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BiLL MUEHLENBERG’S SOURCES & CITATIONS FOR HIS MAIN ARGUMENT IN WHY us
WHY™ GAY MARRIAGE:

The numbers below match the note-numbers in the WHY »s WHY™ book text of Bill
Muehlenberg’s main argument:

See for example Bill Muehlenberg, “Deconstructing the family”,

http://www.marriage.org.au/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=26&Itemid=26
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Suzanne Frayser, Varieties of Sexual Experience. New Haven, Conn: Human Relations Area Files Press, 1985, p. 248.
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Michael Wiederman, “Extramarital sex: Prevalence and correlates in a national survey,” Journal of Sex Research, 34, 1997, p.
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Stanley Kurtz, “What is wrong with gay marriage?” Commentary, September 2000, pp. 35-41, p. 37.
Emma-Kate Symons, “Block on gay marriage is just like apartheid”, The Australian, 27 April 2004, p. 1.
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Glenn Stanton and Bill Maier, Marriage on Trial. Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2004, p. 37.
Dale O’Leary, One Man, One Woman. Manchester, NH: Sophia Institute Press, 2007, p. 247.

National Coalition of Gay Organizations, The 1972 Gay Rights Platform, Chicago, 1972. See:
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Judith Levine, “Stop the wedding! Why gay marriage isn’t radical enough”, The Village Voice, July 23-29, 2003. See:
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Stephen Bertman, “The transformation of marriage”, The Futurist, March-April 2004, pp. 44-47, at p. 47. See:
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David Frum, “Modern Marriage, Modern Trouble”, in Katherine Anderson, Don Browning and Brian Boyer, eds.,
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Michael Ebert, “Joseph Nicolosi, PhD., is the Fugitive”, Focus on the Family Citizen, 20 June 1994, pp. 10-12.

Glenn Stanton and Bill Maier, Marriage on Trial. Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2004, p. 71.

Ibid.

Cited in Don Feder, “Dangers of Gay Parenting are Underrated”, The Boston Globe, 27 September 1993.

Testimony of Suzanne Cook before the Oregon State Senate, 3 April 1997.
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Sarantakos , ibid.
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Robert Lerner and Althea Nagai, Out of Nothing Comes Nothing: Homosexual and Heterosexual Marriage Not Shown to be
Eguivalent for Raising Children. Washington: Ethics and Public Policy Center, 2000.
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RODNEY CROOME’S SOURCES & CITATIONS FOR HIS REBUTTAL IN WHY uvs WHY™ GAY
MARRIAGE

The numbers below match the note-numbers in the WHY »s WHY™ book text of Rodney
Croome’s Rebuttal:

Not her real name, at her request; from a submission to the Australian Senate Legal and Constitutional Affairs Committee
inquiry into the Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2009.

In the Introduction to Mr Muehlenberg’s main argument, and his 1* section, Because it negates what marriage is, and what it
is for

In Mr Muehlenberg’s 1* section of his main argument, Because it negates what marriage is, and what it is for

In Mr Muehlenberg’s Introduction

For example, sociology professor David Popenoe of Rutgers University works with the National Marriage Project which has
been criticised for misrepresenting research to pursue a political agenda (for a detailed critique see: Alternatives to Marriage
Project, April 2002, at http://www.unmarried.org/10-problems.html).

James Q. Wilson was a professor at Harvard University and UCLA, but today he is a professor at a religious university, and
a leading American political conservative.

As well as being an anthropologist, Peter Wood, is a leading American political conservative who has written that same-sex
marriage will mean “young boys will be a much greater target of erotic attention by older males”. See: P. Wood, “Sex &
Consequences”, The American Conservative, 28 July, 2003, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2003/jul/28/00008/.

David Blakenhorn admitted having no relevant academic qualifications or undertaken any relevant research to back up his
many claims about the dangers of same-sex marriage under cross-examination during a recent high profile American same-
sex marriage court case, Perry vs. Schwarzenegger. For more see, http://joemygod.blogspot.com/2010/01/protect-marriages-
disastrous-final.html.

People like Lewis Terman, Bronislaw Malinowski and Margaret Mead were highly respected experts in their fields, but they
worked long ago, well before it was considered appropriate to write about same-sex relationships. Terman was of another
age entirely. In 1916 he wrote, “High-grade or border-line deficiency (in intelligence)... is very, very common among Spanish-
Indian and Mexican families of the Southwest and also among negroes. Their dullness seems to be racial, or at least inherent in the
family stocks from which they come...” (Termin, L., The Measurement of Intelligence, 1916, p. 91-92)

Most of the academics Muehlenberg cites on the issue of marriage refer to its universalism and to the benefits which flow
from it. None of what they say excludes same-sex couples from participating in this institution or reaping these benefits. But
by seamlessly interspersing their views with more partisan commentators, who use the same language and cite the same
evidence but add their own personal views against same-sex marriage, Mr Muehlenberg gives the impression that science
speaks with one voice.

For an over view of same-sex relationships in different historical and cultural contexts see W N Eskridge, The Case for
Same-Sex Marriage, pp 15-51

Boswell, J., Same-sex unions in pre-modern Europe. Random House, New York, 1994. Other work in this field includes recent
research into “affrérements”, legal, marriage-like contracts between same sex and other partners in late mediaeval France.
See: “Are Homosexual Civil Unions A 600-Year-Old Tradition?”Science Daily, August 25, 2007, see:
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/08/070823110231.htm

American Anthropological Association, Statement on Marriage and the Family, February 26, 2004. See:
http://www.aaanet.org/issues/policy-advocacy/Statement-on-Marriage-and-the-Family.cfm

Thomas Schmidt openly states he writes as “an evangelical Christian” (http://www.ivpress.com/cgi-
ivpress/book.pl/code=1858)

The Mattison and McWhirter study Muehlenberg relies on only had 156 participants all drawn from inner-urban gay
ghettos

Studies like the Gay Community Periodic Surveys and the Sydney Men and health study deliberately draw their sample
from gay and bisexual men who attend inner-urban bars, STI clinics and sex clubs, because the researchers are specifically
looking at what causes HIV infection risk and how to reduce that risk

Prominent sexual health researcher, Dr Anne Mitchell, has explained why so many studies focus on those gay men who have
high numbers of sexual partners: “...the research, particularly the research done in Australia, is all funded with HIV prevention
money and therefore it is very directed at being able to recruit the people who may be at risk of HIV'... But it doesn’t take account of
the much wider gay community who is not of interest to social researchers because they are not at any risk of HIV... They are just
living their lives in suburbia as monogamous couples with no sorties out to the gay saunas or anything at the weekend and they are no
more at HIV risk than any other person in the community, in fact less than a lot of heterosexuals I would suspect. (T79, Cain v
Australian Red Cross Blood Service, Tasmanian Anti-Discrimination Tribunal, 2008. See:

http://www.magistratescourt.tas.gov.au/decisions/anti-
discrimination decisions/c/Cain v_The Australian Red Cross Society 2009 TASADT 03

30% of heterosexual men have had ten or more partners in their lifetime, A Grulich et al, “Heterosexual experience and
recent heterosexual encounters”, Australian and New Zealand Fournal of Public Health, Vol 27, No 2, 2003, p146.

Grulich, A., et al, “Homosexual experience and recent homosexual encounters”, Australian and New Zealand Fournal of
Public Health, Vol27, No 2, 2003, p160
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See, Kinsey Institute, data on numbers of partners, http:/www.kinseyinstitute.org/resources/FAQ.html#number and

Michael W. Wiederman, “Extramarital sex: prevalence and correlates in a national survey”, Journal of Sex Research, Spring
1997, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi m2372/is n2 v34/ai 19551967/

The same selectivity emerges when Mr Muehlenberg cites divorce rates among same-sex couples in civil unions. He refers to
Sweden and Norway where same-sex couples are more likely to separate, but ignores Britain where civil partners have a
much lower divorce rate than married couples (see: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Divorce of same-

sex couples#Divorce rates). He also ignores Denmark, where same-sex relationships have been recognised longer than
anywhere else in the world and where straight couples are more than twice as likely to split up than gay couples. See: Jones,
M., “Lessons from a Gay Marriage. Despite stereotypes of gay relationships as short-lived, gay unions highlight the keys to
success.” Psychology Today magazine, 17 Nov 2006, first published May 1, 1997,
http://www.psychologytoday.com/articles/199705/lessons-gay-marriage

The authors of the Vermont study agreed with the approach of Dr Anne Mitchell (see note 13), that most previous studies
were of gays and lesbians “who are visible and concentrated”, producing “a body of literature about homosexual lives that
tends toward the ‘exceptional’ ” See, Elder, G., “The Non-significance of Significant Others: a National Geography of Gay
and Lesbian Coupledom”, report from the University of Vermont, referred to in “Gay Unions Are Not-So-Dangerous
Liaisons, New Data Show,”http://www.newswise.com/articles/view/518987/

“Relationship values transcend gender, sexual orientation in young people, U of M study finds”. See
http://www]l.umn.edu/news/news-releases/2009/UR _ CONTENT 143061.html

In Mr Muehlenberg’s 1* section of his main argument, Because it negates what marriage is, and what it is for
In Mr Muehlenberg’s 7% section of his main argument, Because it is not good for children

Glenn Stanton and Bill Maier, are employees of US evangelical lobby group, Focus on the Family. Lynn Wardle, is a
professor at a Mormon University and long-term anti-equality advocate. Commentator, Don Feder, has condemned Disney
for promoting “sodomy” and “atheism”.

Attempts to turn gays straight through “reparative therapy” as practiced by Dr Joe Nicolosi have been criticised by the
American Psychological Society and the American Psychiatric Association. (For more on these organisations’ views on
“reparative therapy” see American Psychological Society, “Insufficient Evidence that Sexual Orientation Change Efforts
Work, Says APA” at http://www.apa.org/news/press/releases/2009/08/therapeutic.aspx; and “Position Statement of the
American Psychiatric Association, Therapies Focused on Attempts to Change Sexual Orientation (Reparative or Conversion
Therapies)”, March and May 2000 at
http://www.psych.org/Departments/EDU/Library/APAOfficialDocumentsandRelated/PositionStatements/200001 .aspx

Dr Paul Cameron was expelled from membership of the American Psychological Association in 1983 for lack of cooperation
with its Committee on Scientific and Professional Ethics and Conduct (although he claims he had resigned from the
organisation the previous year). He has also been criticised by several North American psychological and sociological
associations for misrepresenting research on homosexuality. (For more information, see:
http://psychology.ucdavis.edu/rainbow/html/facts cameron sheet.html.

Also see Dr Cameron’s own bio on the website of the Family Research Institute he works with:
http://www.familyresearchinst.org/about-2/)

In Mr Muehlenberg’s 7% section of his main argument, Because it is not good for children. Not surprisingly, some of the

researchers he refers to who have pointed out these “shortcomings” are also linked to conservative Christian lobby groups.
For example, Lerner and Nagai work with the Marriage Law Project, an initiative of the Catholic University of America.
“I am gay. Should I worry how this will affect my children?” Healthy Children, website of the American Academy of
Pediatrics, http://www.healthychildren.org/English/family-life/family-dynamics/types-of-families/pages/Gay-and-Lesbian-
Parents.aspx

Statement approved by The American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry in June 1999 in “Lesbian & Gay
Parenting” American Psychological Association, 2005, page 71. Patterson, CJ, Lesbian & Gay Parents & Their Children:
Summary Of Research Findings, http:/www.apa.org/pi/lgbt/resources/parenting.aspx#

Ibid, page 6, footnote 1

Ibid, page 6, footnote 1

In Mr Muehlenberg’s 7% section, Because it is not good for children

In Mr Muehlenberg’s 2°¢ section, Because there is little actual demand for it

Mr Muehlenberg cites a study by one of American’s leading campaigners against same-sex marriage, Maggie Gallagher, in
which she found that only a tiny minority of same-sex partners in Spain and the Netherlands have tied the knot. What he
doesn’t tell us is that Gallagher only looked at the first year same-sex marriages were allowed in both countries. If we look,
instead, at what percentage of marriages are between same-sex couples we find that in the Netherlands that figure (2.5%
based on yearly rates: http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Same-sex marriage in the Netherlands#Statistics) is actually slightly
higher than the estimated percentage of homosexuals in the Netherlands (Gallagher cites about 2.2%). By this measure,
homosexuals are just as interested in marriage as heterosexuals. The interest many gay men and lesbians have in marriage is
also illustrated by Australian research I cited in section 6 of my main argument (in the flip-side of this book). It showed that
80% of same-sex partners support their right to marry and a majority - 55.4% - would marry if they had the choice.

Given that I have criticised Mr Muehlenberg for quoting biased sources, I should disclose that one of this study’s co-
authors, Sharon Dane, is also a Board Member of Australian Marriage Equality and therefore one of my colleagues. Dane
may not be a disinterested academic, but she is rigorous. Her study, which looked at attitudes within the LGBT community
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to a range of issues meets the high methodological standards set by the University of Queensland. Her academic
contribution to the marriage debate is solid research, not opinion like too many of those Mr Muehlenberg cites.

An important but unspoken assumption underlying Mr Muehlenberg’s argument is that people choose to be homosexual.
He talks about legal equality sending the message that homosexuality is “desirable” or “preferable”, about homosexuals
“eschew(ing) male-female relationships”, and about “coming out of” “the homosexual lifestyle”. But as I’ve noted above,
the idea that an individual’s sexual orientation can be changed, even by intensive therapy, is now discredited. An increasing
number of biologists are convinced that sexual orientation has a genetic basis.

In Mr Mucehlenberg’s 5% section, Because claims of discrimination and denial of equal rights are spurious
For more see R. Kennedy, Interracial Intimacies, Random House. New York, 2002
For a summary of the comparisons between opposition to same-sex marriage and opposition to interracial marriage see
“Gay Marriage Opponents Mimic Objections to Interracial Marriage, Forde-Mazrui Says, October 4, 2004 at
http://www.law.virginia.edu/html/news/2004 fall/forde.htm. For a summary of the religious arguments against interracial
unions see “Interracial Marriage: The Fundamentalists Were Wrong” on Fundamentalists, Repent! website,
http://www.fundamentalistsrepent.com/interracial.html
In Mr Muehlenberg’s 6™ section, Because this is the thin edge of the wedge

An example is the social and cultural barriers to recognising polygamous marriages. In none of the countries which allow
same-sex marriage are polygamous marriages officially solemnised, even though some of them, like Spain and the
Netherlands, have large religious minorities that traditionally allow it. In places that allow polygamy, like Saudi Arabia,
Afghanistan and Nigeria, not only can’t homosexuals marry, they are put to death. This is not a coincidence. Polygamy is
generally about a man controlling the lives of several women. It is an arrangement that comes from a time when women
were considered less valuable than men, restricted to the house and to childrearing, and made their husband’s property*.
Wherever values like this prevail, same-sex marriage is inconceivable. Where all husbands are legally dominant and all wives
mere submissive extensions of their husband, it is absurd and profoundly threatening for there to be an official union
between two husbands or two wives. Where marriage is the union of a bread winner who must always be male and a child-
carer who must always be female, it is economically unsustainable for people of the same sex to marry. Same-sex marriage
only begins to make sense in a society where there is a degree of social and economic equity between men and women and
legal equality between marriage partners. It only becomes possible for two men or two women to marry if men and women
are already free to choose how they lead their lives regardless of their gender.

* It is an irony in the marriage equality debate that Australian law recognises overseas polygamous marriage (to protect the
legal rights of women in these marriages), whereas overseas same-sex marriages are not recognised at all.

In Mr Muehlenberg’s 3™ section, Because there is another agenda at work here

In Mr Muehlenberg’s 3™ section, Because there is another agenda at work here
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