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Strengthen and Protect

The year 2012 promises to be 
big for North Carolina, and this 
issue of Family North Carolina 
reflects that fact. Before the main 
event—the November General 
Election—North Carolinians 
must go to the polls in the pri-
mary, currently scheduled for May 
8th. Aside from making their 
voices heard on which candidates 
they would prefer in the General 
Election for offices from Presi-
dent of the United States down 
to local boards and commissions, 
North Carolinians will quite liter-
ally have the future of society in 
their hands. After nearly a decade 
of tireless effort by pro-marriage 

advocates, the North Carolina voters will be given 
the opportunity to strengthen and protect mar-
riage today and for future generations by placing its 
definition—the union between one man and one 
woman—in the State Constitution. 

In a compelling feature, Brittany Farrell com-
piles years of research and data on the positive 
effects marriage has on men, women, children, and 
society. The conclusion is clear—marriage is the 
“gold standard.” No other relationship or family 
structure comes close to providing the invaluable 
benefits of marriage to every facet of society. 

Unlike the controversy that surrounds the murder 
of tens of millions of unborn children through 
abortion, the history of eugenics and forced ster-
ilizations in the country, and particularly in North 
Carolina, are universally recognized for their evil 
nature. Many will be surprised to learn about the 
roots of today’s abortion movement in the eugen-
ics horror of the past in Mary Summa’s informative 
and telling article. 

The next few months are sure to be full of de-
bate, disagreement, and misinformation. Attorney 
Jacqueline Schaffer helps prepare North Carolin-
ians for this debate by laying out and analyzing 
the emphasis the homosexual lobby has placed on 
marriage as its target. If their efforts to redefine 
marriage are ultimately successful, the consequences 
will touch family life, media, education, and reli-
gious freedom. North Carolinians must be bold in 
seizing the opportunity to strengthen and pro-
tect marriage by passing the Marriage Protection 
Amendment in May. 

Drawing from her collaboration with the North 
Carolina Family Policy Council to develop our 
Family Policy Perspectives series, family and marriage 

counselor Paula Rinehart outlines the profound 
benefits of remaining abstinent until marriage.

Kami Mueller dives into the boiling pot of anti-
family media in America today and looks at how 
Hollywood has infiltrated the hearts and minds of 
families by painting a deceptive picture of marriage 
and family. This deception has been intentional 
and methodical over the last half-century, but all 
is not lost, as Mueller concludes her article by 
highlighting some of the redeeming media families 
can find today.

Among the resources for citizens who will be 
engaging in the campaign to preserve and protect 
the definition of marriage in the North Carolina 
Constitution this year, is an outline of the legalities 
of financially supporting the campaign by attorney 
Steven Long. You will also find an at-your-fingertips 
question-and-answer style resource for respond-
ing to some of the most common objections to the 
Marriage Protection Amendment. Finally, we have 
compiled statements on the importance of tradition-
al marriage and the Marriage Protection Amend-
ment from faith leaders across North Carolina. 

In his commentary, president Bill Brooks unveils 
the true threat posed by the constant unwise efforts 
to expand gambling in North Carolina. In spite of 
years of consistent and intentional efforts to prevent 
and rid the state of gambling in all its forms—ef-
forts that are predicated on the recognition that no 
good comes from gambling that remotely outweighs 
the dramatic social harms and costs it brings—
North Carolina government officials are once again 
beginning to show weakness in their resolve. Brooks 
sums up why the proposal to allow Las Vegas-style 
gambling on the Cherokee lands in Western North 
Carolina is a gamble the State should not be willing 
to take. 

All of us here at the North Carolina Family 
Policy Council are looking forward to a 2012 filled 
with successful collaboration with all of you to 
continue our mission of serving families in North 
Carolina by providing the best research and infor-
mation and guidance to legislators and citizens on 
those issues most important to families. Thanks to 
our readers for your support, comments, and action 
on issues about which we all care. We need your 
help, so share this issue of Family North Carolina 
with everyone you know, and keep your prayers and 
conversations lively! v

Brittany Farrell is assistant director of policy for 
the North Carolina Family Policy Council and 
editor of Family North Carolina.

written by: 
Brittany

Farrell
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Gambling With Families

written by: 
Bill 

Brooks

In 2005, then Lieutenant Governor, Beverly Per-
due, cast the deciding vote in the Senate that allowed 
the State to enter the lottery business. This was the 
capstone of a 23-year effort by the gambling indus-
try to obtain a lottery in our state. After the lottery 
began operation, the General Assembly banned 
video poker and later banned so-called “sweepstakes” 
gambling. Two lawsuits are pending on the legality 
of the “sweepstakes” ban, but most of the ban has 
already been upheld. The Cherokee Tribe in western 
North Carolina was allowed to continue the opera-
tion of their video poker casino because the tribe was 
protected by a compact that was already approved.

On November 28, 2011, Governor Perdue headed 
in the opposite direction from recent moves by 
the General Assembly against gambling when she 
signed a new compact with the Cherokee that would 
allow the tribe to expand the gambling in their ca-
sino from video poker to Las Vegas-style gambling. 
Although North Carolina law prohibits possession 
of equipment used in this kind of gambling such as 
“craps tables, roulette wheels, [and] faro banks” (used 
to deal cards in blackjack and other card games), the 
Cherokee currently get around this prohibition by 
using television monitors to allow gamblers in their 
casino to interact with dealers in jurisdictions where 
Las Vegas-style gambling is allowed.

Governor Perdue says expanding gambling for 
the Cherokee is a good idea, but we disagree. Gam-
bling is always bad for society.

The Cherokee and some legislators have made the 
weak argument that “we are just moving jobs from 
other states to North Carolina.” Governor Perdue 
says the gambling expansion will produce up to 400 
new jobs on the reservation. Though I suspect this 
number is high, let’s roll with this claim for a mo-
ment. If each new job serves just 100 new gamblers, 
then you will have 40,000 new gamblers. Numerous 
studies show that about five percent of gamblers 
will have a serious gambling control problem. If 
these five percent become addicted to gambling, 
that would represent 2,000 new addicted gamblers, 

most of whom will be North Carolina 
residents. So 400 new jobs results in 2,000 
new addicted gamblers. Anyone who has 
studied addiction knows that a gambling 
addiction is among the worst kind. The 
problem gambler usually destroys their 
marriage and their family, with children 
often taking the brunt of the harm. Are 
400 jobs a fair trade for 2,000 destroyed 
families?

But there is likely more to this 
gambling proposal than just 
jobs. First, there is 

the political money, and it could be significant. 
While campaign contributions from individuals 
to campaigns are limited, there is no limit to the 
amount of dollars that can flow from a sovereign 
Indian nation to the coffers of various organizations 
that support campaigns and candidates. Although 
campaign contributions are legal, history shows that 
there is a high correlation between gambling and 
corruption. Legislators should not heed the siren 
call of political donations and should stay the course 
of eliminating gambling in North Carolina to the 
greatest extent possible. 

The real false promise offered by the Cherokee 
expansion is found in the claim that by taxing this 
gambling activity, net revenues will be produced for 
the state. Decades of research show that this claim 
is categorically false. At best, gambling would be 
a zero-sum operation for North Carolina. In most 
cases, however, the social problems are almost al-
ways under-reported, and the nature of the dire so-
cial ills that accompany gambling have a devastating 
effect on thousands of families. When researchers 
go to the considerable expense and effort to quantify 
these impacts, they find that gambling does not pay.

Clearly, the idea of casino gambling is not new. It 
is an idea still supported by some libertarian groups 
and by some legislators. Thus far, there have been 
no legislative hearings on the Cherokee proposal. A 
serious discussion of the facts is needed. While the 
Cherokee may simply want to conduct additional 
types of gambling on their reservation, but there 
is much more that legislators need to know. For 
example, if the legislature approves their compact, 
the courts are likely to heed legal arguments to 
approve casinos for the rest of the state. This is not 
something to be taken lightly.  

A number of legal experts have said that granting 
the Cherokee a special right to conduct a type of 
gambling that is banned elsewhere in the state will 
result in that gambling being available everywhere.

The newly proposed Cherokee Compact is a real 
gamble. Governor Perdue promises jobs and money 
for education—but if the General Assembly ap-
proves this proposal, it will be the citizens of North 
Carolina and the newly created compulsive gam-
blers and their families that will suffer enormous 
harm. It is a harm that can be easily avoided by the 
General Assembly voting “no” when the Cherokee 
compact comes up for approval. ❖

Bill Brooks is president of the North Carolina 
Family Policy Council.
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“[S]ome decisions are simply bigger than we are.”

—Rep. Dale Folwell (R–Forsyth) in his comments on the floor of 
the State House during debate over SB 514—Defense of Mar-
riage, the long-awaited legislation finally enacted this past sum-
mer by the General Assembly that gives the citizens of North 
Carolina the opportunity to vote on a Marriage Protection Amend-
ment in the first May 2012 primary. The legislation ultimately 
passed the House by a vote of 75-42 and the Senate by a vote 
of 30-16. 

“[W]e are willing to stand up and be counted.”

—Reverend Mark Harris, incoming president of the North Carolina Baptist 
State Convention (NCBSC) and senior pastor of First Baptist Church in 
Charlotte, in a November 2011 interview with The Charlotte Observer 
discussing the upcoming campaign for the proposed Marriage Protection 
Amendment to the State Constitution, the NCBSC’s adoption of a 
resolution endorsing the amendment, and his plans to work with the leaders 
of Baptist churches across the state to build support for the amendment.

“Small families lead to economic decline.”

—Bryan Caplan, a professor of economics at George Mason 
University, in his new book, Selfish Reasons To Have More Kids: 
Why Being a Great Parent is Less Work and More Fun Than You 
Think, which promotes the benefits of larger families in primarily 
economic terms.

“[T]his exemption … would not even cover Jesus’ ministry.”

—Hannah Smith, Senior Legal 
Counsel for the Beckett Fund for 
Religious Liberty, in an interview on 
Family Policy Matters, the weekly 
radio show of the North Carolina 
Family Policy Council. Smith was 
commenting on the Becket Fund’s 
representation of Belmont Abbey, 
a Catholic college near Charlotte, 
North Carolina, in a lawsuit against 
the federal government, arguing 
that an August 2011 federal 
mandate that all group health 
insurance plans cover “[a]ll Food 
and Drug Administration approved 
contraceptive methods, [and] 
sterilization procedures” violates the 
College’s religion freedom, despite a 
weak religious exemption. 

– George Washington

quotes, quips, and 
other items of interest

There is but      
 one 
  course, 
      and that is
     to seek  
truth and          
pursue it 
   steadily.

By Rick McKee, www.politicalcartoons.com.
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Frankly, I had thought that at 
the time [the case]…was decided, 
there was concern about popula-
tion growth and particularly 
growth in populations that we 

don’t want to have too many of.”

One may think this statement was made by a Su-
preme Court Justice who sat on the bench in 1927, 
and was referring to the Buck v. Bell case, which 
upheld the constitutionality of forcible sterilization. 
However, this startling statement was made by Su-
preme Court Justice Ruth Ginsberg in an interview 
with the New York Times Magazine on July 7, 2009 in 
reference to the Roe v. Wade case, which legalized the 
slaughter of millions of babies, many from, as Justice 
Ginsberg stated, the low income, at-risk population.

The North Carolina General Assembly is poised 
to reimburse victims of the State’s Sterilization 
Program. Certainly, that’s the least that can be done. 
But make no mistake about it, simply providing 
restitution to these victims will not close the door 
on North Carolina’s shameful involvement in the 
Eugenics Movement. This movement continues 

today, sanctioned by the General Assembly through 
legalized abortion—a shameful violation of basic 
human rights that will be scrutinized by future 
generations the same way the eugenics movement is 
being regarded today. 

Eugenics and Its Proponents
The American eugenics movement swept across 

the United States in the first half of the 20th Cen-
tury. First coined by Sir Francis Galton, a cousin of 
Charles Darwin, it describes a belief that the law 
can be used to “improve” the human population by 
encouraging people with above-average intelligence 
to procreate at higher rates, while discouraging 
or preventing “undesireables” from procreating. 
Their methods to reduce certain populations from 
procreating included segregation, sterilization, birth 
control and abortion.

The American eugenics movement of the 20th 
Century captured the imagination of America’s 
financial and intellectual elite including the Rock-
efellers, the Kelloggs, the Harrimans and the Carn-
egies. The Carnegie Institute funded the Station for 
Experimental Evolution at Cold Spring Harbor on 

Poisonous Fruit 
Abortion’s Dark Beginnings in Eugenics

written by: 
Mary

Summa,
J.D.

“
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Long Island, beginning in 1904. The Station housed 
the Eugenics Record Office (ERO), funded with 
money from the Harriman family. The ERO served 
as a “policy center for the activities of the organized 
eugenics movement.” The Kellogg family started the 
Race Betterment Society. The Rockefellers started 
the Population Council, a promoter of eugenics 
disguised as population control.

Harry Laughlin, the Superintendent of the ERO, 
was among the most effective American eugenicists. 
He dedicated his efforts to the eradication of people 
“generating the most social costs, those confined 
to institutions and recipients of welfare programs.” 
In 1914, Laughlin published the Model Eugenical 
Sterilization Law. The 1924 Virginia Eugenics law, 
modeled after Laughlin’s, was upheld by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in 1927 in the case Buck v. Bell.

American eugenicists sought legal enforcement 
of their agenda, and eugenics proponents scored 
their first victory in 1907 with the passage of a law 
allowing forced sterilization in Indiana. By 1935, 
all but 13 states, including North Carolina, had 
sterilization laws in effect or had bills pending in 
state legislatures. In total, 31 states enacted compul-
sory sterilization laws and the majority remaining 
in effect until at least the mid-1960s.

In the 1940s and 50s, the media exposed the link 
between the Nazi Regime’s eugenics programs and 
the U.S.’s sterilization programs, and states began 
repealing sterilization laws. Still, however, eu-
genicists did not abandon their cause. They simply 
cast their movement in a more favorable light. 
Funded with Rockefeller money, the movement was 
rebranded as a population control program, and in 
1952, they founded the Population Council. The 
Population Council’s objective was clear—through 
legal reforms, curtail population growth and pre-
serve the “quality” of the population.

North Carolina’s 
Sterilization Program

North Carolina’s entrance onto the eugenics stage 
can be described as tepid at best. In 1919 North 
Carolina became one of the first southern states 
to enact a compulsory sterilization law. Concerns 
about the law’s constitutionality, however, temporar-
ily kept the statute from being implemented.

For a few years, North Carolina seemed to lose 
its penchant for forced sterilization. However, the 
1927 Supreme Court case, Buck v. Bell, which found 
Virginia’s sterilization law constitutional, seemed to 
breathe new life into North Carolina’s enthusiasm 
for the movement. Just two years later, in 1929, 
North Carolina enacted a second eugenics law, 
authorizing the forced sterilization of institutional-
ized citizens without a hearing and without a right 
to appeal. In all, 49 people were sterilized under 
this law before it was found unconstitutional by the 
N.C. Supreme Court in 1933.

Undaunted in its mission to “free” the state of 
the “unfit,” the General Assembly passed a new 
law in 1933, which addressed the constitutional 
deficiencies of the 1929 law and established an 
Eugenics Board. The Eugenics Board approved over 
90 percent of those individuals recommended for 
sterilizations by doctors and social workers. During 
the Depression years, however, the Board was forced 
to keep sterilizations at a minimum because of a 
lack of funds. 

Targeting the “Unfit”
Almost simultaneously with the upstart of the 

sterilization programs, North Carolina officials ex-
panded their assault on the “unfit” with birth control 
funded by a member of the country’s financial elite. 
Dr. Clarence Gamble, of the Proctor & Gamble soap 
fortune, came to North Carolina almost by happen-
stance. An avid eugenicist, Gamble was spending his 
fortune supplying birth control supplies to for the 
natives of an island off the Florida coast. The nurse 
in charge of the program, Frances Pratt, longed to 
return to her native North Carolina, and convinced 
Gamble to approach the state about a birth control 
program here. In his proposal to the state, Gamble 
offered to fund a project to provide contraception 
to poor citizens by providing the supplies and the 
nurse, Miss Pratt. The program would be under the 
umbrella of the State Public Health Department. 
The officials at the State Public Health Department 
jumped at the chance. In March 1933, North Caro-
lina became the first state in the country to sponsor a 
health department birth control program.

Gamble’s money was quickly used to expand 
birth control clinics across the state. In 1933, there 
were only three private clinics in the state. Five 
years later, the state had created 56, and by mid-
1939, according to one source, 62 birth control 
clinics existed in the State, second only to New 
York. Gamble’s “success” in establishing clinics is 
particularly startling when one considers that North 
Carolina housed 13 percent of the country’s birth 
control clinics with only three percent of the na-
tion’s population.

It cannot be denied that these clinics operated 
for the purpose of advancing eugenics. Despite his 
claim that he was concerned about the population 
he targeted—the poor, ignorant, “unfit”—Gamble 

It cannot be denied that 
these clinics operated 
for the purpose of 
advancing eugenics.
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resisted attempts to expand health services beyond 
contraception. According to James Miller of the 
Population Institute, Gamble clashed with the 
South Carolina Public Health Director when the 
suggestion was made that he expand his services to 
other health services. Bristling at the suggestion, 
Gamble reportedly wrote Margaret Sanger that he 
did not want his financial contribution, “diluted 
with a lot of general health work.”

After four years, Gamble withdrew his funding 
because of the low participation rates around the 
State. Nonetheless, the venture reaped dividends for 
Gamble. It had provided a state-wide laboratory for 
him to test the efficacy of his preferred contracep-
tive methods. Furthermore, the project produced 
respectability for birth control as an eugenics tool 
within the State and gave him personal respectabil-
ity as an eugenics proponent.

Gamble’s interest in North Carolina and eugenics 
did not end with his contraceptive experiments in 
the State. In 1947, he joined forces with James G. 
Hanes, the Winston-Salem hosiery tycoon, and Dr. 
C. Nash Herndon, a renowned geneticist at Bow-
man Gray Medical School, among others, to found 
the Human Betterment League of North Caro-
lina. Reportedly, Gamble provided $5,000 in seed 
money. In later years, Gamble continued to donate 
generously to the Society. Indeed, according to the 
Winston-Salem Journal, one year he funded most 
of the sterilizations in Orange County. According 
to the Population Institute, Gamble became the 
organization’s biggest contributor.

The Human Betterment League of North Caro-
lina was just what the fledgling State sterilization 
program needed. Sterilizations had peaked at 202 in 
1938 and fallen to 117 in 1945. The League brought 
political clout, legitimacy, and national recognition 
to the Eugenics Board that it had not previously 

enjoyed. The League also brought money and a 
massive publicity campaign and created almost a 
witch-hunt atmosphere against the “unfit,” expand-
ing the net to include those “unfit for parenthood.” 
In 1963 alone, nearly one-half of the sterilizations 
nationwide were performed in North Carolina.

In 1968, six years before the last sterilization in 
North Carolina, one researcher from the Walter 
Reed Army Institute of Research described the 
State’s policy as “the most systematic program in 
the country.” Concerns about the rising costs of 
welfare for unwed African-American mothers 
prompted state officials to target efforts toward that 
population. After 1950, African-American blacks 
were sterilized at a higher rate than whites, leaving 
some to conclude that sterilizations in North Caro-
lina became more about racism than about eugenics. 
The last sterilization in North Carolina occurred 
in 1974. The Eugenics Board of North Carolina 
was abolished in 1977. The remaining involuntary 
sterilization laws were repealed in 2003.

An Unholy Trinity
As the eugenics movement in America grew, 

prominent eugenicists began to pool their resources 
and efforts. While financially linked to steriliza-
tion, Gamble continued to expand his influence 
with his eugenics-driven birth control programs. In 
1947, he began working with his long-time friend 
Margaret Sanger. 

An avid eugenicist herself, Sanger sought exter-
mination of the “unfit” through birth control, rather 
than sterilization. In 1923, she opened the Ameri-
can Birth Control League (ABCL) whose mission 
was to abolish the federal Comstock Law, a law that 
prohibited the creation, importation, or mailing of 
drugs, devices, or articles that prevented conception 
or caused abortion. In her book, The Pivot of Civili-
zation, Sanger revealed her disdain for the poor by 
characterizing the poor as “dead weight of human 
waste,” and charity as a means to “render them 
[the poor] to a menacing degree dominant.”[28] 
Furthermore, the ABCL’s Board of Directors was 
dominated by well-known eugenicists, including 
Harry Laughlin.

In 1939, the ABCL was reconstituted into the 
Birth Control Federation of America (BCFA), 
and the racial targeting of the eugenics movement 
through birth control became apparent. In 1943, 
the ABCL changed its name for a final time and 
became Planned Parenthood Federation of America 
(PPFA) with its initial offices housed in the offices 
of the American Eugenics Society. 

Gamble had previously served as an at-large 
director for the ABCL. He then became the orga-
nization’s regional director for the South in 1947. 
Gamble quickly brought suggestions to the Board 
regarding Sanger’s “Negro Project,” an initiative 
with the objective to reduce the procreation of 
African-Americans in the South. 
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Mary Summa, J.D., 
is an attorney in 
Charlotte, North 
Carolina, who served 
as Chief Legislative 
Assistant to U.S. 
Senator Jesse Helms 
during the 1980s. For 
a footnoted version of 
this article, please visit 
ncfamily.org.

Abortion as Eugenics
By the 1960s, the Rockefeller family was chin-

deep in the eugenics movement, under the guise 
of population control. As part of their efforts, they 
funded the development of the American Law 
Institute’s Model Penal Code. Understanding 
that state abortion laws could not be overturned 
overnight, proponents of legalized abortion used the 
Penal Code as a vehicle to liberalize abortion laws 
state by state.

The Model Penal Code smacked of eugenics in 
that it allowed for abortions in cases of mental or 
physical deficiencies in the mother or the child. 
Furthermore, it allowed for the abortion of healthy 
babies in cases of rape or incest. More radical eu-
genicists advocated unrestricted abortion. 

Understanding the mindset of North Carolina’s 
power brokers in the 1960s, it is easy to understand 
how the State was ripe-for-the-picking by those 
advocating abortion. The state was a “true believer” 
of the eugenics movement and despite eugenics’ as-
sociation with the Holocaust, North Carolina never 
flinched, even once, as to the righteousness of the 
cause. North Carolina had associated herself with 
nationally known eugenicists with deep pockets, re-
vealing her willingness to use just about any means 
possible to exterminate the “undesireables.”

In 1967, the General Assembly adopted the 
Rockefeller-funded Eugenics Abortion Law, be-
coming one of the first three states in the country 
to do so. The radical eugenicists did not need to 
wait long for unrestricted abortion nationwide. In 
1973, the United States Supreme Court delivered 
two decisions, Roe v. Wade and Doe v. Bolton, which 
made unrestricted abortion legal nationwide. Today, 
85-90 percent of babies with Downs Syndrome are 
aborted. African-American babies are being aborted 
at the highest rate in the country and four times 
that of white babies. What eugenicists originally 
sought with sterilization, they are accomplishing 
with abortion.

In the wake of the Roe v. Wade and Doe v. Bolton 
decisions, many states began scrambling for ways 
to protect the unborn and limit abortion. In North 
Carolina, however, fortified with the same cal-
lous disregard for human life it had exhibited with 
the sterilization program, the General Assembly 
underscored its support for abortion. Subsequently, 
the General Assembly amended its abortion statute 
to mimic the protections of Roe. Although legally 
unnecessary, the majority of the General Assembly 
made it clear that it supported the termination of 
innocent human life all nine months of pregnancy 
for any reason, with or without Roe v. Wade. 

The spirit of the decade was best illustrated by a 
1976 court decision, two years after North Caro-
lina’s last sterilization. In In re Moore, the justices 
found the forced sterilization of the mentally 
handicapped constitutional. The majority’s total 
disregard for all human life, not just those exposed 

to forced sterilization, became crystal clear: “The 
interest of the unborn child is sufficient to warrant 
sterilization of a retarded individual … The people 
of North Carolina … have a right to prevent the 
procreation of children who will become a burden 
on the State.” 

Undoing Wrongs 
It must be difficult for North Carolina to let 

go of its dark past. Despite dozens of bills having 
been introduced in the North Carolina General 
Assembly to restrict abortion, very few have ever 
even been given a hearing, until this past legisla-
tive session when the General Assembly enacted 
three pro-life bills—including one to guarantee that 
women seeking abortion are given vital informa-
tion about the baby and the abortion procedure, the 
risks involved, and contemplation time before the 
abortion is performed. Despite these victories—the 
Woman’s Right to Know Act, coupled with previ-
ously enacted laws restricting public funding and 
requiring parental consent (weakened by the court), 
North Carolina has a long way to go if she wants to 
shed her eugenics past. 

Championing Liberty
Man is made in the image and likeness of God. 

Because of this special status, man is given special 
dignity and inherent rights by a gracious God, 
including the right to life and the right to liberty. In 
a free society, the government cannot participate in 
or even condone the infringement of these rights. It 
must protect them, and be a servant to the people, 
instead of attempting to be their master. The found-
ing fathers recognized these principles; these are 
the bedrock principles upon which they built the 
foundation of this republic.

Between 1929 and 1974, North Carolina shame-
fully stole the fundamental right to liberty from its 
most vulnerable citizens. Government officials ster-
ilized them by the thousands, in an attempt to rid 
the State of the “unfit.” Eight years before the door 
was closed on that horrible chapter in State his-
tory, another chapter opened, with the authorized 
wholesale slaughter of the most innocent of human 
life. A woman’s right to “choice” did not spawn legal 
abortion. Eugenics did. 

G.K. Chesterton, an outspoken opponent of 
eugenics, once wrote: “Unless a man becomes the 
enemy of an evil, he will not even become its slave 
but rather its champion.” If North Carolina is to be 
restored to being a State that cherishes freedom, it 
must do more than provide restitution for steriliza-
tion victims, as noble as that gesture is. North Caro-
linians must elect statesmen, not politicians, at every 
level of government who understand the inherent 
right to life, and who will fight to ban abortion in 
this State and across this nation. If not, such dem-
onstrated ambivalence will continue to champion 
eugenics, an evil all should despise. v
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Questions/Responses to 
Marriage Amendment

What Would the Marriage      
aMendMent do?

The Marriage Amendment would legally protect 
the institution of marriage as between one man and 
one woman. It would prevent courts or the General 
Assembly from defining marriage differently or legal-
izing marriage-like institutions such as civil unions or 
domestic partnerships.

Would the Marriage aMendMent 
adversely affect Business in 
north carolina? 

There have been no credible studies on the economic 
effect of the Marriage Amendment in NC or elsewhere. 
Interestingly, nine out of the top 10 states with the 
American Legislative Exchange Council’s highest eco-
nomic outlook rankings in 2011 have marriage amend-
ments and have not legalized same-sex “marriage,” 
domestic partnerships, or civil unions. Nine of the 10 
states with the poorest economic outlook have legal-
ized one of these institutions. Claiming that marriage 
amendments have adversely affected a state’s economy 
lacks evidence.

Would the Marriage aMendMent 
prohiBit private eMployers froM 
providing Benefits to doMestic partners? 

Private employers would still be able to provide 
benefits to whomever they choose, including domestic 
partners. The Amendment, however, would protect em-
ployers from being forced by the government to provide 
these benefits if they choose not to do so. 

rights of governMent eMployees to 
oBtain doMestic partnership Benefits?

Under current law, state employees cannot obtain 
domestic partnership benefits. The Amendment would 
have no effect on state employees. County and mu-
nicipal governments may provide domestic partnership 
benefits, although most choose not to.  The Marriage 
Amendment would prohibit county and municipal 
employees from receiving benefits as derived from a 
domestic partnership. This amendment, however, would 
not prohibit the General Assembly from enacting a law 
authorizing Designated Beneficiary Agreements, as was 
done in Colorado, which allows individuals to designate 
individuals to receive benefits from insurance, wills, 
trusts, etc.

Would the Marriage aMendMent affect 
doMestic violence statutes?

In the two states with Marriage Amendments where 
state courts have addressed this issue, the Domestic 
Violence Statutes have been found constitutionally 
consistent with the state marriage amendment. In Ohio, 
the Supreme Court overturned appellate decisions that 
had found the statutes unconstitutional as applied to 
unmarried couples. In Kansas, an appellate court found 
the Domestic Violence statutes constitutionally consis-
tent with the Kansas Marriage Amendment. There is no 
legal basis for arguing that the NC Domestic Violence 
statutes would be affected.

Would the Marriage aMendMent affect 
custody of children?

NC law prohibits same-sex couples from adopting, 
but individuals (homosexual or heterosexual) may adopt. 
In making custody decisions, the court looks to the 
“best interest of the child.” Custody can be awarded to 
unmarried non-biological partners based on “de facto 
parenting.” North Carolina courts from the Supreme 
Court to district courts have looked and will look at the 
child’s relationship to the “parent.” The sexual orienta-
tion of the “parent” is not considered. The Marriage 
Amendment would not affect current NC custody law.

Would the Marriage aMendMent 
affect Medical poWers of attorney, 
Wills, trusts? 

The Marriage Amendment would not interfere with 
an individual’s right to transfer legal authority by Medi-
cal Powers of Attorney or property by wills or trusts. 
The relationship between the parties is inconsequential 
even if the documents are contested.

Would the Marriage aMendMent 
prevent saMe sex couples froM visiting 
one another in the hospital?

NC law requires as part of the state licensing require-
ments that hospitals allow the patient to designate who 
will visit the patient. The designee does not need to be 
legally or biologically related to the patient. Further-
more, federal regulations, which went into effect earlier 
this year, require that hospitals and Critical Access 
Hospitals (CAHs) that receive federal funding from 
Medicare or Medicaid inform the patient that he can 
designate visitors, including domestic partners, and that 
the hospital cannot discriminate on the basis of sexual 
orientation or gender identification. 
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The Advent of 
Same-Sex “Marriage”

While abortion rights and the systematic elimi-
nation of religion from public life certainly continue 
to challenge the moral footing of American culture, 
in recent years, society’s moral crosshairs have 
settled on the sacrosanct institution of marriage. 
With the sexual revolution of the 1960s and the 
onset of no-fault divorce in 1970, it is no wonder 
the Nation has taken a moral nosedive, particularly 

when it comes to marriage and the family. The 
greatest threat to marriage and morality in this 
country today, however, is not one-stop divorce or 
even 1960s-era sexual promiscuity; it is the advent 
of homosexual “marriage.” 

In the 1990s, the homosexual rights movement be-
gan a targeted campaign to gain recognition, rights, 
and even special treatment for a lifestyle based on 
behavior that, in light of basic biology, can be (and 
once was ) classified as sexually deviant. With the 
approval of same-sex “marriage” as both its goal and 

Marriage
In Society’s Moral Crosshairs

written by: 
Jacqueline

Schaffer,
J.D.

One cursory look across the moral landscape of American culture would inform 
even the most casual of observers that “progress” is perhaps the greatest 
threat to society. Women are allowed to kill their unborn children, the Ten 
Commandments are prohibited from hanging on courtroom walls, and now 
the debate rages as to whether marriage—one of the oldest, most sacred 

institutions known to mankind—is really only for one man and one woman. Some applaud 
these moral milestones as the markers of progress, but others declare that they are the 
markers of a society on the brink of self-destruction. How could a society expect anything 
less when it kills its future generation (at an average rate of 1.2 million children a year ), 
eliminates the moral framework for law and order, and launches a full frontal attack on 
the very mechanism that propagates mankind and launches society into the future? It may 
look like smooth sailing for the “forward-thinking” society, but destruction lies ahead, 
undetected by those who embrace the glory of this so-called progress. 
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benchmark for success, this vocal minority has been 
hard at work to insert its agenda into the media, 
politics, education, religion, and even the workplace 
as a means of garnering public acceptance and sup-
port. To some extent, their hard work has paid off: 
the “gay couple” is a sitcom staple; sex education now 
includes homosexual-sex education ; public school 
libraries stock children’s books depicting homosexual 
relationships ; and many anti-discrimination policies 
now protect individuals on the basis of their sexual 
orientation and gender identity. Perhaps most nota-
bly, however, homosexual couples are legally permit-
ted to “marry” in six states and the District of Co-
lumbia. Since the Hawaii Supreme Court’s morally 
unprecedented same-sex “marriage” ruling in 1993, a 
total of nineteen jurisdictions, including D.C., have 
now given some form of state approval to same-sex 
unions. For instance, six states plus D.C. now issue 
marriage licenses to same-sex couples; eight states 
permit civil unions; and seven states and D.C. have 
enacted some form of domestic partnership law. 

With statistics like these, one could naturally 
assume that same-sex unions are, in fact, largely 
accepted in American society, and that it is probably 
only a matter of time before the rest of the states 
follow suit and pass their own marriage redefinition 
laws to include same-sex couples. But are these sta-
tistics really an accurate reflection of popular opin-
ion in America regarding homosexual “marriage”?

The answer necessarily lies in the fact that, of the 
relatively few states that have redefined marriage 
to include same-sex unions, not one has done so as 
a result of letting the people of that state decide. 
As a result, marriage redefinition in this country 
has yet to be the product of public opinion, but 
has consistently resulted from legislative action or 
judicial overreach. In fact, statistics tell us that when 
the definition of marriage is put to a popular vote, 
same-sex “marriage” always loses. 

 Accordingly, and in direct response to the war 
waged upon traditional marriage, thirty states across 
the country have passed amendments to their state 
constitutions to protect marriage. With marriage 
amendment passage rates sitting at an average of 
67.3 percent, the people have spoken: marriage is 
only for one man and one woman. This fact likely 
explains why state ballot initiatives are consistently 

met with resistance from the homosexual lobby, pro-
ducing protests and even death threats against tradi-
tional marriage proponents. While North Carolina 
is not among the states where marriage is currently 
protected by a constitutional amendment, its citizens 
have the chance to change that this coming May. 

Marriage Protection        
Comes to North Carolina

After an eight-year battle to be heard, North 
Carolinians will finally have a voice on the issue of 
marriage. In September 2011, the North Carolina 
General Assembly voted overwhelmingly in favor of 
a measure to allow the people— not judges, politi-
cians, or a vocal minority—of this State to weigh in 
on the definition of marriage. This measure is not a 
mere opinion poll, however. The bill, SB 514—De-
fense of Marriage, is a ballot initiative that grants 
the citizens of North Carolina the opportunity to 
vote on whether to enshrine the State’s current law 
defining marriage into the State Constitution. The 
law currently states that: 

[a] valid and sufficient marriage is created 
by the consent of a male and female person 
who may lawfully marry, presently to take 
each other as husband and wife.

It goes on to clarify that: 
[m]arriages, whether created by common 
law, contracted, or performed outside of 
North Carolina, between individuals of 
the same gender are not valid in North 
Carolina. 

In the primary election scheduled for May 8, 
2012, North Carolinians will be able to take the 
necessary step of strengthening the State’s stance on 
marriage by voting on the following proposal: 

Constitutional amendment to provide that 
marriage between one man and one woman 
is the only domestic legal union that shall 
be valid or recognized in this State.

The General Assembly’s consideration of SB 514 
was met with protests, campus vigils, and rallies 
organized by homosexual activists. Such activism 
notwithstanding, the General Assembly voted to 
“let the people decide.” 

It is important to realize that even though the 
State has already statutorily defined marriage as 
between one man and one woman, recent case law 
demonstrates that such defense of marriage laws 
simply do not provide the same level of protection 
from legal challenge that a constitutional amend-
ment will. For instance, in 2009, Iowa’s Defense of 
Marriage Act (DOMA), which defined marriage as 
between one man and one woman, was struck down 
as unconstitutional by the Iowa Supreme Court. 
And in other states, laws upholding the traditional 
definition of marriage were overturned because they 

Marriage redefinition in this 
country has yet to be the 
product of public opinion, 
but has consistently 
resulted from legislative 
action or judicial overreach.
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violated state anti-discrimination laws prohibiting 
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation 
and gender identity. 

The Need for 
Traditional Marriage

What makes traditional marriage worthy of 
constitutional protection in the first place? Laws are 
often updated and legal concepts refined to reflect 
the changing values of society. Why not do the 
same for marriage? Quite simply, there are a host of 
factors that set marriage apart, rendering it invio-
lable and sacrosanct. 

Even the best arguments for redefining marriage 
to include same-sex unions fail on one crucial point: 
marriage, as a sacred and unique institution that pre-
dates even the earliest of governments, is not subject 
to redefinition. Some believe that marriage finds its 
source in God, while others believe it was birthed by 
ancient civil society. What can be agreed on, however, 
is that marriage is not a creature of the State. As 
such, its character and nature are not subject to the 
politician’s pen or to the judge’s gavel. As the Alliance 
Defense Fund (ADF), whose attorneys comprise a 
portion of the legal team defending California’s mar-
riage amendment, Proposition 8, recently stated: 

The definition of marriage as the union 
of one man and one woman is an objec-
tive reality that predates the existence of 
federal and state government. It is not an 
arbitrary arrangement that the government 
is at liberty to redefine as it pleases. The 
duty of the law then is to recognize and 
support this reality for the common good 
and protection of society as a whole. 

Even if marriage could be redefined, it would be 
foolish to do so. Society should carefully reconsider 
tinkering with the mechanism for advancing itself 
into the future as one of the basic premises of social 
science is that the family is the building block of 
society. But it is not just any kind of family that will 
do the trick; it is a family built on the marital bond 
of one man and one woman. Traditional marriage 
is the only social institution that naturally creates 
the next generation, thus launching mankind and 
society into the future.

As marriage scholar David Blankenhorn notes: 
[a]cross history and cultures . . . marriage’s 
single most fundamental idea is that every 
child needs a mother and a father. 

Indeed, while traditional marriage is necessary 
for the survival of society, it is also good for society 
in view of the positive physical and moral impact it 
has on children. Studies show that when traditional 
marriages fail or do not happen at all, children are at 
risk. According to “Marriage and the Law: A State-
ment of Principles,” a nonsectarian manifesto of sorts 
supported by over 100 legal and family scholars: 

children raised outside of intact [tradition-
al] marriages have higher rates of pov-
erty, mental illness, teen suicide, conduct 
disorders, infant mortality, physical illness, 
juvenile delinquency, and adult criminality.

It further states that such children: 
are more likely to drop out of school, be 
held back a grade, and launch into early 
and promiscuous sexual activity, leading 
to higher rates of sexually transmitted 
diseases and early, unwed parenthood.

Confirming these findings, Child Trends, a non-
partisan child research organization, has concluded 
that, “the family structure that helps children the 
most is a family headed by two biological parents in 
a low-conflict marriage.” 

As one scholar notes, “[t]he intergenerational and 
long-term benefits of marriage to society are pro-
found and irreplaceable.” Were marriage redefined 
to include same-sex unions, it would only stifle these 
benefits to the detriment of children, adults, and so-
ciety. In other words, it would subordinate the needs 
of the next generation and society as a whole to the 
sexual whims and desires of a minority whose stated 
goal is “to transform the notion of ‘family’ entirely.” 

Threatening Religious Liberty
Protecting traditional marriage by enshrining it in 

the State Constitution is not only socially beneficial, 
but it is also necessary to protect religious liberty. 
When the state sanctions a morally controversial 
lifestyle such as homosexuality, it will inevitably 
draw itself into conflict with the religious and moral 
beliefs of its citizens. Such conflict, however, is not 
hypothetical, and its outcomes are already well-
documented. For example, in Massachusetts, where 
same-sex “marriage” is legal, a religious adoption 
organization was forced to close its doors after 
refusing to place children with homosexual couples. 
In New Mexico, a Christian photographer who 
declined to photograph a lesbian couple’s “com-
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mitment ceremony” for religious reasons was found 
guilty of violating the state’s anti-discrimination 
laws and was ordered to pay almost $7,000. Impor-
tantly, even though same-sex “marriage” is not legal 
in New Mexico, the State’s non-discrimination laws 
prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual ori-
entation and gender identity (and the New Mexico 
State Constitution, like North Carolina’s, does not 
contain a marriage protection amendment.)

As the case involving the New Mexico photog-
rapher demonstrates, any state endorsement of the 
homosexual lifestyle will have an adverse impact on 
religious freedom. Laws that prohibit discrimination 
on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity, 
for instance, harm religious freedom by “penalizing 
private citizens with dissenting viewpoints on mar-
riage, family, and sexuality.” Moreover, as Thomas 
Messner of the Heritage Foundation points out: 

political support for nondiscrimination 
laws usually, if not always, precedes politi-
cal support for same-sex marriage.

Such laws have even been used by activist judges 
to overturn their state’s marriage laws on discrimina-
tion grounds. Conversely, same-sex “marriage” could 
effectively activate anti-discrimination laws to the 
detriment of religious freedom, as well. According 
to a 2008 report by the Becket Fund for Religious 
Liberty, over 350 state non-discrimination provi-
sions would be triggered if same-sex “marriage” were 
legalized in the United States. As such, the report 
noted that these newly triggered provisions could: 

be used to bring lawsuits against religious 
individuals and organizations that refuse 
to: hire same-sex individuals, perform 
same-sex wedding ceremonies or rent their 
church facilities for that purpose, or rent 
housing to same-sex couples. 

While North Carolina’s own anti-discrimination 
laws do not currently protect individuals on the basis 
of sexual orientation or gender identity, recent move-
ments in the State indicate that this may not be the 
case for long. In 2009, North Carolina enacted the 
“School Violence Prevention Act,” which protects 

students from bullying for any reason, but also added 
a list of possible motivating characteristics which 
included “sexual orientation” and “gender identity.” 
Marking the first time that a North Carolina state 
law has contained these terms, this “anti-bullying 
bill” provides just enough state endorsement of the 
homosexual lifestyle to give its proponents a foot in 
the door. Another pro-homosexual effort includes 
the N.C. State Bar’s recent attempts to insert protec-
tions for individuals on the basis of sexual orientation 
and gender identity into the Preamble of its profes-
sional rules. These, and other similar efforts around 
the State, demonstrate that North Carolina must act 
now to preserve its policy on traditional marriage.

Unfortunately, despite the fact that religious 
liberty is the first freedom guaranteed protection by 
the Bill of Rights, it is increasingly subordinated to 
the demands of the homosexual movement. And 
this is exactly what the movement wants. According 
to Chai Feldblum, Commissioner of the U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, who is also 
a homosexual activist and lesbian, it is the key to the 
movement’s success. As Feldblum writes: 

There can be a conflict between religious 
liberty and sexual liberty, but in almost 
all cases, the sexual liberty should win 
because that’s the only way that the dig-
nity of gay people can be affirmed in any 
realistic manner. 

The People’s Voice
The homosexual lobby most assuredly has its 

sights set on marriage. Indeed, the nationwide 
legalization of same-sex “marriage” would be the 
ultimate achievement in the battle for social en-
dorsement of the homosexual lifestyle. With thirty 
states now constitutionally protecting marriage as a 
result of popular vote, however, homosexual activists 
know that when the definition of marriage gets into 
the hands of the people, the people will choose to 
preserve and protect traditional marriage. As such, 
whether it involves protesting state legislatures 
considering marriage amendments or challenging 
state defense of marriage statutes in court, propo-
nents of same-sex “marriage” will do whatever it 
takes to prevent the voters from ever seeing a ballot 
initiative concerning the definition of marriage. 
Because every state that now sanctions some form 
of same-sex unions has done so as a result of liberal 
legislative agendas and judicial activism, the homo-
sexual movement would prefer to do business with 
sympathetic politicians and judges, rather than the 
American people. Thanks to the efforts of the Gen-
eral Assembly and many others across the State, 
however, the people of North Carolina will have 
the opportunity to cast their vote on marriage. And 
while homosexual activists have proven themselves 
to be a vocal minority, it is the voice of the people 
that will matter on May 8, 2012. v

Homosexual activists know 
that when the definition 
of marriage gets into 
the hands of the people, 
the people will choose 
to preserve and protect 
traditional marriage.
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The following article is excerpted from a series of 
interviews the North Carolina Family Policy Council 
recorded with Paula Rinehart in 2005 for the Family 
Policy Perspectives video series.

There really are two kinds of 
love, and there’s something to 
be had from both of them. The 
first kind of love is really the 
old word “infatuation,” where 

you feel singled out by a person. It’s very 
exciting, and who you are seems to rest on 
how [that person] responds to you. That does 
bring two people together, and there needs 
to be that kind of chemistry and attraction, 
but it never lasts, and it isn’t enough to 
build a life together. 

When “infatuation” begins to subside, as it always 
does, then the second kind of love begins to, or is 
meant to, kick in. And that is really the real work of 
learning to love someone…. So the second kind of 
love is more costly, but it is what bonds you togeth-
er. It is what you build a lifetime on, and it turns out 
to be something that is very rich and deep, and has 
all kinds of texture to it.

Love Is A Choice
You can’t think very long or very hard about the 

subject of love without admitting that fundamen-
tally, love is a choice. It’s a choice in many situations, 
and I think most people who’ve been married for 
a while would admit that they have had seasons 

where they have fallen out of love with this person, 
and it is a choice they make to learn to love in that 
situation, or to give, not knowing what may come 
back their way…But not feeling love in a relation-
ship is really a ludicrous reason for divorce because 
it is [a natural] part of every relationship.

Corruption of God’s Design
Part of the tragedy that we are living through in 

this generation is that, often, teenagers and twenty-
something folks coming along do not realize the 
significance of their innocence or purity until they 
have given part of it away. And it is in the after-
math, so to speak, that something wakes up on the 
inside and says, “Oh, I feel different, and I don’t like 
the way I feel.” But fundamentally, they tend to at-
tach shame and guilt to an experience that is meant 
to be about freedom and pleasure, and intimacy 
between two married people for a lifetime. And 
shame and guilt are very toxic emotions. 

When women come to talk to me, they are 
sharing the story of the “morning after.” Some-
times, I talk to women who feel kind of numb and 
depressed as though they have parceled themselves 
out to too many men, and they don’t know how to 
get themselves back together. And then, I talk to 
many women who have been married a few years, in 
their late 20s or 30s, and frankly the only expression 
that fits is that they hate sex, and they are surprised 
about that. It bothers them because they want to 
enjoy a sexual relationship with their husband, and 
what they feel is shame and the guilt, and the bad 
memories they have from too many men before.

Benefits of 
Delaying Sex for Marriage

Sexual relationships outside of marriage short-
circuit the development of other parts of the rela-
tionship. [These couples] don’t talk as much, they 
don’t work through issues, and they don’t know each 
other as deeply because frankly, they’ve just turned 
to a kind of knowing that is on a physical and a 
sexual level. But that does not have the groundwork 
for them to build the rest of their lives together.

In terms of talking about the way boys mature 
from boys to men, actually, what they gain from 
having to pursue a relationship with a woman 
without expecting anything sexual in terms of a 
payoff, so to speak, is courage. [Abstinence] for boys 
is a means by which they grow up on the inside. If 
guys are not required to do that, which you know, 
is the trend in the last 10 years, they become stuck 
in what people call “adolescent sexuality,” which 
simply means, “Give me what I want and don’t ask 
anything from me.” It is not a way to raise a genera-
tion of men, and they do not become the kind of 
men that women really want, or that [women] can 
build a life with. v

True Love Does Wait 
Searching for Maturity Before Marriage

by: 
Paula

Rinehart
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Protecting God’s First Institution 
Insights From North Carolina’s Faith Community

Dr. Daniel L. Akin
President, Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary

Wake Forest, NC
The Bible defines marriage as the union of a man and a woman in a monoga-

mous covenant relationship intended to last for life. This is clearly the teach-
ing of Moses in Genesis 1-2 and also Jesus in Matthew 19. Christians have a 
poor track record in the area of marriage, but the Word of God is crystal clear. 
We contend that God ordained, as the first institution, the home. The home is 
comprised of a man and a woman joined in faithful covenant that then looks 
to the Lord for the gift and blessing of children. Therefore, Christians should 
work hard to promote all avenues whereby this family structure can be encour-
aged and fostered. 

Christians can first of all model what a healthy marriage looks like following 
the principles of Scripture. Again, we have often failed in this area and I believe 
that is one reason why we have so much confusion today with respect to mar-
riage. In addition, Christians can take public stands and vote their conscience 
in seeking to promote the kind of marriages that are reflective in biblical truth. 
Christians should go to the ballot box and vote their conscience in accordance 
with biblical principles and truth.

Marriage is never defined by God as same-sex relations. The Bible is clear 
that sex is a wonderful gift given to us by a great God, but it is to be enjoyed 
within the covenant of marriage between a man and a woman. Therefore, with 
grace and truth, Christians must continue to teach what the Bible says about 
marriage and also model what the Bible says about marriage.

Dr. Mark E. Harris
Senior Pastor, First Baptist Church

Charlotte, NC
The Bible defines marriage as a covenant relation-

ship between a man and a woman for the glory of 
God and the propagation of the human race. Its 
definition is discovered all the way back to God’s 
creative Hand, when He formed Adam and Eve. 
The Bible teaches God Himself performed the very 
first wedding ceremony. God Himself gave the first 
bride away. God Himself, in the Garden of Eden, 
sanctified the first home! 

Not only do Christians have a biblical respon-
sibility to defend marriage, but the battle over the 
definition of marriage is the core institutional battle 
of our time. Marriage is the fundamental build-
ing block for all of human civilization. The life-
long, faithful union of husband and wife promotes 
healthy, natural families for the common good to-
day and for future generations. As believers we will 
always have the responsibility to stand up for God’s 
truth, and not simply ignore the changing values of 
the culture around us.

We must not be afraid to stand up for the truth. 
Yes, there will be those that will oppose us, even 
dislike or even hate us. But sometimes salt stings 
and even burns, but it always heals and always pre-
serves. Light in the midst of darkness can at times 
cause discomfort. But it always illuminates, and 
always gives clarity to things that may be confusing 
otherwise. We must be willing to stand up. As we 
stand up, we must always do so in love, not anger 
or hate. Finally, we must exercise our right to vote, 
and our freedom as citizens in this great country to 
influence others to support this critical amendment.

Christians are called to be both salt and light. As the 
day draws closer to the primary election in May 2012, 
the faith community, both in North Carolina and 
around the United States, partners in a Gospel-advanc-
ing cause—to preserve the age-old definition of mar-

riage, God’s first institution, as the union of one man and one woman. 
Family North CaroliNa asked several leaders of North Carolina’s faith 
community to discuss the Biblical definition of marriage, the harms 
of redefining it to include same-sex couples, and the duty of Chris-
tians to help preserve marriage for future generations. Below are 
edited versions of their answers to our questions.
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Dr. Patrick L. Wooden, Sr.
Senior Pastor, Upper Room Church 

of God in Christ
Raleigh, NC

The definition of marriage in the Bible could not 
be clearer. There are no shades of gray, or any room 
for misunderstanding. After God made the woman, 
Eve, and brought her to the man, Adam, Genesis 
2:24 states, “Therefore shall a man leave his father and 
his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall 
be one flesh.” There are simply no shades of gray with 
regard to this. 

 Christians are called to defend the Truth of 
God’s Word, whether it’s the subject of marriage, 
taxation or anything else. Romans 3:4 says, “God 
forbid: yea, let God be true, but every man a liar; as it 
is written, That thou mightest be justified in thy say-
ings, and mightest overcome when thou art judged.” As 
Christians, we are to agree with God on every issue. 
We understand that there are no neutral zones. As 
Christians, we need to pray, fast, rally, organize and 
work. But most importantly we need to vote and 
understand the significance of the times in which 
we live! Mordecai said to Esther: “…who knoweth 
whether thou art come to the Kingdom for such a time as 
this.” (Esther 4:14) With the upcoming vote in the 
May primary over the Marriage Protection Amend-
ment, I believe that this is our time to make our 
voices heard in a definitive way by standing up for 
marriage, the God of the Bible’s First Institution! 

 The dangers of redefining marriage are numer-
ous. First of all, we are saying to the maker of the 
institution of marriage, “We are smarter than you,” 
or “LORD, let us help you out.” God didn’t need 
our assistance when He created the sun, moon, stars, 
planet or, in fact, the whole Universe. He didn’t 
seek our opinion, nor did He need our input. In 
fact, when He made us, He didn’t seek our counsel. 
Isaiah 45:9-10 says, “Woe unto him that striveth with 
his Maker! Let the potsherd strive with the potsherds 
of the earth. Shall the clay say to him that fashioneth it, 
What makest thou? or thy work, He hath no hands?” 
“Woe unto him that saith unto his father, What begettest 
thou? or to the woman, What hast thou brought forth?” 

When it comes to the Institution of Marriage, 
God doesn’t need our help. Once marriage has been 
redefined, marriage has been destroyed. There is no 
room for a new definition. If it is no longer a union 
or a covenant between one man (born male) and 
one woman (born female), then it is no longer a 
marriage. The Institution of Marriage needs to be 
honored, celebrated and supported as it is. I believe 
that God got it right!

The Most Reverend 
Salvatore J. Cordileone

Roman Catholic Diocese of Oakland
Chairman, 

USCCB Subcommittee for the 
Promotion and Defense of Marriage

Marriage is a comprehensive union of man and 
woman, a total, permanent, faithful, and fruitful shar-
ing of lives between husband and wife. This union is a 
great and unique good in itself, and is critical for the 
common good. There are fundamental reasons why 
sexual difference and the complementarity between 
man and woman have always been considered essen-
tial to the meaning of marriage.

The connection between sexual difference and 
procreation is obvious and unique. The public status 
of marriage owes its origin and existence to the 
natural capacity of man and woman to bring chil-
dren into the world. …The unitive and procreative 
realities at stake cannot be ignored. They are not 
mere cultural constructs that can be discarded at 
will, with little or no social cost. Instead, they flow 
directly from the immutable nature of the human 
person, and so our society ignores them at great 
peril. By contrast, where these human realities are 
respected, the benefits to society are unparalleled. 

[C]hanging the institution of marriage by making 
it indifferent to the absence of one sex or the other 
denies that children have the fundamental human 
right to be cared by both their mother and father. 
Such revision transforms marriage from a child-
centered to an adult-centered status to the detriment 
of children. 

The Most Reverend 
Michael F. Burbidge 

Roman Catholic Diocese of Raleigh

The Most Reverend 
Peter J. Jugis 

Roman Catholic Diocese 
of Charlotte

Our Lord and our Catholic faith have clearly defined marriage. It is at risk of 
being redefined if we do not preserve it in our state Constitution. Without this, 
a judge can declare our present statute defining traditional marriage as uncon-
stitutional, opening the door to same-sex marriage in North Carolina as judges 
have done in Massachusetts, Iowa and Connecticut.
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Benefits to Children
Despite a gradual shift in the deviations that 

Americans have come to accept as a “family,” the 
fact remains that the nuclear family is undeniably 
the best recipe for raising healthy children. Nu-
merous medical, sociological, psychological, and 
economic studies have reached the same conclu-
sion—children raised by their married biological 
parents do better than children that are raised in 
any other environment. 

Empirical Data. It is important to recognize, 
though, that children do not just need two adults 
as parents. Rather, they need a mother and a father, 
who are committed to each other and the family 
unit in a lifelong marriage. Mothers and fathers 
are not only undeniably biologically necessary for 
the creation of new life, but, as parents, they bring 
unique and equally necessary talents and approaches 
to parenting that, combined, create the best envi-
ronment in which to raise children. For example:

• The nation’s leading non-partisan child 
advocacy organization, Child Trends, con-
cluded, “An extensive body of research tells 
us that children do best when they grow up 
with both biological parents in a low-conflict 
marriage…. Thus, it is not simply the presence 
of two parents, as some have assumed, but the 
presence of two biological parents that seem to 
support child development.” 

• After examining family status and child well-
being, including children raised by same-sex 
parents, the Center for Law and Social Policy 
concluded that: “on average, children do better 
when raised by two married, biological parents 
who have low-conflict relationships.” 

• Children who grow up with their married 
mother and father are healthier physically, 
mentally, and emotionally; more success-
ful academically; less likely to use and abuse 
drugs and alcohol or to engage in early sexual 
activity or to be party to a teen pregnancy; 
more inclined to have healthier relationships 
and marriages as adults; and, boys are espe-
cially less likely to engage in juvenile delin-
quency or be incarcerated. 

• Sociologist Dr. David Poponoe, former direc-
tor of the National Marriage Project wrote in 

Cash, outside of its economic 
implications, is really nothing 
more than some paper, thread, 
and dye. The “value” of this 
paper, relies on the perception 

of what it represents. Through the course 
of history, great minds have debated the 
economic functionality of that representa-
tion. “The Gold Standard” was the simplified 
explanation of this paper money represen-
tation. Despite being nothing more than a 
combination of a few rather inexpensive and 
simple materials, paper money is the basis for 
an entire economic system and can function 
with the clout of gold. 

While some want to rouse a similar debate as to 
the value and functionality of the “gold standard” 
for society’s most basic institution—the family—the 
science is in, and it is clear that the nuclear family—
consisting of a married mother and father raising 
their biological children—is a combination much 
weightier than the value of gold. 

A “mule” is a coin that is mistakenly minted with 
either an obverse or reverse design. Any “misprint-
ed” mules are so few and far between, that they are 
light-years from the “normal.” Today, marriage is 
often discussed in terms of the exception scenarios, 
or the “mules”—the abusive spouse, the barren 
couple, the divorcee, and the successful business-
man who was raised by a single mother. An honest 
appraisal of the importance of marriage between a 
man and woman, and why that institution deserves 
the protection and privileges society has afforded 
it throughout history, must consider the totality of 
the institution—what impact do a married man and 
woman have on each other, on the children their 
sexual union brings into the world, on their familial 
well-being, on the economy, and on society, as a 
whole? Fortunately, the answers to these questions 
are readily available and straightforward. Marriage 
provides a tremendous boost to the well-being, hap-
piness, and success of every moving part in society. 

Societies and governments do not protect mar-
riage just because common sense dictates that it 
is the most efficient and appropriate means of 
populating the world, perpetuating an educated 
workforce, and acclimating children to live in and 
contribute to society. Rather, societies and govern-
ments recognize that these basic, but significant 
benefits cannot be provided by any other institution 
with the same levels of success and stability, be it 
today’s loose definition of an adult relationship, the 
church, or the government. The natural family is 
just that—natural. It naturally provides the “gold 
standard” for men, women, and children to relate to 
each other—bringing society a desperately needed 
“weight” that can not be substituted for by any 
other “fill-in” that claims to represent the real thing.

Marriage provides a 
tremendous boost to the 
well-being, happiness, 
and success of every 
moving part in society. 
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his book, Life Without Father, “Beyond being 
merely a second adult or third party, fathers—
men—bring an array of positive inputs to 
a child, unique and irreplaceable qualities 
that women do not ordinarily bring. Despite 
their many similarities, males and females are 
different to the core. They think differently, 
and act differently…. By every indication, the 
expression of these differences is important for 
child development.” 

• Dr. Poponoe notes the special importance of 
fathers, who generally serve as: protectors and 
providers; as role models, especially for boys—
teaching them how to be men, and teaching 
girls how to relate to men. Fathers have a 
distinct and vital interaction style with babies, 
tending to encourage freedom by holding 
babies further away, facing out to the world, or 
over their shoulders, or bouncing them up and 
down. Fathers put more emphasis on rough 
and tumble play, and encourage independence. 
Their communication style is brief and direct. 

• Mothers, on the other hand, generally tend to 
be nurturers, who hold babies close, cradling 
them, and sheltering them from the world. 
They get down on a child’s level when they play. 
Mothers encourage emotional security and per-
sonal safety, and they tend to talk more openly 
and stress the importance of relationships. 

Childhood Experiences. Science is not the only 
recognizer of the benefits of the nuclear family for 
children. Children recognize the importance of 
having a mom and a dad. As Dr. Poponoe writes: 
“children instinctively realize that the world is made 
up of two sexes, that each sex possesses biological 
and psychological traits that balance and comple-
ment the other, and that each sex brings something 
unique and important to children’s lives.” 

With the advent of reproductive technologies 
that separate children from their biological parents, 
such as in vitro fertilization using sperm or egg 
donors, studies of the children created by science are 
finding that no matter how children are conceived 
or in what type of family environment they are 
raised, all children desire to know from where they 
came and who they resemble in appearance and 
personality. Most especially, studies show that all 
children long to not only know who their mother 
and father are, but to know them personally. 

This recognition by both science and children—
that children do best when raised by their own 
mother and father—is a reflection of what Pat-
rick Fagan, Ph.D., who directs the Marriage and 
Religion Research Institute at the Family Research 
Council, describes as as the “universal right of every 
child to have the married love of both parents to 
reach his full potential.” 

Benefits to Men and Women
While the benefits of a nuclear family founded 

on the marriage of a man and woman are clear 
for children, the benefits for men and women are 
equally powerful. A myriad of benefits to adults 
stem from the traditional family structure, includ-
ing: increased family wealth; less poverty, especially 
for women; better health and longer life expectan-
cies, especially for men; lower rates of depression, 
especially for women; less risk of domestic violence, 
especially for women; and better relationships with 
children, especially for fathers. 

Once they begin families of their own, the ben-
efits of an intact faith-practicing family continue to 
materialize for adults. Dr. Patrick Fagan’s Mapping 
America Project, which analyzes the impact of family 
structure and religious practice on children and 
adults, has found that:

• “[A]dults in intact marriages who worship 
regularly enjoy greater happiness, engage in 
more positive behaviors, and have more posi-
tive attitudes about marriage, childrearing, 
their work, and their fellow man, than married 
adults who do not worship regularly and/or 
adults who are divorced or separated.”

• “Adults in always-intact marriages who also 
worship at least weekly are more likely than all 
other adults to be proud of the type of work 
they do.”

• Frequently worshipping adults in always-
intact marriages “take the greatest pride in the 
type of work they do.”

• Nearly three-fourths (74.8 percent) of the 
“adults in always-intact marriages who attend 
religious services at least weekly report that 
being married is either very important to them 
or one of the most important values they hold, 
followed by 73.2 percent of adults in always-
intact marriages who never attend worship.”
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• More than three-fourths (75.6 percent) of the 
adults “in always-intact marriages who attend 
religious services at least weekly believe in the 
importance of having their own children.”

• “Adults in always-intact marriages who attend 
religious services at least weekly are the least 
likely to believe that most people try to take 
advantage of others.” 

The benefits of an intact married family life are 
not limited to those adults who currently live in 
such a family structure. The benefits reaped by 
adults who were raised by their biological parents in 
a family that regularly worshipped together, include 
being happier and less likely to engage in criminal 
activity or to use alcohol. 

Economic Benefits for Families
Marriage is good for economies in general, and 

especially good for individual families’ economies. 
According to Dr. Fagan, “the monogamous culture 
is inexpensive.” In his landmark report, Marriage 
and Economic Well-Being: The Economy of the Family 
Rises or Falls with Marriage, Dr. Fagan concluded, 
“the stable, intact married family outperforms 
other sexual partnering structures” across a variety 
of “basic economic measures such as employment, 
income, net worth, poverty, receipt of welfare, and 
child economic well-being.” Specifically, married 
families earn higher incomes—with a median 
household income as much as “twice that of di-
vorced households and four times that of separated 
households”—than any other family structure and 
have a higher net worth. Additionally, the children 
of married families “experience more economic mo-
bility and less poverty in childhood than children in 
any other family structure.” 

Marriage Premium. Married men boast a sub-
stantial marriage premium in the form of increased 
productivity and earnings directly resulting from 
their decision to marry. One study found “that mar-
ried men make, on average, almost 30 percent more 
than their non-married counterparts in hourly wag-
es.” A portion of this marriage premium results from 
the increased hours married fathers spend working 
to provide for their families. Dr. Fagan’s research 
found that “[t]wice as many (32 percent) married 
fathers worked 45 hours or more per week in 1997, 
compared to cohabiting fathers (16 percent).” 

The difference in earnings attributed to the mar-
riage premium increases significantly as men age. Re-
search by Nobel Laureate George Akerlof has found 
that young men who are married are more likely 
than their unmarried counterparts to not only be in 
the labor force and employed, but to have a full-time 
job. Married men in the 20 to 24-year old range earn 
11 to 14 percent more than their single peers. 

This marriage premium also applies across the ra-
cial spectrum with a 24 percent earnings increase for 
white husbands and a 20 percent earnings increase 
for black husbands. Once they reach the ages of 55-

64, married white men make nearly 20 percent more 
than divorced, separated, and widowed men, and a 
full 32 percent more than all unattached men. 

Asset Benefits. In his study on marriage and 
economic well-being, Dr. Fagan cites research from 
RAND Corporation economist James P. Smith 
that found that “the median value of the assets 
owned by married families was $132,200, [while] 
[t]he medians among other family structures were 
significantly lower: $35,000 among never-married 
households, $33,670 among divorced households, 
and $7,600 among separated households. He went 
on to highlight additional data showing that “the 
median net worth of married households is three 
times greater than the median net worth of widows, 
four times greater than that of divorced and never-
married individuals, and over 16 times greater than 
that of separated individuals. Non-married men 
have 63 percent less net worth than married men, 
on average.” 

As part of the comparison of net worth by family 
structure, Dr. Fagan found that “[m]arried couples 
generally save more, have higher net worth, and en-
joy greater net worth growth from year to year.” The 
net worth growth rates of married households range 
between $3,000 and $17,000 more per year than all 
other households. These net worth benefits are even 
more pronounced for black married couples than 
for white married couples. 

Welfare Benefits. Married families are substan-
tially less likely (5.8 percent compared to 16.9 
percent of male householders and 29.9 percent of 
female householders in 2009) to live in poverty. 
They are also “less likely than cohabiting families 
or single individuals to have ever participated in 
the Food Stamp Program (now the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program).” 

Knowing that the individuals within a family reap 
personal benefits from the environment created by 
the natural family, it makes sense that the economic 
health and well-being of families reflects some of 
these same benefits. The responsibility of heading 
and caring for a family partly motivates men and 
women to make decisions and sacrifices that contrib-
ute to the financial stability of their individual family. 
Financially stable and healthy families translate into 
a financially stable and healthy society at large. 

Financially stable and 
healthy families translate 
into a financially stable and 
healthy society at large. 



Family North Carolina26

Economic Benefits for States
The benefits of marriage for individuals from a 

personal and societal perspective are well-docu-
mented. Interestingly, the benefits of marriage also 
spill over to real economic gains for states. Maggie 
Gallagher recently wrote an article for Family North 
Carolina in which she compared the economies of 
those states that protect and defend marriage with 
those that have bought into today’s “hip” new trend 
to attempt to redefine the world’s most basic insti-
tution. Her findings include:

• Eight of the top 10 and four of the top five 
“states with the fastest income growth per 
capita have state marriage protection amend-
ments, and none have same-sex ‘marriage.’”

• CEOs’ rankings of the top five states for 
job growth in 2009 (Texas, North Carolina, 
Florida, Georgia and Tennessee) included 
only states that do not allow same-sex “mar-
riage,” and four of the five, with the exception 
of North Carolina, currently protect marriage 
in their state constitution. 

• “The top five states for middle-class job 
growth between 2002 and 2009 are: Utah, 
Wyoming, Nevada, Hawaii and Texas. Once 
again, four out of the five have state marriage 
protection amendments, and none have same-
sex ‘marriage.’”

• The U.S Chamber of Commerce’s list of 
states that are top “overall growth performers” 
included a top three that all have state mar-
riage protection amendments (North Dakota, 
Virginia, and South Dakota). None of the top 
five allow same-sex “marriage.” 

Benefits to Society
Society benefits from marriages that aid in the 

development of healthy children, society’s next 
generation, and healthy adults who keep society 
working. For this reason, society should recognize 
its responsibility to defend the right of children 
to grow up in a home that consists of their own 
married mother and father as the key ingredient in 
raising well-adjusted, healthy, and happy citizens. 

Raising Children. According to economist 
Dr. Jennifer Roback Morse, economists “assume 
adults—everyone comes into the market some-
how ready to make contracts, ready to defend their 
property rights, ready to respect other’s property 
rights. Well, it is not automatic that a person starts 
from infancy and becomes a functioning adult.” As 
Dr. Morse notes, children must be taught to ap-
propriately interact in society. The long and arduous 
process of taking a newborn from a state of know-
ing nothing about the world and being completely 
reliant on the care of others to a mature state of 
being able to make decisions to not only provide 
for their own essential needs, but to potentially care 
for a family of his or her own and to contribute to 
society and the economy at large, must be under-
taken by someone. Parents are the most natural and 
successful persons to undertake this important task. 
“The first thing the mother and father do is to pre-
vent really bad outcomes, but the larger thing they 
do is to help a young person develop into a func-
tioning adult who can contribute and collaborate 
with other people in a normal and social way,” Dr. 
Morse writes. “There are thousands of things that 
mothers and fathers do that they can not articulate, 
but that have profound consequences, and so even 
an average, good enough parent is doing enormous 
social service.” To put it bluntly, she writes that 
the natural nuclear family, consisting of a married 
mother and father raising their children, “is a low 
cost means for facilitating a lot of human effort and 
a lot of collaboration and cooperation.”

These societal benefits from the formation and 
functioning of natural families have far-reaching 
consequences that no other family structure can 
replicate quite so well. An expanding body of 
research continues to find that the central ingredi-
ent to raising healthy children that form a strong 
society is the marital union of one man and one 
woman, who provide children with a father and 
mother within their immediate every day family 
structure. Sixteen of the nation’s top family scholars 
have concluded that, “Marriage is an important 
social good, associated with an impressively broad 
array of positive outcomes for children and adults 
alike.” The same 16 family scholars also concluded 
that, “Marriage is an important public good, associ-
ated with a range of economic, health, educational, 
and safety benefits that help local, state, and federal 
governments serve the common good.” 
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Parents are especially key in the emotional and 
relational development of children. Dr. Morse 
points out that it is socially beneficial for children 
to be attached to their own parents because that is 
how children develop “an internalized sense of right 
and wrong” that is necessary for a working society. 
She emphasizes that one of the most basic things 
“a marriage does is to prevent attachment disorder,” 
which often results from a broken family structure, 
and can become a very expensive situation for fami-
lies, and often ultimately relies on the government 
through social welfare or criminal justice programs 
to mitigate the expense or damage wrought by such 
a difficult situation. More children growing up with 
their own married mothers and fathers will result 
in fewer societal ills, and therefore less reliance on 
local, state, and federal governments for assistance, 
such as welfare, child support, other social services, 
and the associated costs taken on by the state. 

Dr. Fagan, through the Mapping America Project, 
has concluded that, “the intact married family that 
worships weekly is the greatest generator of human 
goods and social benefits.” A society that embraces, 
preserves, and promotes lifelong married love 
between husbands and wives raising their children 
“is more effective in raising citizens with habits and 
aptitudes needed by society, especially by demo-
cratic republics.” 

More Than a            
Government Construct

Marriage is timeless. The nuclear family was 
established by God during creation, when He cre-
ated Adam and Eve, giving them the charge to “be 
fruitful and multiply.” For all of human history, this 
foundational institution of human existence and 
relationship has been recognized and upheld by 
society and governments. In his discussion of the 
clash between the polyamorous and monogamous 
civilizations seen in today’s world, Dr. Fagan em-
phasizes, “Western society, the fruit of Christianity, 
is based on and organized around lifelong sexual 
monogamy—that is, having a sexual relationship 
with only one person, a spouse, in a lifetime.” He 
goes on, “the constitutional state was the product of 
a monogamous culture; it could never have emerged 
from a polyamorous culture, cannot survive there, 
and has not emerged in non-monogamous cultures.” 

Marriage, based on the complementary male-
female union, is truly the foundational institution of 
society. It is found in nearly every human society in 
recorded human history as the norm and preferred 
family structure. Governments have consistently 
granted public recognition and privileges to mar-
riage because of the universal understanding that 
the marital union of a man and a woman creates 
the safest, healthiest, and happiest environment for 
adults to live and in which to raise children. 

Because marriage is so integral to the continuation 
and success of not only society, but also the human 
race, governments have recognized the inherently 
selective nature of marriage. Marriage is reserved for 
those who accurately qualify under the parameters of 
the institution—not just anyone can get married. For 
instance, most governments have said that children, 
certain blood relatives (like siblings), more than two 
people, or animals cannot legally marry. Govern-
ments, for thousands of years and across a variety 
of civilizations, have consistently chosen to preserve 
this universal institution that is meant to bring men 
and women together for the purpose of creating the 
most ideal environment for raising children, who 
represent the continuation of the human race in 
general and individual societies specifically.

More Precious Than Gold
Marriage, as ordained by God and accepted by 

societies across time and place, has consistently held 
a place of honor among both people and govern-
ments because of the extraordinary value it brings 
to people and society. The marriage of one man and 
one woman, who together create and raise children, 
has been revered as the gold standard for human 
relationships because it undeniably provides the 
best environment for the promotion of healthy and 
happy adults and their children. The value of this 
“gold standard” is nearly immeasurable when one 
considers the personal benefits to men, women, 
and children, the economic benefits to families and 
society, and the prevention of untold social costs. 
Marriage is so much more than a young man and 
woman looking lovingly into each other’s eyes, 
exchanging rings on a beautiful summer day sur-
rounded by beautiful flowers and loving friends and 
family. Marriage is a commitment that a man and a 
woman make to jointly dedicate their lives to bet-
tering the world by the ways they serve each other 
and their children—ways that hold much more 
weight than all the gold in Fort Knox. v

Brittany Farrell is 
assistant director of 
policy for the North 
Carolina Family Policy 
Council and editor of 
Family North Carolina.. 
For a footnoted version 
of this article, please 
visit ncfamily.org.

The value of this “gold 
standard” is nearly 
immeasurable when one 
considers the personal 
benefits to men, women, 
and children, the economic 
benefits to families and 
society, and the prevention 
of untold social costs.
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Y ou may have never had the urge 
to eat a frog, let alone, learn 
how to cook one. The truth is, 
cooking a live frog has little 
to do with culinary expertise, 

and everything to do with a meticulously 
conscious process over time. Cooking a frog, 
they say, is all about patience. 

Boiling a live frog must only be done by those 
crafty enough to manipulate the variables. It is im-
portant to start with cold water like that of a frog’s 
natural habitat. Deceive the frog by slowly turning 
up the heat one notch at a time—let the frog accli-
mate to this temperature change on its own terms. 
Continue this process slowly and precisely, until the 
frog…is a cooked little critter. 

Deception is the key to this game. The last 50 years 
have shown with incredible clarity that the Hol-
lywood culture has been methodically trained in the 
culinary specialty of frog cooking. From the 1950’s 
Leave it to Beaver to the 2000’s Sex in the City, the 
temperature gauge has been on a steady and certain 
rise. On the brink of 2012, a simple flip through the 

channels will prove that the present-day media scene 
can be officially classified as “cooked.” It is hard to 
say when the heat started to slowly rise, or to name a 
single culprit for placing their hand on the dial. The 
blame in this game has less to do with the “who,” and 
much more to do with the epic consequences.

Subtle Invasion
Nearly 25 years ago, a professor by the name of 

Allan Bloome wrote a seemingly prophetic book 
entitled, Closing of the American Mind. From a 
professorial viewpoint, Bloome states the many 
causes that were contributing to the decomposition 
of American society. Today, his words ring with an 
even heavier awareness: 

Along with the constant newness of every-
thing and the ceaseless moving from place 
to place, first radio, then television, have 
assaulted and overturned the privacy of the 
home, the real American privacy, which 
permitted the development of a higher and 
more independent life within democratic 
society. Parents can no longer control the 

How to Cook a Frog 
Hollywood’s Infiltration of the True Purpose of Family

written by: 
Kami

Mueller, 
M.A.



Family North Carolina29

atmosphere of the home and have even 
lost the will to do so. With great subtlety 
and energy, television enters not only 
the room, but also the tastes of old and 
young alike, appealing to the immediately 
pleasant and subverting whatever does not 
conform to it.

Even through Bloome’s writings in 1987, the 
drastic impact of radio and television was evident. 
Now, approaching 2012, further technological ad-
vances continue to permeate relationships, families, 
and homes. The 2009 Census Bureau’s Current 
Population Survey indicates that 68.7 percent of 
households have Internet access. According to the 
Pew Internet and American Life Project’s research, 
35 percent of American adults own a smartphone, 
and one quarter of all smartphone owners use their 
smartphone for most of their online browsing. Me-
dia is no longer “entering the room” as Allan Bloome 
once indicated. Now, this agenda-driven media is 
invading every part of Americans’ daily lives. 

This subtle, but intentional ploy to redefine the 
American family may not be immediately appar-
ent while watching the out-of-wedlock pregnancy 
documented on The Secret Life of an American Teen-
ager or following the “normal” homosexual couple 
depicted on Modern Family. Everything is presented 
with the aura of relativity. As today’s children are 
glued to their televisions, gaming systems, comput-
ers, phones, iPods, social media sites, and unfiltered 
Internet searches, the message that children inter-
nalize says that “normal” does not exist. 

The deception digs deeper by alluding that 
everything is equal, there is no ideal family, and 
regardless of the clear brokenness families are expe-
riencing, the children will be seemingly unaffected. 
This blatant lie could not be any further from the 
truth. The perception of the American family has 
changed; the crux of this change can be found in 
the American family’s relationship with media. 

Allan Bloome says: 
My grandparents found reasons for the ex-
istence of their family and the fulfillment 
of their duties in serious writings, and they 
interpreted their special sufferings with 
respect to a great and ennobling past.

Today, many parents are allowing the culture and 
world around them to define the reasons for their 
family’s existence. Instead of “serious writings” as 
their source of information, parents turn to the 
infiltration of popular blogs, articles on the Inter-
net written by unfounded authors, and reality TV 
shows about parenting like Super Nanny. Instead of 
interpreting “sufferings” in relation to their accurate 
context in God’s plan, today’s youth are prone to ask 
for a handout, scream “poor me,” and even worse, 
devise every means possible to be “equalized” to 
their peers. Bloome continues:

The family’s moral training now comes 
down to inculcating the bare minima of 
social behavior, not lying or stealing, and 
produces university students who can say 
nothing more about the ground of their 
moral action than ‘If I did that to him, he 
could do it to me.’ 

The average Bible contains 774,746 words of 
guidance, yet children today can do little more than 
muster Bloome’s above example of a 12-word defi-
nition that sums up their worldview. Disturbingly, it 
seems that the average Christian family has stopped 
being concerned with how they are engaging the 
culture around them, and because of this, culture has 
started engaging and consequentially, altering them.

Family Redefinition
This troubling problem, affectionately called “frog 

media stew,” is comprised of several ingredients, one 
of which is the redefinition of the family. What is a 
“normal” family? In the sitcom, Leave it to Beaver, 
the Cleavers are the classic 1950’s “All-American 
Family.” The characters Ward and June play a happily 
married couple and parents of their two sons Wally 
and “Beaver.” They live under one roof, they solve 
miscellaneous problems that come their way (most by 
the mischievous hand of Beaver), and they each serve 
a vital, well-defined role in their nuclear family unit. 
While this “ideal” family’s tale may not fully account 
for all the woes life may bring a family, it does start 
with an important premise that has rippling effects. It 
starts with a mom and dad who have publically com-
mitted to support and remain faithful to one another. 
It ripples down to their sons, Wally and Beaver, be-
stowing a confidence in their family commitment by 
allowing them to witness the example of true loyalty 
and promise. This starting premise is something that 
fewer and fewer people have as they embark upon 
their marital commitments, and as a result, a promise 
that fewer and fewer children understand. 

In 2009, the comedy series Modern Family 
entered the Hollywood “frog swamp” and is the 
antithesis of the 1957 depiction of the family found 
in Leave it to Beaver. The show takes a satirical look 
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American family has 
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change can be found in 
the American family’s 
relationship with media. 
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at three loosely defined “families.” The advertis-
ing tagline states, “One big (straight, gay, multi-
cultural, traditional) happy family.” Sadly, there are 
few things one could define as “traditional” in the 
Modern Family equation. In the three “families” de-
picted, the treacherous pain of divorce is brought to 
breaking humor, the replacement younger “trophy 
wife” finds smooth acceptance, and a male homo-
sexual “couple” adopts a child that ironically utters 
“mommy” as its first word. Without distinction, a 
divorced family, a homosexual “family,” and a truly 
normal nuclear family are all viewed as “equal.” 

Jesse Tyler Ferguson, an actor on Modern Family 
was quoted in the Winnipeg Free Press saying, “Con-
servatives come up to us saying, ‘You’ve changed 
my mind about gay marriage.’” And that is, in fact, 
their goal. The truth is, a homosexual couple raising 
an adopted child is not commonplace in today’s so-
ciety. The United States Census Bureau states, that 
less than one percent of the total households are 
same-sex couple households. Less than a half of one 
percent of the total United States households are 
same-sex households that contain children. “Nor-
mal,” in whatever way the definition is manipulated, 
will never correlate with a lifestyle that fits these 
imperceptible statistics. As children nationwide 
suffer whiplash caused by increasing divorce rates, 
programs like Modern Family, instead, paint a smile 
on everyone’s faces, tack on a younger, more attrac-
tive wife, and then top off the convoluted equation 
with a bonus baby. 

The homosexual family is being cast as much more 
commonplace than it is in American reality. “Normal” 
may not be what was once depicted with the Cleaver 
family in 1957, but alternatively, it is still far from this 
casual, nontraditional, and confusing decomposition 
that the Hollywood media portrays as the American 
family. This first ingredient of this “frog media stew” 
is more simply defined as a problem of content. 
Music, television, and the Internet, are far more apt 
to show the extremes of society, because a car crash is 
innately more captivating than a happy family living 
an ordinary life around their kitchen table. By watch-
ing the extremes like Modern Family, or the growing 
in inappropriateness tale of a high-school glee club, 
Glee, it becomes clear that, the Christian family’s 

hand is partially to blame for contributing to the 
nation’s “frog media stew.” After all, if those who con-
fessed their Christian faith also employed it in their 
discernment of media, the Hollywood culture would 
no longer have the resources required to continue 
producing this intellectually numbing material. 

Parental Accountability
This leads to the second ingredient in this “frog 

media stew.” At the end of the day, this is a personal 
accountability issue. There is little that can be done 
to stop the extreme media content altogether. It is 
not a censorship issue, either. While things should 
be accurately classified and rated in a way that as-
sists the potential viewer of content expectations, it 
is ultimately an accountability issue that rests solely 
on the shoulders of adult individuals in the family 
unit. An article written in Relevant Magazine states:

‘A colonial house was centered around a 
fireplace to keep warm. The fear was being 
cold,’ says Derek Melleby, the director for 
the College Transition Initiative at the 
Center for Parent/Youth Understanding. 
‘Living rooms today are centered around a 
TV. The fear is being disconnected.’ 

 If connection is the heart of today’s modern fear, 
then family—not media—can be the anti-venom 
that pulls the media-infused poison from our minds 
and subsequent thoughts. 

Before children are permitted to watch certain 
programs, parents can place themselves as the pro-
tective barrier by watching the programs first. For 
example, in the Twilight movie series, the leading 
lady, Bella, finds herself torn between the pursuits of 
two men; one, a dangerous vampire with whom she 
feels strong infatuation, and the other, a werewolf 
that seems safe, vanilla, and loyal. Bella may be 
forced between these two extremes, but fortunately, 
God does not offer this dichotomous choice for 
young adults who are making real decisions about 
their future spouse. A single man after God’s heart 
can be both thrilling through the risk after mar-
riage, as well as, loyal through the growth and solid 
foundation of friendship. It is no wonder so many 
young women are disillusioned in their dating 
relationships and marriages when they are ingesting 
the antithesis of reality without so much as a family 
discussion about the nature and qualifiers of real 
love. Christian society cannot be shocked to watch 
marriages disintegrate within their first few years 
after the veil is removed and “prince charming” is 
revealed to be nothing more than a mere human. 

Also in Relevant Magazine, Reid Daitzman says, 
“A real relationship is one where you take out the gar-
bage, pay the bills, and talk about your kids.” It should 
not be assumed that children understand this when 
they are being flooded with covert messages signaling 
that a real relationship involves vampires, speeding 
cars, and scandalous heart-sweeping romance.

If connection is the heart 
of today’s modern fear, 
then family—not media—
can be the anti-venom that 
pulls the media-infused 
poison from our minds and 
subsequent thoughts. 
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New Societal Mores 
The last ingredient to this “frog media stew” is 

the most difficult to conceptualize. The impacts of 
these inferences made by the Hollywood media 
culture have far heavier consequences on children 
than any scientist could empirically measure. The 
synapses that click in the minds of youth as they 
hear “bleeps” from the television screen, lyrics from 
Ke$ha (who prefers to use a “$” in lieu of an “s” to 
spell her name,) whining things like “boys trying 
to touch my junk, junk,” and the anti-reality of two 
homosexual men parenting their adopted child, are 
scarily rampant. These ingestions can lead to peer 
discussion and potential experimentation, motivated 
by a desire to feel “cool” and “accepted” by peers and 
society at-large. These actions will turn into genera-
tions that accept these inaccurate cultural mores; 
starting small, these seemingly meaningless infer-
ences will one-day morph into a treacherous reality. 

The Redeeming Antidote
Once a frog has been fully cooked and becomes 

“frog media stew,” it cannot go back. Even with this 
understanding, a redeeming hope can be realized. 
The starting point for this hope is not the govern-
ment, nor Hollywood culture, for these entities have 
proven time and again to be far out of line with 
the realities of Scripture. The hope is found in the 
safety of strong families and church communities. 
Elders and other leaders of local churches would 
be wise to start a conversation around this subject 
matter amongst the parents in their congregation. 
In a daily dose of interactions, what proportion of 
learning is about God’s plan, compared to evidence 
testifying to the world’s rebellion? How is the truth 
being communicated to children in measures that 
parallel their stage of emotional and mental devel-
opment? How are they being equipped to contend 
for their important moral convictions? 

Redeeming media does exist. Reach Records is 
a production company that has found a beautiful 
“in” with America’s youth, and is holding firm to 
the truths of Scripture to accomplish their mission. 
Artists who have signed with the Reach Records 
label like Lacrae, Trip Lee, and Tedashii, offer 
theologically sound lyrics that encourage boys to 
become men of God. Lacrae’s song “I Love You,” 
speaks about his faithfulness to his wife, saying: 

No divorce ‘cause what God brought to-
gether, we will never tear apart, gonna fight 
and never let up. And when I get up I’m 
back down on my knees, thank God my 
rib’s the best part of me.

Young boys and girls that are being raised in 
broken homes may have the opportunity to listen to 
these lyrics, learn the importance of loyalty to mar-
riage and family, and be the generation that alters 
the alarming pattern of familial brokenness. 

Music is not the only form of redeeming media. 
Movies like Courageous are showing the importance 
of fatherhood. Focus on the Family’s media-dis-
cernment site, PluggedIn, gives an excellent review 
of this movie that has the opportunity to change 
the course of American families. The main charac-
ter, Adam Mitchell, in his plight to be the provider, 
sees the void he is creating in time away from his 
wife and children. After seeking his pastor’s counsel, 
he joins a Bible study of godly men, and eventually 
vows alongside them: 

I do solemnly resolve before God that I 
will take full responsibility for myself, my 
wife and my children. I will love them, 
protect them and serve them, and teach 
them the statutes of God as the spiritual 
leader of my home.

This vow, publically proclaimed in theatres na-
tionwide, Lord-willing, will have a rippling effect. 
All media has the power to infiltrate the cultural 
mindset of the “ideal,” and with movies like Coura-
geous, and music from the artists from Reach Records, 
this infiltration can be one that honors God. 

Finally, the best example of reality can be seen 
through the actions and visual communication of a 
low-conflict, God-centered marriage between one 
man and one woman. Only through the structure 
of marriage and the faithful efforts to build a home 
that protects the children, will the impressionable 
subjects of this media generation have hope to feel 
the sacred connection around the dinner table. The 
alternative, or this viral “frog media stew,” is but a 
false connection to a world that distorts the reality 
of all that is good, beautiful, and important in life. 
The truth is, it is not just TV. Now is the time to 
make the choice as a family, as North Carolinians, 
and as a nation, to make this media infiltration one 
that advances the Gospel and portrays the impor-
tant sacredness of the family. After all, who wants to 
eat a frog, anyway? v
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North Carolina’s election laws 
impose reporting obligations 
on any organization, includ-
ing a business or church, that 
spends more than $100 to lobby 

the general public for or against a ballot 
referendum, such as the proposed Marriage 
Protection Amendment to the State Con-
stitution that will be voted upon on May 
8, 2012. The disclosure rules do not apply to 
communications by an organization with its 
members. They also do not require donors 
to organizations lobbying for the Mar-
riage Amendment to file disclosure reports. 
However, the law does require those who 
directly lobby people other than their 
members through advertisements or personal 
contacts to disclose how they finance their 
lobbying activities. 

One or more referendum committees will register 
this year with the State Board of Elections to operate 

campaigns for the Marriage Protection Amendment. 
Under State law, any individual, corporation, church, 
or other organization may give an unlimited amount 
to a referendum committee. The contribution limits 
that apply to a political action committee (PAC) or 
other political committees do not apply to a referen-
dum committee. 

Each referendum committee, once formed, must 
file disclosure reports with the State Board of Elec-
tions disclosing the names and addresses of donors of 
more than $100 and expenditures of more than $100. 
If, however, a church or other organization expends 
funds to lobby the general public on its own, those 
activities are considered independent expenditures 
and the sponsor must disclose, through filings with 
the State Board of Elections, the amounts spent on 
that activity. Reporting obligations can be triggered 
by activities such as sponsoring billboards, radio, 
TV or newspaper advertisements, or other commu-
nications. Organizations must report independent 
expenditures within 30 days after expending the first 
$100 spent in support of a referendum or, if earlier, 
10 days before the referendum election. Thereafter, 
the organization must file quarterly disclosure reports 
for the year of the referendum unless it notifies the 
State Board of Elections in writing that it will not be 
making any further independent expenditures. Fail-
ure to file required independent expenditure reports 
is punishable as a Class 2 misdemeanor and therefore 
subject to a monetary fine and up to 60 days in jail.

Independent expenditures in support of a ballot 
referendum are unusual in North Carolina. However, 
given the significance of the Marriage Protection 
Amendment and the strong views on each side of 
the question, it is likely that many churches and 
other organizations will lobby the public on the issue. 
While such actions are protected free speech under 
the Constitution, North Carolina imposes financial 
reporting obligations regarding such speech so that 
the public will be aware of who is financing it.

To avoid the public reporting requirements, a 
church or other organization could coordinate its 
efforts with a referendum committee that will agree 
to sponsor the organization’s communications and 
treat them as communications by the referendum 
committee. In that case, the costs of producing and 
distributing the communication would be treated as a 
contribution to the referendum committee. 

Organizations that wish to learn more about the 
responsibility to disclose independent expenditures 
on behalf of the Marriage Protection Amendment 
should contact the State Board of Elections. All of 
the required reporting forms are available on the 
State Board of Elections web site, (which is located 
at http://www.ncsbe.gov/). v

Information in this paper is not intended to constitute 
legal advice. If a church or other organization has any 
specific questions, please consult with the State Board of 
Elections or seek the services of a competent attorney.

Supporting the Marriage 
Amendment Campaign 
What Churches and Other Organizations 
Should Know Before Campaigning for the 
Marriage Protection Amendment 
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How to reduce abortion continues to be a hot topic 
in North Carolina. In 2011, there were a number of 
lawsuits filed that were related to the issue of abortion 
and/or defending unborn life. Four important law-
suits—two of which involve recently passed legislation 
by the North Carolina General Assembly—are detailed 
here, along with the latest on the ongoing battle over 
public prayer in Forsyth County, which could ultimately 
be decided by the U.S. Supreme Court. The decisions and 
bills referenced in this piece are current as of the mid-
December publication date.

Judge Halts 
“Choose Life” Plates  

Even though over 300 applications for the 
“Choose Life” specialty license plates have been 
submitted by North Carolina motorists to the 
State Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) as 
required by law, the DMV is currently prohibited 
from producing the plates, due to a federal judge’s 
ruling in late November. United States District 
Judge James Fox issued a preliminary injunction on 
November 28 that bars the State from producing 
the “Choose Life” specialty license plates during an 
ongoing lawsuit brought forth by abortion advo-
cates. In a lawsuit filed in September challenging 
the constitutionality of the “Choose Life” plates, the 
American Civil Liberties Union of North Carolina 
Legal Foundation, (ACLU-NCLF) argues that the 
General Assembly violated the First Amendment 
when it authorized a “Choose Life” license plate 

without also authorizing a plate supporting abor-
tion. The ACLU-NCLF asked the court to issue a 
preliminary injunction to prevent the issuance of 
the specialty plates until the case is decided, and 
Judge Fox granted that request.

The lawsuit filed by the ACLU-NCLF alleges 
that the State is “engaging in viewpoint discrimina-
tion” by not also producing a pro-abortion plate. 
It centers on the General Assembly’s rejection 
this summer of several proposed amendments to 
HB 289—Authorize Special Plates (the bill that 
authorized a “Choose Life” plate), which would 
have added specialty plates with the words, “Trust 
Women, Respect Choice” or “Respect Choice” to 
the license plates available for motorists to purchase.

To date, 30 states, including North Carolina, have 
approved “Choose Life” specialty license plates. 
North Carolina’s plate was finally approved by the 
General Assembly as one of several specialty plates 
approved in HB 289, after nine years of legislative 
inaction on similar measures. 

Pro-Life 
Demonstrations Allowed

A group of pro-life advocates in Jacksonville, 
North Carolina, will be allowed to resume praying 
and picketing in front of the city’s only abortion 
clinic, while city attorneys modify a public ordi-
nance that the city had previously used to prohibit 
them from doing so. The city’s decision to volun-
tarily modify the ordinance is part of an agreement 
reached in November 2011 between city attorneys 
and the Thomas More Society, a Christian legal 
group that is representing the pro-life citizens in a 
lawsuit that challenges Jacksonville’s current “Pa-
rade and Public Assembly Ordinance” as unconsti-
tutional. On November 21, after a hearing in the 
case, U.S. District Judge Terrence W. Boyle issued 
a preliminary injunction that prohibits the city 
from using its current ordinance against the pro-life 
citizens, and allows the citizens to resume their 
peaceful demonstrations outside the abortion clinic 
until city attorneys can draft a new ordinance.

The city of Jacksonville had previously used the 
ordinance to forbid a group of pro-life citizens 
led by Dr. Bartolo Spano from peacefully protest-
ing and praying at the front entrance to the Crist 
Clinic for Women, Jacksonville’s sole abortion 
clinic. City police ordered the group to move their 
demonstration to another location a considerable 
distance away from the abortion clinic. In a motion 
filed in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 
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District of North Carolina on November 1, the 
Thomas More Society argued that the city of Jack-
sonville’s ordinance: 

chills the constitutionally protected speech 
of anyone wishing to communicate politi-
cal or religious beliefs in the City’s public 
places. It is unconstitutional on its face 
because it does not exempt small groups 
from its reach, does not afford ‘ample 
alternatives for communication,’ and does 
not contain ‘narrow, objective, and definite’ 
standards to guide the licensing authority.

College Challenges 
Contraceptive Mandate

Belmont Abbey, a small Catholic college near 
Charlotte, North Carolina, is suing the federal gov-
ernment, challenging a mandate in the healthcare 
reform law that forces the college to pay for contra-
ceptive drugs that may cause abortions as part of its 
group insurance plan. Belmont Abbey College has 
retained the services of The Beckett Fund for Reli-
gious Liberty, which filed the complaint against the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) on November 10. The complaint in Belmont 
Abbey College v. Department of Health and Human 
Services specifically challenges an August 2011 
mandate issued by HHS that requires public and 
private group health plans to include: 

[a]ll Food and Drug Administration 
approved contraceptive methods, steriliza-
tion procedures, and patient education and 
counseling for all women with reproduc-
tive capacity.

It notes that FDA approved contraceptives in-
clude drugs, such as Plan B and Ella, that Belmont 
Abbey as a Catholic institution considers to be 
abortifacients. The complaint argues that the man-
date violates Belmont Abbey’s First Amendment 
rights to freedom of religion and speech, and that 
it is “illegal because it was imposed …without prior 
notice or sufficient time for public comment.”

The complaint explains that: 
the government issued an administrative 
rule (‘the Mandate) that runs roughshod 
over Belmont Abbey College’s religious 
beliefs, and the beliefs of millions of other 
Americans by forcing them to pay for 
contraception, sterilization, abortion, and 
related education and counseling. The 
government’s Mandate unconstitutionally 
coerces Belmont Abbey College to violate 
its deeply-held religious beliefs under 
threat of heavy fines and penalties. The 
Mandate also forces Belmont Abbey Col-
lege to fund government-dictated speech 
that is directly at odds with its own speech 
and religious teachings.

In the complaint, Belmont Abbey acknowledges 
that HHS allows an exemption from the mandate 
for certain religious organizations, but notes that 
this exemption is too narrow to cover most religious 
organizations, including religious colleges and uni-
versities, because it: 

excludes only certain religious employers 
whose purpose is to instill religious values 
and that employ and serve only individuals 
of their same faith. 

Informed Consent 
Law Defended

The North Carolina Attorney General’s office 
filed a motion in federal court on November 9, 
asking that a lawsuit challenging the state’s newly-
enacted Women’s Right to Know Act (WRTK 
Act) be dismissed due to the plaintiffs’ lack of “legal 
standing to sue over the constitutional rights of 
abortion patients.” The lawsuit, which was brought 
forth by the American Civil Liberties Union of 
North Carolina Legal Foundation, Planned Parent-
hood of Central N.C., and the Center for Repro-
ductive Rights, was filed September 29 in the U.S. 
District Court for the Middle District of North 
Carolina. In the lawsuit, the groups argue that the 
WRTK Act’s 24-hour waiting period and require-
ment that abortion providers perform, display, and 
describe an ultrasound of the baby violate the rights 
of health care providers and women. More spe-
cifically, they contend that the Woman’s Right to 
Know Act: 

threatens irreparable injury to Plaintiffs 
and their patients and violates their rights 
under the First, Fourth, and Fourteenth 
Amendments to the United States Consti-
tution to due process, free speech, privacy, 
liberty, bodily integrity, and freedom from 
unreasonable searches and seizures.

In October, a federal district court judge ruled 
that a portion of the Act not take effect as sched-
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uled. U.S. District Judge Catherine Eagles issued 
a preliminary injunction, prohibiting enforcement 
of the portion of the law that would require an 
ultrasound and the presentation of certain informa-
tion relating to the ultrasound to a woman before 
she could procure an abortion. Judge Eagles did not 
rule on the merits of the case, but rather, issued the 
preliminary injunction to prevent the specified por-
tion of the law from going into effect on October 
26, 2011 because she found that those bringing the 
lawsuit “are likely to succeed on the merits of the 
First Amendment challenge” to the law. She went 
on to explain that they had “demonstrated that the 
Act likely poses a direct threat to their fundamental 
constitutional rights” and “that they would be ir-
reparably harmed.” For these reasons, Judge Eagles 
enjoined the State from enforcing section 90-21.85 
of the Act. The other portions of the Act, including 
the 24-hour waiting period and the requirement 
that women be provided with extensive information 
related to medical risks, the age of the child, and the 
availability of other resources, went into effect as 
scheduled on October 26, 2011.

In related news, two national pro-life groups are 
seeking to help defend the informed consent law 
on behalf of a group of North Carolina physicians, 
post-abortive women, and pregnancy resource cen-
ters. On November 8, the Alliance Defense Fund 
(ADF) and the Jubilee Campaign’s Law of Life 
Project filed a motion to intervene in the lawsuit 
challenging the WRTK Act. Those seeking to join 
the suit include Dr. John Thorp, an obstetrics and 
gynecology professor at UNC-Chapel Hill; Dr. 
Gregory J. Brannon, an obstetrician in Cary, who 
serves as the medical director for Hand of Hope 
Pregnancy Center in Fuquay-Varina; and Dr. Mar-
tin J. McCaffrey, a UNC-CH professor of pediatrics 
who counsels women about high-risk pregnancies 
(with the three doctors filing “on behalf of them-
selves, individually, as licensed health care provid-
ers, and their patients”). Additionally, the Asheville 
Pregnancy Support Services and the Pregnancy 
Resource Center of Charlotte are seeking to join 
the defense of the Act, along with four women, who 
filed “on behalf of themselves, individually, as moth-
ers, parents and former abortion patients.”

In his declaration to the court, Dr. Thorp clearly 
summarized one of the primary arguments the par-
ties are giving in support of the informed consent 
law, when he wrote: 

Providing for and obtaining a woman’s 
full, voluntary and informed consent prior 
to any medical intervention is the standard 
of care throughout medicine.” He contin-
ued, “Informed consent is integral in all 
medical practice. It respects the patient’s 
right to know and to be fully informed 
and thus protects against unwanted medi-
cal intervention. 

Forsyth County Petitions 
U.S. Supreme Court   

Attorneys representing the Forsyth County 
Board of Commissioners have filed a petition with 
the United States Supreme Court, asking it to 
reverse a federal appeals’ court ruling that found 
the county’s public prayer policy unconstitutional 
because it allows prayers to specific deities. Forsyth 
County is represented pro bono in the impor-
tant religious freedom lawsuit—Joyner v. Forsyth 
County—by the Alliance Defense Fund (ADF). The 
case involves a legal challenge to the county’s public 
invocation policy that was brought in 2007 by the 
American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and 
Americans United for the Separation of Church 
and State on behalf of several Winston-Salem resi-
dents, who claim that the prayer policy violates the 
Establishment Clause of the U.S. Constitution. 

The ADF petition asks the Supreme Court to 
review a July 2011 decision by a three-judge panel 
of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, 
which upheld a lower court ruling that found the 
policy unconstitutional, and enjoined the county 
from continuing to implement it as written. In the 
petition, which was filed on October 27, 2011, ADF 
argues on behalf of Forsyth County that the Fourth 
Circuit’s “decision distorts this Court’s precedent, 
imposes an unwieldy requirement that government 
police the language of prayers, and conflicts with 
the Eighth and Eleventh Circuits’ decisions holding 
that substantively identical policies do not violate 
the Constitution simply because invocations may 
include ‘sectarian’ references. Since 2008, federal 
courts in four other circuits have ruled on the ques-
tion presented here. The Fourth Circuit conflicts 
with each one by demanding government regulation 
of indeterminately-defined ‘sectarian’ references in 
legislative prayer.” v
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Bill Brooks: The report’s major finding is that 
cohabitation has replaced divorce as the “main 
contributor to the rising rates of family instability 
in the United States.” How much has cohabitation 
increased over the past four decades in the U.S., 
and how does that compare to the rate of divorce?

elizabeth marquardt: You know, I think we 
have all become accustomed to the sad reality that 
divorce rates are high and have really changed 
the experiences of many children and families in 
America over the last three or four decades. We 
have seen, though, that the divorce rates have sta-
bilized. Now if you’re getting married today, you’re 
less likely to be getting divorced than you were in 
the last couple of decades, and that is largely good 
news for children. But what has happened is that 
one of the reasons that the divorce rates have sta-
bilized is that fewer people are getting married in 
the first place. As a lot of people probably know, in 
the United States today, the percentage of children 
born outside of marriage is now over 40 percent—
more than four in 10 children in America are born 

outside of marriage, so their parents are not getting 
married in the first place, but they are not getting 
divorced. One of the things we are learning is that 
cohabitation is not as stable as marriage. 

BB: When many people hear that divorce is down, 
they assume this is a good thing, and of course, 
any decrease in parental divorce is a positive thing 
for children and society. But the report notes that 
the increase in cohabitation is bad for children. 
Why—what are some ways that cohabitation 
harms children?

em: The thing about cohabitation is that it isn’t an 
institution. Marriage is an institution—it brings 
together the laws of a society and the norms and 
expectations of your family, your community, your 
church (if you are a part of a church) to tell a cou-
ple what is marriage, [and] what are you supposed 
to do when you’re married. And while divorce, I 
believe, is tragic but sometimes necessary, there 
are some expectations around that too. There are 
some laws and norms around that. Cohabitation 
or living together, as most people call it, is much 
more fuzzy—it’s hard to know when it starts, and 
it’s hard to know what people should do. What is 
a live-in boyfriend supposed to do? Is he supposed 
to be a father to the children in the home, or is 
he just passing through? It’s much more unstable. 
And, in fact, what we find is the cohabitation break 
up rate, or the likelihood that parents who are just 
living together but not married will break up is 170 
percent higher than it is for married couples! So 
if you’re a child born today, by the time you’re age 
12, if your parents are married versus cohabitating, 
those cohabitating parents are 170 percent more 
likely to split up by the time you’re 12 than your 
married parents. So while marriage unfortunately 
is not as stable as it used to be, living together is far 
more unstable. And what this means is that chil-
dren are exposed to more change throughout their 
childhood with people passing through, and in 
unstable home situations. One of the consequences 
of this is unfortunately and tragically federal data 
shows that children are much more likely to be 
abused in cohabitating situations—to be physi-
cally, sexually, or emotionally abused. . . .One of 
the other pieces of data that really illustrates the 
changing family situation for children today is by 
age 12, about 24 percent of children will be chil-
dren of divorce, but by age 12 about 42 percent of 
children will have experienced cohabitation in their 
lives in some way. So cohabitation—or parents liv-
ing together and having these live-in relationships 
that are short-term and break up, and perhaps new 
relationships again in their mothers lives and father 
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lives—this is increasingly the experience for more 
children in America today, rather than marriage 
and divorce. And it’s just more unstable, more 
dangerous, and it really is not a good start in life 
for America’s children.

BB: Many young people today mistakenly believe 
that cohabitation is similar to marriage. But the 
report concludes that cohabitation is “not the func-
tional equivalent to marriage.” How does cohabita-
tion differ from marriage, particularly for children?

em: When you get married to someone, you make 
a promise, and in some ways that is what marriage 
is—it’s a public promise backed up by law. But it’s 
not just a legal thing that you make in front of your 
family, your pastor, in front of your friends—you 
make a promise to stick with this other person in 
good times or bad. And there are some expecta-
tions about how you should behave, what you 
should do for your husband or for your wife if they 
get sick, or if you hit financial hard times, or when 
children come along. None of that exists when you 
are just living together—you don’t make a pub-
lic promise, you’re not really accountable to your 
partner’s family. You probably haven’t stopped by a 
church to get some support there. If children come 
along, people tend to have very high hopes and a 
lot of joy around the time of a birth of a child, but 
as we know raising a child can be hard and it can 
be stressful, and when you hit those hard times, 
you don’t have this public promise to someone, 
you don’t have as much social support from their 
family or from the community, so it’s a much more 
fragile institution. . . .

BB: Elizabeth, cohabitation is not the only 
topic addressed in this report. As I mentioned, 
it includes 30 conclusions about why marriage 
matters to individuals and society. We obviously 
can’t talk about all 30, but I want to focus on a 
few. The report’s most important conclusion is that 
“The intact biological married family remains the 
gold standard for family life in the United States.” 
Why is this—what is it about the intact, biological 
married family that distinguishes it from all other 
family forms?

em: What you have when you have married bio-
logical parents raising their children together, [is] 
something really unique. And now I do want to 
say something right here: whenever we talk about 
biology, that raises the question of adoption, and 
I want to say adoption is a wonderful, pro-child 
institution that is a complement to the institution 
of marriage…. And so this is not at all criticizing 
adoption. That said, what you have in an intact, 
biological, married-parent family is … the best set 
… of circumstances in which a child can thrive be-
cause everyone in the family shares similar goals. 
You know, my child is also my husband’s child, 

[and] my child’s mother and my child’s father live 
in the same home and strive to get along with 
one another. We have this thing called marriage, 
where we have made this public promise, and we 
have people in the community and in our families 
who back us up. We may be involved in a church 
that backs up, [and] the law gives us certain 
protections as well.… So you have a little unit of 
people who are all connected to one another in 
multiple ways through their bodies, through their 
similarities, in how they look, and their history 
and their family history, and the law backing that 
up, and there are names for everything. People 
know where they belong, and how they are related 
to one another, and let’s face it, family life—even 
in that kind of setting—is hard enough. My 
husband and I are raising our kids in the intact 
biological family, and it’s chaos a lot of times, and 
yet this is the best thing we have figured out as 
human beings, so far, to raise children in as stable 
a situation as possible, and help them to thrive and 
help society to move forward. So it doesn’t mean 
other family structures are automatically damag-
ing to children, or that you can’t survive them or 
something. I grew up, for instance, in North Caro-
lina, in a family with a lot of divorce, and I turned 
out okay, but it was a hard road, and that was one 
of the reasons I got interested in this work. So, it’s 
not that you can’t make it, but there are more chal-
lenges for a child coming along when their mom 
and dad are not on the scene trying their best … in 
this thing called marriage.

BB: How important is this conclusion—that the 
intact biological married family is the gold stan-
dard for family life—to the ongoing debate in our 
nation over the definition of marriage and family? 

em: The reason why the debate about defining 
marriage and the question of same sex marriage is 
important, I think, is when we redefine marriage 
and say it’s about two people, instead of about a 

When we redefine marriage 
and say it’s about two 
people, instead of about 
a man and a woman, 
what it does is it makes it 
harder for us to say as a 
society that children need 
their mother and father.
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man and a woman, what it does is it makes it harder 
for us to say as a society that children need their 
mother and father. You know, if we’ve redefined 
marriage to say it’s just two parents that matter but 
not necessarily a mom and dad … (and that’s why 
children of gay and lesbian persons are different 
for one thing), it makes it harder for us to say that 
other children need their mom and dad because 
they’re like, “well if we believe that some kids do 
fine with their two moms and don’t miss their dad, 
then why do we … believe that those folks should 
get married, especially if a baby is coming along, 
why do we think its important to have a mom 
and dad on the scene when we have accepted that 
some families do fine with two moms and two 
dads?” So the challenge I see in redefining mar-
riage, and of course this is a debate happening all 
across America and I know it’s happening in North 
Carolina right now, is that it makes it harder for 

us to affirm the importance to most children of 
having their mom and dad. And I think that if we 
are unable to affirm that, we are going to see even 
more weakening in families more broadly…. So, in 
a strange way redefining marriage to try to let in 
gay and lesbian persons into the marriage system, I 
fear, could weaken marriage for other people…and 
[it’s] something to be very cautious about. 

BB: Elizabeth, what do you hope lawmakers and 
family scholars and even parents will take away 
from the conclusions in the Why Marriage Mat-
ters report? 

em: One of the things I think is so foundational 
about marriage is that it’s not that marriage is 
pretty every day. I mean, some people have won-
derful marriages. But for a lot of people marriage 
is often hard. But by making that promise and 
keeping that promise, you are teaching your kids 
something really important about loyalty, about 
sticking with things when times get rough, about 
doing the right thing even when the right thing 
isn’t always fun that day, and that is a really impor-
tant lesson for children to learn. Certainly, if there 
is abuse in marriage, if there are addiction issues, 
if there is serial infidelity, people definitely need to 
get help, and divorce might be the best solution in 
that case. But most marriages that end in divorce 
don’t look that different from most marriages that 
stay together. We all have the same kind of stresses 
for the most part in our marriages, and by continu-
ing to just put one foot in front of the other, [and] 
by keeping your good-enough marriage together, 
you’re doing something good for your children. 
You’re teaching them about loyalty and stability 
and keeping promises—you’re keeping one home 
for your children where they don’t have to go put 
on a backpack and pull a suitcase to go see their 
mom or go see their dad. And you’re doing some-
thing good for your children even on those days 
when it feels like it’s hard, and you’re wondering if 
you are doing the right thing. So my encourage-
ment to parents who are listening to this, or to 
people who are thinking about starting a family, is 
that marriage really does matter. It’s an important 
gift to give to your children, and there are a lot 
of good resources out there now to get help if you 
are having a hard time in your marriage, and the 
most important thing I think is … unless there 
are extreme circumstances in which someone is 
getting hurt, which I think might warrant divorce, 
the important thing is to get help and have faith in 
your marriage, stick with your kids, and stick with 
your spouse. And I can almost guarantee you that 
life will work out better in the long run if you can 
find the help, and manage to do that. v
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