodies too.  Our bodies, therefore, have become “members of
Christ.”  He asks whether the Corinthians are not aware that a person who joins himself to a
prostitute has become one body with her, “For, it is said, ‘The two shall be one flesh’.”

Paul ends with powerful words profoundly at odds with the assumptions of our culture: “do you
not know...that you are not your own? For you were bought with a price....”  Paul sees that the
human body is not ours to do with as we please (in contrast to the modern claim, first made in the
seventeenth century by John Locke, one of the fathers of modern liberalism, that humans are
sovereign and autonomous beings who own their own bodies and lives as property).  Paul’s
teaching that our bodies and lives are not our own, but God’s, has been foundational to two
millennia of Christian history.6

On that foundation in Christianised Europe, laws were developed to protect human lives as
having the dignity of being made in God’s image. From the fourth century AD, as Christians
came to shape life in the old Roman Empire, legislation began to protect the lives of unborn
children from abortion and to safeguard unwanted children from infanticide (in opposition to the
practices of pagan Roman culture).  Suicide was declared to be illegal because it took life which is
not ours to take, since it belongs to God.  Christian marriage was protected to recognise God’s
ordinance of a man and woman being joined for life in holy matrimony.  Christian Europe

6 The ancient Christian teaching that “we are not our own” is captured profoundly in the words
of the first question and answer of the Heidelberg Catechism, the Reformation summary of Christian
belief taught catechetically since the sixteenth century to generations of (Reformed) children in the
European low countries: “What is your only comfort in life and in death?”  The answer: “that I am not my
own, but belong, body and soul, in life and in death, to my faithful saviour, Jesus Christ.  He has fully paid
for all my sins with his precious blood, and has set me free from the tyranny of the devil....”  
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outlawed incest, bigamy, and polygamy as well as homosexual relations.

The Lockean legacy, that we own ourselves, has gone viral since the late twentieth century. 
Since the 1960s, this belief has become the backbone of the “pro-choice” movement, claiming an
absolute right of a woman to terminate her pregnancy and to take the life of an unborn child. 
“Choice” continues the slogan in ever-growing categories.  The laws of the land throughout the
Western world now make choice the bedrock of jurisprudence.  In the name of human autonomy,
Western governments have swept away traditional legislation maintaining the institution of
marriage, to allow homosexual “marriages.”  The restless quest continues: in the past year the
Canadian Government legalised both euthanasia and mercy killing, euphemistically described as
doctor-assisted dying.

In all these cases, and many more, people in the West are turning their backs on God as our
Creator and lawgiver to make the revolutionary claim that they are autonomous, that is a law to
themselves, with no obligation to submit to customs, laws, or principles they have not devised for
themselves.  One of the deepest analyses of the religious and philosophical meaning of this
revolutionary movement was given in the 1960s and 1970s by George Parkin Grant.  Grant was
the last prominent public intellectual in Canada to analyse society in the light of the Christian
Faith – as an Anglican.  Grant had a profound sense of the dangerous import of making the claim
that humans are autonomous.  He saw that the religious and philosophical basis of the prayer of
confession prayed by Anglicans for the past 450 years, in the service of Morning Prayer, was
incompatible with the modern demand to make our own moral law:

Almighty and most merciful Father, we have erred and strayed from thy ways like lost
sheep, We have followed too much the devices and desires of our own hearts, We have
offended against thy holy laws,... And grant, O most merciful Father, for his sake, That we
may hereafter live a godly, righteous, and sober life ....7

In a number of his philosophical books of trenchant social criticism, he made the claim that at its
heart, what distinguished modern liberals was that they had come to believe that “man’s essence
is his freedom.” 8   He went on presciently to explain that in this “freedom” modern humans
would set out to “make themselves.”  Dietrich Bonhoeffer had a similar insight in the early 1940s. 
In his Ethics, he concluded that humans who rejected submission to God and his laws were
embarking on a revolution by ceasing to acknowledge themselves as God’s creatures when they
made themselves the judge of “good and evil”;  and “in becoming like God, man has become a
god against God.”9

What both Grant and Bonhoeffer understood is that the claim of moderns to a freedom to
remake ourselves, under the rules we have made for ourselves, constitutes the modern making of

7 The Book of Common Prayer, p. 3.
8 George Parkin Grant, Technology and Empire: Perspectives on North America (Toronto, 1969), p.

114 n. 3.
9 Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Ethics (New York, 1995), p. 23. 
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“devices and desires of our own hearts” – that is, they are our idols of wood and stone.  At
bottom, when we insist on following our own “devices and desires,” we are attempting to redefine
Almighty God.  We are trying to domesticate God and to force Him into our mould, to fit God
into our contemporary society’s views of acceptable behaviour.  When we do so, of course, we no
longer truly acknowledge God to be Almighty; we effectively subject Him – we limit Him – to our
own insights and preoccupations.  We have begun to worship an idol and we no longer truly
confess that we believe in “God the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, And of all
things visible and invisible ....” (Nicene Creed)

The gist of my plea to the Anglican Church in Canada is that we agree to submit to the laws and
ordinances of God governing the institution of marriage, rather than the idols being espoused by
much of our culture and now, sadly, being endorsed by the Anglican Synod.  This means that 
when it comes to marriage, our obligation as Christians – as Anglicans – is not to accept the
alluring teachings of our culture – the CBC, the editorials of leading newspapers, or the prophets
of our popular culture –  but the Biblical teaching “to contend for the faith that was once for all
entrusted to the saints” (Jude 3). 

It is fitting to conclude with the marriage service in the Book of Common Prayer. The opening
sentence alerts the wedding party and guests that they are “gathered together ... in the sight of
God.”  The object of the gathering is “to join together this man and this woman in holy
Matrimony ... an honourable estate ... signifying unto us the mystical union betwixt Christ and his
church.” 10 Marriage is holy ground.  Identifying it as a “mystical union” recalls the words of Paul
that a man is called to love his wife as Christ loves his church:

“For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the
two will become one flesh.” This is a great mystery, and I am applying it to Christ and the
church.  (Ephesians 5:31-32)

Anglo-Catholics count marriage as a sacrament; all of Anglicanism has recognised it as
sacramental.  We need to recognise that no matter how subtly our Synod may attempt the
alchemy of transforming a same-sex union into marriage, what is condemned by God as an act of
sexual immorality, can never become a Christian marriage (whatever a secular state may name it)
– no more can it become sacramental.  In the last sentence before the woman and the man are
asked whether they consent “to live together in the holy estate of Matrimony,” they are reminded
of the significance of marrying “in the sight of God.”  They are warned:

that so many as are coupled together otherwise than God’s Word doth allow are not
joined together by God; neither is their Matrimony lawful.11

It is clear that the Anglican Church of Canada has come to a turning point.  It chose at last
summer’s Synod, by a two-thirds majority, to overturn God’s ordinance of marriage.  Having done

10 “Solemnization of Matrimony,” The Book of Common Prayer, p. 564.
11 The Book of Common Prayer, p. 565.
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so, it has departed from faithful Christian teaching and, in this, it has become post-Christian.  For
many of us, it will be impossible to remain within her communion.  It is only our love for what the
Anglican tradition represents (and remains in the indigenous dioceses in Canada12 and in Africa)
that I feel called to remain within her until 2019 to witness to the truth as taught to us in the
Scriptures and in the consistent teaching of the church catholic.  

In listening to the consistent teaching of the church catholic, we are indebted to the courageous
witness of those bishops in the Anglican Church of Canada who have dissented publicly from the
decision of the Anglican Synod, warning that the decision “represents a change to the sacrament
of marriage inconsistent with the Scriptures and Apostolic Tradition of the Church Catholic and
the Book of Common Prayer.” 13 

RECOMMENDATION
1.  First, I ask that Anglican churchwardens, laity, and clergy do what they can in the next two
years to work to overturn Synod’s decision to rewrite Canon XXI in order to return to the
traditional teaching of God’s ordinance of marriage, taught by the Law and Prophets and our
Lord Jesus, himself, and 2000 years of faithful Christian teaching.

2.  Should the Synod in 2019 persist in its error, I ask that the revised canon be amended to
include a meaningful conscience clause to protect any orthodox believers who wish to remain
within the Anglican Church of Canada.  This clause should protect bishops, clergy, and members
of the laity (including entire parishes), recognising their freedom to believe, teach, and practise,
the traditional teaching about marriage without coercion from a liberal bishop or national church
bureaucracy.

12 One of the most remarkable developments in the history of the Anglican Church in Canada is
that it is now especially in predominantly Indigenous dioceses that Anglicans remain faithful to historic
Christian teaching about sexuality. It is an act of liberal condescension (and subtle racism) that the liberal
Anglican mainstream in Canada seeks to “excuse” Indigenous Anglicans for standing apart from Synod’s
decision this summer as a symptom of their peculiar cultural sensitivities. Instead, the Anglican Church in
Canada should heed Indigenous voices as prophetic ones, reminding the entire Anglican Church that the
true Christian Faith is the one brought by colonial English missionaries who taught Indigenous Canadians
the message of the Scriptures. Those English missionaries, in turn, were the spiritual descendants of
Princess Bertha of the Franks, who was instrumental in introducing her pagan husband, Ethelbert, later to

become King of Kent, to the Christianity that would take root in Canterbury between 580 and 597 AD. 
13 “A Statement from some Bishops of the Anglican Church of Canada, July 15th, 2016." The

statement was signed by: Stephen, Bishop of Algoma; Darren, Suffragan Bishop of the Arctic; William,
Bishop of Caledonia; Larry, Bishop of Yukon; David, Bishop of the Arctic; Fraser, Bishop of Athabasca;
and Michael, Bishop of Saskatchewan.

Anglicans should take note that the venerable Anglican claim to the “Apostolic Succession” of
our bishops has always been understood to mean that a true bishop is one on whom there has been “the
laying on of hands” by ordained bishops in an unbroken line of succession from the Apostles – always
predicated on the condition that the priest, to be made a bishop, is faithful to the actual teaching of the
Apostles.  That link of connection to the teaching of the Apostles was broken for two-thirds of our
bishops by their vote at this year’s Synod.
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