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ANNEX 1

COLLATED RESULTS OF MOTHERS’ UNION MEMBERS’ IN ENGLAND & WALES REPLIES TO UK GOVERNMENT’S PROPOSED CIVIL PARTNERSHIP MEASURE QUESTIONNAIRE 
INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES


GROUP RESPONSES

Argyll and the Isles


1
Bangor



21

Bangor


9  (74)
Bath & Wells



5

Bath & Wells


5  (36)
Birmingham



5 

Birmingham


1  (2)

Blackburn



31

Blackburn


4  (40)
Bradford



2
Bristol




6

Bristol



8  (64)
Canterbury



28

Canterbury


12(93)
Cardiff






Cardiff



1  (23)
Carlisle



6

Chester



24 

Chester


8  (69)
Chichester



7

Chichester


4  (44)
Coventry



7

Coventry


7  (37)
Derby




6

Derby



4  (33)
Durham



11

Durham


3  (28)
Ely




8

Ely



4  (38)
Exeter




4

Exeter



1  (10)
Gloucester



12

Gloucester


3  (15)
Guildford



30

Guildford


5  (34)
Hereford



11

Hereford


3  (26)
Leicester



1

Leicester


1  (24)
Lichfield



7

Lichfield


9  (58)

Lincoln



14

Lincoln


5  (118)
Liverpool



2 

Liverpool


2  (18)
Llandaff



14

Llandaff


5  (43)
London



2
Manchester



48

Manchester


20(215)
Monmouth



3

Monmouth


3  (33)
Newcastle



22

Newcastle


12(135)

Norwich



67

Norwich


1  (2)

Oxford




12 

Oxford



8  (47)

Peterborough



27

Peterborough


5  (39)

Portsmouth



4

Portsmouth


9  (71)
Ripon & Leeds


9

Ripon & Leeds

2  (22)
Rochester



33

Rochester


6  (41)
St Albans



5
St Asaph



7

St Asaph


4  (23)
St David’s 



1  

St David’s 


1  (14)
St Edmundsbury & Ipswich

11

St Eds & Ipswich

7  (35)

Salisbury



28

Salisbury


10(107)
Southwark



25

Southwark


4  (33)
Southwell & Nottingham

4 

Southwell & Nottingham 
4  (58)
Swansea & Brecon


3

Swansea & Brecon

2  (34)
Truro






Truro



2  (20)
Wakefield



1 

Wakefield


1  (2)
Winchester



24

Winchester


11(93)
Worcester



3

Worcester


1  (5)
York




19 

York



2  (20)

Undeclared Dioceses

13 

Undeclared Dioceses 
2  (9)



Totals

Individuals

Total Dioceses for individual responses  

= 48





Undeclared Dioceses for individual responses 
= 13
Total number of responses:


= 634     



Groups

Total Dioceses for group responses 

= 42
Undeclared Dioceses for group responses 
= 2
Total number from group responses:

= 221     

Total number of responses:


= 1985    



Total of all responses 



= 2619
ANNEX 2 - SUMMARY OF COLLATED RESULTS OF CIVIL PARTNERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 
Question 1

Do you think that same-sex couples should be allowed to register their partnerships on religious premises?* Yes
735 (28%)

No
1780 (68%) 

Did not reply  

104 (4%)
Question 2

Would you approve of the Church of England allowing the registering of civil partnerships on their religious premises?*
Yes
660 (25%) 

No
1883 (72%)

Did not reply  

76 (3%)
Question 3

Would you approve of same-sex couples registering their partnerships in your church?*
Yes
666 (25%)

No
1858 (71%) 

Did not reply  

95 (4%)
Question 4

Do you agree that religious premises should be open to the public while a civil partnership is registered?

Yes
1203 (46%)

No
1051 (40%)

Did not reply  

365 (14%)
Question 5

Do you agree that religious premises should be allowed to keep their religious symbols, decorations and objects in place while civil partnerships are registered?

Yes
1952 (74%)

No
439 (17%)

Did not reply  

228 (9%)
Question 6

Given that faith groups are not legally obliged to offer their religious premises, does this approach sufficiently protect faith groups and ministers of religion, or is additional protection needed?
Yes
1441 (55%)

No
858 (33%)

Did not reply  

320 (12%)
Question 7

Some Christians who are in a committed same-sex relationship would like to be able to celebrate their love and commitment in the context of a religious service. Do you think the proposed measure is sufficient to enable this to happen?*

Yes
1143 (44%)

No
823 (31%)

Did not reply  

653 (25%)
Question 8

This measure states that the registering of civil partnerships on religious premises will remain a secular process. Do you think this distinction should be removed and civil partnerships be equivalent to, and renamed as, marriage in line with heterosexual marriage?*  

Yes
129 (5%)

No
2,406
(92%)

Did not reply  

84 (3%)
Question 9

Have you engaged with the Mothers’ Union’s We are Created by God resources in:

Reading the resources?

Yes 
407 (16%)

No
1898 (72%)

Did not reply  

314 (12%)
Being part of discussions on the issues in the We are Created by God resources?

Yes 
214 (8%)

No
2051 (78%)

Did not reply  

354 (14%)
Facilitating any discussions on the issues in the We are Created by God resources?

Yes 
140 (5%)

No
2112 (81%)

Did not reply  

367 (14%)
ANNEX 3

FULL ANALYSIS AND BREAKDOWN OF RESULTS

Question 1

Do you think that same-sex couples should be allowed to register their partnerships on religious premises?* 





Yes
735


No
1780

Did not reply  

104
Comments
Unconditional yes:

It is very hurtful to Christian gay couples that they cannot do this.
Yes I would welcome all to commit to a life long relationship within their faith.
Same-sex relationships are accepted (not by all, I realise) so it seems right to proceed along these lines.

Same sex couples are still Christians and believe in God (also other religions).

I have no problem with this whatsoever.

This affirms my belief that we are all equally valued by God.

Any move which encourages strong and committed relationships between same-sex couples is to be welcomed.  Where those couples have a living faith they should be able to make their commitment to each other and celebrate in God’s presence, with their congregations and friends supporting them.

The couple, family and friends can pray together for God’s blessing on their union.

The church is for everyone, who are we to say who should be denied access.
Being homosexual is not a lifestyle choice, if it were people of faith would not select such a challenging course for their life.  Once they have accepted who they are, they should not be denied the opportunity to register and celebrate a life partnership under the umbrella of their faith premises, as a heterosexual couple would.

Conditional yes:

Yes if they are part members of the congregation and as part of the service. 
Yes if the church has full agreement with leaders and members.
They should be interviewed as with all couples.

Yes if it’s a blessing and not defined as a marriage.
Yes if that particular religion does not object to same sex relationships.

Only if the couple are members of the church but not just because it’s a nice venue.

At the discretion of the vicar.

If the couple are genuine about their commitment to God then they should not be denied this opportunity to make promises before God.

Where their faith is fundamental to their lives I believe they should be enabled to come before God in public to affirm their faith and their commitment to each other.
Although I am not happy with the idea, I think churches should be open to everyone. I am sure that this is how our Lord would see it.
Can only speak for Christianity in its widest sense - other religions need to speak for themselves.  Personally, very ambivalent – the building is just a building, it is people that make up the church, the body of Christ.   But for some people the building is very significant and symbolic therefore this may have issues for them.  On the one hand, provided people concerned treat the location with respect and honour its symbolism for others I don’t see why not, but with discretion being the better part of valour, then I would prefer not.      

There would have to be a differently worded service.
Although I tick “yes”, I wish to emphasise my belief that sexual activity between same sexes is sinful. But this is for the couple to decide for themselves.’  

I tick ‘no’ – however if the couple were already committed members of the congregation, and known to the minister and the church community – then possibly this could happen, at the Minister’s discretion, his decision to be final.

Against:

Against the teaching of my belief.

At the present time my understanding of scripture as I read and try to understand it is that same sex partnerships are not an acceptable life-style for Christians.
Same-sex sexual relationships are forbidden in the Old and New Testaments.
By allowing this is to say God condones it and he clearly does not.
Many worshippers will not accept same-sex partnerships, and such an action could cause huge repercussions, especially as same-sex partnerships are forbidden in the Pentateuch.
Marriage is a partnership between a male and a female.
The bible talks about families consisting of a woman, a man and children.

Considering the causes for which Matrimony was ordained.  First ‘It was ordained for the procreation of children... ‘How are they going to get around that?

Definitely not on Christian premises.

We felt that the partnership should be registered in a secular place followed by a blessing in church if desired. 
This is just using the church building as a background.

Not all men and women are allowed to marry in church e.g. certain family relations and some clergy will not marry divorced people.

No – this could mean that such couples would push for a full marriage service eventually and ignore reason for marriage as stated in BCP.
No to CofE but can’t speak for other faiths.
I am uneasy about this but the church cannot abandon anyone and hopefully civil partnerships will stop promiscuity.
Clarification needed:

Doubtful as to what ‘register’ means.

There is already enough confusion surrounding the use of the term marriage in relation to civil partnerships and to allow this would blur the distinction further. I am not in itself opposed to civil partnership but marriage is something else in that it is biblical as well as being a legal attachment. 

Eventually they’ll do away with marriage altogether, some will see it not from the religious aspect but further confirmation that same sex union is the same as between a man and a woman.

It seems odd that same-sex couples would want to register their partnership on religious premises if it is so clear that it will remain a secular arrangement.

Given the huge variety of premises implied by ‘religious’. Freedom to express friendship is always preferable to rejection but it must not be confused with marriage or a wedding.

Don’t know! Not a straightforward yes or no.  Maybe individual denominations should make their own decisions.
Would be happy for them to have a religious ceremony, not a marriage service to mark the event.  Could the CofE liturgical ‘group’ compose a service that could be used at such a ceremony.

It’s down to each individual faith.
Question 2

Would you approve of the Church of England allowing the registering of civil partnerships on their religious premises?*
Yes
660


No
1883

Did not reply  

76
Comments
Yes:

Yes otherwise the CofE is denying the validity of the couple’s love and their belief that God blesses their union.

I would be happy for the Church in Wales, of which I am a member, to register these partnerships. Of course, we are talking of stable relationships.

Yes if they are members of the church and it has full agreement with leaders and members.
Yes if they are committed Christians and attend Church and as part of the service.
Yes because it means they want the church to acknowledge them and include them.

Again...who are we to determine who is or is not made in the image of God..and there is no restriction on these people in the bible or in the compassion that Christ showed to all who came to him.

With similar “rules” as for marriage.

Only if the couple are members of the church but not just because it’s a nice venue.
Provided the couple can show a sincere and faithful commitment to the church.
I have no problem with this whatsoever.

Yes if it’s a blessing and not defined as a marriage.
If the church allows remarriage and baptises children of single parents then it follows that it should also celebrate love and commitment of those wishing to form a civil partnership.
No:

No because we are unable at present to bless this partnership on Church.

It’s not Biblical teaching.
This would condone same-sex relationships and would be out of line with the rest of CofE official teaching.

Many worshippers will not accept same-sex partnerships, and such an action could cause huge repercussions, especially as same-sex partnerships are forbidden in the Pentateuch.
We spoke to our vicar and he said that no secular ceremony can be carried out in church since all ceremonies in Church invite God into the relationship. 

There are many other suitable premises where civil partnerships can be registered.

Civil partnerships are for the registry office only.
Civil partnership can be carried out in Registry Offices or, if required, hotels with Registrar.
Unarguable given some of the other practices the Church of England allows within its doors I find it hard to argue that the CofE can stand against this one really.  

Individual clergy should not be forced to participate.
As a Christian I cannot condone same sex relationships whilst acknowledging that individuals struggle with their sexuality and as such need support.
In view of the above which is based on Holy Scripture, the Church of England should not allow civil partnerships on its premises.

I think it is likely to fuel those arguments that people have relating to the CofE’s role as the established church and consequently politically controlled.

If the Church of England allowed this then it would be perceived that it was supporting civil partnership as akin to marriage, which it is not.  If it should start to do so then it would be a slippery slope, as stated, that progress would be made over time to make it equal.  The result of laws often end up different from how they were intended in the beginning.  If the hierarchy said ‘no’ from the outset it would prevent local clergy from being put under pressure.

As a state church we have a responsibility to safeguard marriage that over-rides the freedom at Q1 in my opinion.

The church promotes marriage and family life and a family consists of a mother, father and children.

The Bible clearly forbids such things. They are ‘repugnant to the Word of God’ (article xxxiv)
According to Leviticus 180:22 – This act is an abomination – so how can the church acknowledge this. Wrong!
I think many people that I know might object.
I would not continue to worship there if this registering takes place on the premises.
I believe that MU over the years have tried always to support Clergy and have adhered to what the Bishop’s of the Anglican Communion have advised – I fear that we would cause a big division between Church leaders and MU – and it could also cause huge problems for some of our members worldwide if such approval was given. The words of the 2005 PP’s meeting “that which unites is greater than that which divides” would I believe be turned around because I believe that the worldwide MU still look to MU in these Islands for leadership and guidance and I fear that we would be sending a wrong message as answered in question 1.     

General:

I think it will be a long time before the CofE gets there.

What is the cleric’s role?
Church in Wales would follow.

Not happy but one has to try and see it from the same-sex couple’s view.
Question 3

Would you approve of same-sex couples registering their partnerships in your church?*
Yes
666


No
1858
 
Did not reply  

95
Comments

Yes:

Yes if they are Christians and attend Church and as part of the service. We must move with the times.
Yes if they are members of the church and it has full agreement with leaders and members.
With suitable preparation.
We must honour those for whom heterosexual commitment is impossible but who wish to affirm a loving relationship before God.

They need the support of Christians given that they have chosen the church to register in.
As a retired priest I would be happy to conduct such a ceremony with the approval of the incumbent and after preparation with the couple.

If a gay couple attended our church and we accepted them in services I see no reason to stop them having a civil partnership or registering in church.

I would, but I am not convinced it would be welcomed by all the congregation.

I would like to see it as a service (religious) commitment) and not just a civil matter.
If God is love we should accept that love comes in different forms and allow it to be brought before God for his mercy and blessing on it.
No:

Certainly not. It is a travesty of marriage (see BCP Marriage Service).
I do not feel comfortable with same-sex couples. 

No, because I do not know what would be implied either by ‘registration’ or by ‘partnership’.

It would be offensive (article xxxiv).

There is no point while civil partnerships cannot receive a blessing in church.
The marriage service in the Book of Common Prayer states that “in the sight of God and congregation the joining of this man and woman in holy matrimony”.

We would stop our contributions to the church.

I would rather not be there to view the situation.

MU theme of faithful relationships would be reflected in our acceptance of relationships which might be what we would not consider ourselves.
General:

Some feared that if this was allowed the church (CofE) would be inundated with requests.

Not until there has been considerable teaching and the Bible passages about same-sex relationships properly understood.
We have just been through an amazing time getting our family Dog pregnant-the checks and length of time taken were amazing and completion of the mating were carefully considered.  The protection of each animal involved was done for the good of each animal and the breed in general.  This set of questions makes me think that we take more care of God’s creatures than the human family!

As I do not belong to a CofE church perhaps not applicable to an MU response.   As my church is not picturesque I suspect there would be very little desire to use the building for such an event.  If my church was chosen because of a desire for a spiritual input/blessing,  I would be uneasy about appearing to endorse something that I am still not clear about with regards to biblical teaching but this extends to wider than just same-sex partnerships.  Unfortunately it seems to me that the ‘church’ is very muddled in what it acquiesces to and what it strains at.  It is the age old question of grace versus law.  I am very reluctant to be a Pharisee but I sometimes wonder if we loose sight of what God’s grace was supposed to save us from.

Need greater clarity about the role of the registrar and the priest.

Question 4

Do you agree that religious premises should be open to the public while a civil partnership is registered?
Yes
1203


No
1051

Did not reply  

365
Comments

Yes:
Church services should be open to all.

Legality to keep the church door open – our vicar says it must be left open.

If the premise is going to be used for such events it should be open and transparent about it.   It is supposed to be a public declaration after all.
The rule should be the same for any other marriage that takes place in church.
They cannot be closed during a service.
Should be as for a wedding.
Churches should be open to anyone at any time.
A church wedding is a public occasion so should be the same for a civil partnership as well.

Yes, given the huge variety of premises implied by ‘religious’.

If this is to happen it should be a public ceremony like any other.

I would hope that everyone would respect the validity of such an event and that it could be as public as a heterosexual marriage.

Marriage services are not closed to the public, neither should a civil partnership be.  If it were allowed.

A same sex couple shouldn’t be treated any differently than a mixed sex couple.

This should be essential as it is in heterosexual marriages!

If religious premises have agreed to register.

If the decision to use those premises has been made and accepted freely then members of the public should not be excluded.
“I ticked ‘no’ to questions 1-3. But if the proposals go ahead, yes, the public should be allowed in!”

Not sure:
I don’t know if it does not involve me.

I have no opinion on this.
Maybe in a few years time.

This is a rather misleading question...do we permit people to intrude on such registrations for heterosexuals...and who would want to intrude?

In theory at heart, as they are for all ceremonies, however careful thought would need to be given to the management of any protests.

Perhaps this should be decided by the couple who may prefer to have a small private ceremony.
Depends on couple. As LGB may feel threatened by the anti-gay people – be aware – anti-gay may make a stand and protest.

I am a little unsure of what this question means, but I am presuming that churches are open to the public in general when services are going on or weddings either.  However I should not want the church to be open to people who might want to protest the registration of a same sex partnership during such a services, so would rather if any hostile elements were not allowed, but presumably the church wardens would sort that out if it did occur!

It might cause trouble.
I suppose there could be a risk of protests.

But perhaps not immediately until everyone has got used to the situation.

Churches are used with the consent of the Incumbent and I imagine other faiths have this degree of monitoring usage.

Not sure what this question means by “the public” – are you alluding to photographer and relatives – if so the answer is yes.

Perhaps! We should not move too fast too quickly.
No:
Do not agree to civil partnerships being registered in a church. 
If the licensing is permitted it should be private.

I would not ever want to see religious premises used for this purpose but parish churches are places of worship and should be accessible to people at all times when possible. To begin to hold private events in such places (unless it were in an attached hall) would be wrong and begin to suggest a type of clandestine protected activity.

No, not applicable. 

I do not want religious premises to be used for civil partnership registration.

Our church is open for all but I would not worship where these services are allowed to be performed.

“This should not even be considered”.

I ticked ‘no’. The church should be closed and invited guests allowed to attend. A suitable fee should be charged.

General:
I don’t agree with religious premises being used for civil partnerships but the religious premises should be open to the public. 
This question is irrelevant if civil partnerships are not registered on religious premises.

Is there a fear that anti-Gay Christian people may cause a disturbance? Otherwise gay people should be treated like anyone else.
All services in Church of England places of worship are public already – current religious marriages are public and no one can be excluded unless they are disruptive – though I suspect many people don’t realise this.

Only for invited guests of the couple.

I do not understand why they should be closed if the event is happening if it is going ahead. The cathedral was kept open when I got married.

Family and friends would want, I am assuming, to be present, as would the couple want them to be supporting them.

Needs to be worked out with PCC.
Question 5

Do you agree that religious premises should be allowed to keep their religious symbols, decorations and objects in place while civil partnerships are registered?

Yes
1952


No
439

Did not reply  

228
Comments

These are paramount. They are religious premises after all.
A daft question – if they come to our church they have to abide by our preferences and decisions.

Not applicable as I don’t believe in the symbols, decorations and objects.
If a couple doesn’t want to commit to their relationship in a church with all that implies then they can easily find another venue. Again, I see no difference to marriage in church and we don’t cover religious symbols then.
There should be no question of removing religious symbols. Why would the civil partners want a ceremony in church without its religious symbols?

Why would a person seek a civil partnership in a religious premise unless they in some way wish to give it a spiritual stamp. In which case, of course the symbols etc should be there. In any case, to remove them is to change the nature of the premises and to subvert the intent of using the building – perhaps trying to use the building to legitimise something?
The Church should not have to alter itself at all.  Visitors to our home are numerous and we change nothing for visitors and guests.
Although these are civil partnerships, if they are conducted on religious premises, of whatever faith, to hide or cover religious symbols etc would surely mean the couple is excluded and not included. 
This is a vital stipulation in such circumstances.
Difficult to remove statues and stain glass windows!

Absolutely, it is a religious premise and should be booked on that basis.   There are plenty of other places where such symbols are not found.

One would assume that the partners would be having their wedding in church because the faith means something to them. It would be outrageous to suggest that the building should be neutralised.

This question is irrelevant if civil partnerships are not registered on religious premises.
The proposal that the local authority should approve the premises is abhorrent.  The symbols that are in place in a church have emotional and religious meaning to the congregation.

I would expect that only Christian couples would want this “service” in an Anglican Church. (And those of other faiths in their places of worship).
Of course: religious symbols are what the place stands for. We do not need to compromise our faith by pretending that we can put these to one side to appease those for whom they may not be important.  We must make sure that those who come to register their civil partnership know that we are honouring their commitment but that if they wish this to take place in religious premises then they should expect the nature of the place and its symbols to be part of the ambiance.

No – don’t think they should be there anyway

Given the huge variety of premises implied by ‘religious’. It’s their choice.

Of course.  These are in part what a church is.

If someone wants their partnership registered at a church, then they must expect all of the religious symbols, decorations and objects to be in place during their registration service/ceremony.  If someone doesn’t want them there, then they probably shouldn’t be coming to a church.  I would say the same for a wedding occurring at a church ... churches have religious symbols etc.

Removal of these would make a mockery of use of religious premises.

If it comes about that churches have to conduct civil partnerships, then we must at least retain our identity.

Religious premises are places of worship and adorned to facilitate that, they are definitely not just an alternative registry office.
This is another opportunity to introduce the congregation to the symbolism attached to the church.

Most definitely. If a Church service is wanted, it should encompass the whole ‘scene’. Couples who are married in a civil ceremony in a secular situation are not allowed religious readings, prayers etc so the reverse should hold.

Most definitely, if a couple chose to register and celebrate their partnership in faith premises, symbols of that faith should be in place as they normally would.

Not applicable with mine or God’s views if you read the Bible. God’s word. This country has gone away from God’s Law. Sunday trading, condoning same-sex acts etc! Now they want to invade our worship space.

Do not agree to civil partnerships being registered in a church.

Question 6

Given that faith groups are not legally obliged to offer their religious premises, does this approach sufficiently protect faith groups and ministers of religion, or is additional protection needed?
Yes
1441


No
858


Did not reply  
320
Comments

Not applicable as said No to Questions 1-4.
Protection from what?
Additional protection needed. 
Additional protection needed for the conscience of the individual church and clergy. 

Whatever "additional protection" is given, once the same sex couples get their "church wedding", there will be no going back.
Won’t know until it is tested in court.

Given the track records of government in this country, we felt it necessary to state that where the vicar and congregation did not want the church used for registration of civil partnerships that it would not be possible to overturn those wishes.
I can foresee endless legal wrangles if the protection is inadequate. 

Thin edge of the wedge, nothing to prevent the law being changed in the future.

The guidelines should be very clear that all parties are protected.
I am afraid that in this time this will progress onto pressure or compelling to undertake these ceremonies. A place may be registered and then a change of minister may want to get out of it and cause problems.

Not being a lawyer I have no idea.  To be honest, in the current climate I suspect that it is a bit like being King Canute against the relentless tide of intolerance towards Christianity.  Hopefully, like the Israelites before us, eventually people will realise what has been wrenched away in the surging waters and repent and turn back to the Lord.  For the time being, like the parent of the prodigal son, we have to let them have their way.

I do not understand why they need to be put into a position of this sort in the first place, IF they are uncomfortable then there should be no expectation that others have more ‘rights’ than those who serve their church.
Ministers and worshippers may strongly disagree with civil same-sex partnerships and could incur many problems by refusing.

Difficult to say – those against will say no anyway! I assume the incumbent will still be able to plead conscience, as happened with remarriage of divorcees. 
Additional protection is required to protect ministers.  Experience has shown that local authorities and lesbian, gay and bisexual organisations can put pressure on people who do not follow their point of view.
If the WHOLE Church of England takes the same approach this protects parishes.
If the same rules apply as for marriage then I can see no difference.

To make it possible for civil partnerships to be registered in religious premises is enough to create division, confusion and bring pressure to bear on those who do not choose this root. Protection in law offers temporary freedom from prosecution but it creates a climate in which those who refuse may be open to attack from same sex couples who see using a religious building as a personal right. Once the civil right argument is used different proofs are required.
Should be optional so that you can find a church who will if you want it.
It should only be done with the clergy’s consent and in the context of qualified members of the parish.
This could be difficult in view of recent persecution of Christians i.e. Christians such as the bed/breakfast owners not being allowed to uphold their principles.
I would hope that this change would be done with consultation between ministers and PCCs.

There’s a lot of pressure by interested parties to get their views accepted with minimal regards to anyone else’s feelings or views.
If there is no legal obligation then that should suffice.  The fact that couples may have to approach the clergy of any faith group could give an opportunity for mission even if it is not successful: it would show that religious groups are open and tolerant but have their beliefs that they value and keep.

Not quite sure I understand question.

We have seen ‘creeping’ legislation so often we need strong safeguards.

I have not read the small print but from what I understand from your notes it is ok at the moment.

It would seem that if there is no legal obligation to offer premises, then any church who does not wish to participate can opt out without sanction.

Yes – need more protection from legal challenges.

I am not informed enough to answer.

I would not expect non-believers to request the use of religious premises when there are plenty of alternatives.

Not sure what other protection there could be? What are the threats?

Everyone is entitled to their opinion and beliefs, it seems unlikely that same sex couples would affiliate with faith groups that fail to treat them as equals and recognise their love and faith the same as mixed sex couples.  The risk is that it allows prejudice to continue and could create division and conflict within groups.

The gay/lesbian minority are very media savvy, vociferous and could mount a hostile campaign against individual churches and Christians.

I would hope any faith group would have the right to deny to use of their premises if they did not approve of this measure.  They must have freedom to do this without falling foul of equality legislation.

I can understand why some clergy object and that is their right and choice.

As I understand it faith groups are not obliged under the law to host these services. Surely they would only be held in sympathetic religious premises.
I have met 7 Canadian clergymen from the Diocese of Westminster who were forced by their Bishop to leave their parishes because they refused to bless same sex blessings. Could this happen here?

I would like the CofE to forbid such ceremonies in their churches.
Question 7

Some Christians who are in a committed same-sex relationship would like to be able to celebrate their love and commitment in the context of a religious service. Do you think the proposed measure is sufficient to enable this to happen?*
Yes
1143


No
823

Did not reply  
653
Comments
Yes:

Yes priests need to see this as the same celebration before God as a marriage.

We consulted our Vicar who would be happy to give a blessing to a same-sex couple in church.

Everyone is equal, should marry where you choose.

I think it will be wonderful for Christians in committed same-sex relationships to be able to have a religious ceremony incorporated into their civil partnership ceremony in the same way the heterosexuals can for marriage.

I know of such a relationship and they have a strong faith.  It will be a great sadness to them to be refused. 

Yes – many religious services are held outside churches.

Should have a litany for commitment.

Yes and it should be called a blessing or a named service but not a marriage.

Signing a register at a wedding is a secular process, within a religious service (with a priest and/or registrar needed to be present) so with some thought this could be incorporated into a religious service.

No:

Not within Canon Law.

It is not appropriate.

We are totally against the whole principle of same-sex marriages.

Would not like this to happen.

We do not agree with this kind of service in church.

I don’t agree with any same sex relationships. We can bless the individuals but not condone the union.

“Committed Christian in a same-sex relationship” is a misnomer because biblical teaching forbids it.

To state that Christians are in same-sex relationships is a contradiction in terms.

I do not feel it is appropriate for same-sex couples to have a religious service in church.

I do not want it to happen.

Biblical Christianity is very clear marriage is intended to be heterosexual, so I do not feel this in appropriate for a church.

What they want to do is not Christian.

I do not agree with any acknowledgement of civil partnership.

“ This should not happen in God’s House.”

I disagree with the proposed measure and value-words like ‘commitment’ don’t make an inappropriate relationship right.
A religious service is not appropriate for a civil partnership.

I could lose my licence if I offered a public service rather than just some pastoral prayers.
Conditional:

Depends on the PCC.

Up to the view of the church council and congregation.

So long as it’s not termed ‘marriage’.

Nothing should be done to legalise the partnership but a simple blessing may work.

We felt a short “blessing” service would be ok and should be offered and allowed.

I believe, this can only happen if the person in charge of the religious premise is sympathetic to the needs of those involved.

We would want to know what the service would include – very open to discussion.

A religious service for the celebration of the partnership but perhaps not forming part of the normal service of the parish in case some regular attendees might not like it.

More detailed suggestions are needed to give a liturgy/service that would be suitable and meaningful.

It should be secular even in Church.

Provided that it is clear that this is NOT a marriage but – maybe a blessing on the civil partnership.

Possibly but it should not happen in the context of a religious service.

There should be no problem in doing this quietly without the trappings.

It may be that they need to be known to the priest in the place, but I could equally say that about marriage. If folk want religious input then presumably they have a faith and will be attending church somewhere. This could be easily verified.

I respect the decision of same-sex relationships to enter into a legal agreement but I would not wish to see a specific service of a religious nature to bless or confirm this relationship.

It is not allowed for any religious song to be included in a civil marriage or partnership ceremony. I would first like to see these included in a civil ceremony before we rush into having partnerships registered in churches and other religious buildings.

There is a huge difference between a secular registration and a religious sacrament. Where love is there is God and priests who feel able to bless same sex couples should be enabled to – even though I would feel v. uncomfortable with it.

If this was to happen, it would have to be kept from the parish, assuming the priest agrees.

I assume the registration would normally be in the context of a religious service.

There should be private prayers and support of their minister but not a public endorsement.

But not in the CofE.
Might have to look at a lesbian or gay priest marrying the same-sex couples.
General:

This is a question of church discipline not law. The proposal goes further than “blessing”.

This is an ambiguous question, as implies a religious ceremony and not a civil ceremony – surely then it would be somewhat similar to a Blessing?

Couldn’t decide.

Doesn’t it already happen?

I didn't find it possible to answer Q7. Committed Christians in a same sex partnership may be entitled to some form of blessing on their relationship, but would the same apply to unmarried heterosexuals, equally committed Christians. Somehow I doubt it.

It seems the arrangements will be secular so there will be no religious content.  If a religious service is held to mark the registration at some point, over time, this will slowly be incorporated into the same ceremony and it will slide into ‘marriage’.
They would not be certain that a particular Christian Church would be allowing this type of service as the proposal is for freedom of choice for any faith group.

I do not know as each and every person getting married has their own ideas.  The clergy are there to guide and teach.  I would not feel happy if their views were not respected for each situation.

I believe that the legislation will allow flexibility and compromise Christian marriage between man and woman for the procreation of children.
Not sure as divorced couples wishing to remarry are often offered a ‘wedding blessing’.

While there is confusion between marriage and other relationships there is always going to be difficult political overtones in all such statements.

I feel we should tread cautiously.

The legal arrangements are probably enough as far as the state is concerned but in the Church of England, no permission has yet been given (by General Synod and/or bishops) for a service of blessing for a same-sex relationship to be allowed.  Therefore even if the civil partnership could be contracted on the premises, the religious service that might follow could not yet happen.

While the partnership ceremony has to be legally performed in a certain way, the paper does state that this can be accommodated into a religious ceremony.
No – but hopefully the registration could be followed or preceded by a service of blessing for those who want it.

Not sure – they could perhaps have a service of thanks giving after a civil registration in a registry office.

I think more needs to be done on the generally accepted form of words for this. I think there would be more freedom for the couple to have a greater part to play in this than in the present marriage services, but this would also demand an accepted form of monitoring…by the Incumbent, ………..as with many present day funeral services.

I think so but should be considered by vicar etc.

Christians put the Lord Jesus first in their lives and would not grieve Him by being in a same- sex sexual relationship.

I have no copy of the proposed measure, but think that same sex couples should be able to celebrate their love and commitment in the context of a religious service.

Already this question sounds like it’s a foregone conclusion.

Yes – but it is probably going a step too far.
Question 8
This measure states that the registering of civil partnerships on religious premises will remain a secular process. Do you think this distinction should be removed and civil partnerships be equivalent to, and renamed as, marriage in line with heterosexual marriage?*  
Yes

129

No
2,406

Did not reply  
84
Comments

Agree about equivalence

It would be a marriage but that seems an out of date word for this time.

Yes but I think that ‘same-sex marriage’ or some other such term should be used rather than ‘marriage’.

I said ‘yes’ rather reluctantly. I find it difficult to accept that a same-sex couple can have a true ‘marriage’ that is celebrated as a church sacrament.  But no one wonders at heterosexual couples who are mature, who cannot have children but wish to make the same vows and commitments of loving support and companionship to each other, and do so at a church ceremony!  Same-sex couples, who are Christian and wish to make a similar commitment in their church, I suppose, should be allowed and indeed welcomed. A few will even want to go on and adopt or  conceive (with donor sperm) their own children. And I don’t think the church should reject them.
We are moving forward and this might come in the future. Perhaps, at this stage, it is a step too far.

I have ticked both yes and no because the question asks two things. Civil partnerships should be equivalent to ‘marriage’ in their promises and commitment to each other.   
Yes for those who want it to be that in the same way that marriage can be civil or church.

Yes but not immediately if there is some way of introducing this idea gradually.
Equivalent to but not re-named as marriage, at least at present.

Agree about terminology

Yes, I think they should all be able to be called marriages.  The current system gives differential treatment, although at least civil partnerships are available now.

If you marry in church should be a marriage as you have been married in front of God. Should be religious.
Disagree about equivalence

“ No. Marriage is for the procreation of children.”

For me, ‘marriage’ is about creating a stable Christian family in which to grow the next generation.  I do not agree that children are best served growing up with same sex parents.

Keep them separate but maybe allow a prayer of blessing in a registry office.

It can’t be marriage, only a partnership. 

Not compatible with the purpose, aims and objectives of the MU and Christian Family Life.

No because the marriage ceremony as we know it would have to be changed.

Entirely different concepts and must remain so.

Biblical marriage is between male and female.
If people want a secular ‘marriage’ they have other options.

I am very clear that marriage should describe a heterosexual relationship.   I fully endorse civil partnerships as a legal entity for those who have chosen to live their lives that way and I think their rights within that way of life should be upheld.  
I am concerned that this will happen anyway should the law be changed. I do not want a civil partnership to be equated with marriage.
Disagree about terminology

We ought really to set our minds to finding another word to replace marriage for homosexual couples so that their relationships and marriage between heterosexuals can be given due respect and understanding.  I have no suggestions to make for such a word but it is not for lack of trying and much prayer.

Miscellaneous

My experience as a GP and Ordained Minister in the Church of England was that those homosexuals I met (who were lovely men) had no father in their very early childhood. This seems to be a real cause of homosexuality developing in males, whatever the genetic make-up. So the same-sex couples who have children could be putting that child at severe risk of developing sexual abnormalities.
Is it the religious ceremony that turns it into marriage – or the gender of the participants?

Perhaps all marriages should separate the legal and religious elements.
Real experience is usually good at influencing beliefs longer term, as opposed to speculation.

I find it hard to accept that children should be brought up by one gender when this is not after the loss of a parent but because the ‘parents’ do not feel the opposite gender is relevant to a child.  However I am just as concerned about recent changes to the law which allows mothers to register their children without naming the father.  I know it is another issue but with this proposal we shall be encouraging this law which seemed to be sneaked in without much public debate! Does anyone think of how a child will feel when they are adults?

Question 9
Have you engaged with the Mothers’ Union’s We are Created by God resources in:
Reading the resources?

Yes 

407

No
1898

Did not reply  
314
Being part of discussions on the issues in the We are Created by God resources?
Yes 

214

No
2051

Did not reply  
354
Facilitating any discussions on the issues in the We are Created by God resources?

Yes 

140

No
2112

Did not reply  
367
Any further comments? 
In favour of proposals:

If we really believe we are created by God we must accept that God created each and every one of us, even those who are not like us, and we are in no position to exclude any of God’s people from what we believe. So many of the Lesbian and Gay society have very deep faith and we should not therefore, exclude them from our faith or from registering their partnerships in church. The partnerships which are entered into in church stand an equal chance of surviving as those between straight couples, though I agree that the term ‘marriage’ is only appropriate in the context of a man and woman. Nothing about this would alter the MU’s wish to support family life. Indeed, supporting the registration of civil partnerships in church could be seen to be strengthening this aim. I consider that setting our faces against it would be a very weak move, if we were concerned about its effect on churches in other lands. Surely we should be leading not being cowed by them. The words of Martin Luther are very apt, and we need to take them to heart.

I firmly believe that gay people do not have a choice as to their sexual orientation, that being in a committed civil partnership is not a sin, and their partnerships or marriages should be the same as anybody else’s. 

I feel this should be the same as a “blessing” for couples (heterosexual) that have had a civil ceremony.

I do not understand why the C of E has become so obsessed with and anti this topic.  What are they afraid of?  Arab countries are renowned for homosexuality mainly because their young women have to remain virgins. I cannot believe that this hasn’t been an issue since the year dot! I feel we have hounded those of same sex preferences for long enough.  We are happy in our heterosexual relationships – why deny them the same joy. Let’s stop persecuting them.

I feel that couples wanting to affirm a life-long loving relationship should not be excluded from celebrating this in a religious setting.

I think it would be a real shame if the Anglican Communion allowed itself to be bullied by fundamentalist elements into not supporting this issue, (in particular the African churches) because there are many very committed Christians who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgendered and there are many committed Christians who are trying to make sense of their own children’s homosexuality or that of other family members and they need support and reassurance, not judgement.  I hope the MU can take a positive position in supporting civic partnerships in churches.
In favour as a result of personal experience:

I am the mother of a gay man who is very happy in a civil partnership.  My son no longer has a faith, having lost it as a result of the attitude of the Christian Church, but I can well imagine how it must hurt gay Christians that they cannot commit themselves to each other in the eyes of the Church.  I do not believe, having seen my son grow up, that homosexuality is a sin.  He was born that way, and has no choice.  I also have another heterosexual son who was brought up in exactly the same way, but it was quite obvious that the two of them were different from an early age.  We know that God loves every one of His children, however they are born.  Consequently, I feel that gay Christians should be able to commit to each other in churches where the minister and congregation are happy to welcome them, as I believe Christians should do.
I am absolutely in favour and whole heartedly support the proposals. I am a confirmed Christian who believes and is passionate in equal opportunities for all. I am not against LGB people and feel that LGB people have the right to express their commitment and vows to their long term loving monogamous relationship as well as heterosexual couples.  Part of my career in human resources is also promoting equal opportunities and I see no conflict with my Christian faith. I do not think being Lesbian or gay or bisexual is morally wrong: and when Christians do take a stance against LGB people it does the church more harm and is in breach of the commandments we were given.  We were given 2 commandments – Love the Lord our god and love our neighbours as ourselves.

As a mother I was very upset when my son was denied any recognition by the Church of his marriage to a woman who had been divorced.  Our own vicar was not prepared even to offer a blessing of the marriage to one he knew to be a practising Christian.  He would not even discuss the matter with Nicholas and I felt this to be an opportunity lost.  My son now feels unwelcome by a Church he was formerly at home in.  I believe that we should not outlaw those who believe their love comes from God and who want his blessing on their relationship.

My son was brought up in a stable loving heterosexual family and extended family, he attended Church of England schools, has been a regular church attendee and member of a church affiliated scout group from the age of 5.  As his parents I think it became apparent to us before him that he was gay.  His social circle is largely heterosexual. This is not an easy option or lifestyle choice for him, he is who he is.  I would love to think that if he falls in love with someone and wants to spend his life with him that they would chose to make a legal commitment to each other and that this could be celebrated and recognised before God and in our church with our church family.  He is a good person, it is for God to judge him just as God will judge us all, he shouldn’t be discriminated against by fellow Christians on the basis of his sexuality.

Against proposals:

This is a hugely important issue for Mothers’ Union to take part in and I strongly urge the MU to uphold our aims as supporting Christian marriage and upholding family life. Very worried this will open the floodgates to entirely change our everlasting values of Christian marriage.

To preserve and build up the God given institution of marriage we must rely on the scripture concerning man and woman.  Anything else may be called what seems right but let us distinguish between marriage between one man and one woman, for life, to produce and nurture children and to build families and to reflect God’s creation purpose, and all other relationships.

I feel the concept of marriage as an enduring basis for family life is being eroded, and the last thing the Church of England should be doing is to connive in the process. Would anyone dream of asking the Roman Catholic Church to hold gay “marriages” in their premises?
My concern is that the churches have not got many going to church.  I think this might empty the churches.  I am not against same-sex partnerships but it is not the teachings from the Bible.  This is not something our children should think is normal.
Since my understanding of Scripture is that God ordained that male and female should be joined in marriage I have difficulty in accepting anything which seeks to introduce anything which likens itself to marriage between two members of the same sex.

Same-sex relationships can never be called a marriage – it’s an insult to God.

Whilst respecting other organisations/opinions – we should also respect our own beliefs, and the teachings of the bible, church and MU, and be true to the voice of God directing our thinking through prayer.
Think the whole business is abhorrent.  Whilst I feel sorry for people who are homosexual I feel there is nothing wrong with people just being celibate.

We all felt strongly that the church should not be forced to have registration of civil partnerships in church premises. A civil partnership is just that – it is not a marriage. 
Since I have answered no to 1,2 & 3, 4 & 5 are irrelevant.

I would be furious if Lambeth agrees to any change that does not give the parish a right of veto over any secular decisions “Christ loves the sinner but not the sin” therefore how can we agree to same sex marriage within the Christian community. PCCs and the Vicar need to be able to say no to any request that is not a heterosexual partnership.

The bible clearly states that homosexuality is a sin. Therefore, Christian teaching should reflect this. We cannot choose which parts of Holy Scripture to accept and which parts to reject. Rules are rules and cannot be subject to the latest whim or fashion.

Whilst I accept gay or lesbian people belonging to a church congregation, I fail to see how they can take part in a service of marriage when one of the objects of marriage is the pro-creation of children.

My main concern is that the proposals will end up with the word marriage being used for same-sex couples when it is really between a man and a woman.  There will be a lot of interference in parish churches from the local authority and could result in clergy doing what their beliefs and conscience prohibit.
I found some muddled thinking in “We are Created by God” material, in my view, marriage is:

One man and one woman in an exclusive, faithful, committed relationship for life. Whilst accepting this cannot always be achieved, we still need to hold out and encourage the principle – which remains the same whatever the current social mores of the day. Local authorities should have no jurisdiction over religious premises, whose use should be at the sole discretion of their own governing body.

I have discussed this issue with various groups of friends and have known many people with same sex relationships since teenage years. Adults have the right to choose their own way of living.  That is not an issue for me.  I do however think that the union of 2 humans is partly for the reproduction of mankind. (We have just done something similar with our dog! Arranging the correct mate and the timing of the mating was a whole new world to us and was done with the help of the Kennel Club etc).  I do not believe that same sex relationships have need to be recognised by society.

Human marriage and the blessing of each religious faith makes the event ‘special’ and this is understood from an early age by the children who are following behind us.  It is part of natures rules as well as being led and guided by God’s rules. 

I do know a lot of same sex couples and have friends who have lived together for many years.  I do not feel that a marriage is relevant to them as children will not be in their lives.

I believe that it says in the bible that marriage is between two people one of each sex. I believe it says that sex between two men is a sin. So as a church is Bible based I don't think services of marriage should take place between people of the same sex. As a Christian this is a difficult question because I wouldn't like to exclude those who wish to follow Christ from being able to worship in Church and can see that they must feel excluded when they can't marry within the Church but principles must be drawn somewhere and moral dilemmas have to be tackled so on reflection and after much prayer I would not be happy to see same-sex marriages in my church. 
How can a same-sex couple “go forward and multiply”? Think the whole area of equality is going overboard. Same sex partnerships are deviations from normal heterosexual partnerships. How can their relationship be legally recognised as marriage, a sacrament?

Sorry to be so strongly against the suggestion, but the only commitment that should be recognized in church is marriage and nothing else. Once “Pandora’s Box” is opened it cannot be closed again. The Abortion Bill proves this fact with the original request lost in the mists of time, with abortion after being used as a method of contraception.

If a civil partnership is to take place in a church the general public will consider this as a “religious ceremony” and the expectations will be that the couple will be “married” and want all the prayers and hymns that usually form a “wedding service”. The civil partnership should take place in a secular place but if the minister should wish to offer a blessing after, that is the concern of the ministers and couple.

The vast majority of the public regard same-sex relationships as unclean and unnatural. However they have been conditioned to believe that they have no right to say how other people should lead their lives. Our Lord did not speak about homosexual practise as the Jewish people knew it was wrong. However the Gentiles did not so St. Paul them the Lord’s views on this.

From the day I first believed in Jesus Christ I’ve believed the Bible to be God’s Word. I’ve listened to all the arguments about interpretation and the times it was written in. But to me you either believe it or repent later. Leviticus ch18 vs22/Corinthians ch6 vs9-10 That’s clear enough for me/Timothy ch1 vs10. God loves these people but not the act of homosexuality.

“I have read the extract on sexuality from ‘We are Created by God’ (pages 49-59), and I cannot find reference to sodomy. The Bible clearly states that sodomy is sin and I regret to say that my impression of the extract and ‘Understandings of the Bible’, section B implies our need to twist what the Bible teaches us to fit into modern day thinking. I know and have known homosexuals whom I love and yet cannot respect in the Christian context. Jesus loves us all, but we cannot and should not attempt to change the record of his love for all – The Bible.”

In favour, with conditions:

Have both gay and lesbian friends, but do not see their partnerships as ‘marriage’ as upheld by MU (All should be welcome at church events!)

We like our church to remain totally Christian and we do support the gay community as long as they behave quietly and believe in what they are doing.

While we are not in agreement we accept that in the future this could be an acceptable way of life for many couples.
What ever we decide in Mothers’ Union let us remember the children and protect their rights under the law.  I believe we have failed to do this recently, as I have stated above.

If a strong faith is already evident then I cannot see an objection.

I believe it would be wholly appropriate for committed Christians in a same sex relationship to be able to formalise that relationship within a church if they should wish to do so. However, whilst it may be desirable and appropriate to further celebrate and bless the formal relationship in a religious service held immediately after the registration, I don’t think it is in keeping with marriage as a sacrament for a civil partnership to be registered as part of a religious service along the lines of a formal marriage service.

Provided all religious establishments have a choice as to whether or not to register civil partnerships, hopefully all views can be taken into account and no-one should feel alienated.

I would guess that other denominations may well answer ‘no’ to all the questions. It seems to me that the Church of England is ‘a soft touch’. We should say ‘no’ more often.
I am increasingly content to try and accept same-sex partnerships as equal to heterosexual ones, so long as there is a mutual feeling of love and commitment.

What should be engaging our time and energy more is the amount of abuse and domestic violence in our homes (whatever the sexual orientation of those within), and the need to support and encourage all parents to bring up their children with loving care in a stable environment i.e. to continue to support the MU’s Aims and Objects.

There is much selfishness, exploitation and cruelty around in our society. Let’s not discourage couples, who through no fault of their own, are homosexual, and want the same chance of happiness and fulfilment in a lasting and loving relationship.

Whilst I do not condemn people for entering into same-sex relationships, as a Christian I do not uphold same-sex marriage. But where they may adopt children, I do think that the MU has a role in the child’s life. Whilst not going along with the child’s parents situation in adopting children into a same-sex marriage.

Civil partnerships should be registered legally at an approved Register Office and should not be equivalent to marriage, as the circumstances are different. However, if the same-sex couple so wish it, their union/partnership can be blessed in Church in a religious service. This happens for heterosexual couples in certain circumstances and seems to me to be an ideal solution to a same-sex couple wishing to make a public commitment in the sight of God.

Exploratory:

I do find legal speak and questions sometimes hard to work out.  This provision is very important to me and near to my heart.

I am a committed Christian and I know we should be more generous but I do not agree with the principle of same sex relationships.  I do know what I am talking about , my sister is in a same sex relationship and has been for about 12 years.  They know I do not agree with it, but I will always support and love them as I do not want to loose my sister.  Sometimes we have to say what we think and not stand on the fence.

Although I am not comfortable with same sex relationships, that is my personal problem and I am in no position to judge others.  God is a God of love and compassion and we must not try to put ourselves between anyone and God, but rather to facilitate their coming closer to God and to include God in their relationship with each other.  People tied into a recognised relationship are less of threat to others.
Before the civil ceremonies go into church please allow religious songs and words to be used in the registry office. Just because people choose not to get married in a church doesn’t mean they don’t want a spiritual element. Perhaps be like Germany and other European countries – do the legal ceremony in a civic place and add on a religious ceremony if required. Though I do value the role of the CofE in these legal occasions.

The reality is that I am not opposed to same sex relationships. Neither am I actually opposed to the blessing of the people and their relationship by the church but that is not the matter under debate. It strikes me as a subtle attempt to have the state dictate to the church what should be happening. I am especially concerned by the exploitation of the dual use of the word marriage to mean both ‘holy estate’ and the civil joining of two people and the development of same-sex ‘weddings’ by the additional use of religious premises. Though there has always been ambiguity in the use of the word marriage it has never gone beyond meaning the legal joining and the spiritual joining of man with woman. It has irrespective of location always been in step with biblical understanding of marriage. To engage religious premises in civil work is unusual and needless unless it is in some way an attempt to further the social and spiritual legitimisation of same sex union.

I was the lone voice that felt strongly that we have excluded people for centuries and that it is better to include any who have the Christian faith. I also think we should encourage anyone who wants to show commitment in a loving relationship. While my friends could see that, they felt that Christian marriage needed to be presented as the ideal to which we should all strive. I have thought for years that a better system n this country would be to have a civil ceremony for all couples, followed by a blessing in church for those wanted it, as they do in France. 

Relating to the Mothers’ Union:

Prayers really useful.

I can’t see what, if any, this has to do with the Mothers’ Union.
I do not believe anyone can know the ‘view’ of the MU and it would be wrong to claim that there is an agreed opinion amongst the members.

Thank you for keeping us informed and consulting us.
The local leader of the MU felt unable to put this before the membership – fearing that it would cause problems within the group and anxiety to many members.

This course (We are Created by God) is good and the various chapters cover a range of problems that have been with us for a long time now and that are now being discussed openly.  It is good to discuss these in small groups with the guide lines in this course as it gives understanding and a sense of Christian compassion and reflection on these matters.
“We are Created by God” has been a real help to me and to so many and a resource that I feel we should continue to encourage our members to use.

This is all too nebulous, there is a concern that this all needs to be debated at General, Diocesan and Deanery synods. The MU is part of the Church of England so we wonder why our response should be considered apart from the whole of the Church of England.

Thank you for this opportunity. I am hoping that it will encourage our members to engage in some discussions allied to the questions raised. Just as long ago MU reconsidered our policy on Divorce and Remarriage it is very important to recognise that if Mothers’ Union is to thrive, we must not deny or duck difficult issues. We still have some non MU people in our congregation who will not join MU because they or their family have experienced divorce. MU only changes slowly!

None of this has been mentioned in our branch of MU (Pakefield).  The first Object of the MU is ‘to uphold the sanctity of marriage’.  I quote from my member’s card (Canterbury Diocese).  Finally, the CofE is not just a ‘faith group’.
Miscellaneous:

We would like to know of the percentage of same-sex unions.

In discussion on this particularly the Homosexual relationships I have been surprised by the open and compassionate response to this ... from people whom I would have termed ‘conservative’... just shows that one must not be too quick to make assumptions.

Please don’t take my English church away from me.
I am off to celebrate my grandson’s Christening and find the future for everyone is getting too far away from what we knew as surety and security with a life which was given to us and the obligations it also left us to uphold.

Our branch members found it very difficult to answer these questions as they lacked knowledge of civil partnerships. They recognised that had they had such knowledge, their responses might have been different. They recognise that the Church has to be open to change, and more open-minded in today's world. They thought that some of the questions were unclear. One quote was," It is putting same sex people into a different category."

Not all same-sex couples should be registered in church but then nor should all heterosexual couples either.

As with marriages I think partnerships in church should be between people who respect God and not just a venue that the couple fancy.

It takes time for attitudes to change. Younger people on the whole accept gays and lesbians without prejudice. Older people grew up when it was illegal and a sin, and it is difficult to dismiss this.

The Anglican Church needs to sort itself out with regard to sexuality before it gets into even further difficulties.

Jesus always gave personal attention, care and understanding to each individual whoever they were, whatever they had done, but he never condoned behaviour that was contrary to the 10 Commandments/Law of Moses. The Church of England needs to keep this Christ-like balance of love, care and understanding for the individual and a clear stance on what is right and wrong action/behaviour.
I appreciate that there may be MU members who have family members in same sex relationships. I appreciate too that there will be pain – whatever the MU outcome statement may be.

Comments from two letters from vicars:

Letter 1.
localism

feels Church of England should make a decision binding on whole Church: speaks as priest with experience of repercussions of local decision making, where close neighbours make different decisions 

individualism
sees Christian faith as historic, inherited, tested by generations to produce teaching that is for the benefit of society as a whole rather than individuals

sexual activity as social not private act therefore the concern of society:  sees increasing individualism and sexualisation as part of social and economic breakdown of Western society

religious freedom
Church upholds freedom of government to make laws for secular society, but Church must be free to uphold its own teaching to face/challenge diminishing norms of secular society

pastoral concern distinct from tradition
duty of Church to provide pastoral care to all but should not publically condone a way of life contrary to historic faith

(appears unaware that this legislation will apply to all religious premises though)

Letter 2.

THE MOTHER UNION AND HUMAN SEXUALITY

Personally, I cannot support the blessing of homosexual relationships on religious premises because it would be generally accepted as a form of a marriage service. We need to understand that the legislation that set up civil partnerships borrowed much from the current secular law on marriage. The same Act of Parliament, however, set up the distinction between civil registration of marriage and civil partnerships referred to by the Bishop of Winchester in the House of Lords. From the Church point of view we must distinguish between civil partnerships and Christian marriage and it would therefore be disingenuous to allow them to be conducted on Church of England premises.  The Quakers already are permitted to do so, as was the suggestion in Parliament of Lady Neuberger. But to allow it on Church of England premises would run counter to important parts of Holy Scripture. 

Because we are charged with the pastoral care of all God’s people, I believe we should be sympathetic to those in civil partnerships. Within the Anglican Communion, there is both a strong affirmation of gay relationships and a reaffirmation of the Christian tradition of Natural Law. Natural Law affirms the differences of male and female as designed by God, which Paul argues strongly for in Romans Chapter 1. On the other hand, certain parts of the Old Testament affirm the special character of human friendships including those which are between same sexes.

On balance, I think that homosexuality should not be as divisive as it has been perceived and that Christians can live together in one church community, respecting each other’s convictions. This is the church into which I was baptised and which ‘Changing Attitude’ advocates.

Firstly, issues around human sexuality cut deep into the core of our understanding of our selves as people. The traditional position on human sexuality is not just about how human beings should behave sexually, but also about core issues of identity. As Bishop Jones himself recognises in a recent speech, human sexuality is an ontological identification. Sexual orientation and identity lie at the heart of a person’s sense of being, and often this is misunderstood by those in this debate, especially on the conservative side of the argument.

Secondly, an overzealous application of tradition can be hurtful. As a Canon of a Nigerian Cathedral I am aware that for a majority in the African subcontinent this is not an issue for them. Maybe it is a matter of how children are raised, but there does not seem to be the amount of angst about this matter.

Those in the African church often make clean and clinical divisions between sin and sinner, but when these are matters that are integral to our sense of person-hood, this can be damaging. We are created sexual beings and sexual activity is vital and essential to the procreation of the human race – it is something that we simply cannot do without. The discussion is not just about how we should act, it is about who we were created to be.

MARRIAGE

However, in the Bishops’ paper on Human Sexuality, heterosexuality was referred to as a “benchmark” from which our sexuality is defined; it is not just an anthropological argument it is theological. It also leads us into the ethics theology of Christian marriage. Christian scriptures see marriage as both an image of Christ’s love for the Church and symbolic of His union with his church (through joining man and wife). This is particularly important for the Mothers’ Union, an organisation charged with understanding the nature of relationships and particularly that of Marriage.

Here the model that comes from St Paul clearly demonstrates that the love between husband and wife represents Christ and the Church. Paul’s argument is very simple – the union of husband and wife is a signifier of Christ and the Church. The way that spouses connect, live in mutual existence, even the dynamics of their relationship, speak of what Christ has done for those whom He is saving. A lot of theologians agree with this.  We should perhaps be hesitant to ascribe the roles of husband and wife explicitly to Christ and the Church (i.e. husband only equals Christ, wife only signifies the Church) but when you examine the biology of male/female sex you see that God has designed even that to speak of Jesus’ relationship to the church. This Christological statement declares a position on the work of Christ in the Church and how that is to be revealed.

If husband and wife in their biological distinctiveness signify Christ and the Church, then the lack of that biological distinctiveness in homosexual sex means that such a relationship cannot represent the saving work of Jesus. Male and male would signify Christ and Christ: female and female sex, Church and Church.

FRIENDSHIP

What we must also affirm is the importance of FRIENDSHIP that is in church tradition. This has been affirmed by leaders as far apart as Archbishop Anselm and St Augustine. St Augustine’s deep evocation of Spirituality (to be found in his Confession) is a mirror image of the deep relationship between himself and others. St Anselm, a celibate, evokes the greatness of human friendship that is with the same gender. Dr Liz Carmichael, fellow of St John College Oxford, has written an excellent book exploring the long and consistent theme of Friendship throughout the tradition of the Church.

SEXUALITY  

The best scientific research indicates that human sexuality is a complex interaction of nature and nurture. It is probable that for each person that experiences same-sex attraction, there is a unique interplay of various factors. That is why it seems unwise to impose particular development models of human sexuality on all those who self-identify as homosexual. While the “absent father” narrative in the parable of the Prodigal Son is deeply insightful for some, it may also cast light on the plight of homosexuals who lack a father figure. For others, it is simply not relevant.

The heartache for those who take the traditional stance is that it can be used to fuel homophobic attitudes. This is particularly painful for Christians who are homosexual and who accept the traditional ethic for themselves; they feel the negativity personally. As you can imagine, they do not come lightly to the interpretation that their homosexual condition is a call to celibacy.

What does the debate really add up to? Bishop Jones appeals for a sense of forgiveness and understanding:


“If on this subject of sexuality the traditionalists are ultimately

right and those who advocate the acceptance of stable and faithful gay

relationships are wrong what will their sin be? That in a world of

such little love two people sought to express a love that no other

relationship could offer them? And if those advocating the acceptance

of gay relationships are right and the traditionalists are wrong what

will their sin be? That in a church that has forever wrestled with

interpreting and applying Scripture they missed the principle in the

application of the literal text?”

ANGLICAN COMMUNION

The Bishop of Liverpool has argued that the Anglican Communion should embrace diversity and accept that those who believe homosexual relationships are morally wrong and those who believe that, within a ‘stable and faithful relationship’, they are right can enjoy a peaceful co-existence.  As Bishop Jones said, 


“This is I believe the next chapter to be written in the Church of England and the Anglican Communion. It is the chapter that is already being written in our Partnership in Mission with the Diocese of Virginia and with the Diocese of Akure in Nigeria.”

       But it is quite clearly another thing for the Mothers’ Union? Bearing in mind its vast membership in the developing world, I think that we have to express caution.  The Mothers’ Union should believe that Friendship and Sexuality leads for the most part to stable marriages and unions. This is true for a majority of the Mother Union in the Developing world.     

        I am also a Canon of a Nigerian Cathedral. Here as St Paul teaches African have chosen that Christian marriage should be monogamous and heterosexual. For the Nigerians who occupy leading roles in the Mother Union the thought of civil partnership taking place on Church of England premises would be the cause for deepest concern.

     Why? Because the marriage relationship reflect the nature of Christ’s love for the Church. For the most part, the experience of most Anglican Christians (80% of the Anglican communion it is claimed) accept that this to be true. Of course where this is not the experience of others in the West, we must exercise understanding and concern. We must appreciate the grace and friendship that we all share and sustains us all in the life of pilgrimage to which we are all committed.
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