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Let me begin by sharing brief answers to some of the key questions often raised in the 
debate over the definition of marriage.  I will then outline what we believe are the 
negative effects on our society that would be created by the government's recognition of 
same-sex marriage.  I follow this testimony with five articles that highlight five different 
concerns.   
 
1.  The Opposite of the Civil Rights Movement 
2.  Democratic Debate on Marriage Better Than Judicial Commands 
3.  The Goodness of Marriage 
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4.  Usher In A Redefinition of Marriage, Usher Out Religious Liberty 
5.  New Study on Homosexual Parents Top All Previous Research  
 
 
Why is marriage the union of one man and one woman? 

 The primary public purpose of marriage is to bring together men and women 
for reproduction of the human race. 

 Marriage then encourages men and women to stay together to raise the 
children produced by their union. 

 Research shows that children do best when raised by their own mother 
and father who are committed to one another in marriage. 

Q-If the purpose of marriage is procreation, why do we allow heterosexual 
couples who can't have or don't want children to marry? 

A-To exclude specific heterosexual couples from marriage based on their intentions or 
infertility would require intrusive inquiries and the drawing of arbitrary and imprecise 
lines. While not all heterosexual couples do reproduce, it is indisputable that only 
heterosexual couples can do so by natural means. No homosexual couples can do so. 
That fact provides a clear bright line for limiting marriage to opposite-sex couples.  

Q-Does defining marriage as the union of one man and one woman deprive 
homosexuals of a fundamental right? 

A-No. The "fundamental right to marry" (as recognized by the U. S. Supreme Court) is 
one that belongs to every individual, not to every couple or group. No one has a right to 
marry a child (pedophilia), a close blood relative (incest), a person who is already 
married (polygamy), or, in most states, a person of the same sex. These are not 
restrictions on the right to marry; they are part of the definition of what marriage is. 

Q-Are laws "banning same-sex marriage" the same as the old laws that banned 
interracial marriage? 

A-No. It is actually the supporters of homosexual "marriage" who resemble the 
opponents of interracial marriage. Both groups sought to exploit the marriage laws in 
pursuit of a social goal irrelevant to marriage. Neither racial segregation (in the one 
case) nor the social affirmation of homosexual conduct (in the other) was or is related to 
the basic public purpose of marriage, which is promoting responsible procreation.  

 

The effects of government recognition of same-sex marriages 

Some advocates of same-sex "marriage" scoff at the idea that redefining marriage could 
harm anyone. But there are numerous ways in which society could be harmed. Most of 
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these effects would become evident only in the long run, but several would occur 
immediately. 

 

Immediate Effects  

 Taxpayers, consumers, and businesses would be forced to subsidize 
homosexual relationships. 

Currently, some employers already offer "domestic partner" benefits to same-sex 
couples as a matter of choice. But if homosexual couples are granted the full legal 
status of civil marriage, then employers who do not want to grant spousal benefits to 
homosexual partners--whether out of principle, or simply because of a prudent 
economic judgment-would be coerced by court orders to do so. You, as a taxpayer, 
consumer, or small business owner, would be forced to bear the expense of subsidizing 
homosexual relationships--including their higher health care costs.  Please note that 
Nevada's Domestic Partnership law specifically did not require public or private 
employers to offer benefits for this reason. 

 Schools would teach that homosexual relationships are identical to 
heterosexual ones. 

Just months after same-sex couples began to legally "marry" in Massachusetts in 2004, 
National Public Radio interviewed Deb Allen, a lesbian who teaches eighth-grade sex 
education. Allen now feels "emboldened" in teaching a "gay-friendly" curriculum. 
According to NPR, her lessons include descriptions of homosexual sex given 
"thoroughly and explicitly with a chart." Allen declared, "If somebody wants to challenge 
me, I'll say, 'Give me a break. It's legal now.'"  

 Freedom of conscience and religious liberty would be threatened. 

Religious liberty applies not only to formal houses of worship, but to para-church 
ministries, religious educational and social service organizations, and individual 
believers trying to do their work and live their lives in accordance with their faith. These, 
more than your pastor or parish priest, are the entities whose religious liberty is at risk. 

For example, when Catholic Charities in Boston stayed true to principle and refused to 
place children for adoption with same-sex couples, they were told by the state of 
Massachusetts that they could no longer do adoptions at all.[1] 

When a faith-based camp refused to rent facilities for a lesbian "civil union" ceremony, 
they were stripped of their tax exemption.[2] Religious physicians, psychologists, social 
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workers, and marriage counselors could be denied licensing if they fail to treat opposite- 
sex and same-sex couples as identical.  

Religious educational institutions are at risk. Yeshiva University, a Jewish school in New 
York City, was forced to allow same-sex "domestic partners" to live in married-student 
housing.[3] 

First Amendment Rights, Freedom of Conscience and Religious Liberty would be in 
constant tension with a newly created right to same-sex marriage. 

There would also be: 

Long-Term Effects  

The first three long-term harms relate to the fundamental public purposes of marriage-
facilitating responsible procreation and child-rearing. 

For example: 

 Fewer children would be raised by a married mother and father. 

Legalization of homosexual "marriage" would mean that, for the first time in history, 
society would be placing its highest stamp of official government approval on the 
deliberate creation of permanently motherless or fatherless households for children. 

Scholarly literature leaves no doubt about the ideal family form for children. It consists of 
a mother and father who are committed to one another in marriage. Children raised by 
their married mother and father experience lower rates of numerous social pathologies.  

A closely related harm is that: 

 More children would grow up fatherless.  

Most children who live with only one biological parent will live with their mothers. This is 
true both of single-parent households and of homosexual couples raising children. 
Same-sex "marriage" would thus result in an increase in the number of children who 
suffer the specific negative consequences of fatherlessness. 

For example, research has shown that boys without fathers suffer higher risks of 
incarceration,[4] while girls without fathers are at elevated risk for early sexual activity 
and adolescent pregnancy."[5] Or, as one scholar puts it, fatherlessness results in 
"more boys with guns" and "more girls with babies."[6] 

Some lesbians are deliberately creating fatherless children through artificial 
reproductive technology. Yet a recent study of children conceived through sperm 
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donation found they are more likely to struggle with delinquency, substance abuse, and 
depression.[7] Remarkably, 38% of donor offspring born to lesbian couples in the study 
agreed that "it is wrong deliberately to conceive a fatherless child."[8] 

 

 Birth rates would fall.  

The most fundamental task of any society is to reproduce itself. That is why virtually 
every human society until the present day has given a privileged social status called 
"marriage" to male-female sexual relationships-the only type capable of resulting in 
natural procreation.  

Extending "marriage" to homosexual couples would eliminate any incentive to form life-
long, potentially procreative (i.e., opposite-sex) relationships. The long-term result would 
be that fewer such life-long relationships would be formed, fewer such couples would 
choose to procreate, and fewer babies would be born. 

There is already evidence of at least a correlation between low birth rates and the 
legalization of same-sex "marriage." Four of the five states that permit same-sex 
"marriage" rank within the bottom eight out of all fifty states in both birth rate and fertility 
rate.[9] 

Demographers now warn that declining birth rates lead to an aging population, with 
negative results such as threats to the solvency of Social Security and Medicare. 

The next long-term effects have to do with the significant differences, documented in the 
research, between homosexual relationships and heterosexual marriages in the areas 
of commitment to, fidelity within, and the permanence of relationships.  

For example, research shows that: 

 Homosexuals are less likely to enter committed relationships. 

Even where legal recognition is available to same-sex couples (whether through same-
sex civil "marriages," "civil unions," or "domestic partnerships"), relatively few same-sex 
couples even bother to seek such recognition. Another way of putting this is that 
homosexuals are far more likely than heterosexuals to reject the institution of marriage 
or its legal equivalent. 

In Massachusetts, nearly half of same-sex couples rejected marriage, a rate more than 
five times higher than the 9% of opposite-sex couples who did so. 

In addition: 

CC-5

http://www.frc.org/testimony/peter-sprigg-testifies-before-rhode-island-house-judiciary-committee#_edn7
http://www.frc.org/testimony/peter-sprigg-testifies-before-rhode-island-house-judiciary-committee#_edn8
http://www.frc.org/testimony/peter-sprigg-testifies-before-rhode-island-house-judiciary-committee#_edn9


6 
 

 Homosexuals are less likely to have monogamous and sexually exclusive 
relationships. 

Among married heterosexuals, having sexual relations with anyone other than one's 
spouse is still considered a grave breach of trust and violation of the marriage covenant. 

Yet research shows that the same cannot be said of homosexuals-particularly of 
homosexual men. One study in the Netherlands showed that homosexual men with a 
steady partner had an average of eight sexual partners per year outside the primary 
relationship. 

Another finding is that: 

 Homosexual partners are less likely to remain committed for a lifetime. 

Lawrence Kurdek, a homosexual psychologist, has declared that after extensive 
research, "it is safe to conclude that gay and lesbian couples dissolve their relationships 
more frequently than heterosexual couples, especially heterosexual couples with 
children."[10] 

A study of same-sex couples in Massachusetts found that after only a year or less of 
"marriage," more than a third of the male couples and nearly half of the female couples 
had "seriously discussed" ending their relationship.[11] A study in Sweden found that 
the divorce risk in partnerships of men is 50 percent higher than in heterosexual 
marriages, and the divorce risk in partnerships of women is double that of men-thus 
making lesbian "divorces" almost three times as likely as heterosexual ones.[12] 

What do these three factors mean? 

The so-called "conservative" argument for homosexual marriage suggests that granting 
marriage to homosexual couples would make their relationships change to resemble the 
traditional ideal. However, the experience of jurisdictions that have recognized these 
relationships, and even the open declarations of many homosexuals themselves, make 
it seem likely that the opposite would occur. If homosexual relationships are held up to 
society as a fully equal part of the social ideal that is called "marriage," then the value of 
commitment, sexual fidelity, and permanence in relationships will further erode-even 
among heterosexuals. The long-term result would be three harms to society: 

 Fewer people would marry. 
 Fewer people would remain monogamous and sexually faithful. 
 Fewer people would remain married for a lifetime. 

The final harm is that we would be placed on a slippery slope toward future redefinitions 
of marriage. Specifically: 
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 Demands for legalization of polygamy would grow. 

If the natural sexual complementarity of a man and a woman and the theoretical 
procreative capacity of an opposite-sex union are to be discarded as principles central 
to the definition of marriage, then what is left? If love and companionship are the only 
necessary elements of marriage, why should other relationships that provide love, 
companionship, and a lifelong commitment not also be recognized as "marriages"-
including relationships between adults and children, or between close blood relatives, or 
between three or more adults?  

There is far more precedent cross-culturally for polygamy as an accepted marital 
structure than there is for homosexual "marriage." There is also a genuine movement 
for polygamy or "polyamory" in some circles. 

This argument is already being pressed in the courts. If homosexual "marriage" is not 
stopped now, we will be having the exact same debate about "plural" marriages only 
one generation from now. 
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The Opposite of the Civil Rights Movement 
by Byron Babione  Townhall, 2/7/2013 

Those who remember the old version of the SAT might recall the analogy section: “This 
is to that as that is to this.” 

The SAT no longer requires students to demonstrate aptitude in reasoning through this 
vital cognitive exercise—unfortunate because so many Americans find it difficult to 
recognize false analogies. And no group has exploited this deficiency more than 
politicians. 

Adam Cohen observed in a 2005 New York Times piece: “Intentionally misleading 
comparisons are becoming the dominant mode of public discourse. The ability to tell 
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true analogies from false ones has never been more important.” But judging from the 
current political rhetoric used by advocates seeking to redefine marriage for the culture, 
misleading comparisons predominate the discourse. 

A recent, flagrant example of a national figure putting forth false analogies to advance a 
political objective is President Obama’s second inaugural address. 

The president said, “We the people declare today that the most evident of truths that all 
of us are created equal—is the star that guides us still; just as it guided our forebears 
through Seneca Falls and Selma and Stonewall…. Our journey is not complete until our 
gay brothers and sisters are treated like anyone else under the law, for if we are truly 
created equal, then surely the love we commit to one another must be equal, as well.” 

Peppering his rhetoric with the self-evident truth that all persons are created equal, the 
president mixed two false analogies into his recipe in an attempt to flavor same-sex 
marriage as a civil rights matter. 

First, he compared African Americans who struggled for racial equality with the current 
activists running the political campaign to redefine marriage. That comparison reveals a 
photo-shopped picture of history to an America the president was elected to lead, not 
mislead. 

Civil rights marchers were met with batons, fire hoses, tear gas, and nooses; so-called 
pride parades are met with Fortune 500 corporate sponsorship. African Americans were 
systematically dehumanized and isolated; homosexual activists, in contrast, are lionized 
by every powerful cultural institution and center of wealth in America. The civil rights 
battle was a move up from under, won with blood; the campaign to redefine marriage is 
a product of the elites in entertainment, government, and the Ivory Tower. 

In his second false analogy, the president assumes that, because romantic love is 
involved, same-sex relationships have the same implications as do opposite-sex 
relationships for society and must, therefore, be treated exactly the same. This 
comparison is not a weapon of politicians alone. Same-sex marriage activists and their 
attorneys have employed it not only in their Hollywood-run PR campaign, but in their 
legal arguments as well—which have now reached the U.S. Supreme Court. 

They argue that marriage is primarily about romantic commitment and mutual economic 
interests and that same-sex and opposite-sex couples are the same in this way, and 
thus they are the same in every other relevant way. 

But anyone who’s ever gotten “The Talk” from their parents is aware of the obvious: a 
fundamental difference exists between the sexual union of a man and a woman and that 
of two men or two women. So the analogy fails because it ignores that the two 
relationships drastically differ concerning the most important civil purpose of marriage: 
promoting the creation and raising of children by their natural mother and father—a 
social good without equal. 
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The mature truth that men and women procreate and same-sex couples don’t is not a 
mean-spirited criticism; it’s a fact rooted in biology that doesn’t violate any principle of 
equality known to human reasoning or American law. Equality means that you must 
treat things that are the same the same. But when you treat two things that are different 
differently, you behave rationally. No principle of equality is offended. 

Ah, but the false analogy is so useful to those who wield it. For the purpose of redefining 
marriage by judicial fiat, it is indispensible. Without the false analogy, attackers of 
marriage protection laws have no case. 

Government has recognized marriage for the entire history of Western Civilization for 
two reasons: The first is to acknowledge the blessing of children and increase each 
future child’s likelihood that he or she will be brought up in a home legally bound to his 
or her mother and father. The second is to reduce the threat of epidemic-level, 
taxpayer-crushing, out-of-wedlock births. Same-sex relationships have no bearing on 
these well-known reasons for preserving marriage, humanity’s only reliable life-giving 
and society-sustaining union. 

Another comparison that fails: likening marriage amendments to abominable laws that 
once prevented white and black people from marrying. Racist laws kept men and 
women apart. Marriage laws bring men and women together to keep society thriving. 
The shade of someone’s skin is irrelevant to marriage, but the sex of the partners is 
essential to the definition and the societal function of marriage. 

Inspiring people to think through these issues is much better than allowing them to 
unwittingly adopt simplistic, superficial talking points created by Rob Reiner’s PR guy. 
And at the Supreme Court, we should hope that the proper analogy prevails—that men 
and women are as indispensible to marriage as logic is to sound public policy. 

### 
 
 

Democratic Debate on Marriage Better Than Judicial Commands 
by Caleb Dalton  Townhall, 2/8/2013 

Not content with government “of the people, by the people, and for the people,” some 
have brought their case for same-sex marriage to the courts and asked them to overturn 
the policy of states such as California—where the people voted to affirm man-woman 
marriage’s benefits to society, not just once, but twice in an eight-year span. 

These advocates lean upon a constitutional interpretation that requires the fundamental 
redefinition of marriage in a manner, not only unknown in the record of human history 
until a few short years ago, but also in a way that does not provide the unique benefits 
that marriage has offered to society for millennia. 
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Marriage is the only institution that is essential to the future of humanity. Both men and 
women are necessary to propagate the human race—providing the economic base with 
which to further society. This is why marriage is society’s time-tested way to bless as 
many children as possible with both a mom and a dad in a stable environment. When 
children are deprived of mothers or fathers, not only do children suffer, society suffers 
as well. 

Affirming marriage in our laws is not only reasonable, it is the right of the people. As we 
have from the beginning of our country, Americans can determine what unique 
relationships most benefit our society and celebrate the one we have cherished the 
most—marriage. By asking our courts to mandate a marriage policy for us all, marriage 
opponents are attempting to substitute their views, or the views of judges, for those of 
millions of Americans. 

In 1776, John Hancock and 55 other brave souls pledged their lives, their fortunes, and 
their sacred honor to declare and establish that very idea: that government derives its 
“just powers from the consent of the governed”—that true freedom is only preserved by 
a “government of the people, by the people, for the people.” 

In the last two decades, the consent of the governed has actively weighed in on 
marriage—an important policy issue debated through the democratic process. They 
have considered whether to affirm the timeless and universal societal benefits provided 
by marriage between a man and a woman, or whether to place the label of marriage on 
other relationships. 

In other words, Americans have been engaged in that most American of activities—
voting. While the public square is by no means a perfect solution for all of our societal 
issues, it is working within the realm of marriage. Americans are vigorously engaged in 
debating and understanding the meaning of marriage, and the legislative actions in 
almost every state confirm this. 

While the obvious role of our courts is to address legitimate constitutional issues, 
whether marriage should be redefined to include relationships that cannot offer the 
same societal benefits as relationships between a man and a woman is not one of 
them. No other relationship joins together the two opposite halves of humanity into an 
enduring, procreative union for the benefit of all of society. And, while not every couple 
has a child, every child has a mother and a father. 

This is why the Supreme Court has characterized marriage as “fundamental to our 
existence and survival.” And because marriage is so unique, no other relationships 
qualify as “similarly situated” to the uniting of a man and a woman, and thus no other 
relationships trigger “equal protection” analysis under the Constitution. 

As recent history has shown, marriage has truly become a vital matter “of the people, by 
the people, [and] for the people.” Let us not, then, usurp the dynamic development of 
democratic debates with pleas for a judicial directive. 
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The Goodness of Marriage 
by Ken Connelly  Townhall, 2/11/2013 

G.K. Chesterton observed in The Superstition of Divorce that “reformers of marriage . . . 
do not know what it is, or what it is meant to be, or what its supporters suppose it to be . 
. . .” Marriage opponents, who today seek not to reform but rather redefine marriage, 
appear to suffer from the problem diagnosed by Chesterton almost a century ago. 

In their heedless rush to establish the legitimacy of same-sex marriage, they ignore 
what marriage is and what marriage does. 

Marriage between a man and a woman is a universal good that diverse cultures and 
faiths have honored and relied upon throughout history. An organic phenomenon of 
human society without parallel, it has emerged spontaneously and instinctively, as if in 
answer to a deep and abiding human need for order and stability. 

Rooted in biological and social reality, marriage has always been marked, for good 
reason, by its male-female nature and its undeniable link to procreation and responsible 
childrearing. Not every couple has a child, but every child has a mother and a father. 

A healthy marriage culture helps the gold standard prevail, wherever possible, that 
children are raised by the parents who brought them into this world. The strong families 
which result from this arrangement produce a vibrant and self-sustaining society which 
serves as our best guarantee of limited government. 

The Supreme Court itself has repeatedly noted that marriage and the family are 
necessary foundations of a free and properly functioning democratic republic. This is 
why the state, although it did not create marriage, has consistently supported and 
encouraged its flourishing. 

In contrast, until very recently, no government in human history has ever officially 
recognized same-sex relationships as marriages, precisely because they do not further 
society’s important interest in the natural procreation of the next generation of citizens. 

Same-sex marriage does not provide the same benefits or solve the problems that 
marriage does. In fact, at a time when our marriage culture is already in severe distress, 
a redefinition of marriage offers only uncertainty and consequences that will not be fully 
known for some time. 
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The reason for this uncertainty is not difficult to divine. State-created substitutes for 
marriage propose to replace an institution defined by sacrificial nurturing with an 
unproven construct of self-fulfillment which will exist only to serve the emotional needs 
of adults at the cost of society at large. 

Those seeking to redefine marriage trumpet self-serving notions of equality and justice 
for a small coterie of adults but ignore that marriage has always been uniquely suited to 
the generation and care of new life. This is not hyperbole, but apparently the very point 
of the endeavor. 

For instance, marriage opponent E.J. Graff has predicted that once “same-sex marriage 
becomes legal, that venerable institution will ever after stand for sexual choice, for 
cutting the link between sex and diapers.” And Michelangelo Signorile, another marriage 
opponent, has stated that same-sex couples should “demand the right to marry not as a 
way of adhering to society’s moral codes but rather to debunk a myth and radically alter 
an archaic institution.” 

The erosion of marriage and the breakdown of the family in America have unleashed 
social problems that are all too real and must be remedied. But the remedy will not 
come by accepting same-sex marriage as valid, necessary, or constitutionally required. 

Marriage does not need redefinition, but rededication to its core meaning, the union of 
one man and one woman, and to its core purpose, uniting children to their own mother 
and father. In a few short months, the U.S. Supreme Court will have a chance to 
preserve the institution we call marriage, the anchor of the family and society. Let us 
pray it judges wisely. 

### 
 
 

Usher In A Redefinition of Marriage, Usher Out Religious Liberty 
by Jim Campbell   Townhall, 2/12/2013 
 

Disagreements and projections abound in the dialogue about marriage and its 
redefinition to include same-sex couples. But both sides agree on one issue: redefining 
marriage significantly jeopardizes religious freedom—the first liberty upon which our 
nation was founded. 

The convergence of several factors creates this unavoidable clash between religious 
liberty and redefining marriage. First, the vast majority of religious adherents in America 
believe that marriage is the union of one man and one woman. And because marriage 
is a core component of religious convictions—indeed, many spiritual traditions treat it as 
a holy sacrament—people of faith are not likely to change or disregard their views on 
this central question of conscience. 
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Second, marriage permeates our law and culture. Thus countless situations will require 
all citizens, including those who are religious, to affirm or facilitate a fundamentally 
redefined understanding of marriage. 

Third, if the government declares that same-sex unions and opposite-sex unions equally 
constitute marriages, the law punishes and stigmatizes as “discriminatory” and 
“irrational” those who publicly espouse a view or conduct themselves in a manner that 
adheres to the traditional understanding of marriage. 

History illustrates the persecution of, and an absence of tolerance for, those who 
engage in what the law has proclaimed to be irrational discrimination. The freedom of 
the religious faithful—particularly their freedom to participate in the public square—will 
thus be sacrificed in a society whose laws embrace a redefined view of marriage. 

Legal scholars who favor redefining marriage agree that this religious-liberty conflict is 
real. Chai R. Feldblum, a law professor at Georgetown University and current EEOC 
commissioner, believes that advocates for redefining marriage have incorrectly 
“downplayed the impact of such laws on some people’s religious beliefs.” Renowned 
religious-liberty professor Doug Laycock and many others agree that conflicts between 
same-sex marriage and religious freedom are inevitable. 

This crisis of conscience is not just a matter of legal theory; it is confirmed by real-world 
examples. 

Laws redefining marriage have forced religious organizations to shutter their foster and 
adoptive ministries because they are unable to place children with same-sex couples. 
Among other examples, this senseless religious intolerance occurred immediately 
following the redefinition of marriage in the District of Columbia, even though many 
other foster and adoption agencies were willing and able to place children with same-
sex couples. 

After a court redefined marriage in Massachusetts, public schools began teaching 
young elementary-school students that same-sex marriage is worthy of celebration. 
Parents who objected for religious reasons asked to excuse their children from these 
lessons. Yet a court denied parents even this modest religious protection, stating that 
because “Massachusetts has recognized gay marriage under its state constitution, it is 
entirely rational for its schools to educate their students regarding that recognition.” 

Redefined marriage laws have also compelled organizations with deeply held beliefs 
about marriage either to recognize the same-sex unions of their employees or to stop 
providing spousal benefits to all employees. In the District of Columbia, a Catholic 
organization terminated benefits to all of its employees’ spouses just so that it could 
continue to operate consistently with the dictates of its faith. And in New York, an 
employee of a Catholic hospital sued her employer demanding that it recognize her 
same-sex relationship and provide benefits to her partner. 
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Additionally, laws redefining marriage have also forced public servants with sincere 
religious convictions about marriage to resign from their positions. In New York, at least 
two municipal clerks suffered this fate. Similarly, in Saskatchewan, the courts refused to 
safeguard the conscience rights of marriage commissioners, despite the fact that the 
province had more than 370 marriage commissioners, most of whom did not object to 
presiding over a same-sex ceremony. 

All of these examples, which are but a few of the many that could be cited, illustrate the 
bleak prospects for conscience rights and religious tolerance in a culture that embraces 
genderless marriage. 

Sound logic, scholarly consensus, and recent experience all demonstrate that redefining 
marriage presents a significant threat to religious liberty. We as a society thus face a 
crossroads and must decide whether to change marriage to satisfy the demands of a 
few despite sacrificing the religious freedom of many. We should collectively choose to 
affirm marriage, decline to deviate our course, and continue along the road where 
religious liberty—a bedrock of our civilization—may flourish. 

 

NEW STUDY ON HOMOSEXUAL PARENTS TOPS 

ALL PREVIOUS RESEARCH  
Children of Homosexuals Fare Worse on Most Outcomes 

By Peter Sprigg 

In a historic study of children raised by homosexual parents, sociologist Mark Regnerus of the 

University of Texas at Austin has overturned the conventional academic wisdom that such 

children suffer no disadvantages when compared to children raised by their married mother and 

father. Just published in the journal Social Science Research,[1] the most careful, rigorous, and 

methodologically sound study ever conducted on this issue found numerous and significant 

differences between these groups--with the outcomes for children of homosexuals rated 

"suboptimal" (Regnerus' word) in almost every category. 

The Debate Over Homosexual Parents 

In the larger cultural, political, and legal debates over homosexuality, one significant smaller 

debate has been over homosexual parents. Do children who are raised by homosexual parents or 

caregivers suffer disadvantages in comparison to children raised in other family structures--

particularly children raised by a married mother and father? This question is essential to political 

and ethical debates over adoption, foster care, and artificial reproductive technology, and it is 

highly relevant to the raging debate over same-sex "marriage." The argument that "children need 

a mom and a dad" is central to the defense of marriage as the union of one man and one woman. 
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Here is how the debate over the optimal family structure for children and the impact of 

homosexual parents has usually gone: 

 Pro-family organizations (like Family Research Council) assert, "Social science research shows 
that children do best when raised by their own biological mother and father who are committed 
to one another in a life-long marriage." This statement is true, and rests on a large and robust 
collection of studies. 

 Pro-homosexual activists respond, "Ah, but most of those studies compared children raised by a 
married couple with those raised by divorced or single parents--not with homosexual parents." 
(This is also true--in large part because the homosexual population, and especially the 
population of homosexuals raising children, is so small that it is difficult to obtain a 
representative sample.) 

 The advocates of homosexual parenting then continue, "Research done specifically on children 
raised by homosexual parents shows that there are no differences (or no differences that 
suggest any disadvantage) between them and children raised by heterosexual parents." 

 Pro-family groups respond with a number of critiques of such studies on homosexual parents. 
For example, such studies usually have relied on samples that are small and not representative 
of the population, and they frequently have been conducted by openly homosexual researchers 
who have an ideological bias on the question being studied. In addition, these studies also 
usually make comparisons with children raised by divorced or single parents--rather than with 
children raised by their married, biological mother and father. 

In fact, an important article published in tandem with the Regnerus study (by Loren Marks, 

Louisiana State University) analyzes the 59 previous studies cited in a 2005 policy brief on 

homosexual parents by the American Psychological Association (APA).[2] Marks debunks the 

APA's claim that "[n]ot a single study has found children of lesbian or gay parents to be 

disadvantaged in any significant respect relative to children of heterosexual parents." Marks also 

points out that only four of the 59 studies cited by the APA even met the APA's own standards 

by "provid[ing] evidence of statistical power." As Marks so carefully documents, "[N]ot one of 

the 59 studies referenced in the 2005 APA Brief compares a large, random, representative 

sample of lesbian or gay parents and their children with a large, random, representative sample 

of married parents and their children." 

To summarize, we have been left with large, scientifically strong studies showing children do 

best with their married mother and father--but which do not make comparisons with homosexual 

parents or couples; and studies which purportedly show that children of homosexuals do just as 

well as other children--but which are methodologically weak and thus scientifically inconclusive.  

The New Family Structures Study--Restoring the "Gold Standard" 

This logjam of dueling studies has been broken by the work that Regnerus has undertaken. 

Unlike the many large studies previously undertaken on family structure, Regnerus has included 

specific comparisons with children raised by homosexual parents. Unlike the previous studies on 

children of homosexual parents, he has put together a representative, population-based sample 

that is large enough to draw scientifically and statistically valid conclusions. For these reasons, 

his "New Family Structures Study" (NFSS) deserves to be considered the "gold standard" in this 

field. 
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Another improvement Regnerus has made is in his method of collecting data and measuring 

outcomes for children in various family structures. Some previous studies collected data while 

the subjects were still children living at home with their parent or parents--making it impossible 

to know what the effects of the home environment might be once they reach adulthood. Some 

such studies even relied, in some cases exclusively, on the self-report of the parent. This raised a 

serious question of "self-presentation bias"--the tendency of the parent to give answers that will 

make herself and her child look good. 

Regnerus, on the other hand, has surveyed young adults, ages 18 to 39, and asked them about 

their experiences growing up (and their life circumstances in the present). While these reports are 

not entirely objective, they are likely to be more reliable than parental self-reports, and allow 

evaluation of long-term impacts. 

The study collected information from its subjects on forty different outcomes. They fall into 

three groups:  

 Some are essentially yes-or-no questions: are you currently married, are you currently 
unemployed, have you thought recently about suicide?  

 Other questions asked respondents to place themselves on a scale--for example, of educational 
attainment, happiness or depression, and household income.  

 Finally, "event-count" outcomes involve reporting the frequency of certain experiences--e.g., 
smoking marijuana or being arrested--and the number of sex partners. 

Nearly 15,000 people were "screened" for potential participation in the study; in the end almost 

3,000, a representative sample, actually completed the survey questionnaire. Of these, 175 

reported that their mother had a same-sex romantic relationship while they were growing up, and 

73 said the same about their father. These are numbers just large enough to make some 

statistically robust conclusions in comparing different family structures. 

What the Study Found 

The study looked at 40 different outcomes, but reported data for children with "lesbian mothers" 

and those with "gay fathers" separately. Therefore, there actually were 80 outcome measures that 

could be said to compare children with "homosexual parents" to those from other family 

structures. When compared with outcomes for children raised by an "intact biological family" 

(with a married, biological mother and father), the children of homosexuals did worse (or, in the 

case of their own sexual orientation, were more likely to deviate from the societal norm) on 77 

out of 80 outcome measures. (The only exceptions: children of "gay fathers" were more likely to 

vote; children of lesbians used alcohol less frequently; and children of "gay fathers" used alcohol 

at the same rate as those in intact biological families). 

Of course, anyone who has had a college course in statistics knows that when a survey shows 

there are differences between two groups, it is important to test whether that finding is 

"statistically significant." This is because it is always possible, by chance, that a sample may not 

accurately reflect the overall population on a particular point. However, through statistical 

analysis researchers can calculate the likelihood of this, and when they have a high level of 

confidence that a difference identified in the survey represents an actual difference in the 

CC-17



18 
 

national population, we say that finding is "statistically significant." (This does not mean the 

other findings are unimportant--just that we cannot have as high a level of confidence in them.) 

Regnerus has analyzed his findings, and their statistical significance, in two ways--first by a 

simple and direct comparison between what is reported by the children of homosexual parents 

and the children of "intact biological families" ("IBFs"), and second by "controlling" for a 

variety of other characteristics. "Controlling for income," for example, would mean showing that 

"IBF" children do not do better just because their married parents have higher incomes, but that 

they do better even when the incomes of their households and the households of homosexual 

parents are the same. Again, Regnerus has done these comparisons for "LMs" (children of 

"lesbian mothers") and "GFs" (children of gay fathers) separately.  

There are eight outcome variables where differences between the children of homosexual parents 

and married parents were not only present, and favorable to the married parents, but where these 

findings were statistically significant for both children of lesbian mothers and "gay" fathers and 

both with and without controls. While all the findings in the study are important, these are the 

strongest possible ones--virtually irrefutable. Compared with children raised by their married 

biological parents (IBF), children of homosexual parents (LM and GF): 

 Are much more likely to have received welfare (IBF 17%; LM 69%; GF 57%) 
 Have lower educational attainment 
 Report less safety and security in their family of origin 
 Report more ongoing "negative impact" from their family of origin 
 Are more likely to suffer from depression 
 Have been arrested more often 
 If they are female, have had more sexual partners--both male and female  

The high mathematical standard of "statistical significance" was more difficult to reach for the 

children of "gay fathers" in this study because there were fewer of them. The following, 

however, are some additional areas in which the children of lesbian mothers (who represented 

71% of all the children with homosexual parents in this study) differed from the IBF children, in 

ways that were statistically significant in both a direct comparison and with controls. Children of 

lesbian mothers: 

 Are more likely to be currently cohabiting 
 Are almost 4 times more likely to be currently on public assistance 
 Are less likely to be currently employed full-time 
 Are more than 3 times more likely to be unemployed 
 Are nearly 4 times more likely to identify as something other than entirely heterosexual 
 Are 3 times as likely to have had an affair while married or cohabiting 
 Are an astonishing 10 times more likely to have been "touched sexually by a parent or other 

adult caregiver." 
 Are nearly 4 times as likely to have been "physically forced" to have sex against their will 
 Are more likely to have "attachment" problems related to the ability to depend on others 
 Use marijuana more frequently 
 Smoke more frequently 
 Watch TV for long periods more frequently 
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 Have more often pled guilty to a non-minor offense 

Differences in Sexuality 

When comparing children of homosexuals with children of married biological parents, the 

differences in sexuality--experiences of sexual abuse, number of sexual partners, and 

homosexual feelings and experiences among the children themselves--were among the most 

striking. While not all of the findings mentioned below have the same level of "statistical 

significance" as those mentioned above, they remain important.  

At one time, defenders of homosexual parents not only argued that their children do fine on 

psychological and developmental measures, but they also said that children of homosexuals "are 

no more likely to be gay" than children of heterosexuals. That claim will be impossible to 

maintain in light of this study. It found that children of homosexual fathers are nearly 3 times as 

likely, and children of lesbian mothers are nearly 4 times as likely, to identify as something other 

than entirely heterosexual. Children of lesbian mothers are 75% more likely, and children of 

homosexual fathers are 3 times more likely, to be currently in a same-sex romantic relationship. 

The same holds true with the number of sexual partners. Both males and females who were 

raised by both lesbian mothers and homosexual fathers have more opposite-sex (heterosexual) 

partners than children of married biological parents (daughters of homosexual fathers had twice 

as many). But the differences in homosexual conduct are even greater. The daughters of lesbians 

have 4 times as many female (that is, same-sex) sexual partners than the daughters of married 

biological parents, and the daughters of homosexual fathers have 6 times as many. Meanwhile, 

the sons of both lesbian mothers and homosexual fathers have 7 times as many male (same-sex) 

sexual partners as sons of married biological parents. 

The most shocking and troubling outcomes, however, are those related to sexual abuse. Children 

raised by a lesbian mother were 10 times more likely to have been "touched sexually by a parent 

or other adult caregiver" (23% reported this, vs. only 2% for children of married biological 

parents), while those raised by a homosexual father were 3 times more likely (reported by 6%). 

In his text, but not in his charts, Regnerus breaks out these figures for only female victims, and 

the ratios remain similar (3% IBF; 31% LM; 10% GF). As to the question of whether you have 

"ever been physically forced" to have sex against your will (not necessarily in childhood), 

affirmative answers came from 8% of children of married biological parents, 31% of children of 

lesbian mothers (nearly 4 times as many), and 25% of the children of homosexual fathers (3 

times as many). Again, when Regnerus breaks these figures out for females (who are more likely 

to be victims of sexual abuse in general), such abuse was reported by 14% of IBFs, but 3 times 

as many of the LMs (46%) and GFs (52%). 

These data require more detailed exploration and explanation. A number of researchers have 

pointed out that self-identified homosexual adults (both men and women) are more likely to 

report having been victims of child sexual abuse. However, Family Research Council and other 

pro-family organizations have been criticized for also pointing to evidence suggesting that 

homosexual men are more likely to commit acts of child sexual abuse than are heterosexual men. 

And experts in child sexual abuse in general say that men are most often the perpetrators, 
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regardless of the sex of the victim. Therefore, the finding that children of lesbian mothers are 

significantly more likely to have been victims of sexual touching by "a parent or adult caregiver" 

than even the children of homosexual fathers is counter-intuitive.  

However, it is important to note what we do not know about such experiences from the data that 

have been published. The fact that a child of a lesbian mother was touched by "a parent or adult 

caregiver" does not mean that the lesbian mother was herself the parent or caregiver who did the 

"touching." An alternative scenario mentioned by Regnerus, for example--hypothetical, but 

plausible--is one in which a child is molested by her biological father; her mother divorces her 

father; and the mother later enters into a lesbian relationship.  

Limitations of the Study 

While the Regnerus study is a vast improvement over virtually all the prior research in the field, 

it still leaves much to study and learn about homosexual parents and their effect on children. 

Author Mark Regnerus emphasizes the traditional caveat in social science, warning against 

leaping to conclusions regarding "causality." In other words, just because there are statistical 

correlations between having a homosexual parent and experiencing negative outcomes does not 

automatically prove that having a homosexual parent is what caused the negative outcomes--

other factors could be at work.  

This is true in a strict scientific sense--but because Regnerus carefully controlled for so many 

other factors in the social environment, the study gives a clear indication that it is this parental 

characteristic which best defines the household environment that produces these troubling 

outcomes. The large number of significant negative outcomes in this study gives legitimate 

reason for concern about the consequences of "homosexual parenting."  

The definition of what it means to have a homosexual parent is also a loose one in this study--by 

necessity, in order to maximize the sample size of homosexual parents. Not all of those who 

reported that a parent was in a same-sex relationship even lived with that parent during the 

relationship; many who did, did not live with the partner as well. Only 23% of those with a 

lesbian mother, and only 2% of those with a homosexual father, had spent as long as three years 

living in a household with the homosexual parent and the parent's partner at the same time. 

Details like this involving the actual timeline of these children's lives can reportedly be found in 

Regnerus' dataset, which is to be made available to other researchers later this year. 

Figures like these suggest a need for more research, to distinguish, for example, the effects of 

living with a homosexual parent from having a non-custodial one, or the effects of living with a 

homosexual single parent vs. a homosexual couple. But they also point out something of note for 

public policy debates on "gay families"--the stereotype put forward by pro-homosexual activists, 

of a same-sex couple jointly parenting a child from birth (following either adoption or the use of 

artificial reproductive technology), represents a scenario that is extraordinarily rare in real life. 

Most "homosexual parents" have their own biological children who were conceived in the 

context of a previous heterosexual relationship or marriage, which then ended before the person 

entered into homosexual relationships.  
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Conclusion 

The articles by Marks and Regnerus have completely changed the playing field for debates about 

homosexual parents, "gay families," and same-sex "marriage." The myths that children of 

homosexual parents are "no different" from other children and suffer "no harm" from being 

raised by homosexual parents have been shattered forever.  
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