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				A Note to Stand for the Family Readers

				This, the fifth edition of Stand for the Family, has been expanded and has more updates than any previous revisions. These updates have been essential because changes in our society and around the world are happening at lightning speed. In fact, since the first edition of this book was published in 2009, the world has changed drastically. Many of the things that have come to pass, such as same-sex marriage in the United States and in other countries, were unthinkable in 2009. LGBT issues, sex-change operations or gender transitioning, men using women’s bathrooms because they identify as women, children being taught how to have sexual pleasure in schools, parents losing their rights to guide the education of their children, and many individuals losing their religious freedoms because such freedoms clash with emerging alleged sexual rights—all these things were largely unheard of by most people even a few years ago.

				So, we considered discontinuing this book, but an interesting thing kept happening. People kept buying it and telling us how deeply it affected them and how relevant the information was and still is to them. We realize that Stand for the Family, despite the passage of several years since it was first written, especially with all the updates, remains a strong foundational tool for anyone who wants to understand the war on our families and children and how to counteract these threats and protect the institution of the family. 

				The background provided in this book will open your eyes to the very deceptive agendas of those at work to destroy the family. Each chapter provides suggestions for ways you can fortify your own family and help protect all that you hold dear. Please visit the Family Watch International website (www.familywatchinternational.org) for ongoing updates and the latest developments in the cause of the family. On the site, you can also sign up for the Family Watch newswire and newsletter to be kept informed and to receive details on how you can join us in this cause.

				—Sharon Slater 
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				Introduction

				As a young mother, I never pictured myself writing a book like this. Back then, I knew that there were some who didn’t hold the same values as I did, but I had no idea there was a massive movement that was literally working to undermine what matters most. Since then, on multiple occasions, I have come face to face with individuals and organizations that are committed to destroying the traditional family. 

				Initially I was quite shocked, and I asked myself more than once, “Who could be against the family? What could possibly be their motivation?” Though it is still hard for me to fathom, I now know a great deal about their motives and methods. I also recognize just how pervasive and calculated the attacks on the family are. 

				As my two of my children reviewed this introduction, they said, “Mom, some people who read this may be turned off right away because they may not understand why it is so important to preserve the family. They may be thinking, ‘No big deal,’ or even, ‘Good, the traditional family is outdated so it should be done away with.’”

				My children pointed out that, before some readers could fully understand my concerns they may need a little more background about what happens to nations that devalue the family and family values. If you are among those who believe that there is nothing wrong with devaluing the family or who feels that the current trends represent “progress,” please take a moment and first read the chapter “The Case for the Traditional Family.” This chapter explains why it is so vital for us to protect the family and what will happen if we don’t. 

				Once you are convinced, if you weren’t already, that the traditional family, indeed, needs saving, then read the rest of the chapters in this book. 

				The rest of the chapters will provide you with strategies and tools including social science data, talking points, and facts to help you defend your family and take a stand for families around the world.

				My intent in writing this book is not to scare you, but to help you become more aware and, along with that awareness, to provide you with a great deal of hope. There is great reason to hope as there are many good people around the world who understand that the protection of the family is vital to the stability of society. 

			

			
				Please understand that while I have deeply held religious convictions about the traditional family, this is not a religious book. To present my case, I rely entirely on personal experiences and firsthand accounts, documented research, social science data, logic, commentary, and testimony of experts, as well as the lessons from history and just plain common sense.

				It also is important for you to know that this is not a moneymaking venture for me—quite the opposite actually. Many good people have invested a great deal of time and money to help me produce this book. All proceeds from sales of this book will go to Family Watch International, a nonprofit organization that is actively and effectively involved in this fight.[1] I currently serve, on a volunteer basis, as the president of Family Watch.

				A Worldwide Movement for the Family

				As a mom of seven children, I personally do not relish being involved in this fight. My time is very valuable to my family. But I am doing this because of what is at stake: the very future of my family and yours for generations to come. Our children will inherit the fruits of our labors or the results of our indifference. 

				Although many battles in defense of the traditional family have been won, many also are beginning to be lost; and the consequences of losing the overall war are catastrophic. The health and wellbeing of our children, our economy, and even our nation, as well as the world we know, depend on our successful defense of the traditional family.

				The good news is we can still turn things around. We can reverse dangerous trends. We can win more of the small battles and eventually win the war. I have seen too many miracles to doubt. They happen whenever a small band of dedicated people joins together to protect marriage, family and life. These miracles, some of which I will recount in this book, have occurred at the international, national and local level. 

				Many who reviewed early drafts of this book reported that they now see the world differently and are better able to identify previously hidden threats to their family, to their community and to the nation as a whole. 

			

			
				In addition, as people are becoming aware of what is happening and are coming to understand the consequences of inaction, we are becoming a strong force, one that is having a great impact.

				Tips for Reading This Book 

				In most of the chapters of this book, I begin with personal experiences, firsthand accounts, and compelling—and sometimes dramatic—experiences of people working to protect the family. These are educational by themselves and will illustrate how close to home these issues are. 

				Following the personal experiences and anecdotes, in each chapter you will find data, logic and legal analysis. While a bit heavier, I would encourage you to at least skim these sections; even a cursory look at the supporting evidence will emphasize the seriousness and the magnitude of the assaults being waged on the family. Coupled with the personal experiences, the accompanying data will help you be better prepared to protect your own family and to protect the institution of the family in public policies. 

				Please note that some sections of this book are particularly disturbing. Much care and consideration has gone into determining which material to include and how much to tone it down. I knew that too much sugarcoating would defeat the purpose and skew the true picture of just how heinous the attacks are. At the same time, I understand that some may find certain topics particularly upsetting. For that reason, I have provided warnings in sections where some of the material may be particularly disturbing. These will be clearly identified, so feel free to skip past those sections if you so choose.

				Let me reiterate, while a great deal of the information in this book is disturbing, I hope you won’t become discouraged. With the help of the media, the opposition often appears to be the majority; however, the truth is that only a small minority is behind these organized attacks on our families. But if they are left unopposed—by the well-intentioned, “live and let live” majority—this minority will continue to grow and will eventually win. If they win, we lose. You lose. Your children and grandchildren lose—perhaps for many generations to come.

				So, as I mentioned, at the very least, this book will enable you to protect and strengthen your own family. As you read it, I hope you also will feel compelled to join me and other moms and dads, grandmas and grandpas, aunts and uncles, children and grandchildren, community leaders, legislators, religious leaders, and policymakers across the world who are working to preserve, protect and promote the family. They are our “Family Watchers,” and you will learn more about them throughout the book and especially in the last chapter. If you feel so inclined, I urgently invite you to join us. Success largely depends on you and me and others like us who join the small, but growing, army of common citizens who are currently defending the traditional family. Throughout the book I will show you simple things you can do to help.

			

			
				It is time to Stand for the Family, time to draw a line in the sand and to shore up our families and our communities, even while stopping the destructive forces that are seeking to take them down. I hope you will heed the call this book extends. I hope you will understand that your voice is important and that one person can make a big difference. I hope with this information in hand, you too will choose to Stand for the Family.

				Note

			

			
				
					
						[1]Family Watch International (FWI) is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit international organization founded in 1999. FWI is not affiliated with any religious group, political party or faction. FWI works at the United Nations (UN), in countries around the world, and in the United States to preserve and protect marriage and the family and to promote family-based solutions to world problems. See Appendix I for a description of FWI’s mission, focus areas, objectives and activities.

					

				

				
Chapter 1

				Witnessing the Assault at the International Level

				“Who are you?” the United Nations delegate urgently asked me. My heart was beating fast as she dragged me into the hall during a brief break in an intense UN negotiating session in Geneva, Switzerland.

				Who was I? I was a full-time mom. But somehow I had managed to help this UN delegate support her pro-family position during heated negotiations.

				That UN conference was one of the pivotal points in my life. At the time, I was a typical stay-at-home mom with all the trimmings—carpooling, soccer games, a busy husband, and four active children, the youngest just entering kindergarten. I had never been actively involved in a cause and didn’t even like to get a babysitter for an afternoon, let alone to travel across the world to a United Nations conference.

				Yet, at that UN meeting, I came face to face with disturbing events that would change the course of my life. There, I had my first glimpse of the calculated, organized, worldwide assault on the family and witnessed for myself destructive forces that are affecting our nation and the world as a whole.

				So how did I end up at a UN conference in the first place? In 1999 my husband Greg received an e-mail from his former law professor describing an experience he had in defending the family at the UN. The account had a powerful impact on both my husband and me. We wanted to learn more, so we attended a World Congress of Families[1] in Geneva, Switzerland. A World Congress (not to be confused with a UN conference) brings together government, religious and community leaders; scholars; experts in family issues; and concerned citizens who are working to preserve the family around the world.

				Although several speakers at the World Congress described the attacks on the family that occurred at the UN, I still found this hard to believe. I had never been exposed to anyone who was actually trying to undermine the family. I wondered why anyone would be against the traditional family. Little did I know that I would soon have the chance to see for myself just who and what was working against all I hold dear.

			

			
				My First UN Experience

				A few months later, I was invited by a friend to attend my first United Nations conference, also held in Geneva.[2] There, we quickly found ourselves surrounded by people seeking to undermine the family.

				Much of the opposition to the family was initiated by the “radical feminists” and other special interest groups in attendance, representing nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)[3] from all over the world.

				By radical feminists I do not mean women who are working to further the legitimate rights of women. I mean women who espouse a militant, anti-patriarchal ideology that all men oppress women and who work to legalize abortion and to promote lesbian, transgender and homosexual rights, among other things.

				These NGO representatives were working closely with the majority of the UN member states, intent on ensuring that the document to be negotiated would promote their anti-family views. I was appalled by their tactics.

				I was especially surprised to see my own country, the United States, leading the charge to promote policies harmful to the family. I wondered if anyone on Capitol Hill knew what the U.S. delegates at the UN were doing. I was certain the majority of the people in the United States had no idea.

				At the opening session, the chairperson announced that the UN delegates would be negotiating various segments of the conference document simultaneously in different rooms. This immediately put poor nations at a disadvantage as many did not have enough delegates to send to each room. It is the developing nations that usually support pro-family positions at the UN, so it seemed this was a calculated move by the conference planners.

			

			
				My friend and I recognized a man we had seen at the World Congress of Families, and we introduced ourselves to him. Fortunately, he was a veteran pro-family lobbyist. He asked me to monitor negotiations that were being held in a small room.

				NGO representatives and UN delegates alike crowded around a small table trying to listen and to get close enough to grab one of the few copies of the document[4] as it was passed out. Incredibly, some official UN delegates even found it difficult to obtain a copy of the very document their country was supposed to be negotiating.

				There were no translators and, since the negotiations were conducted in English, those who had a good command of English had a major advantage. This meant people from the United States, Canada, and fluent English speakers from the European Union dominated the proceedings.

				There was standing room only. Since the bag I was carrying was heavy and bulky, I set it down in the corner and moved toward the front so I could hear. Some UN delegates also had to remain standing even though NGO representatives, who are supposed to be observers, had prominent places at the table. One NGO representative proceeded to present her feminist “wish list” of proposed amendments to the document. It seemed that the feminist NGO representatives were running the show, and it was difficult to distinguish between them and the UN government delegates.

				I had been instructed by the more experienced pro-family lobbyist to note which delegates made comments favorable to pro-family positions. My page remained blank. It appeared there wasn’t a single pro-family delegate in the room.

				Instead, I heard outrageous demands. Many of the radical ideas discussed in an earlier women’s caucus meeting were being proposed for inclusion in the document. (See examples of the feminist agenda pushed at this conference in Chapter 6, “The Assault on Motherhood.”) I was shocked that these controversial ideas were even being considered for inclusion in a UN document and found it hard to believe that not even the U.S. representative was opposing them.

				Finally, a woman across the room raised her hand and meekly requested that respect for “religious” diversity be added to the document.

			

			
				Her suggestion sounded benign, so I was surprised when all the delegates—including the delegate from the United States—strongly opposed it. The other delegates actually laughed at her and condescendingly remarked that it was neither necessary nor appropriate to include respect for religion in the document.

				At the time, I didn’t know that “respect for religious and cultural values” is one of the most controversial phrases in UN negotiations. This is because the radical feminist agenda runs directly counter to all of the world’s major religions, and if countries are required to respect religious values, the feminists cannot force their agenda on the world.

				Radical feminists see religion—and particularly denominations they consider “patriarchal”—as the major barrier to women’s “empowerment.” In other words, this was a very significant addition.

				The delegate, trying to defend her proposal, insisted that respect for religion was already included in several other UN documents and the other delegates challenged her to prove it. The delegate’s English skills were limited, so she fumbled and stuttered.

				I started shaking. I realized that in my bag in the far corner of the room I had the very tool that would help this delegate defend her position. My bag contained a small language guide[5] that identified UN consensus language in favor of the family from previously negotiated UN documents. The section on religion contained the exact citations this delegate needed to support her position.

				Could I possibly squeeze my way over to the corner where my bag was, find the language guide with the citations, and hand it to the delegate before I was thrown out?

				Nervously, while everyone in the room was distracted with the tension of the argument, I made my way through the tightly packed room back to my bag, found the guide, and opened it to the right page. Though I could tell those around me were becoming annoyed, I squeezed back through the crowd, made my way over to the brave delegate, and stood behind her. My heart was pounding. I wasn’t sure that UN protocol allowed me to hand her information during negotiations. I waited until attention was diverted from her for a moment, discreetly placed the booklet into her hands, and pointed to the references on religion. Because she was flustered and didn’t know who I was or what I was handing her, at first she didn’t even look at it. The argument continued.

			

			
				After what seemed like forever, the delegate suddenly realized that I had handed her just what she needed. She quickly raised her hand, announcing that she had found the citations.

				After the delegate read them to the group, the chairman announced, “The Beijing Platform! You must find precedence for your suggestion in the Beijing Platform for Action, as that is the document we are reviewing.”

				At no point had the chairperson asked anyone else to similarly support their amendments. The delegate’s face fell. How could I help her now? I then remembered that the night before, when I had stayed up late studying a copy of the Beijing Platform, I had underlined and starred the references to religion.

				Could I squeeze back through the crowd to my bag again? I had already been the recipient of several hostile looks, and I needed to make sure I wasn’t too obvious. The room was warm, and someone had just opened a window, so I acted as if I needed to get some air and made my way to the window. Then slowly, I pushed my way around the perimeter of the room until I reached my bag and found the needed references.

				In the meantime, someone had handed the delegate a thick booklet containing the Beijing Platform, and she was frantically trying to find a reference to religion. I made my way back over to her, handed her my booklet with the underlined references, and told her it was the Beijing Platform. She looked very stressed and nervous, and I felt exactly the same. Because I was unsure of the UN rules for NGOs, I was worried I might do something out of order and get thrown out.

				She raised her hand and exclaimed that she had found the Beijing references and then asked for permission to leave the room to consult. She then pulled me into the hallway, introduced herself as the delegate from the Holy See (that is, the Vatican, which has observer status at the UN), and asked, “Who are you?”

				I was a nobody by UN standards. However, I just happened to be in the right place at the right time with the right tool to help a UN delegate support her pro-family position during intense UN negotiations. The whole experience was quite surreal.

				The delegate explained that it was difficult for her to follow the arguments as she was new to the UN and her English skills were limited. Using the Beijing Platform and my UN language guide, she and I discussed possible rebuttals to the arguments being presented.

				It was a life-changing experience to be an eyewitness to what occurred and to see that someone as inexperienced as I could actually play an active role in influencing UN negotiations.

			

			
				Peer Pressure Impacts Negotiations

				After that experience, I joined my friend in another room to witness negotiations calling for a worldwide repeal of all laws against homosexual acts. The tension in the room was almost palpable. Again, the organizers had chosen a small room, and people were standing wall to wall.

				Among those standing was the Vatican delegate I had helped earlier. I tried to get inside the room so I could send her a friendly look to give her some moral support, but the room was too crowded. She had been standing through several hours of exhausting negotiations, and she looked totally frazzled. She was being pressured by all the countries represented in the room to agree to the homosexual provision.

				She had firmly held her ground to that point, but since these negotiations required consensus[6], the entire room was pressuring her to cave in.

				The pressure against her intensified until, finally, she left the room to call her superior on her cell phone. She then charged back into the room and interrupted the proceedings. With all eyes on her, she announced that the Vatican was withdrawing its opposition to the homosexual provision.

				I was stunned. I wondered how a representative of the Vatican could have caved on an issue so important to the Catholic faith.

				The room erupted with cheering and clapping, and there was an air of jubilation as they thanked her. The opposition had won! They did not even continue to negotiate the last few paragraphs of the document because they now had what they really wanted. It seemed that the whole conference had been organized to pass that one phrase.

				The Vatican delegate later told us that her superior had decided it was not worth the struggle because these were just preliminary negotiations. She said the homosexual provision would be taken up in later negotiations in New York where they would have more support from other delegations not present at this regional meeting.

			

			
				I did not fully understand, but I commended the delegate for her efforts and tried not to show my disappointment. She looked relieved that it was over and thanked us for our support. She said it made a big difference to see us there. She said just knowing that she was not alone filled her with peace. She apparently held out as long as she did because of the support she felt from us.

				It was unbelievable to me that peer pressure and intimidation could play such a crucial role in UN negotiations that affect the entire world. At that moment, the idea was indelibly impressed upon my mind that if more people had been there to give her moral support, she may not have caved in.

				Processing it All

				After returning home from that first UN conference, I had even more questions.

				Yes, I had seen some pretty disturbing things but, I wondered, did these obscure UN negotiations occurring halfway across the world matter? Could these UN documents have any impact on my family? Did a mom living in Gilbert, Arizona, even need to worry about any of this?

				One thing that was clear was that many of the UN participants had made it their life’s work to influence UN negotiations. If they thought it was so important, maybe it was. I wondered if there were similar influential people or groups or other policymaking bodies around the world with the same drive to destroy the family. What about in my local community? Or in my children’s schools?

				Round Two

				In my journey to find answers to my questions, a few months later I participated in a continuation of these negotiations at a UN conference held in New York. Again, the pro-family NGOs were vastly outnumbered by the feminists and sexual rights activists. Again, I was disturbed to observe Canada, the European Union and the United States (under the Bill Clinton administration) together pushing a sexual rights agenda.

				It is important to note that Muslim countries often are fearless in standing up for the family. A delegate from Pakistan, nicknamed “Superman” by one of my colleagues, led the battle on the floor this time. He gave an impassioned plea to Western countries to stop wasting the delegates’ time with sexual rights provisions and, instead, to start working on the issues that matter most to women in poverty—i.e., basic health care, clean water, food and shelter. The head of the Nigerian delegation later asked me, “So why is the West so obsessed with sex?” I looked at him, shrugged my shoulders, and replied, “I wish I knew.”

			

			
				Delegates from Sudan, Iraq, Poland, Syria, Nicaragua and other countries all rallied to squelch the efforts that had been mounted. Fortunately, with the help of the pro-family coalition, they defeated some bad provisions. However, the victories did not come easily.

				Raining on Their Parade

				Each night at the UN, the feminists held an official caucus meeting. As we entered their meeting room, it was clear that these women were angry with the pro-family contingent. Apparently accustomed to controlling a lot of what happens at the UN, they were extremely unhappy that we were present. I was dumbfounded to witness the “weeping, wailing and gnashing of teeth” as woman after woman vented, some literally shedding tears.

				The protocol seemed to be to introduce yourself, state the organization you were with, and then proclaim, “… and I am a lesbian.” Again, I found this shocking at a UN forum. After such introductions, they would either cry or yell, complaining about the pro-family presence. One young girl, who looked to be about 18 years old, began to cry and said, “I am a lesbian, and I am so angry at these people! So many years of hard work to help women, and it is all being destroyed!”

				Another young girl declared, “This used to be the only safe place for us, and now they’ve ruined it!”

				For years, the UN has been the stomping grounds for radical feminists and sexual rights activists to effectively and quietly push their agenda upon the world with little or no opposition. We were ruining their party.

				Finally, an older woman announced, “I am a lesbian, and I am so angry that I just want to go home, but if I do, they will win!”

				After listening to this for some time, I raised my hand. When I began to speak, some of the women tried to stop me, but the chairwoman, who was head of the Women’s Environment and Development Organization (WEDO), firmly reminded them that I had just as much right to be there and to express my opinion as they did.

				I said, “I am a woman, and I care about other women just like you do. I know it may not seem like that to you, but it is true. I and others who are here with me just believe in helping women in a different way than you do.”

				The meeting ended and my colleague Lynn Allred and I went up to the chairwoman, introduced ourselves and thanked her for being fair. She responded that it was an open meeting. Then she looked at us and said something to the effect of, “You girls are young and obviously not acquainted with much of the world, and you are naïve. When you get older and are wiser, you will see the world in a different way. You are in the minority. The world is changing.”

			

			
				Just before this conference, on March 7, 2000, the State of California had overwhelmingly passed Proposition 22 defining marriage as the legal union of a man and a woman.[7] Lynn looked the chairwoman in the eye and asked, “If we are in the minority, then why is it that California, one of the most liberal states in one of the most liberal countries in the world, just decided by an overwhelming majority to affirm that marriage should be between a man and a woman?” The chairwoman was speechless. There was nothing she could say.

				On a lighter note, at one point a member of a prominent feminist NGO approached us and said there was a disturbing rumor that the pro-family coalition was importing “attractive young women to seduce the delegates.” She demanded that we explain ourselves. We frumpy mothers looked at each other and tried not to laugh as one of us replied, “Look around. This is as good as it gets, and if we qualify under your definition of attractive young women, then we’ll take that as a compliment!”

				Our Message Impacts Negotiations

				As the UN conference continued, the negotiations proceeded at an excruciatingly slow pace. Social liberals and conservatives locked horns on issues related to sexual orientation, reproductive rights (abortion), sexual rights, parental rights, and language in support of the family. Both sides were frustrated with how slowly the work was moving. The mood spiraled downward, and the verbal attacks increased. As a way to counteract the accusations and provide a reality check, the pro-family coalition leaders planned a blitz to pass out flyers to all of the conference participants. One of our flyers said, “If the West was not so preoccupied with sex, the document would be done.”

				There were about 30 people in our ad hoc pro-family group. We spread out and distributed flyers to as many delegates as we could. Somehow, it appeared to the opposition that there were hundreds of us. Within 10 minutes it seemed everyone had a copy. I had stationed myself at the bottom of the escalator and asked those getting off, “Did you see this yet? Come have a look!” Most everyone took one. Some thanked me, and others gave me dirty looks.

			

			
				One lady looked at me, crumpled the flyer, and threw it at my feet. Several smiled sarcastically and said they had already seen it. Warm reception or not, our flyer definitely had an impact, and the tide started to turn in our favor as more and more UN delegates felt emboldened to speak out on family issues without fear of being accused of “holding up the document.” The other side became less strident in their efforts to promote their sexual agenda.

				What happened to the actual document under negotiation? All references promoting abortion and broad sexual rights were eliminated. It was a huge victory for the pro-family coalition.[8]


				Why Focus on the UN?

				You will soon see exactly how negotiations at the UN and at other international meetings are undermining families worldwide. Also, once you understand the strategies and attacks on the family at the international level, you will more readily recognize them closer to home where the same tactics are used—sometimes by the same groups or their affiliates.

				So, while part of this book focuses on what happens at the UN and how that is endangering families worldwide, other parts show how similar groups and people are working at the national, state and local levels to undermine the family.

				Forces Working to Destroy the Family

				Experts agree that, worldwide, the traditional family as an institution is slowly disintegrating. Yet, how exactly is this coming about? What forces are at work to destroy the family? Of course, it is not just one person, group, law, policy or movement that is the root cause of the breakdown of the family. Rather, there are multiple forces that, when combined, are having a devastating impact.

			

			
				You most likely could easily identify some of these sources as you have seen them at work in your own community, perhaps even in your own family. Yet, like me, you may not fully comprehend how effective the enemies of the family truly are.

				As I expose the aspects of what is behind the various assaults on the family, you will see that there are some well-intentioned individuals and groups who are actually being used as pawns, and there also are well-intentioned people who unknowingly promote policies that harm families. And you will learn how your tax dollars are supporting groups and projects that undermine the family.

				The Sexual Rights Movement and the Family

				As you read about the various groups and individuals who are working to weaken the family, you may notice that most share a common goal: They seek to create a right to sex outside of marriage without having to take responsibility for the consequences. When sex occurs outside of marriage, it doesn’t matter if it is heterosexual, homosexual, premarital or extramarital; the evidence shows that any sexual activity outside of a traditional marriage, sooner or later, is damaging to the individual and to society, and especially to the institution of the family.

				Sadly, what many are trying to promote as a “right” to sexual activity comes at a cost that is much greater than most realize. Indeed, as the traditional family disintegrates, children are hurt, economies decline, and nations are weakened. (See Chapter 3 for supporting data.)

				Yet, almost daily, we see examples of how pervasive this disintegration is. In fact, a UN official publicly revealed his animosity toward the family. Representing the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), he unabashedly declared that the breakdown of the traditional family is a “triumph” for “human rights.” He further claimed that high rates of divorce and out-of-wedlock births are not a social crisis, but rather, represent a “triumph” of “human rights” against “patriarchy.” UNFPA, receives millions of dollars annually to promote “family planning.” Yet it would seem that their true goal is to “plan” the traditional family out of existence.

				Sadly, I believe many of those who are attacking the family do so because their families have failed them. You will learn more about this in the chapter titled “Who Could be Against the Family.”

				Notes

			

			
				
					
						[1]The World Congress of Families (WCF) is a biennial conference chaired by Dr. Allan Carlson of the Howard Center for Family, Religion and Society. (See www.worldcongress.org.)

					

					
						[2]This conference was a regional preparatory meeting, part of the five-year review of the progress made on the UN Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action from the Fourth World Conference on Women, originally held in September 1995. This five-year review also is known as Beijing +5.

					

					
						[3]There are more than 3,000 NGOs in consultative status with the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations. These UN-accredited NGOs are essentially special interest groups that are authorized to participate in UN conferences and they greatly influence the goals, policies and programs of the UN. Out of the more than 3,000 UN-accredited NGOs, only about 20 work together in a small coalition to try to protect the family; and, of those 20, only a small number regularly participate in UN conferences.

					

					
						[4]Each year the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations holds conferences on social issues. The goal at these UN conferences is to produce an influential resolution or, on occasion, a binding treaty on the topic of the meeting. Every sentence of every paragraph is discussed and negotiated word by word until “consensus” is reached and an outcome document is adopted that member states agree to implement.

					

					
						[5]Roylance, S. A Guide for Language Supportive of the Natural Family in the Six Core International Treaties and the Seven Major UN Conference Documents. (1999). South Jordan, UT: Worldwide Organization of Women & United Families International.

					

					
						[6]Consensus at the UN is generally defined as the absence of a formal objection. If one or more UN member states speaks up and refuses to accept a provision under negotiation, they can usually prevent it from being adopted. However, there is tremendous pressure put on delegates during negotiations to not hold up consensus. Often delegates who are opposed to a provision that the majority of countries are in favor of are pressured into entering a reservation to that provision, stating their country will not be bound by it. They can also issue a statement clarifying their interpretation of provisions in a negotiated document.

					

					
						[7]Since this conversation in 2008, California’s state constitution was amended to define marriage as only between a man and a woman. A federal district court decision declaring the amendment unconstitutional is being appealed by man/woman marriage supporters. Ultimately this case is expected to be considered by the U.S. Supreme Court.

					

					
						[8]I have represented various pro-family organizations at UN conferences and at other events discussed in this book. For the most part, however, I have represented either Family Watch International (FWI), the organization for which I have served as president since 1999 or United Families International, for which I served as president from 2001 to 2006. Also, at each UN conference, I and others at Family Watch have worked with the pro-family coalition, which consists of a number of small, but effective, nongovernmental organizations working at the UN to protect life and the family. To avoid repetition and bogging down the narratives of my UN experiences, I typically have not identified which organization I was representing for each experience. All of the successes I discuss in this book were supported by a number of dedicated volunteers and staff from the various organizations with whom I have worked.

					

				

				
Chapter 2

				Deceptive Tactics

				From my first experience at the UN, fast forward eight years to 2008. Then president of Family Watch International,[1] I arrived in New York during the second week of another UN conference[2] on women with a well-seasoned team of veteran UN lobbyists.[3] Upon entering the UN, our team quickly discovered that a resolution being negotiated on HIV/AIDS had a serious problem.

				While the resolution appeared to be fairly innocuous, it contained a paragraph that was “taking note” of another very dangerous document. The offensive document, called the International Guidelines on HIV/AIDS and Human Rights[4] and referred to hereafter as “the HIV/AIDS Guidelines,” called upon member states to:

				
						Legalize abortion;

						Legalize same-sex marriage;

						Punish people who criticize same-sex relations;

						Repeal laws against adultery, fornication, oral sex and sodomy;

						Enact laws to protect homosexual behavior; and

						Provide children with explicit sex education.

				

				The resolution being negotiated only made reference to the title of the HIV/AIDS Guidelines. The title sounded reasonable, but none of the provisions were listed. Had the UN delegates been aware of the content of the HIV/AIDS Guidelines they were being asked to “take note” of, many would have flatly rejected them. Unfortunately, the delegates were being purposefully misled and were unknowingly endorsing these radical provisions. This was a classic example of the underhanded processes used to develop anti-family policies at the UN.

			

			
				The HIV/AIDS Guidelines supposedly were designed to prevent AIDS. Yet the homosexual behavior promoted by these guidelines is known to increase HIV/AIDS infection rates. Clearly, some were using these UN negotiations not to fight AIDS, but to move the radical feminist and sexual rights agendas forward. (Chapter 4 will discuss the sexual rights agenda in detail.)

				Unlike UN conventions and treaties,[5] which become binding on UN member states once they sign and ratify them, a UN resolution like the one negotiated at this conference generally is not binding. However, people work hard to insert provisions into resolutions that support their agendas because, once adopted, the provisions in UN resolutions can be considered UN-approved language.

				When repeated often enough, phrases and concepts in nonbinding UN documents (such as resolutions, declarations and reports) can become part of “customary international law,” which activist judges and legislators then rely on to shape domestic laws as they see fit. So any UN document (whether binding or not) has the potential to eventually influence national, state and even local laws.

				Exposing the Deception

				It was unfortunate that no one else had recognized the problem with the HIV/AIDS Guidelines before we arrived. It was late in the process. We quickly created a flyer to expose the abortion and homosexual provisions to the UN delegates, and we faxed the flyer to the UN offices of the countries participating in the conference. The flyer asked the delegates to call for the deletion of the paragraph endorsing the HIV/AIDS Guidelines.

				Our Family Watch team personally lobbied as many delegates as possible, both those who were friendly and unfriendly to our cause. My colleague Annie Franklin lobbied French-speaking delegates. I lobbied delegates in Spanish and English. Lynn Allred was one of the few pro-family representatives able to slip into the negotiating room. Lynn monitored the negotiations and kept us apprised of their progress.

				A woman entering the negotiation room took our flyer, glanced at it, and laughed. She said we were wasting our time because she worked for UNAIDS (the UN agency dealing with AIDS issues), and they were in full support of everything in the HIV/AIDS Guidelines. It is not uncommon for representatives from UN agencies to pressure delegates in closed-door negotiations to support their positions.

			

			
				The next day, the delegates from Syria, Sudan and Egypt (all of whom had been provided with our flyers) valiantly tried to get the troublesome language deleted, but failed. They needed more support. At this point, it was essential to find more allies among the UN delegations who would have the courage to speak out against the HIV/AIDS Guidelines. We contacted the African coordinator for Family Watch, who lives in Uganda, and he immediately facilitated a conference call with the Ugandan Minister of Ethics and Integrity. The Minister grasped the seriousness of the threat and quickly called Uganda’s UN office in New York to ask them to assist us in removing the reference to the HIV/AIDS Guidelines.

				The Ugandan Ambassador immediately came over and, after speaking to the woman chairing the negotiations, assured us that the offending language would be removed.

				However, just before the start of the final negotiating session, I caught up with the chairwoman in the hallway and asked if the reference had been removed. She smiled and said, “Maybe next year.” Apparently the Ambassador had been deliberately misinformed, and, after all our efforts, the reference to the Guidelines was still in the resolution!

				The Ugandan Ambassador had gone out on a limb to help us, especially since we had asked for his help so late in the process and his country was not even a member of the commission negotiating the resolution. He agreed to help us find a way to remove the reference to the Guidelines in a future UN meeting.

				Braving Two Storms

				A year later, at the 53rd Session of the Commission on the Status of Women, our Family Watch team arrived in New York City along with a massive snowstorm that forced airport closure right after we landed. Undeterred, our team braved the storm to stand in the long line for the usual clumsy UN security registration process. The wind chill factor lowered temperatures to just above zero, but the storm raging outside was nothing compared to the tempest brewing inside the halls of the UN.

				For this conference, the UN had adopted the theme of “The equal sharing of responsibilities between women and men, including care giving in the context of HIV/AIDS.” The goal was to dictate how men and women should share household responsibilities. The negotiations, as ludicrous as it sounds, included a long discussion on how to ensure that fathers who take family leave do not use it to, for example, “play golf.”

			

			
				Before the conference began, we already had seen proposals that were being circulated behind the scenes to push “sexual and reproductive rights” (read: abortion, promiscuity, homosexuality and transgenderism) as the solution to the AIDS pandemic and abortion as the solution to maternal mortality.

				In a UN panel sponsored by Sweden and Norway promoting sexual and reproductive rights, we heard Norway’s State Secretary to the Minister of International Development, Mr. Hakon A. Gulbrandsen, state: “The most dangerous day for a woman is the day she gives life.” The underlying theme was that giving birth is too dangerous for women; therefore, not only should all mothers have the right to abort their babies, they would be better off to do so.

				Ironically, statistics show quite the opposite—i.e., giving birth is safer than having an abortion,[6] and even if there is a problem with the pregnancy, it is never necessary to kill the baby to save the mother. In extremely rare cases it may be necessary to deliver the baby to save the life of the mother, which could result in the death of the baby, but there is never a need to deliberately kill the baby.

				Obama Administration Promotes Sexual Rights

				At 11:30 p.m. on the second-to-last night of the negotiations, I sat near the Vienna Café in the United Nations building, just outside conference room eight, where intense negotiations were taking place. A handful of countries were standing strong against the rest of the world to try to keep “reproductive health services” (UN speak for abortion) out of the final document. Likewise, they also were trying to remove the words “comprehensive sex education” (UN speak for explicit sex education, which promotes homosexual ideology and promiscuous sexual behavior to children as young as 10). Brave delegates also were fighting to preserve a phrase calling for “full respect for religious and cultural values” of each country’s people.

				During a U.S. briefing earlier that week, U.S. delegate Ellen Chesler announced that one of the United State’s main goals at the conference was to ensure the inclusion of “comprehensive sexual and reproductive health and rights” in the document. When a person representing a homosexual group asked what the UN was doing to protect their rights, a U.S. delegate responded that they would start by trying to insert a reference to “various forms of the family” in the document. (This term is quite controversial at the UN because it can connote families based on same-sex relations.)

			

			
				Ironically, while at a previous UN conference, the U.S. delegation under the Bush administration had helped us defeat a proposal to establish a new UN super office to promote women’s rights. Yet, at this conference, under the Obama administration, the United States was promoting the creation of this office to be funded initially with $500,000,000. The effort to establish it was spearheaded by International Planned Parenthood and by prominent abortion advocates. So, we handed out materials outlining how the super office would likely be used to promote abortion. Unfortunately, the UN General Assembly later passed a resolution approving the creation of this office.

				Family Watch also launched a new caucus, “The AIDS, Orphans and Africa Caucus,” where my adopted son Luis, from Mozambique, shared his story of losing both his parents and then his brother to HIV/AIDS. We facilitated a discussion on the importance of family in the life of a child. When Luis explained that, once his parents died, he had to beg for food for his younger siblings and how he had yearned to be adopted, many of the UN delegates from Africa and others present were in tears. We then shared our story of bringing Luis and his siblings into our family.

				We discussed how millions of children like Luis might not have lost their parents to AIDS if effective HIV/AIDS programs emphasizing abstinence before marriage and fidelity in marriage had been implemented and followed in Africa. Instead, failed “safe sex” programs (i.e., “anything goes but just use a condom”) are promoted by the UN, while HIV/AIDS infection rates continue to increase across Africa.

				Back to the negotiations. They were closed (meaning only UN delegates were allowed into the room) and lasted all night, until 5 a.m. At one point early in the morning, a U.S. representative came out of the negotiations to take a breather. I overheard her state to members of our coalition that there was a UN resolution on HIV/AIDS being concurrently negotiated. She said the resolution, which would be adopted the next day, had absolutely “nothing controversial in it.” This was the same resolution the Ugandan Ambassador had tried to help us with the previous year.

				I showed the U.S. delegate our materials, indicating that the Guidelines endorsed by the resolution called for legalization of same-sex marriage and abortion.

			

			
				I then reminded her that President Obama, as a candidate, had clearly stated that he was against legalization of same-sex marriage and then asked her what the position of the United States was in regard to this document that called for the legalization of same-sex marriage and abortion.

				She smiled and responded, “We support it.” I then asked, “Are you telling me that the Obama administration supports a call for the worldwide legalization of same-sex marriage and protections for men having sex with men?” (I already knew this administration supported a call for abortion rights.)

				She responded, “We support that document.”

				The rest of the pro-family coalition continued to focus on the “Agreed Conclusions,” the main document being negotiated, while my son Luis and I turned our efforts to lobbying to remove the reference to the radical HIV/AIDS Guidelines in the other document. We were excited when we learned that this was being negotiated by the African countries. I was amazed at how the African UN delegates responded to Luis as we approached them in the hallways and showed them direct quotes from the Guidelines. I let Luis do most of the talking, and, despite his broken English, they listened to him.

				We were directed to several key delegates, and fortune was on our side when we met an African man who asked us if he could help us. To our surprise, he was a delegate from Uganda! We explained our concern, and I told him our history in working with his Ambassador. He promised to help. However, we were told that it really was too late as an agreement had already been reached to not re-negotiate the troubling reference to the radical HIV/AIDS Guidelines.

				Even though we were told it would be useless, later that morning, our UN coordinator Annie Franklin took Luis to again lobby against the HIV/AIDS Guidelines as the delegates were holding the final meeting before adopting the resolution.

				Then to our delight, we learned that somehow our efforts had paid off, and the reference to the HIV/AIDS Guidelines had been deleted. I was ecstatic. Our team had worked hard with a very low probability of success, and yet we had made a difference.

				In particular, it was sobering to realize that the reference to the Guidelines had likely been removed due largely to Luis’s lobbying efforts. To think that a boy, orphaned by AIDS, and with limited English skills, could have such an effect on a UN document! This reinforced the fact that all it takes is someone who is willing to take a stand for the family, and miracles can happen.

			

			
				When the negotiations concluded on the main document, we learned most of the language we were seeking to have deleted was removed. This was a great victory for the pro-family coalition.

				Author’s Note: Now that you are halfway through the second chapter you might be thinking this book is only about the battle to protect the family at the United Nations. While it’s true that these first two chapters give you a window into the broad assault on the family at the UN, the upcoming chapters will each focus on a different aspect of the battle against the family and show you how these attacks are being implemented at the international, national, state and local level. Be prepared to read shocking information exposing the sexual rights agenda, which by stealth, is making inroads into our homes, schools and communities.

				The next section will show you how the UN can have a direct impact on our lives by greatly influencing our laws and policies and even the education of our children. This is important information that few people are aware of so please share it with others. The more people that understand what is really going on at the UN and how it can affect them, the more voices we will have to stop the ongoing assault on the family.

				Why Should You Care about What the UN Does?

				The United Nations was established to deal with relations between member states, largely in the context of preventing war, resolving conflict, maintaining peace and addressing disasters. However, increasingly, the UN has been intruding into relationships between governments and their people, and even into the level of the family.

				The individual governments of the 192 UN member states have direct authority over their people and laws, but the UN greatly influences that authority.

				And this makes the UN very powerful indeed. The UN influences governments, and even families, around the world with money, ideas, and words.

				Let’s start with money. As the saying goes, “He who holds the purse strings, holds the power.” The UN has billions of dollars to implement its agenda. The UN’s budget is largely derived from member states (i.e., your tax dollars at work) and it uses that money to implement its agenda in individual countries around the world.

				The UN can also make development aid to poor countries contingent upon their implementation of UN social policies. In addition, the UN gives monetary grants to special interest organizations (NGOs) that are aligned with its philosophies. Many of these NGOs then work to challenge national laws that protect the family. UN documents are increasingly filled with language calling upon governments and the UN to work with NGOs or “civil society” to implement their agenda.

			

			
				And how does the UN use ideas and words to influence governments? If treaties are developed as a result of UN negotiations, they are binding on member states that ratify them and are enforceable under their respective national laws. Fortunately, this is a voluntary process and not all member states always sign or ratify every UN treaty. And if they do, sometimes countries make explicit reservations to provisions that could be used to pressure them to change their laws, for example, on sexual rights or abortion.

				In addition to treaties, the UN issues resolutions, declarations and other documents that reflect thoughts and ideas discussed in formal settings at UN conferences. If those thoughts and ideas are repeated often enough and in enough venues, they eventually establish international norms and greatly influence the actions of member states.

				Many of the ideas discussed at the UN relating to social policies are quite radical. They are not representative of the views of most people in the world, and almost always run counter to the welfare of the traditional family. Unfortunately, although the people and groups working to influence the UN with their radical anti-family ideology represent a minority view in the world, they can be perceived to be the majority since they are the ones most engaged in the process. Because anti-family groups are always there in large numbers, they have tremendous influence on UN documents and programs.

				While many poor policies are promoted by the United Nations, the UN also does a great deal of good in helping countries in crisis due to war, famine, disease and drought. And to clarify, not everyone who works at the UN is anti-family. There are many dedicated delegates from pro-family countries who sometimes just need support to stand up against radical ideologies. Unfortunately, it is difficult to extricate all of the bad from any good that comes out of the UN.

				The following are five specific ways the UN and international policies can affect families across the world:


				1. International policies often trickle down to the national, state and local level.

				Increasingly, U.S. judges are looking outside the Constitution to international laws and policies to make court decisions. For example, in 2002, two homosexual men were charged with committing sodomy, which was against the law in their home state of Texas. They appealed their case all the way to the U.S. Supreme Court in the infamous Lawrence v. Texas case.

			

			
				The decision[7] overturned all anti-sodomy laws in the United States. The majority opinion, written by Justice Anthony Kennedy cited the European Convention on Human Rights, the European Court of Human Rights, the Wolfenden Report from Great Britain, and the rulings of other nations as support for its position that the U.S. Constitution was out of step with international developments concerning homosexual rights. Much of that foreign anti-family jurisprudence was influenced by policies developed at the UN.

				The Massachusetts Supreme Court later used some of the U.S. Supreme Court’s reasoning in Lawrence v. Texas to mandate the legalization of same-sex marriage in that state.

				The Massachusetts decision then set off a number of other state battles over same-sex marriage; and, as explained later, it also affected the content of the curricula in that state’s own public schools.

				2. UN agencies create and fund programs that sexualize children.

				A good example of this is a UNICEF-funded website[8] that targets 12- to 17-year-old youth and encourages abortion, masturbation, homosexuality and other sexual activities. Here are some direct quotes from their website:

				
						You’re thinking about getting into some loving? You want sex … Let’s get the basic low down on contraceptives … Play safe, be confident—you don’t need anyone’s permission to use them and contraceptives give you the freedom to have fun without fear!

				

				(Notice that there is no mention of condom failure rates, which are especially high among youth.)

				
						Remember, girls of any age have a right to: A free, safe abortion. You don’t need anybody’s permission.


				

			

			
				
						Most people fall in love with someone of the same sex at least once in their lives, often during the teenage years.

				

				One section of the website, which I chose not to quote directly, encourages youth to masturbate and gives specific instructions on how to do so. The website also reveals some of its major financial supporters:

				Major funding … is provided by the Henry J Kaiser Family Foundation and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. Other funders include the South African Government and UNICEF.

				The stated goal on their website is to reduce “the negative consequences of premature and adolescent sex by promoting sexual health and healthy lifestyles for young people,” yet they are blatantly promoting promiscuous sex among youth.

				3. UN policies create international norms that can affect your family.

				A nation does not even have to formally agree to be bound by a UN document or declaration for it to impact its people. For example, the city of San Francisco independently adopted the notorious anti-motherhood, anti-family UN CEDAW Treaty, even though the U.S. Senate for nearly 30 years has refused to ratify it because of its radical provisions. (There is, however, an emerging effort in the U.S. Senate to ratify the CEDAW treaty. )

				4. UN committees, in concert with NGOs, manipulate member states to change their laws in ways that harm the family.

				The UN has established committees to monitor the compliance of UN member states with UN treaties they have signed. These UN compliance committees sometimes interpret treaty language in ways that go far beyond what the original treaty actually says and far beyond what it was understood to mean when it was negotiated by the state parties. They then tell countries they are out of compliance if their laws do not protect such practices as homosexuality or abortion, even though the treaties they are monitoring are silent on those matters.

			

			
				The UN CEDAW Committee alone has pressured seven countries to legalize prostitution;[9] six countries to decriminalize homosexuality and protect “sexual orientation;”[10] and 66 nations to legalize, remove penalties for, or increase access to abortion.[11]


				Even though the recommendations of UN monitoring committees are not legally binding, some nations have changed their laws or how they apply their laws as a result of pressure from these committees.

				For example, Peru criminalizes abortion but allows it where a mother’s life is in physical danger or to avoid serious and permanent damage to a mother’s health. In 2000, the Human Rights Committee (HRC) told Peru that the criminalization of abortion was incompatible with Articles 3, 6 and 7 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR).[12] The HRC said this although the ICCPR does not even mention abortion.

				In 2001, medical staff in Peru’s Heath Ministry denied an abortion to Karen Huaman, a 17-year-old woman who was carrying a malformed fetus, because Huaman’s life and health were not in physical danger. In 2005, the HRC reviewed Huaman’s case and ruled, in part, that Peru violated Article 7 of the ICCPR—which prevents torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment—because Huaman suffered mental depression from her pregnancy experience.[13] The HRC also required Peru to ensure that similar violations did not occur in the future. In 2007, Peru’s National Maternal-Perinatal Institute in Lima published responsive guidance.[14]


			

			
				In Colombia, a similar scenario occurred. In 2006, the same NGO that brought the Peru claim on behalf of Huaman successfully persuaded the Colombian High Court to overturn Colombia’s law prohibiting abortion. The Colombian court based its opinion on the recommendations of the UN CEDAW Committee. Like the ICCPR, CEDAW also does not mention abortion. Several months later, the CEDAW Committee asked Colombia to “indicate whether the Constitutional Court’s ruling could have an impact on the possible reform of abortion laws.”[15] Indeed, the CEDAW Committee has continued to pressure Colombia to ensure that all women have access to legal abortion services.[16]


				Again the original CEDAW treaty, does not mention abortion.

				NGOs then sometimes use the bogus rulings of these committees to pressure countries to change their laws. For example, a very powerful NGO, Human Rights Watch (HRW), targeted the small African country of Uganda as part of its campaign to make homosexuality an internationally recognized “human right.” HRW claimed that the equality provision of a UN treaty Uganda had signed in 1976, now had to be interpreted as protecting “sexual orientation.” None of the state parties to the 1976 treaty would have accepted that interpretation at the time they signed it. Fortunately, Uganda refused to bow to this pressure.

				This illustrates an alarming new development now routinely promulgated by some NGOs, some UN agencies, and members of UN treaty monitoring committees which claim that UN documents are evolving documents that are not confined to their original meaning but evolve over time. They insist that provisions in UN documents must now be reinterpreted in light of their new and “progressive” understandings of human rights issues.

				In other words, they seek to reinterpret UN treaties to mean whatever they want them to mean. They then cite each others’ work to support their bogus interpretations and pretend that nations are bound by them. Increasingly, nations are accepting these new interpretations, just as Colombia and Peru did.

				I want to reemphasize that no UN treaty includes a right to abortion or unrestrained sexual activity, but the monitoring committees routinely act as if they do.


				UN and NGOs in Cahoots

				In 1996, a coalition of powerful NGOs, high-level UN officials, and members of UN compliance committees met in Glen Cove, New York, to develop a plan to advance sexual rights through the UN.[17] They intended to establish a universal right to abortion on demand and other sexual-related rights. [18]


			

			
				This coalition worked successfully to staff UN agencies and treaty monitoring committees with like-minded individuals who would redefine UN terms and key words in UN documents to promote their agenda. It really was a clever plan, and, as you can see from the previous examples, it has worked brilliantly.

				I regularly monitor the e-mail reports from some of the main feminist NGOs working at the UN. They are constantly calling upon their sister groups throughout the world to submit nominees for UN treaty monitoring committees and high-level UN positions to fill positions with their people.

				Most people are unaware that these UN committees even exist, let alone how they relentlessly pressure countries to change their laws. Nor are many aware of the UN process used to nominate new members to these committees. Thus, those in the know—i.e., the feminists and, increasingly, the sexual rights activists—have much of the input into and control over the process, thereby exerting great influence on national policies.

				  A group calling themselves the Sexual Rights Initiative (SRI) offered individuals $500 to create reports on sexual rights abuses regarding “… reproductive rights, sexual diversity, sexuality education, HIV/AIDS, etc.” These reports were to target specific countries that were up for review at the next meeting of the UN Human Rights Council. Below are some excerpts from their memo showing how SRI tends to manipulate this UN Council to further sexual rights at the national and regional levels:

			

			
				“The major forum for our work is the United Nations Human Rights Council that offers many more opportunities for State and non-state actors to influence the development and implementation of international law and standards through the United Nations human rights mechanisms. It is an increasingly important venue to develop and advance sexual rights as a critical part of the international human rights framework.”

				“The Sexual Rights Initiative … intends to frame sexual rights as both a set of particular rights and as a cross-cutting issue, including the traditional framework of sexual and reproductive rights issues (reproductive rights, HIV/AIDS, sexual orientation and gender identity and so on), but also analyzing sexual rights within a comprehensive human rights framework.”

				“Hopefully, it will result in stronger and more comprehensive international legal norms that will in turn be implemented at national and regional levels.”

				If we are to protect the family, there needs to be a massive overhaul of the UN system. By bringing to light and documenting how the UN is being manipulated to promote sexual rights, it is our hope that this book can serve to initiate reform.

				If You Had Told Me …

				If you had told me in 1999 that in the coming years I and several other stay-at-home mothers would work closely with United Nations ambassadors and delegates, that we would travel the world in defense of the traditional family, and that we would help government leaders, policymakers and scholars draft language used in UN documents which would be debated during heated negotiations, I would have responded that you were seriously mistaken.

				If you had told me that I would be jeered at and mocked while giving a speech on motherhood at a UN forum, or that I would be screamed at by a woman telling me that the family is “the most violent institution in the world,” or that another woman would tell me to my face that I was the cause of all the deaths from AIDS in the world because I was trying to convince UN delegates to support a sexual abstinence provision for children, I certainly would not have believed you.

				If you had even suggested that I and my colleagues would be invited to the White House by the Bush Administration to advise the U.S. delegation to a major UN conference regarding what their strategy and position on family issues should be, or that we would meet with people like the King of Swaziland and the First Lady of Uganda to discuss sexual abstinence in HIV/AIDS prevention, I would have thought you were delusional.

			

			
				And finally, if you would have told me that I would one day speak to a crowd of 1.5 million people at a rally in Madrid, Spain, in support of traditional marriage because that fundamental institution was in serious danger of unraveling, I would have seriously questioned your sanity.

				Yet, all this and more has happened to my associates and me over the last decade. If a few stay-at-home moms with no previous experience can make such a huge difference, others who simply have a desire to preserve and protect the family can do the same.

				The experiences in this book are those of a number of ordinary people who are concerned about the assault on the traditional family. These are eyewitness accounts from mothers, fathers, and some brave youth of the coordinated attacks on the family. These experiences are a testament to the fact that even ordinary citizens with little or no experience can learn, become involved, and make a difference.

				Stand for the Family—What You Can Do

				If you are interested in participating in a UN conference to advocate for the family, please fill out an application in the “Family Watch Action Center” section of our website at www.familywatchinternational.org. Just click on “United Nations.”

				Notes

			

			
				
					
						[1]Family Watch is one of the handful of pro-family NGOs in consultative status at the UN, which means we can participate in UN conferences to try and influence the outcome. Please see “About Family Watch International” at the end of the book for a more detailed description.

					

					
						[2]This conference was the 52nd Session of the UN Commission on the Status of Women (CSW), held in New York from February 25 to March 1, 2008.

					

					
						[3]Representing FWI at this conference were myself; Lynn Allred, FWI Director of Communications; and Annie Franklin, FWI Director of International Activities.

					

					
						[4]The exact wording of the proposed text was “taking note of the Guidelines on HIV/AIDS and Human Rights, as adopted by the Second International Consultation on HIV/AIDS and Human Rights.”
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						[18]UN Population Fund, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, and UN Division for the Advancement of Women, “Summary of proceedings and recommendations,” Roundtable of Human Rights Treaty Bodies on Human Rights Approaches to Women’s Health, with a Focus on Sexual and Reproductive Health Rights, Glen Cove Report (December 9-11, 1996), p. 6. The CEDAW committee officially “welcomed” findings of the Glen Cove Report. See General Assembly, 53rd Session, “Report of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, 18th and 19th sessions,” supplement 38, 1998 (A/53/38/Rev.1), 37-38, http://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/cedaw/reports/18report.pdf

					

				

				
Chapter 3

				The Case for the Traditional Family Structure

				“The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection by society and the State.” - The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, resolution 217 A (III), article 16.

				Most People Believe Children Need Both a Mom and a Dad!

				According to a World Values Survey[1] that collected data from countries in Latin America, Europe, Africa, Asia, the Middle East and North America, the vast majority of people in the world believe that “a child needs to be raised in a home by both a mother and a father to grow happily.”

				An international report from the Social Trends Institute, which provides information on the findings of the World Values Survey can be found at www.sustaindemographicdividend.org.

				In part, the report states: “the World Values Survey collected data on four cultural indicators in 29 countries” and found “(1) agreement that a child needs a home with a mother and father to grow up happily, (2) disagreement that marriage is an outdated institution, (3) agreement that more societal emphasis on family life would be a good thing, and (4) opinions about how justified divorce is.”

				As indicated in the table, the vast majority of adults around the world believe a child needs to be raised in a home with both a mother and a father in order to grow up happily.

				With regard to how this view holds up over time, the report stated, “There is not clear evidence that this attitude is changing drastically over time in one particular direction. In most cases, support for a mother-father family type has remained relatively stable, or has fluctuated in a nonlinear fashion.”

			

			
				Percentage of Adults who Agree that 
“A Child Needs a Home With a Mother and Father to Grow Up Happily”

				
					
						
								
								Argentina

							
								
								88%

							
						

						
								
								Chile

							
								
								76%

							
						

						
								
								Colombia

							
								
								86%

							
						

						
								
								Peru

							
								
								93%

							
						

						
								
								United States

							
								
								63%

							
						

						
								
								Canada

							
								
								65%

							
						

						
								
								Italy

							
								
								93%

							
						

						
								
								Poland

							
								
								95%

							
						

						
								
								France

							
								
								86%

							
						

						
								
								Germany

							
								
								88%

							
						

						
								
								Spain

							
								
								78%

							
						

						
								
								Britain

							
								
								67%

							
						

						
								
								Egypt

							
								
								99%

							
						

						
								
								Saudi Arabia

							
								
								95%

							
						

						
								
								Nigeria

							
								
								97%

							
						

						
								
								South Africa

							
								
								91%

							
						

						
								
								China

							
								
								97%

							
						

						
								
								India

							
								
								90%

							
						

						
								
								Malaysia

							
								
								92%

							
						

						
								
								Philippines

							
								
								97%

							
						

						
								
								South Korea

							
								
								92%

							
						

						
								
								Indonesia

							
								
								81%

							
						

						
								
								Japan

							
								
								89%

							
						

						
								
								Taiwan

							
								
								87%

							
						

						
								
								Australia

							
								
								70%

							
						

						
								
								New Zealand

							
								
								68%

							
						

						
								
								Sweden

							
								
								47%

							
						

					
				

				


				Percentage of Adults who Disagree that 
“Marriage is an Outdated Institution”
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				Most People Believe Marriage is Not Outdated

				In addition to agreeing that children need a mother and father to be happy, the overwhelming majority of adults around the world disagree that marriage is outdated.

				Is More Emphasis on Family a Good Thing?

				The survey also found that, “Around the world, adults overwhelmingly believe that family life deserves more emphasis. When asked whether more emphasis on family life would be a good thing, a bad thing, or something they wouldn’t mind, vast majorities report that this would be a good thing.”

			

			
				Attitudes on Divorce

				Unfortunately for children around the world, the survey also found that attitudes toward divorce vary widely by region and that in a number of countries, attitudes toward divorce are increasingly more permissive.

				All Family Structures Are Not Equal, Even If We Want Them To Be

				Many people claim that alternative family forms—such as single parents, cohabiting couples, homosexual unions and families broken by divorce—are equal to the natural family as far as their effects on individuals and society. If you think about that concept, it is illogical. When you start with different material, you can’t help but end up with different results.

				Research demonstrates conclusively that alternative family forms are like the different houses built by the first two pigs in the famous “Three Little Pigs” story. One chose to build his home of straw and the other, of twigs. In an excellent article, titled “The Physics of the Natural Family: Why Families Don’t Fall Down,”[2] Paul Mero points out that, although the homes of the first two pigs may have been easy to construct and required little time and commitment, only their brother’s home made of bricks (i.e., traditional marriage and values) was able to protect them from danger.

				Marriage Versus Other Family Structures

				Social science research has conclusively proven that a strong family, based on marriage between a man and a woman, is the best environment for protecting, nourishing and developing individuals—this family structure provides significantly better outcomes than any other alternative.

				There are specific social benefits called “social goods,” which flow from man/woman marriage. These social goods are derived from the complementary physical, emotional, and spiritual union of a male and a female.

				The institution of man/woman marriage:

				
						Channels sexual relations in a manner that provides the greatest benefit to individuals and society.

				

			

			
				
						Helps men live more responsibly and productively.[3]


						Transforms men into husbands/fathers and women into wives/mothers.

						Binds potential parents together to raise the biological children they create.

						Legally binds fathers to their biological children. (Mothers are always present at birth, but not so with fathers.)

						Provides the optimal environment in which to raise children.

						Generates the best outcomes in the areas of health, wealth and overall happiness for men, women and children.

				

				Research findings illustrate that the “social goods” derived from man/woman marriage begin to disappear when individuals live outside of the married man/woman family structure. Studies show that any deviation from man/woman marriage generally results in serious negative outcomes for individuals and families. The evidence supporting this is remarkably consistent and compelling.

				Just because some children find themselves in less-than-ideal family situations, we should not pretend that one family structure is as good as any other. Nor should we pretend that these alternative situations don’t have consequences and that there are no differences in likely outcomes for children living outside of a traditional family.

				Indeed, researcher Paul R. Amato found that if Americans valued marriage as much today as we did in the 1960s and early 1970s, each year fewer children would fail a grade in school or be suspended from school, and fewer children would need psychotherapy, engage in violence, smoke cigarettes, and consider or attempt suicide.[4] Mr. Amato is only one of the many scholars who have reported such findings after extensive study of family life.

				The next section highlights some of the research from well-documented studies showing different outcomes for individuals based on their family structure. These representative studies only scratch the surface of the available research. Many more references are available.

				This information can be used with teenagers and young adults to help them understand the likely outcomes from different lifestyle choices they might make.

			

			
				Outcomes According to Family Structure

				When compared to single adults, married adults:

				
						have significantly higher average household income.[5]


						generally have better physical health.[6]


						generally have better emotional health.[7]


						are happier.[8]


						are more likely to be productive and engaged citizens.[9]


						drink and smoke less.[10]


						live longer.[11]


						have lower rates of domestic violence.[12]


						report they find more meaning and purpose in life.[13]


						experience more satisfying sex lives.[14]


				

			

			
				When compared to children of non-married parents, children of married parents:

				
						are less likely to be aborted, abused, or neglected.[15]


						spend more time with, and receive more affection from, their fathers.[16]


						are less likely to have a premarital birth in high school.[17]


						have higher grade point averages and lower dropout rates.[18]


						do better economically.[19]


						have better physical health and increased life expectancy.[20]


						are less likely to have emotional or behavioral problems.[21]


						engage in fewer risky behaviors (e.g., premarital sex and substance abuse).[22]


						are less likely to divorce as adults.[23]


				

			

			
				
						experience a lower rate of sexually transmitted diseases (STDs).[24]


				

				When compared to married couples, cohabiting couples:

				
						have worse physical and mental health.[25]


						earn less and possess fewer assets.[26]


						are much more likely to separate.[27]


						experience more conflict and violence.[28]


						receive less social support from friends and family.[29]


				

				When compared to married women, cohabiting women:

				
						have more depression and three times the alcohol problems.[30]


						are three times as likely to experience physical aggression.[31]


						experience at least three times the amount of violence.[32]


				

			

			
				
						are more likely to suffer sexual abuse.[33]


				

				When compared to children in married households, children in cohabiting households:

				
						 will receive a smaller share of their parents’ income for education.[34]


						are more likely to cheat in, or be suspended from, school.[35]


						are more likely to engage in delinquent behavior.[36]


						face dramatically higher rates of physical and sexual abuse.[37]


						show poorer emotional development.[38]


				

				When compared to married adults, separated or divorced adults:

				
						are more than twice as likely to commit suicide.[39]


						experience noticeably higher rates of violence by spouses, ex-spouses and/or boyfriends.[40]


				

			

			
				
						suffer greater economic hardships (especially women).[41]


						experience greater depression, substance abuse, and poor health.[42]


				

				When compared to children of married couples, children whose parents divorced:

				
						are less likely to attend and graduate from college.[43]


						are more likely to experience economic hardship and deep poverty.[44]


						are more likely to experience depression or anxiety in their 20s or 30s.[45]


						have twice the risk of experiencing serious psychological problems.[46]


						are more likely to get involved in early sexual activity.[47]


				

			

			
				
						are more likely to use drugs and alcohol.[48]


						are more likely to cohabitate or divorce.[49]


				

				When compared to heterosexual men, men who engage in homosexual behavior:

				
						experience a significantly higher rate of domestic violence with their partners.[50]


						are up to seven times more likely to attempt suicide.[51]


						have a lower life expectancy by 20 to 30 years.[52]


						have an incidence of HIV/AIDS that is up to 430 times higher.[53]


						have three times the number of drug and alcohol dependencies.[54]


						are significantly more promiscuous, with very few maintaining fidelity.[55]


				

			

			
				
						are more than twice as likely to have an STD.[56]


						are significantly more likely to engage in pedophilia.[57]


						are much more likely to have mental and emotional disorders/illnesses.[58]


						are at higher risk of deliberate self-harm.[59]


				

				When compared to heterosexual youth, youth who engage in homosexual behavior:

				
						are at increased risk of suffering major depression and generalized anxiety disorder.[60]


						are associated with more school and runaway problems.[61]


						are more likely to attempt suicide.[62]


				

			

			
				
						experience a much higher rate of alcoholism.[63]


						are more likely to engage in substance abuse.[64]


						are more likely to engage in high-risk sexual behavior.[65]


				

				When compared to heterosexual women, lesbian women:

				
						are significantly more likely to be victims of domestic violence.[66]


						experience a much higher rate of sexual coercion by their partner.[67]


						are more likely to use drugs and alcohol.[68]


						have a significantly higher risk of developing general anxiety disorder.[69]


						are twice as likely to attempt suicide.[70]


						are at higher risk for breast cancer.[71]


				

			

			
				
						are at higher risk of deliberate self-harm.[72]


				

				More Studies on Children of Same-Sex Couples

				After examining available studies in this area, researcher Dr. Trayce Hansen found that, compared to other children, those raised by homosexual parents are 4 to 10 times more likely to engage in homosexual behavior.

				Dr. Hansen cites the conclusions of the researchers Judith Stacey and Timothy Biblarz, who, after reviewing 21 different studies, concluded that children parented by homosexuals are different in terms of sexual behavior and preference.[73]


				Although a number of studies have claimed to find “no differences” between children parented by homosexuals compared to children raised by their married parents, independent evaluations have concluded that none of these studies has met the minimum scientific standards necessary to be considered a valid scientific study. Some of the problems associated with these studies include:

				
						Very small size samples.

						Reliance on “self-reporting” by the same-sex parents themselves who may have a vested interest in representing their children to be as normal as possible.

						Self-selection of some of the subjects through homosexual advocacy magazines.

				

			

			
				
						Failure of the researchers to control for children who were raised during their formative years by heterosexual parents who later broke up and entered into same-sex unions.[74]


				

				These flaws with the research claiming to show ”no difference” in outcomes for children raised by same-sex couples compared to those raised by heterosexual couples are extensively examined and explained in a legal brief Family Watch International filed with the U.S. Supreme Court in the Obergefell v. Hodges case that ultimately imposed homosexual marriage on the United States. This brief, which we filed along with the American College of Pediatricians and several world class researchers, including Dr. Mark Regnerus, shows that not only is there no scientifically valid research to support the “no difference” claim but that when the data used in several of these studies supposedly supporting the “no difference” claim are accurately assessed, they also show significant problems. The entire legal brief is posted in the “Family Policy Resource Center” section of the Family Watch website, www.familywatchinternational.org. A more extensive summary of the findings laid out in this brief can be found in Chapter 12, “Defending Traditional Marriage.”

				Unfortunately, this flawed research has been used extensively to promote and justify the legalization of same-sex marriage and the adoption of children by same-sex couples.

			

			
				Studies Reveal Negative Outcomes for Children Who Had a Homosexual Parent

				The attacks were vicious: “hateful bigot,” “flawed,” “intentionally misleading,” “junk science,” “pseudo-scientific misinformation,” “biased agenda.” These are just some of the terms homosexual activists used to describe Professor Mark Regnerus of the Department of Sociology and Population Research Center at the University of Texas at Austin and his academic project, “New Family Structures Study.”1


				So what evoked such nasty attacks on this professor?

				His research found that children who were raised by a parent who had a same-sex romantic relationship had significantly more negative outcomes in most of the areas he measured, including poor impulse control, depression and suicidal thoughts.

				Regnerus discovered that, when compared with children who were raised by their biological parents, children raised by same-sex parents are more likely to require more mental health therapy, identify as homosexual, cohabit with and be unfaithful to partners, contract sexually transmitted diseases, be sexually molested, have lower income levels, drink to get drunk, and smoke tobacco and marijuana.

				  The study compared the outcomes for adults ages 18 to 39 raised by a parent who had a romantic same-sex relationship with adults raised by their married biological parents, those raised with a step-parent, and those raised in homes with two adoptive parents. Regnerus used data from almost 3,000 adults, including 175 who said their mother had had a romantic same-sex relationship and 73 who said their father had had a homosexual relationship.

				Troubling Findings of the Regnerus Study

				
						31 percent of the adult children who had been raised by a lesbian mother and 25 percent who had a homosexual father reported having been “forced to have sex against their will” compared with 8 percent of those who were raised by their biological parents who experienced this kind of abuse.

						23 percent of the adult children who were raised by a lesbian mother and 6 percent who had a homosexual father reported being “touched sexually by parent/adult” compared to 2 percent of those who were raised by their biological parents.

						12 percent of the adult children who had a lesbian mother and 24 percent who had a homosexual father reported having “thought recently about suicide” compared to 5 percent of those who had been raised by their biological parents.

				

			

			
				
						Only 61 percent of adult children who had a lesbian mother and 71 percent of those who had a homosexual father reported that they identified as “entirely heterosexual.” However, 90 percent of the adult children who had been raised by their biological parents reported identifying as “entirely heterosexual.”


						28 percent of the adult children who had a lesbian mother were unemployed compared to 8 percent of those raised by their married biological parents.

						40 percent of the adult children who had a lesbian mother admitted to having an affair while married or cohabitating compared to only 13 percent of those raised by their married biological parents.

						19 percent of the adult children who had a lesbian mother were currently or recently in psychotherapy for problems connected with anxiety, depression or relationships compared with 8 percent of those who were raised by married biological parents.

				

				Regnerus warned, “social scientists, parents, and advocates would do well from here forward to avoid simply assuming the kids are all right.”

				Regnerus Study Investigated

				Homosexual rights activist groups aggressively attacked Professor Regnerus and his study as soon as it was published, saying it used the wrong comparison group. To be valid, they insisted, the study should have surveyed individuals who had been raised by same-sex couples from birth, not those whose parents who had just had a homosexual relationship.

				However, this would have been nearly impossible for Regnerus to do. Since same-sex relationships are generally more unstable, it is difficult to find a large enough sample of same-sex couples who have stayed together long enough to raise a child from birth to adulthood. The fact that the researchers could not find enough stable same-sex couples in their random sample is significant in and of itself.

			

			
				Although the Regnerus study[75] was peer reviewed and had been published in the scientific journal Social Science Research, a formal complaint filed by a prominent homosexual activist condemning the study led the University of Texas to conduct an inquiry to determine if a formal investigation was warranted. The university even brought in an independent expert who was the former chief research fraud investigator for the Office of Research Integrity in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. At the end of his investigation, Robert A. Peterson, Research Integrity Officer at the university, concluded that “[n]one of the allegations of scientific misconduct put forth … were substantiated either by physical data, written materials, or by information provided during the interviews.”[76]


				Some have also characterized Regnerus’ research on “family structure” as inaccurate because while having a romantic relationship with a person of the same sex who may or may not have co-parented a child or lived in the child’s home may qualify as a significant family dynamic, it is not necessarily a component of “family structure.” However, this criticism does not invalidate all the findings in the study which were based on verifiable data.

				If one takes all of the solid scientific research findings into account, there is no getting around the fact that the children raised by same-sex couples or parents who have had homosexual relationships report alarmingly higher rates of sexual and physical abuse and other negative outcomes. This is a tragedy that should not be swept under the carpet.

				Son of a Lesbian Speaks Out

				Robert Lopez, Assistant Professor of English at California State University Northridge, has publicly defended the Regnerus study from the perspective of a son of a homosexual parent. He wrote a letter to the editor of The Chronicle[77] stating he was an “openly bisexual father and son of a lesbian.”

			

			
				Mr. Lopez then expressed his appreciation to Regnerus, saying the professor was “the first scholar to show genuine interest in our life challenges, letting us speak as adults” to reveal “the deficiencies of gay activists and scholars” who have “thrust far too many minors from LGBT households into the spotlight to advance gay-rights rhetoric, knowing that children are not at liberty or even developed enough to speak sincerely and effectively about what it is like growing up with an LGBT parent.”

				He explains that he began writing about his life experiences, but “nobody wanted to go near my story because it didn’t glorify the gay-parenting agenda. In 23 years, though debate about gay issues has raged all around me, nobody—not one person, least of all anyone interested in gay issues—asked me to speak truthfully about my childhood in a gay household.”

				“Mark Regnerus was the first person who gave me a chance to speak honestly about how hard it was and how ambivalent I felt about placing other children in such a situation… . Far from seeing his research as insulting, I see it as affirming. For the first time in my 41 years of life, someone finally acknowledged that the way I grew up was hard and it wasn’t my fault. It is tragic that the moment of affirmation and the chance to speak honestly about my childhood came when Mark Regnerus contacted me, as opposed to one of the many scholars devoted to advocating for LGBT’s. But that is how it happened.”

				A Group of Scholars Defend the Study

				Another reason homosexual rights groups claim that the Regnerus study is not fair is because it only covers children born between 1971 and 1994, which was before same-sex marriage became legal in parts of the United States. They claim that legalizing same-sex marriage makes same-sex unions more stable and thus better for children. While everyone agrees that much more research in this area is needed, the limited research there is would indicate that legalizing same-sex marriage does not necessarily create more stable same-sex relations.

				In response to the vicious attacks from homosexual groups, a number of renowned scholars issued a letter[78] defending the Regenerus study. In the letter, these scholars stated:

				“Regnerus’s findings related to instability are consistent with recent studies of gay and lesbian couples based on large, random, representative samples from countries such as Great Britain, the Netherlands, and Sweden, which find similarly high patterns of instability among same-sex couples.”[79]


			

			
				  It should be noted that in the Netherlands same-sex marriage is legal and widely accepted. Therefore, if the sexual rights activists’ argument is correct, same-sex couples in the Netherlands should have more stable relationships than in most other places. However, this is not the case.

				The scholars’ letter continues, “Even Judith Stacey, a prominent critic of Regnerus’s study, elsewhere acknowledges that studies suggest that lesbian ‘relationships may prove less durable’ than heterosexual marriages. Thus, Regnerus should not be faulted for drawing a random, representative sample of young-adult children of parents who have had same-sex romantic relationships and also happened to have experienced high levels of family instability growing up.”[80]


				The letter continues, “Another study recently published in the Journal of Marriage and Family comes to conclusions that parallel those of Regnerus’s study. This study finds that ‘children in same-sex parent families scored lower than their peers in married, 2-biological parent households’ on two academic outcomes, and that these baseline differences can probably be attributed in part to higher levels of family instability in same-sex families, compared to intact, biological married families. This study was also based on a large, nationally representative, and random survey of school-age children; moreover, the same-sex parents in this study lived together.”

				The scholars’ letter concludes that all these findings call into question the sexual activists’ claims that the Regnerus study “gets everything wrong.” The scholars emphasized, “To be clear: We do not think that these new studies settle the nation’s ongoing debate about gay parenting, same-sex marriage, and the welfare of children … But we think that the Regnerus study, which is one of the first to rely on a large, random, and representative sample of children from parents who have experienced same-sex relationships, has helped to inform the ongoing scholarly and public conversation about same-sex families in America.”

				Regarding his study Regnerus also stated:

			

			
				“Implying causation here—to parental sexual orientation or anything else, for that matter—is a bridge too far … family instability—whatever the sources—is often a top culprit in predicting dysfunction in the lives of children … Contexts of instability—whether in gay or straight households—appear suboptimal for children’s healthy long-term development … even resilient children would likely prefer to have engaging parents who are not simply in their lives but in their households. Adults of good will, and most family scholars, typically agree on this. Whether some relationship arrangements are more systematically prone to disorganization than others is an important and empirically-testable question.”

				APA Same-Sex Parenting Study Debunked

				In another article published in the same journal as the Regnerus study, Loren Marks, an associate professor at Louisiana State University, challenged the infamous statement issued by the American Psychological Association (APA) which states, “Not a single study has found children of lesbian or gay parents to be disadvantaged in any significant respect relative to children of heterosexual parents.”[81]


				Noted researcher Paul Amato of the Department of Sociology at Pennsylvania State University, who also published commentary regarding Marks’ paper, stated, “Marks describes a number of serious methodological problems with the studies summarized in the APA publication. His criticisms raise two questions: How good (or bad) is the existing evidence? And did the APA publication misrepresent this evidence? I will answer the second question first: I do not believe that the authors of the APA publication are guilty of serious misrepresentation.”

				Amato adds that, at the time the APA statement was published, “studies had provided little evidence that children raised by lesbian and gay parents differ statistically from children raised by heterosexual parents. The statement that ‘Not a single study has found children of lesbian and gay parents to be disadvantaged…’ is unfortunate, given the existence of the Sarantakos (1996) study.” However, he explains, “the APA publication accurately reflected the state of knowledge at that time.”[82]


				Finally, another major criticism of the Regnerus study is that it completely contradicts a number of other studies showing that children raised by same-sex couples do as well or better than children raised by their biological parents. But, as explained previously, earlier studies largely relied on same-sex couples who had a vested interest in showing their children in the best light. In addition, the parents who were selected for these studies volunteered and were not randomly chosen. These kinds of weaknesses in research design can make the resulting findings unreliable at the very least and often misleading.

			

			
				Regnerus’s warning that there is enough evidence to show we cannot assume kids raised by same-sex parents are “all right” is really a call to action. This study should motivate us all to redouble our efforts to promote those measures designed to maintain and strengthen the mother/father family as the fundamental unit of society—for the sake of the children.

				While additional solid research in this area is needed, there are several other studies that corroborate the findings of harm.

				Canadian researcher Dr. Douglas Allen studied the 2006 Canadian 2006 Census data and found that children being raised by same-sex couples had only a 65 percent graduation rate compared to children living in opposite sex married families. Daughters in these same sex households did worse than sons.[83]


				Another significant study by Dr. Donald Sullins was published in the British Journal of Education, Society and Behavioural Science in early 2015. Dr. Sullins (one of the scholars who also contributed to the Family Watch U.S. Supreme Court brief) took a representative sample from a U.S. survey of over 200,000 children and found that “Emotional problems were over twice as prevalent … for children with same-sex parents than for children with opposite-sex parents.” This study alone should be enough to end the debate once and for all about whether there is greater harm to children raised by same-sex couples compared to heterosexuals.[84]


				The Importance of Fathers

				An aspect of family structure that has been getting more attention from researchers in recent years is how important the presence of the father in the home is for the optimal development of children. In most countries, children being raised by a single parent, either divorced or never married, are being raised by their mother alone. Mounting research shows that not having a father in the home puts these children at greater risk for a variety of problems.

			

			
				While there may be varying degrees of the continued involvement of the father in the cases of divorce, this is much less likely in the case of children born to unwed mothers. Among the “Millennial Generation,” 56 percent of the children born to women aged 26 to 31 in 2014 were born to mothers who were not married.[85]


				Internationally, researchers have found that children are generally more likely to live in two-parent families in Asia and the Middle East and less likely in the developed nations and sub-Saharan Africa.[86]


				A recent study in the United Kingdom found that fatherless upbringing is linked to higher rates of teenage crime, pregnancy and disadvantage.[87] A Mexican sociologist, Fernando Pliego, did a “meta-analysis” of 315 large-sample studies on family structure that had been conducted in 13 countries on five continents. He found that these studies were remarkably consistent in showing the importance of the married father in the family in producing the best outcome for children.[88]


				World-class researcher on marriage and family issues, Dr. Brad Wilcox, identifies major ways in which fathers make a unique and important contributions to their children’s optimal development through the power of play, protection, and discipline style. Girls with their fathers in the home have reduced pregnancy rates, and less juvenile delinquency and depression. Dr. Wilcox pointedly notes that these research findings challenge the growing myth that fathers are not essential.[89]


				Another interesting recent study also highlighting the importance of fathers found that the daughters of fathers who performed an equal share of household chores were more likely to have daughters who aspired to less traditionally feminine occupations, such as astronaut, marine biologist, geologist, police officer and professional hockey or soccer player.[90]


			

			
				The Multi-Billion Dollar Cost of Family Breakdown

				Any deviation from the traditional married family structure generally leads to such things as poverty, crime, violence, substance abuse, disease and other problems that world governments must spend millions of dollars trying to fix. From a purely economic perspective, there are enormous tangible costs to society that emanate from family breakdown. A landmark U.S. study released in 2008 revealed that the breakdown of the family costs U.S. taxpayers a staggering $112 billion every year![91] To arrive at this figure, a group of distinguished scholars and economists considered only the following costs:[92]


				
						Costs to taxpayers from divorce and out-of-wedlock childbearing;

						Costs for government programs to single parents, such as child welfare, housing assistance and food stamps;

						Losses in tax revenue from taxpayers who are thrown into poverty after family breakdown; and

						Increased taxpayer expenditures for criminal justice and education programs serving children and adults from broken families.

				

				Over the last decade, the cumulative costs of national, state and local expenditures in the United States alone due to family breakdown was more than $1 trillion.

				Economics professor Dr. Ben Scafidi explained: “This new report shows that public concern about the decline of marriage need not be based only on ‘moral’ concerns, but that reducing high taxpayer costs of family fragmentation is a legitimate concern of government, policymakers and legislators.”[93] The study also demonstrates the cost effectiveness of programs that are intended to prevent family fragmentation. David Blankenhorn, president of the Institute for American Values, stated that “Even a small improvement in the health of marriage in America would result in enormous savings to taxpayers. … For example, a 1 percent reduction in rates of family fragmentation would save taxpayers $1.1 billion.” 

			

			
				These new statistics provide a compelling economic argument for preserving laws and policies that protect traditional marriage and the family. By safeguarding the vital institutions of marriage and family, governments could save millions, if not billions, of dollars annually.

				Happily Ever After

				Statistics supportive of the traditional family can come from unlikely sources. An Associated Press/MTV poll showed that when youth between the ages of 13 and 24 were asked, “What one thing in life makes you most happy?” the number one answer was “spending time with their families.”[94]


				Of course, traditional marriages are not without their challenges. However, marriage experts Linda J. Waite and Maggie Gallagher reported that a high percentage of unhappily married couples who stay together resolve their problems and come to enjoy their marriage:

				Eighty-six percent of unhappily married people who stick it out find that, five years later, their marriages are happier. … Most say they’ve become very happy indeed.[95]


				Waite and Gallagher further noted:

				The very worst marriages showed the most dramatic turnarounds: 77 percent of the stably married people who rated their marriages as very unhappy … said that the same marriage was either “very happy” or “quite happy” five years later.[96]


				These statistics should give hope to individuals who are currently struggling in their marriage.

			

			
				The Emperor is Stark Naked!

				In Hans Christian Andersen’s story, “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” some tailors come into town and convince a king that the fabric they are weaving can only be seen by intelligent people—or those fit for their office. The king, not wanting to be considered stupid, claims to be able to see the nonexistent material and commissions the “tailors” to make him some new “clothes.”

				As the king marches down the street to show off his new clothes, no one wants to admit they cannot see them, lest they be considered ignorant. So everyone “oohs” and “aahs” and remarks how magnificent the king looks. Suddenly, however, a child in the crowd points at the king and exclaims the obvious—that the king is actually parading through the town stark naked!

				Those who assert that premarital sex, cohabitation, adultery, pornography and homosexuality are private matters with no negative impact to society and individuals are like the tailors in this story. To further their purposes, they claim that anyone who doesn’t agree with them—and anyone who fails to not only accept, but also endorse, their lifestyles—is either “intolerant,” “bigoted,” “old fashioned,” or even “stupid.”

				Not wanting to be thought of as politically incorrect, too many people are afraid to challenge these new “tailors” of our society, despite the fact that social science research overwhelmingly shows that lifestyle choices can negatively impact a myriad of outcomes for men, women and children.

				Societies are slowly but surely being swindled by imposter “tailors” who are trying to steal from future generations. In the following chapters, we will take their “fabric” apart, thread by thread.

				Stand for the Family—What You Can Do

				
						Sign up for our free e-newsletters, The Family Watch and our Family Newswire, at www.familywatchinternational.org to receive updates on cutting-edge family issues.
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