
What is Marriage?

• noun: the formal union of a man and a
woman, by which they become husband
and wife. 

Oxford English Dictionary

• “The matrimonial covenant, by which a
man and a woman establish between
themselves a partnership of the whole of
life, is by its nature ordered toward the
good of the spouses and the procreation
and education of offspring; this covenant
between baptized persons has been
raised by Christ the Lord to the dignity of
a sacrament”.

Catechism of the Catholic Church, #1601

What is the law of Canada
regarding Marriage?

Same-sex marriage was legalized across
Canada by the Civil Marriage Act
enacted on July 20, 2005. Court
decisions, starting in 2003, had already
legalized same-sex marriage in eight out
of ten provinces and one of three
territories. Most legal benefits commonly
associated with marriage have been
extended to cohabiting same-sex couples
since 1999.

The Civil Marriage Act was introduced by Paul
Martin’s Liberal government in the Canadian
House of Commons on February 1, 2005 as Bill
C-38. It was passed by the House of Commons
on June 28, 2005, by the Senate on July 19,
2005, and it received Royal Assent the following
day.

Why is it important to know
about this issue now?
On June 2, 2006, Prime Minister Stephen
Harper  indicated that a vote on whether or
not to open up debate over same-sex
marriage would take place sometime in the
fall of 2006. This may be the last
opportunity for Catholics to promote the
position of the Catholic Church and to
affect the outcome of this debate.

What is the position of the
Catholic Church regarding
marriage?
On the threshold of his public life Jesus
performs his first sign - at his mother’s
request - during a wedding feast. The
Church attaches great importance to Jesus’
presence at the wedding at Cana. She sees
in it the confirmation of the goodness of
marriage and the proclamation that
thenceforth marriage will be an efficacious
sign of Christ’s presence.

Catechism of the Catholic Church, #1613

“The intimate community of life and love
which constitutes the married state has
been established by the Creator and
endowed by him with its own proper
laws.... God himself is the author of
marriage”. The vocation to marriage is

written in the very nature of man and woman as
they came from the hand of the Creator.

Catechism of the Catholic Church, #1603

The Catholic Church recognizes marriage as a
Sacrament and as being between a man and a
woman to the exclusion of all others. n
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DEB ATING MARRIA GE
In 2005, citing equality rights, Parliament redefined marriage to include

partners of the same sex. Almost one third of MPs were not given a free vote
but had to vote along party lines. Polls continue to show that a majority of
Canadians oppose the redefinition of
marriage.

Almighty God,
protector of all
families, guide us in

our efforts to defend the Holy Sacrament
of Marriage as the Church has so wisely
defined as a union between a man and a
woman. We ask You this, in the Name of
Our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ.
Amen.

On June 6, 2005, Pope Benedict XVI offered some reflections on “the meaning of
marriage and the family in the plan of God, Creator and Savior”.

The Anthr opological Foundation of the Family.

He starts by saying that “the human being has been created in the image and
likeness of God and God Himself is Love. Thus, the vocation to love is what
makes man the authentic image of God.... From this basic link between God and
man comes another: the indissoluble link between spirit and body”. 

“The totality of man”, he continues, “includes the dimension of time and
man’s ‘yes’... means ‘always’, it is the space of fidelity. Only within it can one
grow in faith”. He adds that “the greatest expression of freedom... is the capacity
to choose a definitive gift in which freedom, giving of itself, fully finds itself.
Concretely, the personal and reciprocal ‘yes’between a man and a woman... is
destined to the gift of a new life” and it is also a “public ‘yes’with which the
spouses take on the public responsibility of fidelity”.

Benedict XVI underscored that “the various forms of
dissolving marriages today, as well as the free unions and the
‘trial marriages’, including pseudo-marriage between people
of the same sex, are, rather, expressions of an anarchical
freedom, which passes itself off, wrongly, for a true liberation
of man. Such pseudo-freedom is based on making the body
banal, which inevitably includes making man banal”.

Marriage and the Family in the History of Salvation.

The Pope recalled that “biblical revelation, in fact, is above all the
expression of a story of love, the story of the covenant of God with
man; therefore the story of the love and union between a man and a
woman in the covenant of marriage was able to be assumed by God as a
symbol of the history of salvation”.

“In the same way that the Incarnation of the Son of God reveals its true
meaning in the cross, authentic human love is the giving of oneself and cannot
exist if a person wishes to rid himself of the cross”.

The Holy Father underscored several negative tendencies that are in
opposition to “the profound link between God and man, between God’s love and
human love.... The depreciation of human love, the suppression of the authentic
capacity to love is revealed, in fact, in our times as the most adept and efficacious
arm to remove God from man, to distance Him from man’s gaze and from his
heart”.
Children.

“Even in generating children marriage reflects
its divine model, the love of God for man. In man
and woman, paternity and maternity, as the body
and as love, do not let themselves be limited to the
biological: life is given entirely only when, with
birth, love and the sense that make it possible to
say yes to this life are also given. Precisely in this
way does it become clear how contrary to human
love, to the profound vocation of a man and a
woman, it is when the union is closed to the gift of life, or worse yet, suppresses
or manipulates unborn life.... For this reason the building of every single
Christian family is placed within the larger context of the great family of the
Church, which sustains it and bears it within itself”.

The Family and the Church.

“Benedict XVI affirmed that “from all this comes an evident consequence:
the family and the Church, concretely the parishes and other forms of

ecclesial communities, are called to the closest collaboration in that
basic duty which comprises, in an inseparable fashion, the
formation of the person and the transmission of the faith”.

The Threat of Relativism.

“Today an especially insidious obstacle to the work of
education is the massive presence, in our society and
culture, of a relativism which, while recognizing nothing
as definitive, establishes as a final measure only one’s ‘I’
with one’s own desires and which, under the appearance
of freedom, becomes for each person a prison. Within

such a relativistic horizon it is not possible therefore to
have a true education: without the light of truth, sooner or

later every person is in fact condemned to doubt the goodness of
his own life and the relations that comprise it, to doubt the validity of his
commitment to build, with others,  something in common. It is therefore clear
that not only must we seek to overcome relativism in our work of forming people,
but we are also called to fight its predominant place in society and culture”.

Priesthood and the Consecrated Life.

The Holy Father concluded by pointing to the need to pray for many
vocations to the priesthood and to consecrated life and to pray that priests and
religious “give witness to the joy of having been called by the Lord.” n

(from VATICAN CITY, June 7, 2005 (VIS))
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Copies of this pub lica tion ar e a vaila b le f or distrib ution a t ten cents
eac h plus shipping . Please contact Priests f or Lif e Canada.

WHA T YOU CAN DO

1st: Pray for

our Members
of Parliament. 

2nd: Ask your parish

priest to encourage
parishioners to support
the traditional
definition of marriage.

3rd: Contact your Member of Parliament.  Visit, call, or

write your MP(alone or with others), even if you already
know his or her stand on marriage! You do not need a
postage stamp when writing to your MPat: 
House of Commons, Ottawa, ON  K0G 1A6.

URUR GENT!
GENT!



Same-Sex Marriage

by Bishop Frederick Henry, Bishop of Calgary

My Dear Brothers and Sisters in Christ:

Many assume that we are powerless, the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms has been invoked
and the Supreme Court has spoken and settled the
same-sex issue. However, such an assumption is
erroneous. The Supreme Court has said that
Parliament may redefine marriage, it has not said
that it must redefine marriage to include same-sex
couples. The Supreme Court Justices talk about
reading the Constitution,“expansively”, and that it
is like a “living tree which by way of progressive
interpretation, accommodates and addresses the
realities of modern life”.

Nevertheless, I would suggest that there are
more roots to the tree than simply the Charter of
Rights and Freedom. There are also historical,
cultural, philosophical, moral, and anthropological
roots. The failure to attend to the health of all the
roots runs the risk of killing the tree and destroying
the public good.

Contrary to what is normally alleged, the
primary goals in seeking legalization of same-sex
“marriage” are not the financial or health or
inheritance or pension benefits associated with
marriage. The search for stability and exclusivity in
a homosexual relationship is not the driving force.
The principal objective in seeking same-sex
“marriage”is not really even about equality rights.
The goal is to acquire a powerful psychological
weapon to change society’s rejection of
homosexual activity and lifestyle into gradual, even
if reluctant, acceptance.

It is significant to note that 18 months after
same-sex “marriage” arrived in Canada (principally
as a result of court decisions in Ontario and British
Columbia), more than 95% of adult Canadian gays
have chosen to ignore their new legal right.

The Supreme Court also refused to answer
whether the Charter requires that marriage be
redefined.

As Catholics, we hold marriage to be a
sacrament, a sacred covenant in which husband and
wife express their mutual love, and join with God
in the creation of a new human person, destined for
eternal life.

However, without recourse to the sacramental
reality and without reliance on a multitude of
quotes from Sacred Scripture, we find ourselves
sharing basic common ground with the majority of
Canadians who understand marriage to be the union
of a man and a woman, faithful in love and open to
the gift of life. Marriage and the family are the
foundations of society, through which children are
brought into this world and nurtured as they grow
to adulthood. As such, the family is a more
fundamental social institution than the state, and the

strength of the family is vital for the well-being of
our whole society.

Since homosexuality, adultery, prostitution, and
pornography undermine the foundations of the
family, the basis of society, then the State must use
its coercive power to proscribe or curtail them in
the interests of the common good.

It is sometimes argued that what we do in the
privacy of our home is nobody’s business. While
the privacy of the home is undoubtedly sacred, it is
not absolute. Furthermore, an evil act remains an
evil act whether it is performed in public or in
private.

Personal choice is exercised both in opting for

the marital state and in the choice of one’s spouse.
However, the future spouses are not free to alter
marriage’s essential purpose or properties. These do
not depend on the will or the sexual orientation of
the contracting parties. They are rooted in natural
law and do not change.

The committed union of two people of the
same sex is not the same human reality as the
committed union of one man and one woman. A
same-sex union is not a physical union that
transmits human life, producing children. A same-
sex union is not the joining of two complementary
natures that complete each other. Simply stated, a
same-sex union is not marriage. The idea that
homosexuals can create same-sex “marriage”
through their individual choice is false. All the
packaging in the world doesn’t alter substance.

Some would allege that opposing same-sex

“marriage” is pure prejudice. This contention is
also false. There are human rights laws, which say:
men and women must be paid the same wage for
the same work; an employer may not refuse to hire
someone because of the skin colour; landlords may
not discriminate on the basis of sexual orientation.
These decisions uphold the rights of the individual
and, at the same time, strengthen Canadian society.
They encourage us to recognize the humanity of the
other person.

Furthermore, a man and a woman wanting to
marry may be completely different in their
characteristics such as:  colour, ethnicity, in wealth
and social status, physical attributes, and
educational background. None of these differences
are insurmountable obstacles to marriage. The two
individuals are still a man and a woman, and the
requirements of nature are respected. Two
individual of the same sex, regardless of their race,
wealth, stature, erudition, or fame, will never be
able to marry because of an insurmountable
biological impossibility.

The denial of the social and legal status of
marriage to same-sex couples is not discrimination.
It is not something opposed to justice; on the
contrary, justice requires such an opposition.

It is the right and the responsibility of all
citizens who are troubled by the proposal to
reinvent the institution of marriage, to enter into the
debate and, with clarity and charity, to make their
voices heard by their fellow citizens and our
political leaders.

Please take the time to write, email and/or fax
government leaders and your local member of
parliament registering your objection to the
proposal to reinvent the institution of marriage. n

January 2005
F. B. Henry, Bishop of Calgary

“Assisting Catholics in the Pro-Life and Pro-Family Cause” 

In F rance , a na tional
commission, w hic h studied ho w a
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In 2005, Canadian P ar liament
c hose otherwise .
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Bishop F rederic k Henr y of Calg ar y sums up the position of the
Ca tholic Chur c h on same-se x mar ria ge in a letter written prior

to the a ppr oving of same-se x mar ria ge le gisla tion.
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This fall, Canadians will stand at a crucial
turning point in our history. Prime Minister
S t e p h e n
Harper has
promised to

hold a free vote in Parliament on a motion to
reopen the marriage debate.

We now have a historic opportunity to
make our voices heard by contacting our MPs
and asking them to vote in favor of this motion,
so that the issue of marriage can finally be fully
discussed without political maneuvering.

Canadians have a second chance to give
back to marriage its natural and historic defini-
tion as a life-long covenant of love between a
man and a woman to the exclusion of all others. As Christians, we all have the
moral responsibility and the duty to encourage laws that promote the common
good.

Now is the moment to stand up for children and our society. The future is
really up to us. The silent majority must speak up!

A Natural Institution

Marriage is not only about religion. It is first of all a natural institution that
is crucial for societies everywhere. It is much more than a private "living arrange-
ment" between two people. 

The natural family is the foundation of society and is most stable when

founded on marriage. It is the best setting for bringing up the children born to a
man and a woman. 

The definition of marriage will deeply
impact new generations of Canadian citizens,
and this will determine the shape of our country.

What about the Children

Children seemed forgotten in the last mar-
riage debate. Our society focused on the rights
of adults to live out alternative lifestyles, but in
the process we created a category of children
who have become the newest victims of dis-
crimination.

The children of same-sex couples  are
deprived of the right to be raised by both a moth-

er and a father. They do not have role models in the home to show them how to
be wives and mothers and  husbands and fathers. They do not see how males and
females live out a married life. 

They are deprived of a parent-child bond with a member of the opposite sex.
They are often deprived even of the right to know their biological mother or
father. 

Intentionally taking away such experiences from some Canadian children is
a precarious social experiment. Research continues to show that children do best,
and are most psychologically and medically healthy, when raised by their own
mother and father. All children need our voices to protect their rights and their
best interests. n

SaSa ving Marving Mar riaria gg ee
fr om the Catholic Organization for Life and Family (COLF)

COLF is jointly founded by the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops (CCCB) and the Knights of Columbus.

DEFENDING DEFENDING TRADITIONTRADITION AL MARRIAAL MARRIA GEGE
By F r. Jim Whalen, Na tional Dir ector , Priests f or Lif e Canada

The essential ends of
marriage are procre-
ation, the upbring-

ing of children, and mutual
love. The primary end is
procreation and the

upbringing of children and the subordinate secondary
end is mutual love. “Marriage and conjugal love are
by their nature ordained toward the begetting and
educating of children” (Gaudium et Spes, #50).

God has designed the sexual act to take place
exclusively within a marriage of a man and a woman
- The moral principle is clear. Any deliberate use of
the sexual faculty outside of marriage is immoral,
gravely wrong, because it is contrary to its purpose. It
is a mortal sin providing one knows it is wrong and
gives full consent and consequently excludes one
from sacramental communion (Catechism of the
Catholic Church,  2352, 2390). Every kind of genital
activity outside of marriage, whether committed
alone or with someone else, is forbidden. This moral
principle, which rules out adultery, fornication, and
incest, lack the unitive aspect found in the covenant
of marriage. Masturbation and homosexuality lack
both the unitive and procreative aspects.

The health of a society with its social, cultural,
and economic institutions, as well as its moral fiber,
depends on the health of its families. Marriage is
essentially a public institution and what happens on
the level of marriage and family affects the civil com-
munity as a whole. The family and society prospers
to the degree that the institution of marriage flourish-
es and suffers to the degree that the institution of mar-
riage flounders. Unfortunately, in recent years, het-
erosexual marriage has been increasingly viewed as
outdated and somewhat oppressive. In this post-mod-
ern era, families, and married couples, receive very
little help on the cultural or legal levels.

Moral relativism, which predominates much of
our culture, has blurred the distinction between truth
and falsehood, right and wrong, good and evil. This
has resulted in a loss of the sense of sin and declining
standards of public morality and Christian values.
This is evident in the rejection of the traditional fam-
ily as the foundation of society, and marriage as the
condition that gives rise to the family. It has resulted
in a homosexual movement, a revolution that seeks to
undermine marriage by seeking to usurp its rights and
advocates same-sex marriage as a possibility. The
fact is that conjugal relationships are only possible
between a man and a woman. Homosexual love is

impossible because it seeks to transform the love of
friendship between people of the same sex into con-
jugal love.

Christian morality must be restored to our cul-
ture, our families, and our county. This means a
renewal of our Christian foundations based on “Love
of God” and “Love of neighbour”, the Ten
Commandments, and the Beatitudes. It means a
return to centering our families on the Eucharist (the
Mass) and devotion to the Blessed Sacrament
(Perpetual Adoration). It means stressing the impor-
tance of “Sacramental Life”, and especially, frequent
reception of Confession. It means a strong prayer life
and praying the Rosary for family life and marriage.
It means parents must insist on their primary rights in
educating their children. It means using Natural
Family Planning when necessary. It means accepting
God’s law and God’s plan for the individual, the fam-
ily, and society. We must not be swayed by false com-
passion or relativistic rhetoric. We are called to hon-
our and obey God’s law, and to defend the sacred
institutions of marriage and family. “When men
resolve to co-operate with the grace of God, the mar-
vels of history are worked...nothing can defeat a peo-
ple that is virtuous and truly loves God” (Defending a
Higher Law, TFPCommittee, American Issues. R Correa de
Oliveria, p. 189). n



This article was written in the fall of 2003 but
deserves repeating as the issues are applicable
today.

Recently the Congregation for the Doctrine of
the Faith released a document
(“Considerations Regarding Proposals to

give Legal Recognition to Unions between
Homosexual Persons”) addressing the issue of legal
recognition of same-sex unions. Some question the
Church’s place in even speaking on such matters.
The Church has a right and an obligation to speak
publicly on moral issues. This is because what is
morally right and wrong is not simply a local con-
cern. It is a general human concern. Also, the moral
norms of a society affect all its members, including
its Catholics.

Many in the media and in politics have claimed
this document is an attempt by the Vatican to pres-
sure Catholic politicians into imposing their reli-
gious views on others. Actually the document itself
notes that the question of same-sex unions can be
addressed in a non-sectarian way by reference to the
“natural moral law”. In other words, it is not simply
presenting a faith-based argument. It presents an
argument based on reason reflecting on our shared
human nature and the types of things that help
achieve its proper ends. This is called a natural law
argument and is the only impartial and objective way
of addressing moral issues. Most other ways appeal
to faith, cultural norms, or simply individual prefer-
ences.

From a faith perspective, the Vatican document
does point out that Sacred Scripture condemns
homosexual acts (cf. Rom 1:24-27; 1 Cor 6:10; 1
Tim 1:10). This judgment of Scripture does not, of
course, permit us to conclude that all those with
homosexual attractions are condemned.

Men and women with homosexual tendencies,
says the Catechism of the Catholic Church, “must be
accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity.
Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard
should be avoided” (CCC #2358). They are called,
like other Christians, to live the virtue of chastity.

THE NATURE OF MARRIAGE

The key issue in this whole debate is not equali-
ty, discrimination, or tolerance. The key issue is the
nature of marriage itself. It is only in knowing what
marriage is that we can discern who can marry. The
Church’s own teaching on marriage and on the com-
plementarity of the sexes reiterates a truth that is evi-
dent to reason and recognized as such by all the
major cultures of the
world. It’s truly a mul-
ticultural perspective.
Marriage is not just
any relationship
between human
beings. It has its own
nature, essential prop-
erties, and purpose.
Dif ferent cultures may
modify some of its
characteristics (e.g., to
include more than one
wife or permit divorce), for good or ill, but none has
ever redefined it as anything other than between a
man and a woman.

Philosopher Michael Pakaluk (“Anti-Sodomy
Laws, Just Discrimination and the Nature of
Marriage”) illuminates the difference between mar-
riage and other human relationships. There are many
sorts of human friendships, he notes. Different
friendships form around different sorts of activities.
A marriage is a particular sort of friendship, which
centers around the conjugal activity of a man and a
woman together with the procreation and raising of
children. Because the friendship of marriage tends to
result in children, and it is a burden of sorts to raise
children, society benefits greatly if it is done well.
Therefore, society distinguishes marriage from other
forms of friendship, gives it special recognition, and
awards its distinctive benefits.

Two men or two women may display a certain
type of sexual friendship. But this sexual friendship
does not result in children, so there is no reason for
society to reward the relationship in any way. It
gives special recognition to marriage because of the
good that society gains through the children who are
begotten and raised in marriages, and to compensate

the parents for their sacrifices. Some argue that if
this is true, then it is hypocritical to recognize the
marriage of infertile couples and not homosexual
partners. Are not both non-procreative unions? Yes,
but one is non-procreative by circumstance (of age
or health) while the other is non-procreative by
nature. The infertile couple can perform conjugal
acts that are procreative in type (i.e., the genital
union of a man and woman) though not in result,

while the homosexual
partners can do nei-
ther. Being the type of
persons able to per-
form the type of acts
that normally produce
children makes mar-
riage possible. It
would be hypocriti-
cal, therefore, to pre-
tend homosexual
unions are marital

when, in fact, by their very nature they are not.

What about healthy couples who simply choose
not to have children? Such a couple is refusing to
accept the full meaning of what is marriage. The
Church, therefore, cannot marry them. Neither the
Church, nor the state, nor the couple, has the right to
redefine marriage. As a natural institution, marriage
predates not only the state that regulates it, but the
couples presently entering into it. Marriage may
arise from the free consent of each of the spouses but
this freedom regards only the question of whether
the contracting parties really wish to enter into mat-
rimony and to marry this particular person. The
nature of marriage itself is entirely independent of
them, having its own essential properties. The natu-
ral ends of marriage are the good of the couple, and
the procreation and education of children. The con-
jugal act itself is intrinsically ordered to procreation.
To frustrate the act is an abuse of the marital privi-
lege. To do so permanently is to reject an essential
and natural ordered purpose of marriage.

The good of society depends upon married cou-
ples begetting and educating children. Without chil-
dren, society has no future. A couple refusing to have

The Dang er s of Canada's Mo ve
Tow ar d Same-Se x Mar ria ge

Halif ax Ar c hbishop Pr ender gast
Sounds a Str ong War ning

In an interview with ZENIT, Archbishop Terrence
Prendergast of Halifax, Nova Scotia, sized up the problems
that lie ahead for the country (July 16, 2003).

Q: Is there anything good that could come out of this whole controversy? Will it
prompt Catholics to do more for upholding the faith? Or is it a political oddity,
or is it a sign of what most Canadians really believe? 

Archbishop Prendergast: Anything good? This watershed moment in the history
of marriage in Canada is a call to action. 

Given the fact that law and public policy have severed their connection to
marriage, religious communities must now recognize that the full burden for the
social and cultural support of marriage in Canadian society now falls squarely
upon their shoulders. They must consciously dedicate themselves to the task of
sustaining and supporting marriage. They must stand together and collaborate in
this effort recognizing that they share common good in the health and vitality of
marriage culture in Canada. They must make a renewed commitment to
creatively teach and promote an authentic vision of marriage to our culture and
to future generations. They must invest in programs to promote marriage
education and enrichment. n

See the complete interview at: http://www.zenit.org/english/visualizza.phtml?sid=38949

SAME-SEX “MARRIA GE”
an ar tic le b y Priests f or Lif e Canada on

The Na tur e of Mar ria ge

Continued on Page 6 - The Nature of Marriage

T he k ey issue in this
w hole de ba te is not
equality , discrimina tion,

or toler ance . The k ey issue is
the na tur e of mar ria ge itself . It
is onl y in kno wing w ha t
mar ria ge is tha t w e can discer n
w ho can mar r y.
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children demonstrates the kind of individualistic and
selfish thinking that helped create the sexual revolu-
tion and the current confusion about marriage.

Faced with the fact that homosexual unions
exist, the Vatican notes that modern governments
have adopted different positions toward them. At
times, they simply tolerate the phenomenon; at other
times, they advocate legal recognition of such unions
under the pretext of avoiding discrimination; in other
cases, the government gives such unions legal equiv-
alence to marriage, along with the legal possibility of
adopting children. The Canadian government has
taken an extreme form of the last position.

Those who would move from tolerance to the
granting of specific rights to homosexual unions
need to be reminded that legalization is not the same
as toleration. Tolerance understands that certain
behaviours may be wrong but that trying to stop
them may be futile or cause a greater evil, so they are
tolerated. Legalization, on the other hand, gives
social endorsement to such behaviour.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST LEGAL
RECOGNITION OF SAME-SEX UNIONS

The Vatican document reminds us that every cre-
ated human law is legitimate only insofar as it is con-
sistent with the natural moral law, as established by
human nature and discovered by reason. If a law is
not consistent with natural moral law, then it should
be opposed.

From a common-sense standpoint, calling same-
sex unions “marriages” is unreasonable and unreal-
istic, for one is intentionally appropriating a term
that has always and only connoted heterosexual
unions. Philosopher Graeme Hunter (“Debatable
Vatican Document”) observes: “It is as if Parliament
were trying to solve the global warming problem by
declaring that henceforward heat will be called
cold”.

To claim same-sex unions are marriages is
unreasonable from a biological point of view. As
Hunter so succinctly puts it, men and women togeth-
er are normally able to conceive and rear children
without the intervention of third parties.
Homosexual couples never are. And openness to the
procreation of children is an integral part of mar-
riage. The possibility of using recently invented (but
morally questionable) methods of artificial repro-
duction does not alter the intrinsic procreative defi-
ciency of same-sex unions in this regard.

From a societal standpoint, recognizing same-
sex unions as marriages is not wise. The institution
of marriage exists to secure the union of a man and
woman. And this is not just for the man’s and
woman’s own sake, Pakaluk reminds us, but also for
the sake of any children born from their union.
Children need a stable environment in which to
grow. Uniting a man and woman in a permanent
bond encourages spouses to mutually assist each
other and care for their children. But marriage and
raising a family are hard work. Because of this real-
ity, marriage needs to be socially encouraged. If
marriage’s privileged status is not protected, then
many men and women will be prone to enter types of
unions that are less demanding and thus less stable
(i.e., serial sexual relationships and cohabitation).

This has detrimental effects on children and on soci-
ety. We are already witnessing the huge personal and
social cost of such a movement. In giving the same
recognition and benefits to same-sex unions, we
would be severely undermining what remains of the
marriage’s status, normative value and stability.

The legal recognition of same-sex unions is also
unreasonable from an anthropological viewpoint. By
definition such couples lack the natural sexual com-
plementarity that exists between a man and a
woman. Psychologists, anthropologists, and even
neurologists are becoming increasingly aware that
men and women are
innately different in more
ways than previously
thought. Yet the differ-
ences of one sex comple-
ment the other - not just
physically, but intellectu-
ally, emotionally, and
psychologically. This
complementarity can be
very beneficial to the cou-
ple, but is also generally held to be a significant fac-
tor in the proper development of children’s personal-
ities. And the well-being of children is important
both for their own sake and for the sake of the soci-
ety as a whole, for children represent its future.

This brings us to the issue of homosexual cou-
ples being allowed to adopt children. Pakaluk points
out that the unavoidable absence of either the male
or the female parental role in such couples deprives
children of the experience of either fatherhood or
motherhood. The complementarity of male and
female parents in an intact family is of fundamental
importance. For each parent serves as a role model
for the child, who is thus educated in the significance
of both these fundamental dimensions of human
nature - male and female - and also in the manner in
which each should relate to the other through love.
In a homosexual relationship, however, either the
male or the female role model is missing. This is
already a deficiency. Yet there is another problem,
for a homosexual couple, it is not simply that one of
these dimensions is missing. The importance of
complementarity is in practice denied. A widower
can admit that it would be better if the deceased
mother, the female parent, were present, but two
men cannot admit, without contradicting the premise
of their lifestyle, that it would be better if one of
them were replaced by a member of the opposite sex.
Arguing in favour of such adoptions by contrasting
“loving” same-sex partners with “unloving” hetero-
sexual parents, as some are inclined to do, is unfair.
It is contrasting a positive image of one with a neg-
ative image of the other. It also fails to address the
real question: Are a male and a female parent nor-
mally more beneficial to a child?

Society owes its continued survival to the fami-
ly, founded on marriage. Therefore, in maintaining
the universal and traditional definition of marriage,
one is not unjustly discriminating against homosex-
ual unions. One is simply denying the social and
legal status of “marriage” to forms of cohabitation
that are, by their very nature, not marital. Common
sense and justice requires that such a distinction be
made.

Many have argued that what happens between
consenting adults “is nobody else’s business”. Yet,
as Pakaluk notes, proposed legislation to recognize
same-sex unions wants to make it everybody’s busi-
ness by requiring others to acquiesce in their unions
and treat them as they would the marital union, both
in law and in social practice.

THE ROLE OF CATHOLIC POLITICIANS

Believing what we do about the nature of mar-
riage, the Vatican reminds us, Catholics are obliged
to oppose the legal recognition of same-sex unions

and “marriages”. This opposition must
include Catholic politicians. When
legislation in favour of the recognition
of such unions is proposed, the
Catholic lawmaker has a moral duty to
express his opposition clearly and
publicly and to vote against it. When
such legislation is already in force, the
Catholic politician must still oppose it
in the ways that are possible for him.
In doing so, the Catholic lawmaker or

politician may use natural law arguments that appeal
to a rational understanding of our human nature and
an objective morality based on it.

CONCLUSION

The Church teaches that we must respect the
dignity of homosexual persons. But respect for the
person cannot lead in any way, cautions the Vatican
document, to approval of homosexual behaviour or
to the legal recognition of same-sex unions. The
common good of society requires that laws recog-
nize, promote, and protect marriage as the basis of
the family, the primary unit of society. Legal recog-
nition of same-sex unions or placing them on par
with marriage would mean not only the approval of
deviant behaviour - with the consequence of mak-
ing it a model in present-day society - but would
also obscure basic values that belong to the com-
mon inheritance of humanity.

With the legalization of same-sex marriages the
value and significance of true marriages would be
diminished. Maggie Gallagher warns (“The Stakes:
Why we need Marriage”) that marriage would risk
becoming simply a religious rite - as it largely has
in Sweden - with little public or social significance.
As a legal institution, marriage would lose its
coherence. By embracing same-sex marriages, the
legal establishment will have declared that the pub-
lic purposes of marriage no longer includes any-
thing to do with procreation, or giving children
mothers and fathers.

The Church cannot fail to defend the nature and
value of marriage, for the good of men and women,
for the good of children, and for the good of society
itself. We, as Catholics and as citizens, have a duty
to defend and uphold marriage. We need to do this
politically, but also by how we live our own lives. n

Considerations Regarding Proposals to Give Legal
Recognition to Unions Between Homosexual Persons 

Anyone wishing a free copy of this document from
the Vatican, please contact Priests for Life Canada.
Additional copies are available at $ .20 each plus
postage. This document can also be found on the Internet
at:http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfait
h/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20030731_homosexual-
unions_en.html
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penness to life’bestows upon family life,
fruits of serenity and peace, and facilitates the
solution of other problems; it fosters attention

to one’s partner, helps both spouses drive out selfish-
ness, the enemy of true love; and it deepens their
sense of responsibility. By its means, parents become
capable of a deeper and more efficacious influence in
the education of their offspring; children and young
people grow up with a correct appreciation of human
values, and enjoy a serene and harmonious develop-
ment of their spiritual and sense faculties (Humanae
Vitae, No. 21).

In 1972, just
weeks after the birth of
our second daughter,
my wife and I decided
that I should be steril-
ized for birth control
purposes. The decision
was taken much too
lightly, but given our
extreme youth (we
were university stu-
dents barely into our
twenties when we married in 1969), our ill-formed
consciences, our precarious economic situation, the
prevailing concerns over the so-called “population
explosion”, the ambiguous direction coming from
certain quarters of the Church, our course of action
was hardly surprising. The consequences of our deci-
sion did not become apparent to us right away. Things
of this nature rarely do. 

But as we look back on those seventeen years
between the birth of our second daughter and the
birth of our first son after the restoration of my fertil-
ity, we can see that instead of bringing us release
from fear, anxiety, and financial worry, that decision
reaped a grim harvest of self-doubt, spiritual confu-
sion, guilt, discord, and family dysfunctionality. 

In my wife’s case, it brought on a profound sense
of loss of her womanhood. In both of us, it resulted in
an impairment of our ability to exercise our role as
primary educators of our existing children, particu-
larly in matters of the Faith. I wish I could say that
our decision to restore my fertility in 1987 was any
better considered than my decision to be sterilized. It
wasn’t. It is to our loving Father, His grace and
mercy, that we give credit in this case. Even with His
help our journey proved to be a comedy of errors,
indecision and desperate backtracking (twice, after
the birth of our first son, I booked and cancelled
appointments for a second sterilization). Calming a
disturbed conscience was no doubt our chief motiva-
tion at the time, proof, at least, that our consciences
had not been completely numbed and that the sacra-
mental graces of our marriage were still trickling
through, despite the obstacle we had placed in their
path. At that point we were merely responding to a
desire to redress what we intuitively sensed was a dis-
order in the sacrament of our marriage. 

In view of the duration of my sterilized state, we

held out little hope of conceiving more children,
though we had long dreamed of having more. Once
we had given Him an inch of faith and responded,
however feebly, to the grace, which He had extended
to us, our loving Father, never to be outdone in gen-
erosity, gave us a mile of additional graces. At the age
of forty-two and forty-five, and to the continued
delight of our daughters, my wife conceived and gave
birth to two more healthy sons. In the process (this
during the early 1990s) we were led rapidly through
a head-spinning conversion to discover, and finally to
understand and appreciate, the wealth of the teach-

ings of the Church,
especially on the sub-
ject of marriage and
family ethics. Like
prodigal sons, we had
returned home to be
reclothed in fine robes.
Doubt, discord, and
guilt were dispelled
(again not instantly, for
grace must build on
nature, and in our case,
the contraceptive mind-

set had wrought its damage on our natures). 

Increasingly, however, our
lives have come to be filled with a
sense of trust, inner peace, and har-
mony. Just as after His
Resurrection, Jesus gave Peter
three chances to make good his
three denials, God gave us three
additional living opportunities by
which to say yes to life. Our boys
are now thirteen, eleven, and seven
years old. They bring inexhaustible
cheer to our household, which
grows apace as our daughters, mar-
ried, in their early thirties, visit us
with their own growing families. In
briefly sharing our experience here, we are mindful
of that growing number of clergy and faithful who
have discovered too late the long-term harmfulness of
not preaching or following the Church’s sexual
ethics, and for whom physical reparation is not possi-
ble, or, as in the case of a priest, not applicable. As far
as our priests are concerned, the solution is simple
but by no means easy. They must resume preaching
what Mother Church has always taught. 

As for the laity, here is something they might
consider. Young married couples who have resolved
to be open to life in our present “culture of death”
find themselves under the gun on many fronts, not the
least of which is the economic one. Rearing a large
family on a single income (which, practically speak-
ing, is the result of such a decision) flies in the face
of our modern, less-than-benign economic system.
Many young families are struggling to keep their
heads above water. In many cases, such families are
marginalized in the community. Here is where older,
formerly contracepting couples, beneficiaries of a

bygone, more equitable economy, many of whom
enjoy early retirement and have time to spare, can
practise what might be called a “secondary fertility”.
The most valuable service they can render these fam-
ilies is their unconditional moral support - primarily
through prayer. Since prayer leads to action, there is
also a host of practical ways in which they can help
these young families. Some are in a favourable posi-
tion to help financially; others, especially retirees, are
free to move and settle close to their struggling chil-
dren’s families; they can relieve the overworked par-
ents by baby-sitting (especially when there is sick-
ness in the family); some can donate their free time
helping with schooling and tuition. And, rather than
trade in their car every three or five years for a new
one, they might consider donating it to a faithful
young family. Why not pass up an annual or twice-
yearly vacation and send that family on a subsidized
holiday; or open an educational trust fund for their
grandchildren. And what about witnessing to that
family’s struggle at a Catholic Women’s League
meeting or to the browbeaten pastors who lack the
confidence to speak out on sexual ethics? 

Contraception is a blight on the entire Body of
Christ. It is too large a problem to be dropped in the

lap of our young married couples. All sec-
tors of the Church must be marshalled in
its eradication. It is arguably, in our cul-
ture at least, the greatest single cause of
our failure to pass on the authentic
Catholic faith to our children. Recent
sociological surveys have shown that far
and away the main cause of children
falling away from the faith of their par-
ents is dysfunctionality in the parents’
relationship, and discord is one of the
most predictable bitter fruits of the con-
traceptive lifestyle. What more dramatic
protest can children voice against their
Catholic parents’lack of love for each
other than to reject what the latter purport

to hold dearest - their faith. On the other hand, chil-
dren who witness on a daily basis, their parents’gen-
erous love for one another, are far more likely to wish
to preserve the wellspring of that love, that same
Christian faith, for as Saint Paul teaches us, spousal
love stands as the type of love existing between Christ
the Groom and His Bride, the Church. n

Christopher Zakrzewski is former editor of Nazareth
Family Journal and now teaches at Our Lady Seat of
Wisdom Academy in Barry’s Bay. He lives with his
wife, Wendy, and three sons in Wilno, Ontario. This
article was written in 2002.
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Bishop sa ys P ar liament made
“ter rib le mistak e” in

appr oving
same-se x
mar ria ge
HALIFAX, August 25,
2006 

(LifeSiteNews.com) –
The President of
Ontario’s Catholic

Bishops told Catholic women that they have a “rare
second chance” to reverse Parliament’s legalization
of same-sex “marriage” in Canada according to
Canadian Catholic News.

At the national convention of the Catholic
Women’s League (CWL) in Halifax, August 15,

Pembroke Bishop Richard Smith urged the league’s
members to mobilize their 99,000 associates in a
grassroots campaign to contact their Members of
Parliament and vocalize their support for traditional
marriage. Bishop Smith urged them to telephone,
write personal letters – not ineffectual petitions – and
“knock on the door” in order to use every effective
means to alert MPs about their support for tradition-
al marriage.

Bishop Smith, also CWL’s spiritual advisor, said
that the 800 delegates must make sure they bring the
national decisions back to the parish level for grass-
roots action in order to make resolutions “real to
every level of the league”.

Bishop Smith told delegates he believed he was
speaking for all of Canada’s Bishops when it came to
the “incredibly important issue” of preserving mar-
riage as the lifelong bond between one man and one
woman, where children may best know and be raised
by their biological parents.

This past June, Canadian Prime Minister Stephen
Harper told Canada that Parliament will reopen
debate on same-sex “marriage” in its Fall session.
Last year on June 28, Parliament passed Bill C-38, by
a 158-133 margin, making Canada the fourth country
to recognize same-sex “marriage” after the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Spain. 

The renewed debate over the fate of traditional
marriage in Canada gives a perfect opportunity for an
ad limina delegation led by Bishop Smith to show
Pope Benedict XVI how seriously they take his
words. Bishop Smith told the Toronto Star the Pope

had reminded bishops from Canada’s eastern
provinces that, “Faced with the many social ills and
moral ambiguities which follow in the wake of a sec-
ularist ideology, Canadians look to you to be men of
hope, preaching and teaching with passion”. n

(Published with permission from LifeSiteNews.com, a production
of Interim Publishing.)

WORDS OF POPE BENEDICT
XVI ON THE OCCASION OF

THE FIFTH WORLD MEETING
OF FAMILIES

Valencia, Spain, July 8, 2006

“This meeting provides a new impetus for
proclaiming the Gospel of the family, reaffirming
the strength and identity of the family founded
upon marriage and open to the generous gift of
life, where children are accompanied in their bodi-
ly and spiritual growth. This is the best way to
counter a widespread hedonism which reduces
human relations to banality and empties them of
their authentic value and beauty. To promote the
values of marriage does not stand in the way of
fully experiencing the happiness that men and
women encounter in their mutual love. Christian
faith and ethics are not meant to stifle love, but to
make it healthier, stronger, and more truly free.
Human love needs to be purified and to mature if
it is to be fully human and the principle of a true
and lasting joy” (cf. Address at Saint John
Lateran, 5 June 2006). n

(see the complete document at:
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/benedict_xvi/
speeches/2006/july/documents/
hf_ben-xvi_spe_20060708_incontro-festivo_en.html)
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