
















Message, Part II:  Why is there opposition to allowing gay and lesbian couples to 
marry? 
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Stephen Eckstrand 
 

From the perspective of a religious liberal, it seems only fair that same-sex couples should 

have the right to marry.  But make no mistake, there is a struggle going on.  It is a struggle 

for respect and equality under the law.  It is a struggle being waged by thousands of same-

sex couples throughout Maryland, most prominently by the nine same-sex couples and a 

surviving gay partner who filed a suit in circuit court in Baltimore.  Finally, it is a struggle 

that calls upon us to make a choice—a choice between equality and injustice, between 

caring and indifference. 

 

Opponents of same-sex marriage make arguments that fall into three basic categories.  The 

first category is about religious beliefs.  A passage from the book What’s Wrong with 

Same-Sex Marriage? by D. James Kennedy and Jerry Newcombe is typical: “Before the 

state, before the church, God created the oldest institution on this planet, and that is the 

institution of marriage.”1 A corollary to this is the belief that marriage is for procreation 

and that only a man and a woman can have children.  The second category of arguments 

against same-sex marriage invokes tradition—that marriage must continue to conform to 

thousands of years of human history.  The final category involves social issues—that 

same-sex marriage would pose a threat to heterosexual marriage and the institution of the 

family. 

 

This issue of differing religious beliefs is a sensitive one, and our UU principles should 

lead us to accept others and their religious beliefs.  However, the freedom to marry 

movement is not about changing religious beliefs—it is about the right to civil marriage 

regulated by the state.  We read in the February 5 edition of the Washington Post about an 

Orthodox Jewish woman who obtained a civil divorce seven years ago but remains married 

under Jewish law.  The same article also reminded us that civil divorce is not recognized 

by the Catholic Church.  Thus, we currently accept differences between religious marriage 

and civil marriage.  Thus, it is possible to leave the choice about entering into a civil 



marriage up to individual adult couples, while leaving the choice about whether to perform 

or recognize religious marriages between same-sex couples up to individual 

denominations, churches and ministers. 

 

The issue of procreation is really not relevant to this struggle.  The simple fact is that same 

sex couples can and sometimes do have children, sometimes the biological children of one 

of the partners and sometimes adopted.  Furthermore, having and raising children is only 

one of the reasons that people marry.  Others include: love, a commitment to a long term 

relationship, societal recognition of that relationship, and the many legal and economic 

protections and benefits that accrue to married couples.  Finally, opposite sex couples 

marry for reasons other than having children, and they are not asked about their reasons for 

getting married when they apply for a marriage license. 

 

Far from remaining unchanged for thousands of years, marriage has, in fact, changed 

dramatically over time as the needs of society and individuals have evolved.  In biblical 

times, marriages were often arranged to form financial or political alliances between 

families, and a husband could have more than one wife.  Abraham, Jacob, Moses and 

David all had more than one wife.  Furthermore, wives were considered to be the property 

of their husbands and were required to obey their husbands, both by law and custom.  

Marriage was very different then from the committed relationship of equal partners based 

on love, companionship, and shared responsibility that it is today. 

 

The concerns that same-sex marriage would harm society generally center on children.   

Those opposed to same-sex marriage often cite research by sociologists such as David 

Popenoe, who has stated “On the whole, two parents—a father and a mother—are better 

for a child than one parent.”2  However, they fail to note that many other psychologists and 

sociologists have not found any significant difference between families with a mother and 

father and families with two mothers or two fathers.3  Thus, the fact that children do better 

when raised in stable, two-parent families is an argument in favor of allowing same-sex 

couples to marry, not against! 

 



After reading articles by and listening to interviews with opponents of same-sex marriage, 

I have come to believe that it is necessary to look beyond their arguments about protecting 

traditional marriage to find the whole story.  The fact that the arguments that they make are 

often inconsistent and even contradictory is particularly revealing.  Consider the following 

passages from the recent book Marriage on Trial: the Case against Same-Sex Marriage 

and Parenting by Glenn T. Stanton and Bill Maier: 

 

“Homosexuals do have the constitutional right to marry.  But no one has the right 

to redefine marriage for themselves or for a whole society.  No one has the right to 

say male and female, mothers and fathers, do not matter for society and the family.  

But that is what giving legal sanction to same-sex marriage would do…

Many homosexuals have indeed married members of the opposite sex, and no 

homosexual has every charged the state or federal government with barring him or 

her from marrying because of their own sexual preference.” 4

 

The authors then go on to note that there are some basic criteria than one must meet in 

order to get a marriage license; one

• can not already be married 

• must be an adult and marry an adult 

• can not marry a close relation, and 

• must marry someone of the opposite sex 

 

“Now if two people meeting all these criteria go to city hall to get a marriage license 

and the clerk asks them whether either are homosexual and denies them a marriage 

license based on an affirmative answer, that would be discriminatory.  Current law 

does not keep homosexuals from marrying.  It just keeps them—as well as 

heterosexuals—from marrying a person of the same sex.  Our current marriage laws 

treat everyone equally.”5

 

Are they really suggesting that everyone would be well served if male homosexuals 

married women and female homosexuals married men?  I am not sure that the authors have 



thought this argument through very carefully.  Note that in claiming that present civil 

marriage laws do not discriminate against homosexuals, they have ignored or negated 

many of the other arguments they made to support traditional marriage.  There is no 

mention of love, procreation, religion, or long term commitment.  Based on the criteria 

they cited, they would consider it acceptable for two atheists, who just met last week and 

who do not plan to have children, to marry in Las Vegas with an Elvis impersonator 

officiating.  However, they contend that it would be harmful to society for two women or 

two men, who have been in a committed relationship for several years and who are raising 

children, to marry.  This leads me to believe that what is behind many of the arguments in 

favor of “marriage protection” is either an unwillingness to recognize the diversity of 

families that exist today, ignorance about why same-sex couples want the right to marry 

and, perhaps, fear of change.  In the final analysis, I hope that a majority of people will 

come to believe that civil marriage should be a union of two individuals based on love and 

commitment, and I am truly sad that same-sex marriage is being used as a “wedge issue” 

or a call to battle in a “culture war.” 

 

The minister of the Methodist church that I attended as a teenager once preached that one 

of the greatest moral failures he could think of would be to live through a revolution and 

not fire a shot.  In explaining his metaphor, he said that it is important for people to stand 

up for their values by taking action on the important moral questions of their time.  

Marriage equality is one of the important moral issues of our time.  We can be proud that 

Rev. Bill Sinkford, president of the UUA, has stated that ensuring equal civil rights for gay 

and lesbian families is our moral duty.  We can congratulate the UU Church of Arlington 

for voicing its support for marriage equality in Commonwealth of Virginia by unveiling of 

new signs affirming equal rights and marriage equality and holding a re-affirmation of 

vows for both gay and straight couples in its service on January 22.  Finally, we can also 

be proud that a group from UUCR will traveled to Annapolis on February 13 to support 

marriage equality in Maryland.  However (there is always a however), this will not be 

enough, so I leave you with one question: “What we, as religions liberals, going to do?” 
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