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ABSTRACT

This study examines the conceptual boundaries of the phrase “compelling reasons” (or “urgent reasons”) in marriage
dispensation as the central issue in determining whether deviations from the legal age requirement for marriage
may still be justified within the framework of child protection and legal certainty. The issue is significant because
the ambiguous meaning of the phrase may broaden the scope of exceptions, generate multiple interpretations, and
ultimately weaken the function of age restrictions in the family law system. This is a normative legal study that
draws on primary, secondary, and tertiary legal materials to identify the meaning, limits, and interpretive direction
of the phrase in the practice of marriage law. The study finds that “compelling reasons” should not be understood
merely as ordinary social grounds or family pressure, but rather as an extraordinary circumstance in which no other
reasonable option remains, and it must be assessed in close relation to the best interests of the child, adequate
evidence, and the objectives of legal protection. The novelty of this article lies in its affirmation that the conceptual
boundary of compelling reasons must be placed within its nature as an emergency instrument that is valid only
when applied restrictively, so that marriage dispensation remains an exceptional mechanism and does not become
a means of normalizing child marriage. The implication of this study is the importance of establishing clearer and
more measurable normative parameters so that the application of marriage dispensation becomes more consistent,
legal certainty is better ensured, and child protection remains the primary orientation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Marriage is a legal institution that plays a significant role in Indonesian society, as it not only establishes a
physical and spiritual bond between a man and a woman (Sutriani, 2026), but also embodies social, moral,
cultural, and religious dimensions that are highly valued in communal life (Syahril & Hasan, 2025). In the
perspective of national law, marriage is understood not merely as a civil relationship, but also as a means of
forming a happy, lasting, and responsible family. Therefore, the physical, psychological, and social maturity of
the parties is an essential prerequisite for the marriage objectives to be achieved optimally.

Normatively, the amendment of Law No. 1 of 1974 by Law No. 16 of 2019 reaffirms that the minimum
marriage age for both men and women is 19 years. This age requirement reflects a stronger legal orientation
toward child protection, the prevention of child marriage, and efforts to promote higher-quality families. The
explanatory notes to the law also state that setting the same minimum age at 19 is intended to ensure that
prospective spouses are regarded as more mentally and physically mature for marriage, so that they may better
achieve the objectives of marriage and produce healthy, high-quality offspring (Efevbera & Bhabha, 2020).

Nevertheless, this age requirement is not absolute, as the law still allows for marriage dispensation through
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the court if there are compelling reasons supported by sufficient evidence (Muqaffi et al., 2021). This provision
shows that, on the one hand, the state seeks to curb child marriage, but on the other hand, an exception
mechanism remains available that allows deviation from the minimum age requirement. In this context, an
important legal issue arises, namely how the phrase “compelling reasons” should be interpreted and limited so
that it does not undermine the child protection objective intended by the legislature.

The phrase “compelling reasons” occupies a central position in the discourse on marriage dispensation, as it
serves as the decisive criterion for granting an exception to the general legal rule under Article 7 paragraph (2)
of Law No. 16 of 2019. It refers to a situation in which there is no other available option and marriage must
be solemnized out of compelling necessity (Rini, 2022). Normatively, this formulation indicates that marriage
dispensation should be treated as an extraordinary mechanism, rather than as an ordinary avenue that can be
easily used when the minimum age requirement has not been met. However, in practice and interpretation, the
phrase still leaves broad room for interpretation, thereby potentially creating uncertainty as to the criteria for
determining which circumstances can truly be classified as compelling (Fikri, 2023).

This issue becomes increasingly relevant when linked to the principle of child protection in Supreme Court
Regulation (PERMA) No. 5 of 2019 on Guidelines for Adjudicating Marriage Dispensation Applications. The
regulation affirms that all actions concerning children must be carried out in the best interests of the child,;
therefore, judges are obliged to seriously consider the child’s physical and psychological readiness, education,
health, and future before granting marriage dispensation (Ashari, 2024). Accordingly, compelling reasons cannot
be understood merely as administrative grounds or social pressure, but must be assessed within the framework
of child rights protection. In other words, the looser the interpretation of this phrase, the greater the risk of
reducing the meaning of child protection in Indonesian marriage law.

Several previous studies have examined marriage dispensation from various perspectives. Studies on the best
interests of the child indicate that judicial considerations in marriage dispensation cases are essentially directed
toward protecting children’s rights, ensuring their survival, and preventing them from social sanctions within
society (Karima et al., 2023). Global public health perspectives also emphasize the necessity of deconstructing
the drivers of child marriage to prevent severe developmental and rights violations (Efevbera & Bhabha, 2020).
Other studies show that the application of child protection principles in marriage dispensation applications has
not yet been fully optimized and still depends on each judge’s interpretation, particularly in assessing urgent
reasons, psychological readiness, health, education, and the family’s socio-economic conditions (Kairuddin et al.,
2022). Meanwhile, research on the interpretation of “compelling reasons” finds that, in judicial practice, the
phrase is often construed through grammatical and sociological approaches, thereby producing categories of
reasons such as out-of-wedlock pregnancy, prior sexual relations, or relationships considered too close (Fikri,
2023).

Although these studies make an important contribution, research that specifically focuses on the normative
and conceptual construction of the phrase “compelling reasons” remains relatively limited. Most studies em-
phasize judicial considerations in concrete cases or the implementation of child protection principles in judicial
practice. Yet the fundamental issue in marriage dispensation lies in how the law constructs, limits, and gives
meaning to the phrase “compelling reasons” as the basis for an exception to the general norm of the minimum
marriage age. In this context, a normative study of compelling reasons is important to test whether marriage
dispensation still operates within a restrictive exception framework or has shifted into an overly broad loophole
in the marriage law system.

The urgency of this study lies in the fact that the clarity of the meaning of compelling reasons is crucial to
the effectiveness of the minimum marriage age restriction. If the phrase is interpreted too broadly, marriage
dispensation may become a mechanism that actually weakens the purpose of that restriction and opens space
for the normalization of child marriage under Law No. 16 of 2019. Conversely, if the phrase is interpreted
carefully, strictly, and in a child-centered manner, marriage dispensation can still be maintained as an exceptional
instrument that is consistent with child protection and legal certainty. Therefore, this study is important
not only theoretically for the development of family law doctrine, but also practically for strengthening the
consistency of legal interpretation regarding marriage dispensation in Indonesia.

Based on the foregoing, this study focuses on the question of how the normative construction of the phrase
“compelling reasons” operates in marriage dispensation, and how the conceptual boundaries of that phrase
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should be understood so that they remain aligned with the objectives of child protection, legal certainty, and
legal utility. This focus is important because the quality of legal protection in marriage does not depend solely
on the existence of a minimum age norm, but also on the rigor of the law in limiting the grounds for exception
to that norm. Accordingly, this study seeks to affirm that compelling reasons must be interpreted restrictively
as an extraordinary circumstance that truly leaves no other option, rather than as a general reason that easily

justifies deviation from the minimum marriage age.

2. RESEARCH METHOD

This study employs normative legal research, focusing on the interpretation, systematization, and evaluation of
legal norms governing marriage dispensation in Indonesia (Juliardi et al., 2023). The research uses statutory,
analytical, and conceptual approaches. The statutory approach examines Article 7 paragraph (2) of Law
No. 16 of 2019 amending Law No. 1 of 1974 on Marriage, Supreme Court Regulation (PERMA) No. 5
of 2019 on Guidelines for Adjudicating Marriage Dispensation Applications, Law No. 35 of 2014 on Child
Protection, and relevant constitutional and international child-rights principles. The analytical approach is used
to examine the relationship between the minimum marriage age, the dispensation mechanism, legal certainty,
legal utility, and the principle of the best interests of the child. The conceptual approach is employed to
formulate the legal meaning, characteristics, and limits of the phrase “compelling reasons” as an exception to
the general age requirement. The primary legal materials consist of legislation, court regulations, and relevant
legal instruments concerning marriage, children’s rights, and judicial protection. Secondary legal materials
include peer-reviewed journal articles, legal textbooks, scholarly commentaries, and research findings relating
to marriage dispensation, child marriage, legal interpretation, and family law. Tertiary legal materials include
legal dictionaries, encyclopedias, and electronic legal databases used to clarify terminology and trace relevant
sources.

The analysis applies three complementary methods of legal interpretation. First, grammatical interpretation
is used to examine the ordinary legal meaning of the phrase “compelling reasons” and its relationship to the
requirement of sufficient supporting evidence. Second, systematic interpretation is used to read Article 7 para-
graph (2) of Law No. 16 of 2019 in conjunction with Supreme Court Regulation No. 5 of 2019, child-protection
legislation, and the constitutional guarantee of children’s rights. Third, teleological or purposive interpretation
is used to align the meaning of compelling reasons with the legislative objective of raising the minimum age
of marriage, namely the prevention of child marriage and the protection of children’s development, education,
health, and future welfare. Legal materials were collected through library research, classified according to their
authority and relevance, and analyzed qualitatively through legal reasoning. The analytical framework uses
four evaluative dimensions: the exceptional character of dispensation, the objective verifiability of the asserted
facts, the availability of safer alternatives, and the best interests of the child. Through this framework, the
study distinguishes between ordinary social grounds and juridically compelling grounds, and assesses whether a
proposed interpretation preserves legal certainty while still enabling courts to respond to genuinely exceptional
circumstances (Syahruddin, 2022).

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. Normative Construction of the Phrase “Compelling Reasons” in Marriage Dispensation

The phrase “compelling reasons” occupies a highly important position in the regulation of marriage dispensation
because it determines whether a deviation from the minimum marriage age may be justified. In the Indonesian
marriage law system, the age threshold of 19 years for both men and women constitutes the general norm,
reflecting the state’s intention to protect children and ensure the maturity of prospective spouses before entering
married life. However, this general norm is not absolute, as the law still provides room for exception through
marriage dispensation. At this point, the phrase “compelling reasons” becomes the decisive element, because
without a clear meaning, the minimum marriage age risks becoming a provision that is easily set aside.

From a normative perspective, Article 7 paragraph (2) of Law No. 16 of 2019 states that any deviation
from the 19-year age requirement may only be made if there are compelling reasons accompanied by sufficient
supporting evidence. This formulation shows that marriage dispensation is not an automatic right, but rather
an exception that requires truly extraordinary circumstances. Thus, the law does not place dispensation as a
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common alternative route, but as a solution that must be strictly tested. Therefore, the meaning of the phrase
“compelling reasons” must be understood as a normative boundary that distinguishes ordinary conditions from
conditions that genuinely compel marriage to be immediately solemnized.

The significance of this phrase becomes even greater when linked to the purpose of the legislative amendment,
which is precisely intended to strengthen child protection (Ali, 2026). The equalization of the minimum marriage
age for men and women to 19 years was intended to reduce child marriage, which often has consequences for
education, health, and the psychological readiness of children. In other words, the legislature was not opening
the door widely to child marriage, but rather seeking to close the loopholes that had long allowed marriage at
an immature age. In this context, the phrase “compelling reasons” should be interpreted restrictively so that
the exception does not override the general rule it was intended to uphold.

The problem is that the law does not provide a truly detailed and exhaustive definition of what is meant
by “compelling reasons.” The explanatory note of the provision does state that it refers to a situation in which
there is no other option and marriage must be solemnized under compulsion, but this formulation still leaves
room for multiple interpretations. This gap places compelling reasons within the realm of an open legal norm,
namely a norm that does not provide detailed operational criteria. As a result, the meaning of the phrase often
depends on how the concrete facts are read, and in practice it can lead to different assessments from one petition
to another.

This ambiguity has attracted attention in various studies. A number of studies show that the phrase
“compelling reasons” in marriage dispensation continues to generate multiple interpretations because there are
no clear normative boundaries regarding what circumstances may be classified as compelling (Fauzi, 2022;
Hasanah, 2025). Other studies even affirm that this ambiguity has resulted in inconsistent judicial decisions
and has opened space for petitions based on reasons that do not in fact possess an urgency equivalent to an
emergency situation (Sholehah & Ubaidillah, 2024). Accordingly, the main problem lies not merely in the
existence of marriage dispensation, but in how the urgent element is legally constructed.

Supreme Court Regulation No. 5 of 2019 was introduced to provide a more measurable guideline for adju-
dicating marriage dispensation petitions. Its existence shows that policymakers recognized the need for a more
careful standard of review so that dispensation would not be granted arbitrarily. Under this regulation, judges
are required to consider the best interests of the child, as well as the child’s physical readiness, psychological
condition, education, health, and surrounding social circumstances. This means that “compelling reasons” can-
not stand alone as an abstract phrase, but must be read together with the principle of child protection that
underlies the entire marriage dispensation mechanism.

Nevertheless, the guideline does not automatically eliminate interpretive problems. In practice, judges still
retain broad room to assess whether the reasons presented are truly compelling, especially because each case
carries a different social background (Fauzi, 2022; Sholehah & Ubaidillah, 2024). This shows that the normative
construction of “compelling reasons” cannot be supported solely by the text of the statute and its implementing
regulation, but must also be linked to the objectives of child protection and the restriction on the minimum
marriage age. Without a clear connection between the norm and its purpose, the phrase can easily shift from
a strict exception into an overly permissive justification.

In legal literature, ambiguity of this kind is often understood as an open legal norm, namely a norm that is
intentionally left open so that it can be adapted to concrete circumstances. However, such openness must still
have limits so that it does not turn into legal uncertainty (Hasanah, 2025). For the phrase “compelling reasons,”
openness is indeed necessary because the factual circumstances underlying a dispensation petition are not always
the same. However, such openness must not eliminate certainty that only extraordinary circumstances are
worthy of serving as grounds for deviation. In other words, flexibility must remain controlled by a rational

normative boundary.

The normative boundary can be understood from two perspectives. First, from the standpoint of the purpose
of setting a minimum marriage age, which clearly aims to protect children from the physical, psychological, and
social risks of early marriage. Second, from the standpoint of the function of dispensation itself, which is
intended as a last resort rather than a remedy that can be easily invoked. Read together, these two perspectives
suggest that compelling reasons should be understood as circumstances that are not only important, but also
truly incapable of being resolved through other, safer alternatives for the child. In other words, compelling
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reasons are not merely socially weighty reasons, but legally compelling circumstances.

Research on the limits of compelling reasons shows that some views tend to associate them with circum-
stances such as unexpected pregnancy, prior sexual relations resembling husband-and-wife relations, or a child’s
perceived psychological readiness. Other views include being close to the age of 19, the age gap between
prospective spouses, and psychological readiness as indicators that need to be examined. Nevertheless, such
an approach still leaves the question of whether these factors truly constitute compelling reasons or are merely
additional indicators that are not yet sufficient to derogate from the general norm. This is where normative
construction needs to be clarified so that the category of compelling reasons does not expand without control.

In several other studies, compelling reasons are understood through the best interests of the child. In other
words, a marriage dispensation petition is worthy of consideration only if its rejection would create a greater
risk for the child than granting the petition (Fauzi, 2022). This reading pattern places compelling reasons not
merely on the event preceding the petition, but on the evaluation of the legal and social consequences of granting
or refusing the dispensation. From this perspective, compelling reasons do not stand as a factual label, but as
the outcome of legal assessment that must comprehensively consider risk and child protection.

However, if such a construction is left without clear guidance, there is always a risk of shifting from legal
argument to loose social justification. In many cases, dispensation petitions are filed because of out-of-wedlock
pregnancy, family pressure, or fear of social stigma. The problem is that not all social pressure can be equated
with a legally compelling situation. Some circumstances do require immediate protection, but others arise
from social problems that should be addressed through prevention, education, and child protection, rather
than by turning marriage into the primary solution. Therefore, the normative construction of the phrase
“compelling reasons” must be placed within a strict exception framework. An overly broad exception will
reduce the minimum marriage age norm to a mere formality, whereas an overly rigid exception may ignore
real circumstances that genuinely require immediate legal protection. This balance is the core of normative
construction. The norm must be open enough to respond to concrete situations, but firm enough to prevent
abuse.

Conversely, the existence of Supreme Court Regulation No. 5 of 2019 shows that compelling reasons cannot
be understood in isolation from procedure and proof. The requirement to present sufficient evidence indicates
that the legislature intended compelling reasons to be objectively verifiable, rather than merely claimed by the
petitioner. Accordingly, compelling reasons must be supported by testable facts, such as pregnancy, psycho-
logical readiness, and a social context that genuinely makes postponing marriage create greater risk. Without
adequate proof, the phrase can easily turn into a normative statement that loses its limiting force.

The ambiguity of the norm in Article 7 paragraph (2) also has consequences for legal certainty. When the
boundary of compelling reasons is not clearly formulated, similar petitions may be treated differently, thereby
opening space for inconsistency in judicial practice (Hasanah, 2025). From the perspective of family law, such
inconsistency is not a minor issue because it concerns child protection, the authority of legal norms, and public
trust in the law. For that reason, strengthening the meaning of “compelling reasons” is a normative necessity
directly related to the effective operation of the minimum marriage age norm.

3.2. Conceptual Boundaries of “Compelling Reasons” from the Perspective of Child Protection
and Legal Certainty

The phrase “compelling reasons” cannot be understood merely as an indicator of a situation that the petitioner
feels is important; it must be placed within the framework of a circumstance that is truly legally compelling. In
the context of marriage dispensation, this term implies that an exception to the minimum marriage age is valid
only when the circumstances presented go beyond ordinary reasons and demonstrate a very strong need for
marriage to be solemnized immediately. Therefore, its conceptual boundary must not be equated with general
social reasons, family pressure, or abstract concerns that are not necessarily linked to a legal emergency. A
loose interpretation would blur the function of the minimum-age restriction itself.

Viewed from its normative character, “compelling reasons” is an intentionally open but not unrestricted
term. Openness gives judges room to respond to factual variations, but that room does not mean that every
reason can be accepted. The law instead requires that the reasons advanced have objective weight, be verifiable,
and relate directly to real risks if the marriage is not immediately performed (Sholehah & Ubaidillah, 2024).

Copyright © 2026 by Authors. Distributed under CC BY 4.0 International License. Page 229



Sutriani Redefining “Compelling Reasons” in Marriage Dispensation ...

Accordingly, the phrase is not an emotional category, but a juridical one that must be filled with accountable
criteria.

The conceptual boundary of “compelling reasons” lies in the idea that dispensation is a remedy of last resort,
not an easy path to be taken when the age requirement has not yet been met. In the literature on marriage
dispensation, it is emphasized that an urgent circumstance must be understood as a situation that leaves no
alternative other than the immediate solemnization of the marriage. This conception is important because if
compelling reasons are allowed to absorb all reasons regarded as serious by the family, the protective function of
the minimum-age regulation will be lost. At that point, the law, which should function as a limitation, instead
turns into an instrument of justification.

The best interests of the child constitute the most important standard for assessing whether a particular
circumstance is truly urgent. A situation cannot be regarded as urgent merely because of social pressure, family
shame, or a desire to preserve the relationship between the prospective spouses (Mahardiani, 2023). What
matters more is whether postponing the marriage would cause greater harm to the child than the marriage
itself. With this standard, “compelling reasons” must be read functionally, namely by asking whether it truly
protects the child or instead places the child in a new and more prolonged risk.

A restrictive understanding is important because any expansion of meaning will directly affect the effective-
ness of child protection. Children, by nature, do not yet have full capacity to assess the long-term consequences
of marriage, whether in terms of reproductive health, psychological readiness, education, or economic indepen-
dence (Mahardiani, 2023). When “compelling reasons” are construed too leniently, the state indirectly transfers
the burden of protection from the legal system to the child and the family. This is contrary to the spirit of child
protection, which requires the state to take a more active role.

In family law practice, compelling reasons often intersect with cases of out-of-wedlock pregnancy, an al-
ready intimate relationship, or parental concerns regarding the child’s relationship with the prospective partner
(Mahardiani, 2023). However, not every such circumstance automatically satisfies the criterion of urgency.
Pregnancy, for example, may indeed create a certain urgency, but that urgency must still be tested to deter-
mine whether marriage is truly the only safest path for the child, or merely a social solution chosen because of
environmental pressure. This is where the conceptual boundary must operate, so that the law does not treat
all sensitive situations as urgent ones.

An overly broad interpretation also creates serious problems for legal certainty. If “compelling reasons” are
not clearly limited, cases that are substantively similar may result in different legal treatment. This difference
is not merely a technical variation; it shows that an ambiguous norm can produce inconsistency in standards
of assessment (Hasanah, 2025; Mahardiani, 2023). In the long term, such inconsistency weakens public trust in
the law because people are not given a clear standard for when dispensation may or may not be granted.

On the other hand, legal certainty does not mean rigid uniformity. Certainty instead requires sufficiently
clear boundaries so that interpretation does not drift too far from the purpose of the norm. In the context of
marriage dispensation, legal certainty means that everyone must understand that “compelling reasons” are not
ordinary reasons, but extraordinary circumstances that must be strongly proven and assessed carefully (Fauzi,
2022; Hasanah, 2025). With that standard, legal certainty does not eliminate discretion; rather, it directs
discretion so that it remains within a framework that can be rationally reviewed.

The link between child protection and legal certainty is evident in the preventive function attached to
the marriage age limit. When “compelling reasons” are interpreted narrowly, the age threshold of 19 retains
its binding force and is not easily set aside. Conversely, if “compelling reasons” are construed too broadly,
dispensation may become a normalizing route for child marriage, ultimately undermining the preventive purpose
itself (Kurniawan & Refiasari, 2022). Accordingly, the conceptual limitation is not only theoretically significant,
but also crucial to the effectiveness of legal protection for children against early marriage.

The utilitarian value of law is likewise shaped by the interpretation of “compelling reasons.” A law is
useful not because it most readily grants petitions, but because it most effectively prevents greater harm. In
this regard, granting marriage dispensation without a rigorous standard may offer an immediate solution to
a family’s pressing problem, yet it does not necessarily produce long-term benefits for the child (Mahardiani,
2023). True utility should be measured by whether a decision genuinely minimizes future risk, not merely by
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whether it relieves immediate anxiety.

Therefore, “compelling reasons” should be understood as a concept containing three elements at once: an
extraordinary circumstance, the absence of any other option, and the existence of a greater risk if the marriage
is not carried out immediately. These elements are important so that the minimum marriage age does not
become merely symbolic, but continues to have real regulatory force. If one of these elements is missing, the
concept of urgency becomes too vague to serve as a basis for departing from the general rule (Fauzi, 2022).

This conceptual boundary also requires a distinction between factual reasons and legal reasons. Not every
burdensome fact can automatically be transformed into a legally compelling ground. The law demands a
transformation from social facts into juridically defensible reasons that are normatively justifiable (Mahardiani,
2023). Accordingly, the criterion of urgency must be assessed by asking whether the fact truly gives rise to a
situation that cannot be resolved through alternative protective measures that are safer for the child.

Ultimately, the restrictive meaning of “compelling reasons” is necessary to ensure that marriage dispensation
remains in its original function as an exception, not as a mechanism of justification. A restrictive interpretation
is not intended to close off all possibilities of dispensation, but to ensure that dispensation is granted only
when the best interests of the child genuinely require it. In this way, the law maintains a balance between
flexibility and certainty, between child protection and the need to respond to particular circumstances. This
is the conceptual boundary that must be preserved so that marriage dispensation does not lose its emergency
character.

Accordingly, the conceptual boundary of “compelling reasons” requires strict, objective, and child-protection-
oriented criteria. The phrase must not be treated as an elastic term that adjusts merely to family interests,
but must be understood as an extraordinary condition that can be accepted only when no other alternative
exists. Through such an understanding, the law preserves legal certainty, prevents deviations from the minimum
marriage age, and maintains its utility for child protection.

4. CONCLUSION

This study concludes that the phrase “compelling reasons” in Article 7 paragraph (2) of Law No. 16 of 2019
must be interpreted as a strictly limited legal exception to the minimum marriage age of nineteen years. It
does not refer to ordinary social difficulties, parental pressure, family reputation, cultural expectations, or
a general desire to formalize a relationship. Rather, it refers to an extraordinary and objectively verifiable
circumstance in which postponing marriage would create a concrete and greater risk to the child, while no safer
and proportionate alternative is available.

The normative construction of compelling reasons must be developed through a systematic and teleological
interpretation of the Marriage Law, Supreme Court Regulation No. 5 of 2019, and the principle of the best
interests of the child. Under this construction, a court should assess four cumulative elements: the exceptional
nature of the circumstance, the adequacy of supporting evidence, the absence of safer alternatives, and the
demonstrable benefit of the proposed decision for the child’s rights, development, health, education, dignity,
and future welfare.

The principal recommendation is that the Supreme Court should formulate more specific substantive indica-
tors for determining compelling reasons in marriage-dispensation cases. These indicators should require courts
to record the factual emergency, examine the available alternatives to marriage, involve relevant profession-
als where necessary, ensure the meaningful participation of the child, and provide an explicit proportionality
analysis in every decision. A clearer normative framework would improve consistency in judicial reasoning,
strengthen legal certainty, and preserve marriage dispensation as an exceptional measure rather than a means
of normalizing child marriage.
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