Family Policy Brief

Eight Reasons to Defend Man/Woman Marriage
“One can believe in same-sex marriage. One can believe that every child
deserves a mother and a father. One cannot believe both.”
David Blankenhorn, Institute for American Values

1

1. Legalizing same-sex marriage severs children from their right to k now and be raised by
their biological parents.
Whatever you legalize, you encourage, and therefore get more of. If same-sex marriage is
legalized, more children will be raised without a mother or a father. Social science research
overwhelmingly proves that children do best on all measures of health and wellbe ing when they are
raised b y their married b iological pa rents. Man/woman marriage optimizes the chances of children
being raised and cared for by both biological parents while same-sex marriages establish unions that
will always deny the child the right to be raised by either a mother or a father.
Research also shows that mothers and fathers, by nature of their ge nders, make unique contributions
to the development of their children and that these contributions cannot be replaced by two
“parents” of the same sex. If society sanctions marriages that make it impossible for children to be
raised by either their mother or father, children suffer.
To use an analogy: You could pass a law that says oranges now are apples. But oranges will never
look like apples or taste like apples or be apples no matter how many laws we pass, nor will they
ever produce the same seeds as apples. Just because we recognize this reality does not mean we
have animosity toward oranges. In fact, we can like both oranges and apples and still hold an
opinion that they are different. W hile this example may seem silly, it illustrates that the proposed
radical experiment with same-sex marriage attempts to achieve the impossible. Same-sex marriage
will never bear the same fruit as man/woman marriage – no matter how many laws are passed
because it is radically different.
2. Legalizing same-sex marriage encourages the creation of children through reproductive
arrange ments that are not in their best interest.
By the laws of nature, same-sex couples cannot have children naturally. Recognizing same-sex
marriages encourages increasing use of sperm banks, surrogate mothers and a number of other
artificial reproductive technologies. The “products” of these technologies (i.e., children) too o ften
find themselves at the center of court battles to determine who are their legally recognized parents.
In add ition, troubling testimonies have begun to e merge from children created through sperm
donation regarding the negative impact this has had on them. For example, a woman who was
raised b y two lesbian parents from birth stated, “… I have still felt an empty space in my life, the
lack of a father, and no matter the love that I have had from both of my mothers and the rarity of
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their compassion for me, there is a balance that comes from a mother and a father that can create the
most stable and lasting family. I would not keep the blessings a father can give from any child.” 2
3. More children will be taught agai nst their parents’ wis hes that homosexuality is healthy
and normal.
Wherever same-sex marriage is legalized, parents will have no legal basis to object to curriculum
and books read in schools promoting homosexuality, like Heather Has Two Mommies.
This is what David Parker found out after same-sex marriage was legalized in Massachusetts. He
was arrested and ba nned indefinitely from all school property for refusing to leave an elementary
school because school staff would not agree to opt out his 6-year-old child from being exposed to
homosexual “education.” His arrest led to a night in jail.
Mr. Parker and his wife, along with another couple, the Wirthlins, then filed a lawsuit in U.S.
federal district court in Massachusetts to try to stop the indoc trination of their children on
homosexuality in their schoo l. They los t. W hen they challenged the lower court decision, the Cour t
of Appeals for the First Circuit ruled that parents cannot prohibit the promotion of homosexuality in
the schools of Massachusetts. The federal appellate court reasoned that since “Massachusetts has
recognized gay marriage under its state constitution,” the state’s schools have the right to “educate
their students regarding that recognition.”3 The U.S. Supreme Court turned down their appeal.
Other parents will experience their nightmare story everywhere that same-sex marriage is legalized.
4. When rights for same-sex couples are expanded, freedom of speech and religion are
threatened as citizens are coerced to act against conscience and belief.
We can already see examples of this happening in the U.S. and around the world:
•

After same-sex marriage was legalized in Massachusetts, Catholic Charities, a major
facilitator of adopt ions, had to drop their adoption program because they knew they would
be required by law to facilitate adop tion of children to same-sex couples and d id not want to
face lawsuits.

•

A photographer in New Mexico was fined $6,500 for politely declining to photograph a
“commitment ceremony” of two lesbians because same-sex relationships violated her
religious beliefs.

•

A church in New Jersey lost its tax-exempt status for some of its property for refusing to
rent out its pavilion for a lesbian “commitment ceremony.”

•

Because they refused to advertise homosexual California couples as potential adoptive
parents, the largest adopt ion advertising compa ny on the Internet can no longer advertise
any couples from California as potential adoptive parents.

•

Pastors in Sweden and Canada were prosecuted for speaking out publicly against same-sex
marriage based on their reading of biblical scripture. Two Bible publishers in the U.S. have
been sued over biblical teachings against homosexuality.
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•

Doctors in California were sued for declining to artificially inseminate a lesbian woman
because it was against their religious beliefs. The court ruled that the doc tors discriminated
against the lesbian and ordered them to pay damages.

5. Wherever same-sex marriage is legalized, promoting motherhood and fatherhood could
legally be considered discriminatory.
In some countries, it is already considered discriminatory to honor mothers and fathers due to the
fear of embarrassing children who have single parents, lesbian mothers or homosexual fathers. For
this reason, a ba n on making Father’s Day cards has been imposed in some schools in Scotland and
elsewhere.
In Massachus etts and Spa in, p arents can no longer be referred to as mother and father on birth
certificates. They must be designated as “Party A and B” and “Progenitor A and B,” respectively.
(The latter example totally ignores the biological fact that only one member of a same-sex couple
can possibly be the “progenitor.”)
Since legalizing same-sex marriage will create more officially sanctioned families without mothers
or fathers, it is certain to fuel the current effort to eliminate all references to mothers and fathers in
our society under the guise of discrimination.
6. Promiscuity in marriage will become more generally accepted.
Some homosexual activists claim “monogamous” same-sex couples be have like monogamous
heterosexual couples. The data refute this claim. The homosexual lifestyle is generally highly
promiscuous. A study of homosexual and b isexual men published in the Journal of Sex Research
found that the average number of sexual partners was 755.2. Some had thousands of pa rtners. 4
Another study of 2,583 homosexuals also p ublished in the Journal of Sex Research, found that
among the older men, “the modal range for number of male sexual partners in a lifetime was 101500.” Between 10.2 percent and 15.7 percent had greater than 1,000 sexual partners. 5
Many male homosexuals readily admit that monogamy and fidelity for them can mean something
entirely different than what most accept the term to mean. Monogamy, especially for male partners
(as lesbians are generally more faithful), can mean remaining “emotionally monogamous” as a
couple while still having multiple sexual relations with other men, including casual encounters with
complete strangers.
An article in the New York Times four years after same-sex marriage was legalized in Massachusetts
highlighted the widely accepted promiscuous nature of many “monogamous” same-sex marriages:
While many [homosexual] couples want conventional marriages, some are drawing on a
creative definition of family forged while living “outside mainstream society,” said Joyce
Kauffman, a family lawyer and gay activist.…Eric Erbelding and his husband, Michael
Peck, both 44, see each other only every other weekend because Mr. Peck works in
Pittsburgh. So, Mr. Erbelding said, “Our rule is you can play around because, you know,
you have to be practical.” Still, Mr. Erbelding said, most married gay couples he knows are
“for the most part monogamous, but for maybe a casual three-way.” 6
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7. There already a re disturbing social impacts where same-sex marriage has been legalized.
The Netherlands was the first country to legalize same-sex marriage in 2001. Several years later, a
group of Dutch professors warned in an open letter “about the wisdom of the efforts [in the
Netherlands] to deconstruct marriage in its traditional form.” 7 The Dutch “increasingly regard
marriage as no longer relevant” because they have been persuaded that “marriage is not connected
to parenthood and that marriage and cohabitation are equally valid ‘lifestyle choices. ...’”8
8. Legalizing same-sex marriage may not even be good for homosexuals.
Polls show that many well- intentioned people suppo rt legalizing same-sex marriage because they
mistakenly believe homosexuality is genetic, fixed and immutable. Research clearly proves that it
is not. 9 (The National Assoc iation for the Research and Therapy of Homosexuality,
www.narth.or g, is an excellent source of factual infor mation abo ut the true nature of homosexuality
and how thousands have changed their same sex or ientation.) These well- meaning people believe
that by giving homosexuals marriage “rights,” they will be less marginalized b y society. I n other
words, they see legalizing same-sex marriage as the compassionate response. However, b y
legalizing same-sex marriage, we may actually be exacerba ting the very problems we are seeking to
solve for adults, and at the same time creating new ones for children.
Researchers studying homosexuality agree that homosexuals as a group experience a
dispropor tionate amount of negative outcomes in their lives. These well-documented outcomes
include high rates of domestic violence and sexual coercion, 10 suicidal tendencies, 11 lower life
expectancy, 12 high AIDS rates, 13 drug and alcohol problems, 14 promiscuity and infidelity, 15
involvement with pedop hilia, 16 mental and emotional disorders/illnesses, 17 deliberate self- harm and
other problems. 18 These negative outcomes associated with the homosexual lifestyle are wellrecognized by the gay community and are not in dispute. What is being disputed, however, is how
to best help homosexuals avoid these negative outcomes.
Some claim these negative outcomes are the result of society’s refusal to accept homosexuality as
healthy and normal, a nd these outcomes would largely disappear if we legalize same-sex marriage
and o therwise mainstream homosexuality. However, in European countries where same-sex
relations have been more accepted than in the U.S. and in some places have been legalized, there is
no measurable difference in these negative statistics. This indicates that societal attitudes toward
same-sex relations are not likely the cause of these negative outcomes.
The compassionate response is to not affirm a lifestyle that carries with it multiple negative
outcomes for the individuals, but rather to o ffer help a nd s upport to ameliorate these outcomes.
Suppose a good friend had a serious drug addiction. A true friend would encourage him to
discontinue his self-destructive behavior and get help. Just be cause you be lieve taking drugs is
unhealthy and harmful does not mean you hate drug users. You can genuine ly care for your friend,
and at the same time (1) work to ensure that drug use remains illegal, and (2) encourage him to
change his lifestyle. So it is with opposing same-sex marriage. I f you are concerned abo ut those
with same-sex attraction, you would seek to help them and not officially affirm them in an
unhealthy lifestyle.
In other words, legalizing same-sex marriage may not help the very group it is intended to help, and
at the same time, it will hurt some children by denying them the right to be raised b y bo th of their
parents.
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Conclusions
Legalizing same-sex marriage will do much more than simply allow same gender individuals to
marry. By putting an official governmental stamp of approval on homosexuality, it will mainstream
homosexuality into all aspects of society, including o ur schoo ls and c hurches, a nd back it up with
the force of law.
Working to protect marriage is not mean-spirited. It is the legitimate response of the majority of
people who want what is best for individuals (including homosexuals), children and our society, and
therefore want to preserve the proven and essential institution of marriage. The many ne gative
consequences that would result from legalizing same-sex marriage clearly provide strong reasons
for preserving man/woman marriage.
To sign up for our free Family Watch newsletter and receive valuable updates on family issues go to
www.familywatchinternational.org. Email us at fwi@familywatchinternational.org.
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