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Response to Standing Committee Proposal 08 Marriage and same-gender relationships 

 

In April 2018, Rev Prof Andrew Dutney, and Rev Alistair Macrae AO published a proposal regarding 

Marriage and same-gender relationships on the Assembly website. In response, this author asserts that 

Proposal 08 generalises, and at times misrepresents facts, and seriously over-reaches in its conclusions.  

This leads to a logically unsafe conclusion being proposed, and one which is unwise considering the polity 

of the Uniting Church.  In the process, the proposal ignores the spirit of the discernment required to 

resolve these matters. 

 

Generalisation 

For example, when the proposal says,  

 

For Christians, marriage is the freely given consent and commitment in public and before God of 

two people to live together for lifei  

 

the proposal falls into the error of generalisation.  It’s the same error that would be committed by saying, 

‘For Christians, baptism is an ordinance to be undertaken by believers in obedience to God.’  This may be 

true for some Christians but not so for others. 

 

While the definition of marriage given is true for some Christians, it does not sufficiently define marriage 

for other Christians.  While it would be safe to say that most Christians accept marriage as a human 

function, historically Christians have gone beyond what the proposal offers as the Christian definition of 

marriage to say that this freely given consent and commitment is between a man and a woman. 

Numerically, the Roman Catholic Church, the largest Christian denomination in our world both accepts 

and goes beyond the agreement that marriage is between a man and a woman, to regard marriage as 

being sacramental in nature. 

 

This author suggests that to define marriage in the way the proposal has, as being between two people, is a 

seriously incomplete generalisation, and a faulty but necessary premise from which to mount their other 

arguments and assertions which follow.  

 

Misrepresentation 

The proposal asks Assembly 

To affirm that Ministers and celebrants authorised by the Uniting Church in Australia may 

exercise freedom of conscience with regards to accepting requests to celebrate marriages, 

including same-gender marriages, according to the rites of the Uniting Church in Australia;ii 

 

This part of the proposal misrepresents the truth. While Ministers and celebrants authorised by the Uniting 

Church in Australia MAY exercise freedom of conscience with regards to accepting requests to celebrate 

marriages, according to the rites of the Uniting Church in Australia, at the time of this Assembly, that this 

includes same-gender marriages cannot be affirmed1 as there are no rites of the Uniting Church in 

Australia extant which include same-gender marriage. 

 

Over-reaching Conclusion  

The proposal also asks Assembly:  

To request the Assembly Officers to direct the appropriate Assembly body to prepare an 

authorised Marriage Liturgy suitable for opposite-gender and same-gender couples for approval 

by the Standing Committee at its August 2018 meeting;2 

 

Logically this request to direct that a Marriage Liturgy be created “suitable for opposite-gender and same-

gender couples” follows from the previous premises.  They say: 

1) Christians say marriage is between two people; 

2) Ministers and celebrants have freedom of conscience to accept marriage requests including 

same-gender marriages according to the rites of the UCA; hence 

3) We need a new inclusive marriage liturgy. 

                                                           
1
 to have asserted (something, such as a judgment or decree) as valid or confirmed (Merriam 

Webster). 
2
 08 Marriage and same-gender relationships, ¶ ( c ) (II) 



2 

 

 

However, any conclusion, no matter how logically constructed, is only as sound as its premises. Even one 

unsound premise makes the conclusion unsound.  As explained above, both premises are unsound.   

 

In paragraph (iii) the people of the Uniting Church are reminded that their Church Councils: …do not have 

the authority to require a Minister in placement in their Congregation, or prevent a Minister in their 

Congregation from celebrating same-gender marriages, although they do have control of the use of 

congregational property.iii So not only is the Uniting Church being asked, in one fell swoop, to redefine the 

doctrine of marriage, create a new liturgy for said re-defined marriage, but reminded us that ministers 

may do whatever they please on this matter.  The Assembly is being asked to decide this, without 

canvassing the Church’s congregations for their views – despite our Constitution regarding the 

“Congregation [as] the embodiment in one place of the One Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church, 

worshipping, witnessing and serving as a fellowship of the Spirit in Christ.”iv   

 

This becomes even more important when realising the seriously divergent views on this matter across 

the Church: In their rationale for this document, the proposal states that:  

 

“the process of consultation and study reflected in the Working Group on Doctrine Report on 

Marriage and Same-Gender Relationships has confirmed that: The diverse understandings 

identified by previous Assemblies are all able to be justified3 biblically and theologically4 – even 

though they are mutually exclusive interpretations;”(emphasis mine). 

 

If it is true that the “Assembly is guided by the Holy Spirit through the Word of God, prophets and 

scholars, and the Church's Basis of Union, Constitution and Regulations” v it is not justifiable to try to 

discern the Word of God guided by the Spirit, and yet to make no reference in these deliberations to the 

UCA congregations, who serve as a fellowship of the Spirit of Christ, on such a potentially divisive matter. 

 

All that continuing to push this agenda through the Assembly will achieve is a far less united Uniting 

Church.  Surely this ‘flies in the face’ of the consensus decision-making that is part our Church’s polity, and 

moves in the opposite spirit to the high priestly prayer of the Lord Jesus in John 175?  Any ‘discernment’ 

that follows the logic of this proposal can only end in ‘consensus’ of the most illusory and shallow type. 

 

 

David Pohlmann JP(QUAL), DipT KGCAE, BEd MEd PhD Griff, GradCertHumBehav GradDipMinStud CHC, MACE, MACEL. 

Pastor, Mt Louisa House of Praise 

Former Senior Lecturer in Applied Social Science, Christian Heritage College, Brisbane 

Former Lecturer in Philosophy, Ethics & Law in Education, Griffith University. 

 

May 2018 

 

                                                           
i
 08 Marriage and same-gender relationships, ¶(b) 
ii
 08 Marriage and same-gender relationships, ¶ ( c ) (I) 

iii
 08 Marriage and same-gender relationships, ¶ ( c )  (Iii) 

iv
 https://assembly.uca.org.au/images/stories/Regulations/2015ConstitutionAll-withcorrectedMfM.pdf 15 (a) 

v
 https://assembly.uca.org.au/about/triennial-assembly  

                                                           
3
 Or should that word be excused? 

4
 The mind boggles as to how Biblically or Theologically certain anyone can be about mutually exclusive 

interpretations.  Are we taking the notion of paradox to a new and insane degree? 
5
 Holy Father, keep them in your name, which you have given me, that they may be one, even as we are one. 

(11b) “I do not ask for these only, but also for those who will believe in me through their word, 
21 

that they 

may all be one, just as you, Father, are in me, and I in you, that they also may be in us, so that the world may 

believe that you have sent me. 

 


